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Politics in a Chahging World

The Globalization of Nations

he text presents a working definition of

globalization as “the increasing inter-
dependence of citizens and nations across
the world.” But citizens and nations differ
in their degree of global interdependence.
Scholars measure the extent of globaliza-
tion in different nations by combining var-
ious indicators of personal contact across
national borders, international financial
transactions, and use of international com-
munication through technology. Here is a
ranking of the “global top twenty” accord-
ing to a recent study. Nations were scored

and secure servers through which encrypted
transactions are carried out. (4) Political
engagement includes each country’s mem-
berships in a variety of representative in-
ternational organizations, personnel and
financial contributions to U.N. peace-
keeping missions, ratification of selected
multilateral treaties, and amounts of gov-
ernmental transfer payments and receipts.
According to these measures, three other
nations are more globalized than the United
States. Singapore, an island-state in the
South China Sea centered on shipping,
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on the basis of four sets of indicators: heads the list. Ireland, which hosts many

(1) Economic integration combines data international companies like Microsoft and :
on trade and foreign direct investment in- Intel, also ranks higher than the United E
flows and outflows. (2) Personal contact States, as does Switzerland in the middle of :
tracks international travel and tourism, FEurope. Relative to other globalized na- 3
international telephone traffic, and cross- tions, Americans have little economic inte- 2

border remittances and personal transfers
(including worker remittances, compen-
sation to employees, and other person-to-
person and nongovernmental transfers).
(3) Technological connectivity counts the
number of Internet users, Internet hosts,

gration with other countries. Of course,
the large population of the United States
contributes to its domestic self-sufficiency,
but the process of globalization seems in-
evitable.

The Purposes of Government

T 2 e
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Governments at any level require citizens to surrender some freedom as part
of being governed. Although some governments minimize their infringe-
ments on personal freedom, no government has as a goal the maximization of
personal freedom. Governments exist to control; o govern means “to con-
trol.” Why do people surrender their freedom to this control? To obtain the
benefits of government. Throughout history, government has served two major
purposes: maintaining order (preserving life and protecting property) and pro-
viding public goods. More recently, some governments have pursued a third

purpose, promoting equality, which is more controversial.
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Maintaining Order

Maintaining order is the oldest objective of government. Order in this context

is rich with meaning. Let’s start with “law and order.” Maintaining order in

this sense means establishing the rule of law to preserve life and protect prop-

erty. To the seventeenth-century English philosopher Thomas Hobbes (1588-

1679), preserving life was the most important function of government. In his

classic philosophical treatise, Leviathan (1651), Hobbes described life without

government as life in a “state of nature.” Without rules, people would live as

predators do, stealing and killing for their personal benefit. In Hobbes’s classic

phrase, life in a state of nature would be “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and

short.” He believed that a single ruler, or sovereign, must possess unquestioned

authority to guarantee the safety of the weak, to protect them from the attacks  order The rule of law to preserve
of the strong. Hobbes named his all-powerful government “Leviathan,” aftera  Jife and protect property. Maintaining
biblical sea monster: He believed that complete obedience to Leviathan’s strict  order is the oldest purpose of
laws was a small price to pay for the security of living in a civil society. government.
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liberalism The belief that states
should leave individuals free to follow
their individual pursuits. Note that this
differs from the definition of /iberal
later in the chapter.

communism A political system
in which, in theory, ownership of all
land and productive facilities is in the
hands of the people, and all goods are
equally shared. The production and
distribution of goods are controlled

by an authoritarian government.

_ public goods Benefits and ser-
vices, such as parks and sanitation,
that benefit all citizens but are not
likely to be produced voluntarily by
individuals. E

Most of us can only imagine what a state of nature would be like. But in
some parts of the world, whole nations have experienced lawlessness. It oc-
curred in Liberia in 2003, when both rebel and government forces, consisting
largely of teenage and preteen children, plunged the country into chaos before
international forces restored a semblance of order. However, international
forces did not end the lawlessness in the Darfur region of Sudan, where many
thousands fled before armed militias or were killed over a period of three years
starting in 2003. Throughout history, authoritarian rulers have used people’s
fear of civil disorder to justify taking power. Ironically, the ruling group itself—
whether monarchy, aristocracy, or political party—then became known as the
established order.

Hobbes’s conception of life in the cruel state of nature led him to view gov-
ernment primarily as a means of guaranteeing people’s survival. Other theo-
rists, taking survival for granted, believed that government protects order by
preserving private property (goods and land owned by individuals). Foremost
among them was John Locke (1632-1704), an English philosopher. In Two
Treatises on Government (1690), he wrote that the protection of life, liberty,
and property was the basic objective of government. His thinking strongly in-
fluenced the Declaration of Independence; it is reflected in the Declaration’s fa-
mous phrase identifying “Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness” as
“unalienable Rights” of citizens under goverfiment. Locke’s defense of prop-
erty rights became linked with safeguards for individual liberties in the doc-
trine of liberalism, which holds that the state should leave citizens free to
further their individual pursuits.!4

Not everyone believes that the protection of private property is a valid ob-
jective of government. The German philosopher Karl Marx (1818-1883) re-
jected the private ownership of property used in the production of goods or
services. Marx’s ideas form the basis of communism, a complex theory that
gives ownership of all land and productive facilities to the people—in effect, to
the government. In line with communist theory, the 1977 constitution of the
former Soviet Union declared that the nation’s land, minerals, waters, and
forests “are the exclusive property of the state.” In addition, “The state owns
the basic means of production in industry, construction, and agriculture;
means of transport and communication; the banks, the property of state-run
trade organizations and public utilities, and other state:run undertakings.”
Years after the Soviet Union collapsed, the Russian public remains deeply split
over abandoning the old communist-era policies to permit the private owner-
ship of land. Even outside the formerly communist societies, the extent to
which government protects private property is a political issue that forms the
basis of much ideological debate.

Providing Public Goods

After governments have established basic order, they can pursue other ends.
Using their coercive powers, they can tax citizens to raise money to spend on
Rublic goods, which are benefits and services that are available to everyone,
such as education, sanitation, and parks. Public goods benefit all citizens but
are not likely to be produced by the voluntary acts of individuals. The govern-
ment of ancient Rome, for example, built aqueducts to carry fresh water from
the mountains to the city. Road building was another public good provided by

s
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Leviathan, Hobbes’s
All-Powerful Sovereign

This engraving is from the 1651
edition of Leviathan, by Thomas
Hobbes. It shows Hobbes'’s
sovereign brandishing a sword
in one hand and the scepter of
justice in the other. He watches
over an orderly town, made
peaceful by his absolute
authority. But note that the
sovereign’s body is composed
of tiny images of his subjects.
He exists only through them.
Hobbes explains that such
government power can be
created only if people “confer
all their power and strength
upon one man, or upon one
assembly of men, that may
reduce all their wills, by plurality
of voices, unto one will.”
(Corbis-Bettmann)

the Roman government, which also used the roads to move its legions and pro-
tect the established order.

Government action to provide public goods can be controversial. During
President James Monroe’s administration (1817-1825), many people thought
that building the Cumberland Road (between Cumberland, Maryland, and
Wheeling, West Virginia) was not a proper function of the national govern-
ment, the Romans notwithstanding. Over time, the scope of government func-
tions in the United States has expanded. During President Dwight Eisenhower’s
administration in the 1950s, the federal government outdid the Romans’ noble
road building. Although a Republican opposed to big government, Eisenhower
launched-the massive interstate highway system, at a cost of $27 billion (in
1950s dollars). Yet some government enterprises that have been common in
other countries—running railroads, operating coal mines, generating electric
power—are politically controversial or even unacceptable in the United States.
People disagree about how far the government ought to go in using its power
to tax to provide public goods and services and how much of that realm should
be handled by private business for profit.

Promoting Equality

The promotion of equality has not always been a major objective of govern-
ment. It gained prominence only in the twentieth century, in the aftermath of
industrialization and urbanization. Confronted by the paradox of poverty
amid plenty, some political leaders in European nations pioneered extensive
government programs to improve life for the poor. Under the emerging concept
of the welfare state, government’s role expanded to provide individuals with
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Rosa Parks: She Sat

for Equality

Rosa Parks had just finished a
day’s work as a seamstress and
was sitting in the front of a

bus in Montgomery, Alabama,
going home. A white man
claimed her seat, which he
could do according to the law

in December 1955. When she
refused to move and was
arrested, outraged blacks, led
by Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
began a boycott of the
Montgomery bus company.

Rosa Parks died in 2005 at age
ninety-two and was accorded
the honor of lying in state in the
Capitol rotunda, the first woman
to receive that tribute. (Dave
Martin/AP/Leighton/Network/Saba)

= IDEAlog.org

How do you feel about gov-
ernment programs that reduce
income differences between
rich and poor? Take IDEAlog’s
self-test.

medical care, education, and a guaranteed income “from cradle to grave.”
Sweden, Britain, and other nations adopted welfare programs aimed at reduc-
ing social inequalities. This relatively new purpose of government has been by
far the most controversial. People often oppose taxation for public goods (build-
ing roads and schools, for example) because of cost alone. They oppose more
strongly taxation for government programs to promote economic and social
equality on principle.

The key issue here is government’s role in redistributing income, that is,
taking from the wealthy to give to the poor. Charity (voluntary giving to the
poor) has a strong basis in Western religious traditions; using the power of the
state to support the poor does not. (In his 1838 novel, Oliver Twist, Charles
Dickens dramatized how government power was used to imprison the poor,
not to support them.) Using the state to redistribute income was originally a
radical idea, set forth by Karl Marx as the ultimate principle of developed com-
munism: “from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs.”?®
This extreme has never been realized in any government, not even in commu-
nist states. But over time, taking from the rich to help the needy has become a
legitimate function of most governments.

That function is not without controversy, however. Especially since the
Great Depression of the 1930s, the government’s role in redistributing income
to promote economic equality has been a major source of policy debate in the
United States. In 2005, for example, Democrats in the Senate proposed raising
the minimum wage from $5.15 per hour (set in 1997) to $7.25, while Repub-
licans favored raising it to $6.25 with some qualifications. The parties did not
compromise, and the bill failed.

Government can also promote social equality through policies that do not
redistribute income. For example, in 2000, Vermont passed a law allowing per-
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sons of the same sex to enter a “civil union” granting access to similar benefits
enjoyed by persons of different sexes through marriage. In 2003, Canada
granted full marriage rights to same-sex partners. In this instance, laws advanc-
ing social equality may clash with different social values held by other citizens.

¥ A Conceptual Framework for
Analyzing Government

Citizens have very different views of how vigorously they want government

to maintain order, provide public goods, and promote equality. Of the

three objectives, providing for public goods usually is less controversial than
maintaining order or promoting equality. After all, government spending for
highways, schools, and parks carries benefits for nearly every citizen. More-
over, services merely cost money. The cost of maintaining order and promoting
equality is greater than money; it usually means a tradeoff in basic values.

To understand government and the political process, you must be able .
to recognize these tradeoffs and identify the basic values they entail. Just as H
people sit back from a wide-screen motion picture to gain perspective, to un-
derstand American government you need to take a broad view, a view much
broader than that offered by examining specific political events. You need to
use political concepts.

A concept is a generalized idea of a set of items or thoughts. It groups var-
ious events, objects, or qualities under a common classification or label. The
framework that guides this book consists of five concepts that figure promi-
nently in political analysis. We regard the five concepts as especially important {
to a broad understanding of American politics, and we use them repeatedly ;
throughout this book. This framework will help you evaluate political events
long after you have read this text.

The five concepts that we emphasize deal with the fundamental issues of
what government tries to do and how it decides to do it. The concepts that re-
late to what government tries to do are order, freedom, and equality. All gov-
ernments by definition value order; maintaining order is part of the meaning of
government. Most governments at least claim to preserve individual freedom
while they maintain order, although they vary widely in the extent to which
they succeed. Few governments even profess to guarantee equality, and gov-
ernments differ greatly in policies that pit equality against freedom. Our con-
ceptual framework should help you evaluate the extent to which the United
States pursues all three values through its government.

How government chooses the proper mix of order, freedom, and equality
in its policymaking has to do with the process of choice. We evaluate the
American governmental process using two models of democratic government:

majoritariarmand Many governments profess to be democracies.
Whether they are or are not depends on their (and our) meaning of the term.
Even countries that Americans agree are democracies—for example, the United
States and Britain—differ substantially in the type of democracy they practice.
We can use our conceptual models of democratic government both to classify
the type of democracy practiced in the United States and to evaluate the gov-
ernment’s success in fulfilling that model.

The five concepts can be organized into two groups:
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political ideology A consistent
set of values and beliefs about the
proper purpose and scope of
government.

totalitarianism A political
philosophy that advocates unlimited
power for the government to enable
it to control all sectors of society.

socialism A form of rule in which
the central government plays a strong
role in_regulating existing private
industry and directing the economy,
although it does allow some private
ownership of productive capacity.

These examples illustrate the challenge of using government power to pro-
mote equality. The clash between freedom and order is obvious, but the clash
between freedom and equality is more subtle. Americans, who think of free-
dom and equality as complementary rather than conflicting values, often do
not notice the clash. When forced to choose between the two, however, Amer-
icans are far more likely to choose freedom over equality than are people in
other countries.

The conflicts among freedom, order, and equality explain a great deal of
the political conflict in the United States. The conflicts also underlie the ide-
ologies that people use to structure their understanding of politics.

Ideology and the Scope of Government

People hold different opinions about the merits of government policies.
Sometimes their views are based on self-interest. For example, most senior
citizens vociferously oppose increasing their personal contributions to Medi-
care, the government program that defrays medical costs for the elderly, pre-
ferring to have all citizens pay for their coverage. Policies also are judged
according to individual values and beliefs. Some people hold assorted values
and beliefs that produce contradictory opinions on government policies. Oth-
ers organize their opinions into a pelitical ideology—a consistent set of values
and beliefs about the proper purpose and scope of government.

How far should government go to maintain order, provide public goods,
and promote equality? In the United States (as in every other nation), citizens,
scholars, and politicians have different answers. We can analyze their positions
by referring to philosophies about the proper scope of government—that is,
the range of its permissible activities. Imagine a continuum. At one end is the
belief that government should do everything; at the other is the belief that gov-
ernment should not exist. These extreme ideologies, from the most government
to the least government, and those that fall in between are shown in Figure 1.1.

Totalitarianism

Totalitarianism is the belief that government should have uplimited power. A
totalitarian government controls all sectors of society: business, labor, educa-
tion, religion, sports, the arts. A true totalitarian favors a network of laws,
rules, and regulations that guides every aspect of individual behavior. The ob-
ject is to produce a perfect society serving some master plan for “the common
good.” Totalitarianism has reached its terrifying full potential only in literature
and films (for example, in George Orwell’s 1984, a novel about “Big Brother”
watching everyone), but several real societies have come perilously close to
“perfection.” One thinks of Germany under Hitler and the Soviet Union under
Stalin. Not many people openly profess totalitarianism today, but the concept
is useful because it anchors one side of our continuum.

Socialism

Whereas totalitarianism refers to government in general, socialism pertains to
government’s role in the economy. Like communism, socialism is an economic
system based on Marxist theory. Under socialism (and communism), the scope
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[cii ;{3 M Ideology and the Scope of Government
MOST LEAST
GOVERNMENT

GOVERNMENT

Anarchism

of government extends to ownership or control of the basic industries that pro-
duce goods and services. These include communications, mining, heavy indus-
try, transportation, and power. Although socialism favors a strong role for
government in regulating private industry and directing the economy, it allows
more room than communism does for private ownership of productive capac-
ity. Many Americans-equate socialism with the communism practiced in the
old closed societies of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. But there is a dif-
ference. Although communism in theory was supposed to result in what Marx
referred to as a “withering away” of the state, communist governments in
practice tended toward totalitarianism, controlling not just economic life but
both political and social life through a dominant party organization. Some so-
cialist governments, however, practice democratic socialism. They guarantee
civil liberties (such as freedom of speech and freedom of religion) and allow
their citizens to determine the extent of the government’s activity through free
elections and competitive political parties. Outside the United States, socialism
is not universally viewed as inherently bad. In fact, the governments of Britain,
Sweden, Germany, and France, among other democracies, have at times since
World War II been avowedly socialist. More recently, the formerly communist
regimes of Eastern Europe have abandoned the controlling role of government
in their economies in favor of elements of capitalism.

Capitalism

Capitalism also relates to the government’s role in the economy. In contrast to
both socialism and communism, capitalism supports free enterprise—private
businesses operating without government regulation. Some theorists, most no-
tably economist Milton Friedman, argue that free enterprise is necessary for free
politics.?® This argument, that the economic system of capitalism is essential to
democracy, contradicts the tenets of democratic socialism. Whether it is valid
depends in part on our understanding of democracy, a subject discussed in
Chapter 2. The United States is decidedly a capitalist country, more so than
Britain or most other Western nations. Despite the U.S. government’s enormous

We can classify political ideolo-
gies according to the scope of
action that people are willing
to allow government in deal-
ing with social and economic
problems. In this chart, the
three rows map out various
philosophical positions along
an underlying continuum rang-
ing from “most” to “least”
government. Notice that con-
ventional politics in the United
States spans only a narrow
portion of the theoretical pos-
sibilities for government ac-
tion. In popular usage, liberals
favor a greater scope of gov-
ernment, and conservatives
want a narrower scope. But
over time, the traditional dis-
tinction has eroded and now
oversimplifies the differences
between liberals and conserva-
tives. See Figure 1.2 for a more
discriminating classification of
liberals and conservatives.

democratic socialism A
socialist form of government that
guarantees civil liberties such as
freedom of speech and religion. Citi-
zens determine the extent of govern-
ment activity through free elections
and competitive political parties.

capitalism The system of govern-
ment that favors free enterprise (pri-
vately owned businesses operating
without government regulation).
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libertarianism A political ideol-
ogy that is opposed to all government
action except as necessary to protect
life and property.

libertarians Those who are
opposed to using government to
promote either order or equality.

laissez faire An economic doc-
trine that opposes any form of govern-
ment intervention in business.

anarchism A political philosophy
that opposes government in any form.

budget, it owns or operates relatively few public enterprises. For example, rail-
roads, airlines, and television stations are privately owned in the United States;
these businesses are frequently owned by the government in other countries.
But our government does extend its authority into the economic sphere, reg-
ulating private businesses and directing the overall economy. American liber-
als and conservatives both embrace capitalism, but they differ on the nature
and amount of government intervention in the economy that is necessary or
desirable.

Libertarianism

Libertarianism opposes all government action except what is necessary to pro-
tect life and property. Libertarians grudgingly recognize the necessity of gov-
ernment but believe that it should be as limited as possible and should not
promote either order or equality. For example, libertarians grant the need for
traffic laws to ensure safe and efficient automobile travel. But they oppose as
a restriction on individual actions laws that set a minimum drinking age, and
they even oppose laws outlawing marijuana and other drugs that are illegal
to possess now. Libertarians believe that social programs that provide food,
clothing, and shelter are outside the proper scope of government. Helping the
needy, they insist, should be a matter of individual choice. Libertarians also op-
pose government ownership of basic industries; in fact, they oppose any gov-
ernment intervention in the economy. This kind of economic policy is called

laissez faire, a French phrase that means “let (people) do (as they please).”

Such an extreme policy extends beyond the free enterprise advocated by most
capitalists.

Libertarians are vocal advocates of hands-off government, in both the so-
cial and the economic spheres. Whereas those Americans who favor a broad
scope of government action shun the description socialist, libertarians make no
secret of their identity. The Libertarian Party ran candidates in every presiden-
tial election from 1972 through 2004. However, not one of these candidates
won more than 1 million votes.

Do not confuse libertarians with liberals—or with liberalism, the Locke-
inspired doctrine mentioned earlier. The words are similar, but their meanings
are quite different. Libertarianism, like liberalism, draws on liberty as its root
and means “absence of governmental constraint.” While both liberalism and
libertarianism leave citizens free to pursue their private goals, libertarianism
treats freedom as a pure goal; it’s liberalism on steroids. In American political
usage, liberalism evolved from the root word liberal in the sense of “freely,”
like a liberal serving of butter. Liberals see a positive role for government in
helping the disadvantaged. Over time, liberal has come to mean something
closer to generous, in the sense that liberals (but not libertarians) support gov-
ernment spending on social programs. Libertarians find little benefit in any
government social program.

Anarchism

Anarchism stands opposite totalitarianism on the political continuum. Anar-
chists oppose all government in any form. As a political philosophy, anarchism
values freedom above all else. Because all government involves some restriction
on personal freedom (for example, forcing people to drive on one side of the




G

L

A 6

Ideology and the Scope of Government % 23

road), a pure anarchist would object even to traffic laws. Like totalitarianism,
anarchism is not a popular philosophy, but it does have adherents on the po-
litical fringes.

Anarchists sparked street fights that disrupted meetings of the World Trade
Organization (WTO) in Seattle (1999), Prague (2000), and Montreal (2003).
Labor unions protested meetings of the WTO, which writes rules that govern
international trade, for failing to include labor rights on its agenda; environ-
mental groups protested for promoting economic development at the expense
of the environment. But anarchists were against the WTO on principle—for
concentrating the power of multinational corporations in a shadowy “world
government.” Discussing old and new forms of anarchy, Joseph Kahn said,
“Nothing has revived anarchism like globalization.”2* Although anarchism is
not a popular philosophy, it is not merely a theoretical category.

Liberals and Conservatives: The Narrow Middle

As shown in Figure 1.1, practical politics in the United States ranges over only
the central portion of the continuum. The extreme positions—totalitarianism
and anarchism—are rarely argued in public debates. And in this era of distrust
of “big government,” few American politicians would openly advocate social-
ism (although one did in 1990 and won election to Congress as an independent
candidate). On the other hand, almost 150 people ran for Congress in 2004 as
candidates of the Libertarian Party. Although none won, American libertarians
are sufficiently vocal to be heard in the debate over the role of government.
Still, most of that debate is limited to a narrow range of political thought.
On one side are people commonly called liberals; on the other are conserva-

tives. In popular usage, liberals favor conservatives less.

"A” Is for Anarchism
Anarchism as a philosophy views
government as an unnecessary
evil used by the wealthy to
exploit the poor. In July 2005,
scores of young anarchists
gathered in San Francisco to
show solidarity with protests in
Auchterarder, Scotland, against
the G8 summit meeting of
leaders of wealthy nations.
Similar anticapitalist solidarity
protests occurred in Kansas City
and Richmond. (Bradley/
www.Indybay.org)
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Can you explain why . ..
conservatives might favor more
government than liberals?

conservatives Those who are
willing to use government to promote
order but not equality.

liberals Those who are willing to
use government to promote equality
but not order.

This distinction is clear when the issue is government spending to provide pub-
lic goods. Liberals favor generous government support for education, wildlife
protection, public transportation, and a whole range of social programs. Con-
servatives want smaller government budgets and fewer government programs.
They support free enterprise and argue against government job programs, reg-
ulation of business, and legislation of working conditions and wage rates.

But in other areas, liberal and conservative ideologies are less consistent.
In theory, liberals favor government activism, yet they oppose government reg-
ulation of abortion. In theory, conservatives Oppose government activism, yet
they support government surveillance of telephone conversations to fight ter-
rorism. What’s going on? Are American political attitudes hopelessly contradic-
tory, or is something missing in our analysis of these ideologies today? Actually,
something is missing. To understand the liberal and conservative stances on
political issues, we must look not only at the scope of government action but
also at the purpose of government action. That is, to understand a political
ideology, it is necessary to understand how it incorporates the values ‘of free-
dom, order, and equality.

American Political Ideologies and
- the Purpose of Government

Much of American politics revolves around the two dilemmas just de-
scribed: freedom versus order and freedom versus equality. The two
dilemmas do not account for all political conflict, but they help us gain insight
into the workings of politics and organize the seemingly chaotic world of po-
litical events, actors, and issues.

Liberals Versus Conservatives: The New Differences

Liberals and conservatives are different, but their differences no longer hinge
on the narrow question of the government’s role in providing public goods.
Liberals do favor more spending for public goods and conservatives less, but
this is no longer the critical difference between them. Today, that difference
stems from their attitudes toward the purpose of government. Conservatives
support the original purpose of government: maintaining social order. They are
willing to use the coercive power of the state to force citizens to be orderly.
They favor firm police action, swift and severe punishment for criminals, and
more laws regulating behavior. Conservatives would not stop with defining,
preventing, and punishing crime, however. They tend to want to preserve tra-
ditional patterns of social relations—the domestic role of women and the im-
portance of religion in school and family life, for example. For this reason, they
do not think government should impose equality.

Liberals are less likely than conservatives to want to use government
power to maintain order. In general, liberals are more tolerant of alternative
lifestyles—for example, homosexual behavior. Liberals do not shy away from
using government coercion, but they use it for a different purpose: to promote
equality. They support laws that ensure equal treatment of homosexuals in em-
ployment, housing, and education; laws that require the busing of schoolchil-
dren to achieve racial equality; laws that force private businesses to hire and
promote women and members of minority groups; laws that require public
transportation to provide equal access to the disabled; and laws that order
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individual liberties, such as banning

E_ 4 sexually explicit movies or mandatory
3 g | testing for AIDS.
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THE ORIGINAL DILEMMA

cities and states to reapportion election districts so that minority voters can
elect minority candidates to public office. Conservatives do not oppose equal-
ity, but they do not value it to the extent of using the government’s power to
enforce equality. For liberals, the use of that power to promote equality is both
valid and necessary.

A

A Two-Dimensional Classification of Ideologies

£
|

To classify liberal and conservative ideologies more accurately, we have to incor-
porate the values of freedom, order, and equality into the classification. We can
do this using the model in Figure 1.2. It depicts the conflicting values along two
separate dimensions, each anchored in maximum freedom_at the lower left. One
dimension extends horizontally from maximum freedom on the left to maxi-
mum order on the right. The other extends vertically from maximum freedom
at the bottom to maximum equality at the top. Each box represents a different
ideological type: libertarians, liberals, conservatives, and communitarians.?’
Libertarians value freedom more than order or equality. (We will use this
E F term for people who have libertarian tendencies but may not accept the whole
a4 philosophy.) In practical terms, libertarians want minimal government inter-
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comimunitarians Those who are
willing to use government to promote
both order and equality.

vention in both the economic and the social spheres. For example, they op-
pose affirmative action and laws that restrict transmission of sexually explicit
material.

Liberals value freedom more than order but not more than equality. Liber-
als oppose laws that ban sexually explicit publications but support affirmative
action. Conservatives value freedom more than equality but would restrict
freedom to preserve social order. Conservatives oppose affirmative action but
favor laws that restrict pornography.

Finally, we arrive at the ideological type positioned at the upper right in
Figure 1.2. This group values both equality and order more than freedom. Its
members support both affirmative action and laws that restrict pornography.
We will call this new group communitarians. The Oxford English Dictionary
(1989) defines a communitarian as “a member of a community formed to put
into practice communistic or socialistic theories.” The term is used more nar-
rowly in contemporary politics to reflect the philosophy of the Communitarian
Network, a political movement founded by sociologist Amitai Etzioni.2¢ This
movement rejects both the liberal-conservative classification and the libertar-
ian argument that “individuals should be left on their own to pursue their
choices, rights, and self-interests.”?” Like liberals, Etzioni’s communitarians
believe that there is a role for government in helping the disadvantaged. Like
conservatives, they believe that government should be used to promote moral

values—preserving the family through more stringent divorce laws, protecting

against AIDS through testing programs, and limiting the dissemination of
pornography, for example.? Indeed, some observers have labeled President
George W. Bush a communitarian.2®

The Communitarian Network is not dedicated to big government, how-
ever. According to its platform, “The government should step in only to the ex-
tent that other social subsystems fail, rather than seek to replace them.”30
Nevertheless, in recognizing the collective nature of society, the network’s plat-
form clearly distinguishes its philosophy from that of libertarianism:

It has been argued by libertarians that responsibilities are a personal mat-
ter, that individuals are to judge which responsibilities they accept as
theirs. As we see it, responsibilities are anchored in community. Reflecting
the diverse moral voices of their citizens, responsive communities define
what is expected of people; they educate their members to accept these
values; and they praise them when they do and frown upon them when
they do not.3!

Although it clearly embraces the Communitarian Network’s philosophy, our
definition of communitarian (small ¢) is broader and more in keeping with the
dictionary definition. Thus, communitarians favor government programs that
promote both order and equality, somewhat in keeping with socialist theory.3?

By analyzing political ideologies on two dimensions rather than one, we
can explain why people can seem to be liberal on one issue (favoring a broader
scope of government action) and conservative on another (favoring less gov-
ernment action). The answer hinges on the purpose of a given government
action: Which value does it promote, order or equality? According to our ty-
pology, only libertarians and communitarians are consistent in their attitude
toward the scope of government activity, whatever its purpose. Libertarians
value freedom so highly that they oppose most government efforts to enforce
either order or equality. Communitarians (in our usage) are inclined to trade
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freedom for both order and equality. Liberals and conservatives, on the other
hand, favor or oppose government activity depending on its purpose. As you
will learn in Chapter 5, large groups of Americans fall into each of the four ide-
ological categories. Because Americans increasingly choose four different reso-
lutions to the original and modern dilemmas of government, the simple labels
of liberal and conservative no longer describe contemporary political ideolo-

gies as well as they did in the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s.

AN

he challenge of democracy lies in making difficult
Tchoices——choices that inevitably bring important
values into conflict. This chapter has outlined a norma-
tive framework for analyzing the policy choices that
arise in the pursuit of the purposes of government.

The three major purposes of government are
maintaining order, providing public goods, and pro-
moting equality. In pursuing these objectives, every
government infringes on individual freedom. But the
degree of that infringement depends on the govern-
ment’s (and, by extension, its citizens’) commitment
to order and equality. What we have, then, are two
dilemmas. The first—the original dilemma—centers
on the conflict between freedom and order. The sec-
ond—the modern dilemma—focuses on the conflict
between freedom and equality.

Some people use political ideologies to help them
resolve the conflicts that arise in political decision
making. These ideologies define the scope and pur-
pose of government. At opposite extremes of the
continuum are totalitarianism, which supports gov-
ernment intervention in every aspect of society, and
anarchism, which rejects government entirely. An im-
portant step back from totalitarianism is socialism.
Democratic socialism, an economic system, favors gov-
ernment ownership of basic industries but preserves
civil liberties. Capitalism, another economic system,
promotes free enterprise. A significant step short of
anarchism is libertarianism, which allows government
to protect life and property but little else.

In the United States, the terms liberal and conser-
vative are used to describe a narrow range toward
the center of the political continuum. The usage is
probably accurate when the scope of government ac-
tion is being discussed. That is, liberals support a
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broader role for government than do conservatives.
But when both the scope and the purpose of govern-
ment are considered, a different, sharper distinction
emerges. Conservatives may want less government,
but not at the price of maintaining order. In other
words, they are willing to use the coercive power of
government to impose social order. Liberals, too, are
willing to use the coercive power of government, but
for a different purpose—promoting equality.

It is easier to understand the differences among
libertarians, liberals, conservatives, and communitar-
ians and their views on the scope of government if
the values of freedom, order, and equality are incor-
porated into the description of their political ideolo-
gies. Libertarians choose freedom over both order
and equality. Communitarians are willing to sacrifice
freedom for both order and equality. Liberals value
freedom more than order, and equality more than
freedom. Conservatives value order more than free-
dom, and freedom more than equality.

The concepts of government objectives, values,
and political ideologies’ appear repeatedly in this
book as we determine who favors what government
action and why. So far, we have said little about how
government should make its decisions. In Chapter 2,
we complete our normative framework for evaluat-
ing American politics by examining the nature of
democratic theory. There, we introduce two key con-
cepts for analyzing how democratic governments
make decisions.

Internet activities and reading suggestions for this

chapter are available on the




