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This paper has a very modest goal. It intends teesas a first attempt at
understanding the widespread notion that todaysevatism, at least as far
as the Anglo-American version, commonly called ‘ne@onservatism is con-
cerned, is somehow different from earlier, moresiserversions of conserva-
tism. Not for today’'s conservatives F. J. C. Helaomgs dictum that: ‘It is com-
monly sufficient for practical purposes if consdives, without saying any-
thing, just sit and think, or even if they merely guoted in Kirk 1993: 3).
Though still considered by many, along with Johna&t Mill, ‘the stupid
party’, conservatives for the past couple of desddw/e generally not resigned
themselves to sitting peacefully, without as mushhanking, saying, or actu-
ally doing anything. The English commentator, Geoffrey Whesdtalescribed
this change in conservative attitudes this watimmia name to it along the way:

Every Tory leader since Sir Robert Peel had imyicgreed with his opponents that
the future belonged with their side; that at bestaxguard action could be fought; that
conservatism’s role was to make concessions adysland with as good grace, as
possible. That is, until Margaret Thatcher. She tladirst Tory leader who did not share
this belief (Wheatcroft 1996).

Beginning with Margaret Thatcher in Britain, andiwRonald Reagan in the
U.S., conservatism has, most uncharacteristicalgome dighting faith. Or,
to put it another way: it has become what manyoadherents since the time
of Peel would have forcefully insisted it could sitould never become — that
is, a full-fledged political ideology (meaning astilnctive, more or less coher-
ent system of political beliefs with a view to infiaing politicalaction).

Samuel Huntington’s influential article ‘Consergai as an Ideology’ (1957)
differentiates its subject from other exampleshaf $pecies by describing it as
a kind of positional, or situational belief-systeamntinuously responding to
the challenges of the times, expressed in rival &eetempted to say ‘real’)

1 Paper prepared for the ECPR Joint Sessions of Wapksitppsala, April 2004
Workshop #3: ‘Working with Ideology in a <Post-ldegical> Age’
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ideologies, but itself lacking substantive contéhat is a permanent, idiosyn-
cratic core of propositions. So, depending as adway the meaning of the
word, you might summarize Huntington's argumentdanservatism as an
Ideologythis way: It really isn't.

Another thinker, Michael Oakeshott, most expliciityd unapologetically takes
this later position — that conservatisnrmigt an ideology; or, perhaps more ac-
curately: that, although you could be a consereafand not just in politics,
either), there’s really no such thing as conséswatas an ideology) — as those
who adhere to an ideology are the exact opposiéecohservative.

Oakeshott’s understanding of conservatism, of @guas one of his friends,
Professor John Casey notes ‘could not be furthen fthe world-view of the
Conservative party’ during the years of Thatcheri€asey 1993: 63).

This paper does not consider it as one of its ainggve a comprehensive defi-
nition of conservatism, nor, correspondingly, tldgudication of the conserva-
tive credentials of the various authors it dealhwt takes for granted the sup-
posed conservatism of its subjects, on accourtief self-definition, or com-
mon perception. It takes as its point of departurmt terribly controversial fea-
ture of conservatism, indeed, the most usual gbestts when it comes to the
so-called ‘list’ approach to conservatism as amliolgy, and which at the same
time is also the usual basis for denying consesmas ideological nature. This
feature might be callednti-rationalism (and is leading the list of, e.g., An-
thony Quinton inThe Politics of Imperfectioas the recognition of thiatel-
lectual imperfectiorof human beings).

This author happens to believe that the well-knmenservative arguments,
following from this scepticism concerning the captés of human reason,
against rationalistic plans of perfecting socidtitutions are rather powerful.
They are also of an unmistakabiggativenature. It's not too difficult to see
how this alleged negativity renders conservatismesghat helpless in the face
of what conservatives perceive the relentless agblkaof rationalistic plans of
reform (taking the forms of varioudeologie$ which for the best part of the
last century have been the chief characteristih@times. Some conservatives
reacted to this constellation of events with aaiertneasure of resigned pessi-
mism, believing that the future indeed belongedlie opposing side; ‘that at
best a rearguard action could be fought; that goatiem’s role was to make
concessions as slowly, and with as good gracepssige.’

2 On the other hand there are those who would cteiae conservatism as a distinct political
ideology from its earliest beginnings, which, forample, Robert Nisbet does without the
slightest hesitation in hiSonservatism: Dream and Reali}991).
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But others decided to take up arms against thi®staubles, and by opposing
try to end them. This, they reasoned, could onlygldmee by adopting an ideol-
ogy of their own, to arm themselves with in thetlbadf ideas. This is what |
shall call the ideologization’'of conservatism. Flashing a light on the origifis o
this feature of contemporary Anglo-American (neoggrvatism is what the
exceedingly modest aim of this paper is. It wil@ahot try to answer the ques-
tion if the whole enterprise amounts to a settiggtrof the out of joint time, or
a particularly clever way of suicide.

Michael Oakeshott and the ‘intimations of tradition’

Being conservative, according to Michael Oakeslaott] in his famous words,
means, among other things, preferring

‘the familiar to the unknown, [...] the tried to thiatried, fact to mystery, the actual to
the possible, the limited to the unbounded, the te#he distant, the sufficient to the
superabundant, the convenient to the perfect, préaaghter to utopian bliss’ (Oake-
shott 1991: 408).

In other words, it means exhibiting a certain kafdlispositionin manners of
thought and behaviour. What it most emphaticallgsdet mean is subscribing
to a certain set of beliefs, or general principlagreed or a doctrine’ — dde-

ology.

Ideologies belong to theationalist approach of politics, which takes as its
starting point a system of theoretical, abstraedg] and intends to use it as a
guide (a ‘crib’) to political action.

The problem with ideologies, according to Oakeshettthat they can never
include the whole, or even the best part of ounmkedge about politics, as part
of that knowledge is of gractical nature, that is of a kind that can't be for-
malized (set in rules, put into books). In fact lmllman knowledge has two
distinct elementstechnical and practical. Of these two, only the former is
available to the rationalist mind, as it is thediiat is susceptible to formal-
ization. The difference between these two kindkradwledge is well illus-
trated by Oakeshott's famous examples of one nioighable to learn how to
cook, or drive a car from a book.

So Oakeshott considers political ideologies onlypa@or extract, a crude
abridgement of political knowledge, and the ideaal manner of political
conduct an impoverishment of politics. The fullnespolitical knowledge can
only be found in the practice of a given politicalmmunity, intradition. Po-
litical action can take as its guide nothing elae‘the intimations of tradition’
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This description of the nature of politics and pcdil knowledge drove many
readers of Oakeshott to desperation. But Oakeshatently had no intention

of letting himself goaded into answering the claggiestion of political ideol-

ogy. ‘Do you want to be told, that in politics tees, what certainly exists no-
where else, a mistake-proof manner of what shoaldldne?’ Oakeshott asks
one of his critics (Oakeshott 1991: 136).

However, in his ‘On being conservative’ he doessgiome clues as to what
kind of political arrangements someone with a coraese disposition would
prefer. Oakeshottian politics is above anything else of a limited variety. For
him, ‘governing is a specific and limited activityt is concerned only with the
administration (‘the provision and custody’) of geal rules of human conduct,
‘which are understood, not as plans for imposinigsgntive activities, but as
instruments enabling people to pursue the actsvitietheir own choice with
the minimum frustration’ (Oakeshott 1991: 424).

As people tend to be engaged in a great varietyctifities, and entertain a
multiplicity of opinions, collisions between themeadnevitable. Hence the need
— to resolve the more consequential of these @miis— for rules of conduct,
the making and enforcement of which constitutedaffiees of government. But
to avoid imposingubstantiveactivities, or opinions (the ‘dreams of others) o
people, the rules have to general and only a government that is ‘not con-
cerned with moral right and wrong’, ‘indifferent yuth> and <error> alike’ on
the part of its subjects, is well suited to th&k tg@akeshott 1991: 428-30).

Now, Oakeshott observes that some conservativeswaay to defendtheir
view of the proper nature of government ‘by appegplio certain general
ideas’. He on his part does not think that a digjppsto be conservative in
politics is ‘necessarily connected with any pattcupeliefs about the universe,
about the world in general or about human condugfeineral’, and has ‘noth-
ing to do with a natural law’, for example (Oake$t®91: 423f. Indeed, if a
man of this disposition is asked the question: Whght governments to con-
duct themselves in a ‘conservative’ manner, andt lthreir activities to the
administration of what is, for all practical purpsstherule of law, Oakeshott
thinks it entirely sufficient for him to say: ‘Whyot?’ (Oakeshott 1991: 427)

3 Oakeshott’s intransigence concerning the roledeblogy in politics is splendidly illustrated

by the following anecdote: John Kekes, the Hungabiarn American political philosopher
approached Michael Oakeshott on an occasion, dwdi d8m what an American conservative
should do, given the perhaps limited availabiltyha# ‘intimations of tradition’ in his country,
at least as compared to Professor Oakeshott's. tAedyreat thinker's answer was: ‘That's
your problem.’

Consequently, ‘there is more to learn about tigpakition from Montaigne, Pascal, Hobbes
and Hume than from Burke or Bentham’ (Oakeshott 1935).

This would seem a good example of what Paul Fraogocluding his monography, some-
what euphemistically refers to as Oakeshott remgiftbo sketchy and laconic on important
issues’ (Franco 1990: 236).
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As we have seen, there were others who consideieammonly sufficient for
practical purposes if conservatives, without sayngthing, just sit and think.’
But then again, there were some who did not. Gingrarejected the label — all
the while exposing many of the same ideas.

F. A. Hayek and the ‘ideology of freedom’

In his famous essay, ‘Why | Am Not a Conservatie'A. Hayek gives his
reasons not only for that, but — perhaps somevwdsst iamously, but none the
less forcefully — voices his ‘increasing misgivingsth regards to describing
himself as a ‘liberal’, to8.t is necessary to recognize, he writes, that leat
means by ‘liberalism’ — and takes to be his owntms— ‘has little to do with
any political movement that goes under that nantayo Those political
movements have ‘absorbed the crude and militaidnaism of the French
revolution’, and are led ‘more by a desire to inopon the world a precon-
ceived rational pattern than to provide opportufotyfree growth’.

Hayek’s kind of ‘true’ liberalism, on the other lthrishares with conservatism
a distrust of reason’, and recognizes its debtotzservative thinkers’ ‘loving
and reverential study of the value of grown insiiios’ (Hayek 1984d).

Indeed, Hayek builds his ideas on much the sam&tegpological ground as
Oakeshott. His main enemy is also ‘rationalismg trigins of which he also
traces back to the works of Descartes and Bacos.pfoblem with rationalis-
tic plans of reform is that they jeopardize theosianeous order’ of ‘grown’
(and not planned) social institutions, which rety dispersed, tacit (practical)
knowledge for their proper functioning. Hayek fitsbk note of the importance
of this kind of knowledge while studying the econpamd the free market, but
later he generalized his observations, and apphiech to the law, morals and
language.

As the rejection of political rationalism is, as have already noted, one of the
basic tenets of conservatism, it is not surpridimgt Hayek felt the need to

defend himself against charges of being a condeevdilis defence, however,

is made rather less convincing by the frequentioiteof Edmund Burke as the

kind of ‘liberal’ Hayek considers himself as beisg{tling in the end on a term
— '‘Old Whig' — of a somewhat limited contemporaryetulness in his search
for an appropriate label for his political beliefs.

® For those who would, on the grounds of his seffmiteon, protest including Hayek in a

survey of conservative thought, along with the amgots presented in this chapter, we
recommned considering that during a visit to the<eovative party’s research department in
the 1970’s Margaret Thatcher reportedly slammedy of Hayek'sThe Constitution of
Liberty on the table, and declared: ‘This is what we beli¢Cassidy 2000).



172 TIBOR MANDI

Now, Hayek, of course didn’'t consider Burke a propenservative (neither
did Oakeshott, by the way, as we have seen). Aoapitd Hayek ‘conserva-
tism proper is a legitimate, probably necessary, @rtainly widespread atti-
tude of opposition to drastic change’ — somethingunlike Oakeshott’s con-
servative ‘disposition’. The problem for Hayek withis kind of conservatism
is that

‘by its very nature it cannot offer an alternatteethe direction in which we are mov-
ing. It may succeed by its resistance to curremd¢acies in slowing down undesirable
developments, but, since it does not indicate amadiirection, it cannot prevent their
continuance. [...] The tug of war between conserestiand progressives can only
affect the speed, not the direction, of contempodavelopments. But, though there is
a need for a ‘brake on the vehicle of progresgetsonally cannot be content with
simply helping to apply the brake’ (Hayek 198281-2).

Conservatism, ‘by its distrust of theory and itsklaf imagination concerning
anything except that which experience has alreadyeal, [...] deprives itself
of the weapons needed in the struggle of ideas.’

As Hayek didn't think it would be enough for him‘git and think’, he set out
to arm himself with an ‘ideology of freedom.’

Oakeshott, alas, in all this saw another victoryadibnalism.

‘While formerly it was tacitly resisted and retaddey, for example, the informality of
English politics [...], that resistance has now itdmen converted into an ideology.
This is, perhaps, the main significance of Haydkéad to Serfdom not the cogency
of his doctrine, but the fact that it is a doctrideplan to resist all planning may be
better than its opposite, but it belongs to theesatyle of politics. And only in a soci-
ety already deeply infected with Rationalism wiletconversion of the traditional re-
sources of resistance to the tyranny of Rationalistm a self-conscious ideology be
considered a strengthening of those resourceskghmtt, 1991: 26-7)

Sometimes it is indeed very hard not to pronounage guilty of the sin of
‘constructivist rationalism’ that he so eloquentiyticizes elsewhere. For ex-
ample, at the end of himagnum opusaw, Legislation and Libertyhe pro-

poses his own ‘model constitution’, at the cenfrevbich we find a legislative
body with its members elected for 15 years by theydar old members of
society, from their own ranks (to better ensure pei@nce and independence).

But Hayek, by all means, was quite aware of thélgef his enterprise. He
prefaces his ‘model constitution’ with a quote fréiume— from whom, re-

member, Oakeshott suggests we may learn more #imebnservative dispo-
sition than from Burke, or, we might suppose, Hayekvho also closed his
Essayswith The Idea of a Perfect Commonwealth

" Supplementing Oakeshott's opinion of Hayek, himagk about the post-War years: ‘There

were a lot of Viennese comedians around Cambridgsetidays’ (Minogue 1993: 96). Al-
though he might have meant Wittgenstein.
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‘In all cases it must be advantageous to know wahtte most perfect in the kind, that
we may be able to bring any real constitution omfmf government as near as it is
possible, by such gentle alterations and innovatasimay not give too great a distur-
bance to society’ (quoted in Hayek 188382).

We might get closer to understanding Hayek’s pnogne, if we inspect in a
bit more detail his thinking in relation to Hume his essayrhe legal and
political philosophy of David Hume (1711-1778ayek quotes with eminent
agreement S. S. Wolin, who wrote about Hume thattimaed against the
enlightenment its own weapons’, when he undertdokwhittle down the
claims of reason by the use of rational analygiscording to Hayek, Hume,
building on his sceptical theory of knowledge, whiecognized the ‘narrow
bounds of human understanding’, produced a thebithe growth of human
institutions, the anti-rationalist nature of whistreflected in Hayek’s favourite
Hume quotation: ‘the rules of morality, therefoege not conclusions of our
reason’. As for the potential ideological use &f thieories (such as proposing a
model constitution), Hayek observes:

‘The transition from explanation to ideal does raiwever, involve him in any ille-
gitimate confusion of explanation and recommendatiobody was more critical of,
or explicit about the impossibility of, a logicalansition from theis to the ought’
(Hayek 1991: 107-8).

Hayek's stated purpose with his ‘model constitutigrinot to propose a con-
stitutional scheme for present application’. He batally does ‘not wish to
suggest that any country with a firmly establishmmhstitutional tradition
should replace its constitution by a new one droyron the lines suggested.’
He even recognizes the importance of ‘the backgtanintraditions and be-
liefs’ which make constitutions work in these caiex — as the constitutions
themselves do not explicitly state all that thegquppose (or sometimes do not
even exist in written from).

But, as Hayek notes, ‘very few countries in theldi@re in the fortunate posi-
tion of possessing a strong constitutional traditi®o, besides giving the ideas
discussed in the preceding parts of his book ‘aenalefinite shape’, by outlin-
ing a model constitution embodying them, he alsaldidike to help new de-
mocracies (and also, new supra-national institsiowhich do not have the
privilege of relying on the ‘intimations of traditi’ (Hayek 1984: 384-5).

Not that Hayek — as we have just seen — would sadés dismiss those ‘inti-
mations.’ In fact, quite the opposite is the c&3e many occasions, he makes it
clear that the ‘ideology’ that he champions is elgdinked to tradition. In an
essay devoted to the importance of general priesijpl politics, he writes that
those principles ‘have never been fully articulatedonstitutional documents’,
and have, in fact, usually been only ‘vaguely amuly perceived.” What's
more, later he states:
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‘This is not to say that these ‘principles’ mustessarily take the form of articulated
rules. Principles are often more effective guides dction when they appear as no
more than an unreasoned prejudice, a general detilat certain things ‘are not done’;
while as soon as they are explicitly stated spéicuiabegins about their correctness
and their validity.’

On the other hand:

‘Once the instinctive certainty is lost, perhapsaaesult of unsuccessful attempts to
put into words principles that had been observatliiively’, there is no way of re-
gaining such guidance other than to search forreecbstatement of what before was
known implicitly’ (Hayek 1984: 304-5).

Though undoubtedly Hayek strived for a ‘doctririe\was ‘the doctrine which
is at the basis of the common tradition of the Ar§hxon countries’ (Hayek
1984d: 293).

In addition, the principles proposed by Hayek am,just in origin, but in sub-
stance as well, not at all unlike those that Oasiedhinted at being comfort-
able with. Among them Hayek gives pride of plac¢hirule of law, which he
conceptualizes in much the same way as Oakeslsolitnded government by
general principles instead of specific commandstabt, providing a frame-
work for this kind of government is the explicitajoof his ‘model constitu-
tion’, with the admittedly strange arrangements enfai exercising the legis-
lative function being intended as a safeguard atjaime usurpation of that
function by more results-oriented political actors.

So, it's not in the least bit surprising that sommuld write of Hayek as a con-
servative (Gray 1993), or, for that matter, of Gdiadt as liberal (Gray 1993,
Franco 2000). And it's hard not to feel sometinmest Oakeshott's complaint
about liberals — that they don’t always seem tovkmneho their real friends
are — is true of his relationship to Hayek justvadl.

Irving Kristol, Leo Strauss and the ‘crisis of modenity’

Irving Kristol, the founding father of American remservatisn,opens his
1995 essay, ‘America’s ‘Exceptional’ Conservatisne¢alling the day in 1956
when arriving at his office at tHencountermagazine in London he found on
his desk an unsolicited manuscript from Michael &lott. (‘This, | thought,
is the way every editor's day should begin.") Heqaeded to read the essay,
called ‘On Being Conservative’, with ‘pleasure aagpreciation’. (‘lt was

8 | use the term ‘neoconservatism’ in two, not efyirdistinct senses. My excuse is that the

termis used, in scholarly literature as well as in paditidiscourse, in both senses. In the first,
more comprehensive sense it refers to laf® @Mntury varieties of conservatism generally
(‘new’ conservatisms, e.g. Thatcherism); in theoselc narrower one to the specifically
American version established by Mr. Kristol and désociates in the 1960’s and 70's.
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beautifully written, subtle in its argument, detieén its perceptions, and full of
sentences and paragraphs that merit the attentiantbologists for decades,
perhaps even centuries, to come.’) Then he rejécted

By way of explanation Kristol proposes that whildmaring the essay, he

didn't really like it. That is, he disagreed with The reason was that, by his
own account, he was ‘in the earliest stages ofl@utteial pregnancy with those
attitudes and dispositions that later emerged esconservatism.” And Ameri-

can neoconservatism is very different from the lamddeal English conserva-

tism that Oakeshott was celebrating so brilliantKfistol 1995: 375-6).

The reason why Kristol thinks ‘Oakeshott’'s conséwea disposition runs
squarely against the American grain’ is the kind‘idéological patriotism’
inherent in the American character; a consequehtieeonidely noted fact that
the United States is a ‘creedal nation’, unitedaasation of immigrants, by a
‘civic religion.” All this explains, according to #stol that when he, this time as
an editor at Basic Books, eventually published Ghk#é's Rationalism in
Politicsin the United States it sold a measly 600 copies.

Hayek's The Road to Serfdgnon the other hand, proved a huge publishing
success in America, selling 600.000 copies (at @it even making it into
Readers’ Diged). Kristol in the same essay traces back the migp®st-World
War Il American conservatism to that publishing /8 the importance of
which he sees not primarily in converting peoplenfr'statism’ to ‘antista-
tism’, but in intellectuallymobilizing people who were already antistatist and
pro-free market, and making their views more retgige. Though confessing
to never having readhe Road to Serfdgnine expresses his admiration of
Hayek’s later writings concerning intellectual bist and political philosophy
(Kristol 1995: 378

By Kristol's famous definition a neoconservative‘asliberal who has been
mugged by reality’ 4d notam:a conservative is a liberal who has been
mugged). Like Hayek, neoconservatives (many of tlwera time liberals or
radicals) were deeply unsatisfied with contempotams of American liber-
alism, so, like Hayek, they took to reclaiming ‘tinaditional principles of lib-
eralism from the leftists who had hijacked and gpted it' (Podhoretz 1996).

® This, one hardly needs to add, says nothing atheuintellectual qualities of the two books
(Cassidy, 2000).

10 S0 does George H. Nash in Aike Conservative Intellectual Movement in Amefisash
1976: 4).

11 Another prominent neoconservative, Michael Novakis The Spirit of Democratic Capital-
ism cites Hayek’'s ‘Why | Am Not a Conservative’ wheranting to identify the intellectual
tradition he would like to defend.
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But, in fact neoconservatives went further than lagekian project of resur-
recting classical liberalism. In his ‘Autobiograpai Memoir’ Kristol mentions
Leo Strauss as one of only two thinkers who hadgtikeatest effect on his in-
tellectual formation (the other was Lionel Trilling Strauss, who had emi-
grated from Nazi Germany to America, saw as thérakproblem of his time
the ‘crisis of modernity’. This meant primarily thess of faith on the part of
the West in its own moral ideals, which loss mastéd itself in a lack of po-
litical resolve (or in Machiavelli's famous termiftu’) and a consequent un-
readiness to act in defence of those ideals. ‘Qveeeealize that the principles
of our actions have no other support than our biihdice, we really do not
believe in them any more. We cannot wholeheartadiyupon them any more’,
writes Strauss in the Introduction to W&tural Right and History(Strauss
1953: 6).

Strauss thought that this crisis was, so to speatoded in the DNA of moder-
nity, and he traced it back to the liberalism obifas Hobbes and John Locke,
and their break with the ancient tradition of poét philosophy.

For Hobbes obviously starts, not, as the greattioaddid, from natural ‘law’, i.e. from
an objective order, but from natural ‘right’, ifeom an absolutely justified subjective
claim which, far from being dependent on any prasitaw, order, or obligation, is
itself the origin of all law, order, or obligatigBtrauss 1952: VIIl.).

But, by giving up on natural law, the moderns gapeon political philosophy
(defined as the search fowth in matters of politics) as well, substituting it
with a ‘value-neutral’ social science built on Mé&eberian distinction between
‘fact’ and ‘value’. This, according to Strauss,oeably leads to nihilism, in-
deed ‘it is identical with nihilism’ (Strauss 1953.

The only cure could be found in the writings of thacients’, Plato and Aris-
totle, and in their ideas about ‘classical natuigit’ (or, rather, natural law)
and the proper place of philosophy in the lifehef tommunity.

Strauss wrote in a letter that he really beliewbdt'the perfect political order,
as Plato and Aristotle sketchediff,the perfect political order’. However, he
also agreed with the ancients on the chance réalizaf this perfect political
order. So, in another place he wrote that ‘libematonstitutional democracy
comes closer to what the classics demanded thamthey alternative that is
viable in our age’ (quoted in Deutsch and Soff@87: 8).

12 The Straussian connection to neoconservatism &éas much in focus recently. Articles e.g.
in The New York Timeand The Economistthough sometimes with debatable conclusions,
nevertheless quite clearly documented the intelfdcnd personal influences linking Strauss,
his disciples and some of today’s leading neocaagiee figures (Atlas 2003Fhe Economist
2003; see also: Heer 2003).
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So, by all probabilities, and contrary to much wisasaid today about Strauss
and his followers, their aim really has been thesprvation of liberal democ-
racy, as it is practiced, first of all, in the Urdt States, and which they regard
roughly as their hero, Churchill did: the worstrfoof government except all
those other forms that have been tried from timéirtee. But they do have
some reservations about the tenacity of liberala@acty. They think it is, by
its very nature, vulnerable in a confrontation wagspotism, lacking the moral
basis for making the necessary sacrifices whicmaegled to persevere in such
a confrontatiort?

So for them, an Oakeshottian-Hayekian ‘rule of lgav/ernment, which is ‘not
concerned with moral right and wrong’, ‘indiffereiot<truth> and <error> alike’
and has ‘nothing to do with natural law,” emphdtcavouldn’t suffice. For

Stralljssians, as we have seen, governmeneVveythingto do with natural
law.

The Straussians, of course, are not alone in hasénigpus reservations about
liberal democracy. Alexis de Tocqueville's contemgry, Benjamin Constant

had basically the same insight about the differdretgveen the liberty of the

ancients and the moderns. For the former, libeegmn a right to participate in

the matters of the community, often bought by payine price of personal

sacrifice; for the latter, a right to an undistuth@rivate sphere. Modern bour-
geois societies would much rather make love, deagt commerce, than war.
But sometimes, in the face of tyranny, making wsawhat is called for.

Indeed, the great animating passion of neocongeegan the 1970’s was their
implacable anti-communism. Norman Podhoretz writegaphrasing George
Will, who noted about bankers during the Polislsisrthat they evidently loved
commerce more than they loathed communism: neooatsees did not love
anything more than they loathed communism (Podhdr@96).

It was in the realm of foreign policy where neo@matives made their most
determined stand in the 1970’s and 80’s, and ttese remained (or, rather,
have reemerged as) the most influential.

13 One of the favourite texts of neoconservativeshacydides’ Peloponnesian War. That war,
of course, was lost by Athens, and won by Sparta.

14 | ibertarian critics of the neoconservatives hgzbmt when they recently wrote that ‘merely
living in a free society appears to be insufficitmtneo-conservatives’ (Crane and Niskanen
2003).
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Jeane Kirkpatrick and the ‘rationalist perversion of politics’

Just as Friedrich Hayek dissociated his ideas fsoth conservatism and what
he considered a flawed kind of liberalism, neocoratéve foreign policy in-
tellectuals waged a two-front war against tradaioconservative ‘realist’ for-
eign policy — as personified by Henry Kissinger anakcticed by the Nixon and
Ford administrations — on the one hand, and treedibidealism’ of the Carter
presidency.

Against the second, they deployed some thorouglalige€hottian arguments
(although sometimes in the guise of Burkeanismih&des the most prominent
neoconservative foreign policy intellectual of thm, Reagan adviser Jeane
Kirkpatrick, in the Introduction to her book of tedted essaydictatorships
and Double Standardsiames ‘the rationalist perversion in modern pditas
the source of much that is wrong with the worldcémt events in Iran and
Nicaragua, among other things).

The essence of rationalism, as Kirkpatrick undedsait, is the ‘failure to dis-
tinguish between the domains of thought and expeeg that is between
‘ideas and institutions’. ‘Rationalism encouragesta believe that anything
that can be conceived can be brought into beingtioRalist theories ‘begin
not from how things are but how they ought to lamd consist ‘in the deter-
mined effort to understand and shape people andtescon the basis of in-
adequate, oversimplified theories of human behavidtuis ‘concerned more
with the abstract than the concrete, with the fdsshan the probable,” and
less ‘with people as they are than as they mightiiekpatrick 1982: 10-1).

Kirkpatrick blames the ‘rationalist spirit of thgel for viewing ‘each situation
as atabula rasaon which a plan can be imposed’, and taking ne rdtthe
fact that

‘institutions are patterned human behaviour thasteand function through the people
of society, and that radically changing institusaneans radically changing the lives of
people who may not want their lives changed. [...]éWhve forget, or wilfully choose
to ignore, the intractability of human behaviore tbomplexity of human institutions,
and the probability of unanticipated consequeneasdo so at great risk, and often
immense human cost’ (Kirkpatrick 1982: 17-8).

In 1981 a speech delivered to the Council on Far&glations, entitled ‘Ideas
and Institutions’, Kirkpatrick supplemented the abaowvith a lengthy quote
from Burke’'sReflectionsand expressed her belief that

‘we have had enough rationalism in our foreign @gdliand recommended instead
taking ‘the cure of history’ which is ‘nothing mo less than the cure of reality’
(Kirkpatrick 1983: 44).
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But neoconservatives were no fans of foreign pai@glism in the Kissingerian
mould, either.

Their main problem with realism was its ideologitadifference. According to
this school of thought, in foreign policy therenis place for morality. The only
thing that counts is the geopolitical balance ofvers. Injecting notions about
the moral superiority of one of the participanttoithe international system
only brings instability.

Neoconservatives long argued that when confrortiegSoviet Union, ideol-
ogy was paramount. It was so on the part of theéegmwvho probably didn’t
consider themselves representatives of a ‘normafion state, ‘seeking its
place under the sun.’ But it was still more impaottan the part of the United
States.

As Jeane Kirkpatrick wrote: ‘the notion that foreigolicy should be oriented
toward balance of power politics, or realpoliti&,totally foreign to the Ameri-

can tradition.” Governments must act from an idgdaheir societies, especially
in democracies, where moral legitimacy is a pegsisfjuestion in politics.

Irving Kristol, similarly, insisted that ‘pure anarRealpolitikis no part of the

American political tradition,” and warned againsie tnation sacrificing its

moral foundations and thus ‘casting a pall of illiegacy’ over its ideals. Nor-

man Podhoretz said that realism ‘robbed the SaMiee¢rican conflict of the

moral and political dimensions’, thus jeopardizigericans’ will to make the

necessary sacrifices to pursue the Cold War eviggti(quoted in Hoeveler
1991: 152-71).

In a speech entitled ‘The Reagan Reassertion oftafe¥alues’ Kirkpatrick
warned that

‘it is not only conceivable that an affluent anadhrologically advanced democratic
civilization may succumb to one that is distindtiferior in the wealth and well-being
of its people. This has occurred more than ondeistory. The decisive factor in the
rise and fall of nations is what Machiavelli caldu, meaning vitality and a capacity
for collective action. In the battle with totalinism, a free society has enormous
advantages of which we are all well aware. But auiththe political will not merely to
survive but to prevail, these advantages coumidoght’ (Kirkpatrick 1983: 31).

And in another, ‘The Reagan Phenomenon and therdlibigadition’, after
noting that the presence of intellectuals at reddyi high policy-making posi-
tions in the Reagan administration (Kirkpatrick wagprofessor of political
science before signing on as President Reagan’emiy) signals that ‘there
is something ideologically self-conscious going an’American politics, she
stated that ‘the president and many of his princiglwisers see themselves as
purveyors and defenders of the classical libeaalition’ (Kirkpatrick 1983: 7).
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William Kristol, Robert Kagan and the ‘laying of th e foundations’

The successes of the Reagan years however — dipaftiar the collapse of

the Soviet Union, the ‘evil empire’ — gave way het1990’s to what the neo-
conservatives saw as the complacency of the finsshBand the Clinton presi-
dencies. In &@oreign Affairsarticle published in 1996, William Kristol and
Robert Kagan — representatives of a new generafioeoconservatives — find
the foreign policy climate of the times reminiscefntthe mid-1970’s (the pe-
riod of the first great neoconservative awakenir@ynservatives are, once
again, ‘adrift’, leaning uncertainly ‘on some vensiof the conservative «<real-
ism> of Henry Kissinger and his disciples.” Meanlwhthe American public is

‘indifferent, if not hostile, to foreign policy andommitments abroad, more
interested in balancing the budget than in leathiegvorld.’

What one might call (after its first and most treaist diagnostician) the Toc-
guevillean disease of modern democratic societiegnring away from public
affairs in favour of the pursuit of one’s and on&sily’s happiness, that is
material well-being — is ready to reassert itséthericans ‘have never had it so
good’, the authors observe (mentioning as proofgrapother things, ‘the secu-
rity of Americans not only to live within their owmorders but to travel and do
business safely almost anywhere in the world.’) TBo& of visible threats ‘has
tempted Americans to absentmindedly dismantle taterial and spirituat®
foundations on which their national well-being leen based.” As Kristol and
Kagan see it, the post-Cold War question of ‘whsréhe threat?’ is miscon-
ceived. ‘In a world in which peace and Americanusitgg depend on American

powerand the will to use jtthe main threat the United States faces now mand i

the future is its own weakness.’

So, what America needs, once again, is a ‘neo-Réagareign policy of mili-
tary supremacyand moral confidengewhich would actively engage in pro-
moting American principles of governance — demogréee markets, respect
for liberty — abroad and also in pursuing policiagended to bring about
‘change of regime’ (in Iran, Cuba or China, for exae). This ‘more elevated
vision’ of America’s international role would cossiin a ‘benevolent global
hegemony’ resting on the ‘strategand ideological predominance’ of the
United States. Kristol and Kagan even challengeféameous admonition of
John Quincy Adams against America going abroadsé&arch of monsters to
destroy’ with the words: ‘But why not?’

15 The italics from now on are added to highlight tiatinuous presence of the ideological di-
mension in neoconservative foreign policy thinking.
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The last but one part of Kristol and Kagan’s agtibears the subtitle: ‘From
NSC-68 to 1996." As the authors inform us, NSC-Gsva national security
planning document drafted in 1950 by, among otHeasil Nitze, which called

for an all-out effort to meet the Soviet challengaed called for a full scale

ideological confrontation and massive increasesléfence spending. Now,
what is eminently interesting from the authors’'niaf view regarding NSC-

68 is that at first, against a backdrop of an Ag@ripublic enjoying peace and
prosperity, it languished. Then the North Koreamasion of South Korea

changed that. The moral of the story, accordirthpécauthors, is that

‘as troubles arise and the need to act becomes themse who have laid the founda-
tions for a necessary shift in policy have a chatocéead Americans onto a new
course’ (Kristol and Kagan 1996).

Michael Oakeshott, on the other hand, calls theaggh in which ‘arrange-
ments of a society are made to appear, not as mahdehaviour, but as
pieces of machinery to be transported about thédwnodiscriminately,” ‘one
of the most insidious current misunderstandinggpalftical activity’ (Oake-
shott 1991: 130).

Conclusion

Oakeshaott, in his famous metaphor, described pslitiis way:

‘In political activity, then, men sail a boundleasd bottomless sea; there is neither
harbour for shelter nor floor for anchorage, neitsiarting place nor appointed desti-

nation. The enterprise is to keep afloat on an éwt; the sea is both friend and en-
emy; and the seamanship consists in using the me=®wf a traditional manner of be-

haviour in order to make friend of every hostileasion’ (Oakeshott 1991: 127).

The Straussians would obviously contest this redndgas they would see it) of
politics to a ‘traditional manner of behaviour’.taf Plato, they would say that
the ‘ship of state’ is best guided by the philosapihelying on the resources of
reason not tradition®

18 The aims of the Straussians in this respect atkilustrated by the title of this selection of
Strauss’ essay3:he Rebirth of Classical Political Rationalisthey wouldn’t necessarily dis-
agree with the part concerning the sea being begadind bottomless, though. As Robert
Devigne observes, according to the Straussianacia of belief in truth is not theoretically
wrong,’ it only ‘creates dangerous political comalis’ (Devigne 1994: 193). What they
would probably strongly object to is letting thewrin on the bottomlessness and boundless-
ness of the sea — unlike the philosophers, thelpamm’t handle the truth (or lack thereof)
very well. Given Strauss’ well-known preference fioe ‘esoteric’ mode of writing, it always
carries a certain amount of risk to venture intoanslling Straussian doctrine. Nevertheless,
if one takes Plato as seriously as, by all indiredj Straussians do, one can’t discount the use
of the Platonian ‘noble lie’ as a legitimate todlpmlitics. Irving Kristol once wrote about a
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Among the ‘extremes’ of opinion represented by Ghkét and the Straus-
sians, Edmund Burke seems to be occupying a mgidlend — as it is to be
expected from a practicing politician. Concluding Reflections he recom-
mends his opinions in the following manner:

‘They come from one [...] who wishes to preserve @sieacy; but who would pre-
serve consistency by varying his means to secwraitlity of his end; and, when the
equipoise of the vessel in which he sails may laegered by overloading it upon one
side, is desirous of carrying the small weight isfieasons to that which may preserve
its equipoise’ (Burke 1999: 365).

Indeed, Burke seems to function as a kind of littest for the varieties of
modern conservatism. As we have seen, he was émtoigical for Oakeshott,
while being, at the same time, too ‘parochial’ trauss’ Nevertheless, he
was just about right for Hayek. He wasn't shy oplgmg reason, as one of a
variety of means, but only as a counterweighthagervice of the ultimate end
of keeping the vessel in which we sail ‘afloat onearen keel'.
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RESUMEE

Zuriick zur ldeologie des Konservativismus:
der Neokonservativismus

TIBOR MANDI

Ausgangspunkt der Studie ist der vielzitierte Aetikon Samuel Huntington
aus dem Jahre 1957 mit dem Ti@bnservatism as an Ideolodgyr beschreibt
den Konservativismus in diesem Artikel als eine positionierte Ideologie,
deren Inhalt sich flexibel an die Herausforderundengegebenen historischen
Epoche anpalfit, jedoch eines nur fir ihn charaktatien substantivischen
Kerns ermangelt. Ziel der Studie ist die Darstajlaiessen, wie sich der tradi-
tionelle anglo-amerikanische Konservativismus imufieader vergangenen
Jahrzehnte aus einer Antiideologie mit den von khgihdn beschriebenen
Merkmalen in den ,Neokonservativismus” mit starkiéeologischen Ziigen
umgestaltet hat. Der erste Teil der Studie ruft TH¢igkeit von Michael Oa-
keshott, dem paradigmatischen Denker des theariifeien, traditionsgebun-
denen Konservativismus in Erinnerung, mit besomndRiicksicht auf die von
der Rationalismus-Kritik des Autors gespielten Bdh der Verwerfung des
ideologischen Politisierens. Das nachste Kapitltetar, wie sich im Denken
von Friedrich Hayek die der Oakeshottschen Kritthrséhnliche Kritik des
Rationalismus mit der Anforderung der Erarbeitury gdeologie der Frei-
heit” verknupft (welche Ideologie die grof3tenteilsch von Michael Oakeshott
akzeptierten Ziige des klassischen Liberalismuseiafyy Am Ende der Studie,
zum Abschluf? des ideengeschichtlichen Uberblicks! wintersucht, wie die
von der politischen Philosophie von Leo Straussuoétete Liberalismus- und
Modernitatskritik der amerikanischen neokonseneatiAutoren zur entschlos-
senen Bejahung der ideologischen politischen Atstfilhrt. Die letzten zwei
Kapitel stellen die Wirkung der neokonservativerdibgie auf den theoreti-
schen Hintergrund der amerikanischen Auf3enpolitik @vozu die Texte von
Jeane Kirkpatrick aus den 1980-er Jahren, bzw.Wiliam Kristol und Ro-
bert Kagan aus den 1990-er Jahren herangezogeernwéddmentsprechend ist
das Ziel der vorliegenden Studie nicht die Aufdexkdes ideologischen Hin-
tergrundes der amerikanischen AulRenpolitik, sonderrwill lediglich — wie
dies im Titel des letzten Kapitels angedeutet idureh das kurze Aufzeichnen
der ,Grundsteinlegung” zu einem besseren Verst&ndi@ses Hintergrundes
beitragen.
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