Bureau of Justice shows national crime rates for the last decade :


http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/glance/cv2.htm

Bureau of Justice shows that states didn’t in fact jail more : 

http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/glance/felpct.htm

Berkley defines conservatism : http://www.berkeley.edu/news/media/releases/2003/07/22_politics.shtml
Wikipedia defines conservatism : http://en2.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism
Enterstageright contemplates conservatism :

 http://www.enterstageright.com/archive/articles/0497rand.htm

Enterstageright’s mission statement : http://www.enterstageright.com/static/mission.htm
Some time ago, a couple of my right leaning co-workers suggested that the political rhetoric which appears in some portions of my web journal in the past months might be a little harsh when in comes to dealing with said conservatives, what with the calls to violence and all. (Although I will contend that I only ever actually suggested attacking Californian citizens openly, regardless of political affiliation.) Still, I saw their point and decided to go back and review my recent rantings, then offer something for the self proclaimed conservative element, something that said, “Hey, we’re all really on the same side here.”<P>

Then, one morning recently, I awoke to an NPR news broadcast. I know better; I’ve been meaning to change the station on my clock radio to student selected alternative music for months now, but instead I horror shock myself into consciousness every morning with the most miserable headlines our world has to offer. On this particular cold, November day I was absolutely delighted to hear that the US government had, without apparent cause or evidence, certainly without charging the individual or allowing him any access to legal defense, exported a Canadian citizen flying happily through New York on his way home, to Syria where he was tortured for weeks.<P>

In case you’re missing the connection here, the conservative element isn’t going to be getting much in the way of an apology. What they will be getting, instead, is a more concrete explanation as to why they are the darkest aspect of our society, why they are not merely failing to be a solution to any problem we have but are, in fact, on the front lines of causing a good number of them. <P>

For reference, this is also what the rest of you will be getting here, and it’s going to go on at great length and have references. I intend to make it as precise and concrete as possible, but let’s face it, this is a web log and it is me writing it, so it will probably also ramble and rant a bit. So while I feel this is required reading for anyone who wants to promote a political agenda around me, especially conservatism, I’d recommend that those of you who are wisely and happily inclined to forgo politics take a serious account of both your interest and commitment before trying to read this thing.<P>

To begin in my task, I first have to define exactly what I am referring to by ‘conservative’. This one’s not easy. Anyone who openly claims the mantle of conservatism is, in some fashion, a conservative, but what does that really encompass? My Dad claims to be a conservative. So does George W. Bush. I claim to be extremely liberal. Yet my father and I agree on most political and social issues and yet the one thing we agree most fervently about is how much we despise Bush’s ideals regarding most political and social issues. To be honest, even defining the ideology in relation to the great swath of minds and personalities who consciously apply this definition to themselves in the United States alone is a bit of a trick, but it’s absolutely essential if I am to condemn them, which I intend to do. <P>

Defining The Word

First and foremost, I’m going to narrow down the set of people I’m referring to. I am addressing western conservatism, as it appears in the modern day within nations like The United States, Canada, England, etc. I am not referring to conservatives of centuries gone. I’m not going to be assuming a correlation between the modern Republicans and those who ‘helped free the slave’. I’m not going to be making any attempts to associate obviously different cultures, such as the conservative element in New York vs. the conservative element in Iran. I will, despite the popularity and appeal of this tactic, make no attempt to compare conservatives to Nazis. What I will be doing is trying to isolate and distinguish a particular set of people who, through both self proclamation and objectively recognizable behavior, signify the conservative element in modern western society as it’s come to be characterized today.<P>

Let’s start, first of all, with a conservative definition. Not being conservative, I was forced to track down a few, and I figured that there was no better place to start than with the John Birch society. Here, in their own words, is, “what they believe.” http://www.jbs.org/visitor/about/jbsbelief.htm <P>

Next in line is my personal favorite conservative website (honestly), Enter Stage Right, which is the most progressive and contemplative collection of conservative thought and essays I’ve discovered online so far. They define their beliefs thusly : http://www.enterstageright.com/static/mission.htm , as well as delving more deeply into some of them here : http://www.enterstageright.com/archive/articles/0497rand.htm . There is more to be found there if you’re curious; I contend that the more you read, the more informed you will be.<P>

Here’s an example of, perhaps, a more salt of the earth style definition. Here is Joe Mows-the-Lawn’s take on conservatism, although it’s really not that far removed from the John Birch one. http://www.comnetgroup.net/onemansview/ . <P>

Next, I’ll try and provide a couple of objective viewpoints, or at least as objective as is possible. There is, of course, no source enjoying greater objectivity or generally unsatisfying succinctness than a good dictionary, so we’ll take a gander at what Webster’s has to say about conservatism. (I don’t have an account for Oxford English but if you do, you should look it up there, as well.) http://dictionary.reference.com/search?q=conservatism . <P>

A touch more detail traded for, perhaps, a smattering of objectivity, Wikipedia presents their take on conservatism here : http://en2.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism, along with a list of some well known people who are generally considered modern conservatives!<P>

So when we collect these ideas together, what image emerges from it? As almost anyone could have guessed, there are a lot of different ideas about what a conservative is. However, a few glaring consistencies appear among most of these definitions. The almost uncontested concepts associated with conservatives appear to be deregulation style capitalism and the value of individual freedom. Coming in a close second, of course, are the socially minded traditionalists, people who believe that certain time honored ideals and beliefs should be maintained absolutely. These ideals usually come from religious tradition or long unchallenged social convention. I am going to address these three ideas separately. <P>

What They Want

I’d like to address, first, the issues regarding fiscal irresponsibility and personal freedom, since it seems to me that these are the ideas being given the most credibility in our society today. Whole new political movements are being founded based on the rejection of the more complex (and actually conservative) aspects of social conservatism and embracing of what are termed <I>conservative</I> economics and personal liberties.<P>

Conservative Economics

Conservative economics is a fairly loosely defined subject, but in general I feel safe in describing it through the ideas of reduced spending, reduced economic regulation and reduced taxation. The idea seems to relate to the notion that less government results in less control results in more freedom, which is good. One conservative described it as a ‘starve the bear’ philosophy, in which the government, given less and less to work with, grows smaller and smaller.<P>

Of course, what this, in its most ideal form, would result in is the promotion of financial competition. Fewer regulations, less oversight, smaller and less effective government and an emphasis on money in the hands of the ‘general population’ would result in a society where more free competition at the economic level is encouraged. This is something that conservatives promote as positive.<P>

The Flaws With Conservative Economics

The first thing to be done, as I see it, is explain the flaws inherent in the ideal, which is to say that I will attempt to demonstrate, in a concise manner, why I believe that even were these beliefs to be embraced in any practical sense and even were they to produce the maximum possible positive benefit, they would fail. I am not an economist or a socialist, nor do I have any overt means of demonstrating any authority in these matters, but I am of the opinion that the evidence supporting the arguments I’m about to make is of such an obvious nature that no great effort or ability is required to understand or support it. <P>

To begin this argument, I have to bring up what I see as a fairly obvious and consistent behavior in economics but one which is nevertheless contested hotly, that behavior being the gradual gravitation of wealth within any given economic structure. <P>

As a footnote of history, I think, gravitation of wealth is generally accepted. We all understand on some high school romantic level that back in the days before democracy, what with wars, robber barons, mercenaries for hire, the corruption of the various religious and social organizations and a political and social attitude that stated clearly that those at the top were superior to those at the bottom from birth, the means by which wealth would gravitate are obvious. Namely,  as a wealthy person, you might use the laws your forefathers had engineered to promote the direct movement of desired resources in your general direction while at the same time enforcing these ideas through your well paid and legally armed protection force. In the meantime, you can use both the wealth you began with as well as the new wealth coming in to pay for and distribute propaganda, such as having some group of priests envision, confirm, write up and distribute the notion that your ability to hoard all of this wealth is passed down from the creator himself, thus delaying the inevitable revolution against you to redistribute this wealth. Simply put, a person of excessive wealth could use that wealth to influence law, religion, trade and war so that these things would be inclined to favor that person gaining more wealth, and when that failed he could use that wealth to hire people to beat wealth out of others. Not only could they do this, they did do it, with fair regularity and success.<P>

But, as per the usual blindness history induces, it isn’t, it wouldn’t, it couldn’t be happening today. Somehow the forces of democracy and capitalism have succeeded, without any overt aid on our part, to thwart this historical norm. We are taught that democracy is naturally superior to monarchy or despotism so we have faith that the inherent problems of those systems must naturally have been overcome in ours. Of course, there is no reason to believe this, especially when it comes to economics. There is nothing inherent to either our system of government or our system of economics that would lend itself to preventing consolidation of wealth into the hands of a select few. Even the laws we’ve constructed to limit the abuses of these systems fail to address these issues. In fact, when such laws have been proposed, such as the Green Party’s suggestion of a ‘maximum wage’ in order to limit the gap in wealth, it was looked upon by most of the population with a mixture of amusement and horror.

In the meantime, we do continue to see wealth consolidate and we continue to see those tried and true methods of promoting consolidation applied. As part of his first serious budget proposal, current President George W. Bush pushed through a tax rebate, supposedly based on a budget surplus, in excess of one trillion dollars over the course of a decade. Of course, this act immediately preceded a rapid reversal of our ‘surplus’ into an extreme deficit, but the tax cut stood. Oddly, most of this tax cut did not go back to the working class, it went back to the wealthy. Since the tax cut ended up not being drawn from a surplus, alternative means to pay for it were discovered, namely in the form of taking the money from social programs. One of the social programs that, due to current laws, can most easily be stripped of funds, is the social security program. In the end, the working class of the United States paid to give back the wealthiest fraction over 800 billion dollars which they did not need. Apparently, however, they had earned this money honestly, so they deserved it.<P>

Of course, there we see the ‘divine right’ concept manifest again, only this time in the form of those who have acquired wealth instead of those born to nobility. Despite the fact that big business owners are consistently exposed for extreme corruption and dishonesty, from Kenneth Lay to Bill Gates to the Waltons, they are considered to have earned that wealth, that support of the law. It’s sadly apparent that the wealthier people of our nation have often achieved that goal through means that were less than honest, ethical or even legal, and yet, primarily because they are wealthy, they have earned the right to get back not only the money that they had paid into society to keep its many infrastructures functioning, but some of the working class’s contribution as well. <P>

Wealth can be used to acquire greater wealth at an exponential rate. Through interest alone, not even including significant investment, someone holding a million dollars in savings earns more money than someone working a forty-hour workweek at minimum wage. This is the first and most obvious way to use wealth to acquire more wealth.<P>

Wealth is a form of power that can be leveraged against natural conditions. Disney recently used their wealth to extend an already absurdly over-extended copyright protection concept to allow them to continue to profit exclusively from the works of a man who has been dead for almost 40 years. Altering laws in order to stifle competition is another way in which wealth can be used to acquire more wealth.<P>

Money can be used to convince people to ignore current laws. Various Mafias have used this technique throughout time to hire criminals and then pay law enforcement to ignore their actions, and they aren’t the only ones. Rush Limbaugh has recently been definitely identified as having committed a crime that would land most other men in prison (a punishment Rush supports absolutely so long as it does not apply to him) even prior to trial, but because of wealth, he walks around free. Through proper application of wealth, Bill Gates first went about eliminating various forms of competition and then, even after his company was convicted of committing illegal acts, managed to reduce its sentence to essentially nothing, no time, no loss of resources, no community service. Through this method, what few protections there are against hoarding of wealth can be easily overcome.

Most importantly, those will wealth can make a consistent effort towards cornering those few commodities that are always of value, such as food, water, usable land and so forth. Recently more than one attempt has been made to begin privatizing the world’s fresh water supply. This is an attempt to turn what amounts to an absolute need for all people on earth to survive into a for-profit commodity, those profits naturally going into the hands of the only people who could possibly afford to actually lay claim to such a resource and have any hope of backing or protecting that claim, namely the already fabulously wealthy.<P>

In England, you can be arrested if you modify your car to stop using gasoline, because then you aren’t paying your ‘gas tax’ (forced to pay a tax for a product you don’t even want to use.) You will be approached by men backed by the strong arm of the law and threatened with physical detainment if you do not obey this absurd law. And in this manner we see the wealthy employ their final solution to taking wealth from the less wealthy, the ability to pay others to threaten violence.<P>

Even under the current disastrous economy, someone like Kenneth Lay, who is either an out and out criminal or one of the single stupidest men alive, makes more wealth merely from the money he already owns through the dishonest behavior of a company he oversaw than I will through several years of honest labor. Industries from oil to media spend the money they already own to lobby weaker competitors right out of business, or to buy and squash products that might advance an industry. In some cases, such as cotton vs. hemp, this lobbying went so far as to eliminate freedoms for many people exclusively so that one company could continue to reap profits.<P>

Not only does wealth gravitate in the modern day, it does so through the same methods it has throughout history. There is nothing new going on here. The gap between the wealthy and the poor continues to grow, as it has through every social cycle in history, and the wealthy use the same weak excuses to convince the poor that this is all right. They’ve earned it. They’re entitled to it. God wants them to have it, right?<P>

http://www.forbes.com/finance/lists/10/2001/charts1.jhtml?passListId=10&passYear=2001&passListType=Person

http://www.ippr.org.uk/research/files/team27/project121/Wealth%20Distribution.pdf

http://www.federalreserve.gov/pubs/oss/oss2/papers/wealth.iariw2001.pdf

http://www.econ.utah.edu/maloney/547t6.html
http://hbswk.hbs.edu/item.jhtml?id=2906&t=finance
(That last one’s a real treat. “Pareto’s distribution has, from a mathematical standpoint, stubbornly defies explanation.” – Mark Buchanan. This is, of course, ridiculous. The math works fine provided you apply all of the data honestly. The only reason this pattern confuses anyone is because the wealthy, as per the terms of using propaganda to promote their own wealth, angrily shout that this disparity isn’t their fault, and spend wealth to promote this idiot idea.)<P>

This demonstration of the gravitation of wealth is a particularly important fact because one of the primary and fundamental formulas currently embraced by supporters of conservative economics is the infamous ‘trickle down’ effect. The idea is that if the wealthy are given more funds, they will of their own accord redistribute that wealth down through the economic ranks.<P>

Now, that I have to explain how stupid this idea is to anyone is one of the many things that makes me weep for mankind. Think about this rationally for a moment, please. The wealthy work to make more money. If and when they apply any of their wealth publicly, as in for any reason other than private indulgence, it is usually in order to use it to make even more money. A billionaire does not reinvest his money simply because he has too much and can’t think of anything to do with it. He spends it in such a way as to get the maximum return for it.<P>

If, then, they can suddenly con the lower majority into handing them tax dollars under the notion that they’ll ‘give it back’ through the long, complex and untraceable route of complex business practices, they essentially eliminate the middle man. They don’t have to spend money to make money anymore. Effectively lobbying and political support mechanisms have resulted in a law base where the private citizens in the middle simply hand over money to the private citizens at the top. What, then, is their incentive to reinvest? Their incentive before was to use that money to make money, but now that the money they hoped to make is simply being given to them without all the problems of business and monetary management, they can simply let that money roll in. Of course, they will still ‘invest’ this money, but they will do so in manners that continue to bring wealth and resource towards themselves. Only now they have us paying them to do it. <P>

And this is the fatal flaw of blind support of material freedom. Unregulated economics have, throughout history, enjoyed an eventual and consistent result, the gradually gravitation of wealth and power into the hands of a small minority. Material freedom is merely the right to ignore these social trends in favor of personal excess. Therefore, material freedom as espoused by modern conservatives ignores, either accidentally or willfully, one of the single most consistent and absolute trends in economics. <P>

If this ignorance is accidental, then the obvious solution would be to alter the idea accordingly. This is something that I have yet to see any supporter of conservative economics do. Instead, they tend to suggest that these trends are not factual, despite the consistent and absolute historical and modern precedents and date which support them. There is no debatable data about the current growing gap between the wealthy and everyone else in the US. The trend exists in a very obvious fashion. When demonstrated this, conservatives will try and debate the reasons behind it, they’ll try and dismiss it as a short term deviation from normality, they’ll do anything besides take a serious look at their beliefs or the obvious effect those beliefs would have. This is, of course, because the refusal to deal honestly with the facts of human economics as expressed through human behavior is being ignored willfully.<P>

Often, however, I encounter conservatives who are well aware of this trend and do not care. They are quite literally and consciously promoting a doctrine that promotes a small minority of the society at the expense of the majority. <P>

Imagine, if you will, ten people, each with a thousand dollars. Four particularly influential people are vocalizing three different ideas. One is suggesting that everyone pool their money and invest it, with each person then earning an equal share of the profit from the investment and being able to withdraw their full investment at their leisure. This is leftist economics. The next is suggesting that each individual merely do as they see fit without any attempt at a collective effort. This is libertarian/anarchistic economics. One is suggesting that everyone go down to the track and bet their money on a different horse. Someone is bound to win, and if the odds are high enough, they are bound to win big. Most will lose, but well, maybe the winner will be generous enough to share his winnings. Of course, the again, maybe he won’t. Also, the man suggesting this happens to be the bookie at the track. Finally, the fourth person is agreeing with the bookie. These last two represent conservative economics, representing respectfully the aware and the blind views.<P>

And this is the scenario if conservatives embraced their supposed ideals honestly. However, you rarely see this take place. An excellent recent example of actual application of the ideal occurred quite recently up on Capitol Hill. Republican lawmakers have been crafting protection for fast food chains like McDonalds from lawsuits regarding the unhealthy nature of the food, such as fat people trying to blame McDonalds food for making them fat. This doesn’t seem like a bad idea on the surface, since I think almost the entire nation with the possible exception of the fat and unhealthy people in question and perhaps their lawyers believe that this is a matter of personal responsibility. However, many Democrats have pointed out that, so far, every single case of this nature brought to court has been dismissed as frivolous. <P>

So where do we see the conservative notion of avoiding unnecessary regulation? This is merely one example, but I can assure you that we do not see it coming from the Republican Party, the front line of modern conservative thought in the USA.<P>

Turn your thinking, then, to the miracle of corporate welfare. Almost nothing makes your average modern US right winger more angry than being reminded that even the tiniest portion of his wealth may be used to help support the impoverished without his express permission. But they consistently fail to care about the money handed out in acts of ‘corporate’ welfare. <P>

http://www.radiofreemaine.com/rfm/chomrev03.html
http://www.library.arizona.edu/branches/spc/udall/welfare_htm.html
http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-212.html
http://www.ombwatch.org/article/articleview/428/1/87/
Now, we can have the corporate vs social welfare debate later. The point is that conservative economics in practice are anything but conservative economics in theory. In practice conservative economics translate down to self-serving greed, with those putting the policies into effect simply using their position to continue furthering the above-mentioned gravitation of wealth. Conservatives don’t allow true free market factors to take effect. They throw around both power and money to make sure that money goes where they want it to.<P>

Another excellent example is that of unions. Conservatives claim to espouse free competition, but that apparently only extends to businesses selling an inert product. Businesses which use the same types of consolidated efforts, bargaining techniques, price fixing, etc. to promote human skill or worth (unions) are, by and large, seen as enemies of the conservative model of free competition.<P>

According to modern conservative capitalism espousing economists, the worth of a commodity is based entirely on what someone will pay for it. If you complain about the price or quality of a product, if, for example, a computer company builds faulty machines that cost twice as much as their next most expensive competitor and you buy one, then this is only your fault. Let the buyer beware. They have committed no wrong. Your only valid option is to not buy their computers, maybe let people know that their product sucks and hope that free market forces eliminate them in favor of superior competition. This is the conservative capitalist model.<P>

That’s all well and good. That is, essentially, capitalism at its base form. But try and apply that same formula to people. In the minds of many capitalists, the only commodity that can be overvalued is human effort. If a union tries to inflate the wage of their workers or the skills of those workers, many conservatives will actually claim that they are overvalued. Here is demonstrated one of the first indications of hypocrisy. It is within the realm of reason for Bill Gates, as an example, to use his wealth to market inferior products, even to buy out his competition so as to reduce the number of alternatives people can turn to in our ‘free market. If people don’t want Microsoft products, they should not buy them (regardless of what alternatives Gates may or may not allow them to have) and Gates will make no money. But if a group of skilled workers consolidate to leverage themselves as a market force, to promote their ability as a specialized commodity at a higher value, well, many conservatives have suggested that this be made illegal. They certainly describe this act as causing many social problems they aren’t happy with. I have literally heard conservative capitalists (admittedly, some of the stupider ones) state directly that as far as they are concerned, a product can be worth anything but a human can be overvalued. Therefore, any base object, from platinum to plastic, could be fairly valued at any price, provided someone was convinced to pay it, but try increasing the value on a human being and you’re cheating them.<P>

Of course, I’m merely directing myself to overt and hypocritical conflicts within conservative capitalist ideals. I am ignoring the laundry list of instances, both recent and historic, in which wealthy promoters of free enterprise were, even while espousing the ‘rightness’ of this ideal, actively thwarting it at every turn, legally and illegally, for personal gain.<P>

Conservative economics do only one thing well, either in theory or in practice, and that is allow those that already have significant wealth and property to hold it and acquire more. It provides no service, either in theory or in practice, to the society as a whole or even a significant portion of society.<P>

Personal Freedoms

Personal freedom is the next big issue, and once again, I would like to address it first from the ideal point of view and then move on to actual practical applications.<P>

Before saying another word, I would like to point out that personal freedom is and always has been the realm of the liberal ideology, recently hijacked by conservative interests under the guise of the reemerging ‘libertarian’ persuasion. There is, nevertheless, a very easy way to distinguish between the two types of ‘individual freedom’ described here. The liberal philosophy of freedom is one that combines maximum, uninhibited personal freedom with social responsibility, working to promote personal growth and potential in such a manner that it compliments the growth, potential and freedom of every member of the society. This form of responsible freedom is the safety gauge of liberalism, the aspect that prevents blindly applied freedoms from being counterproductive to society which is, of course, the whole point. Being a socially applied idea, liberalism is concerned with promoting the society as a whole.<P>

Modern conservative ‘freedom’, however, applies to one idea and one idea only, which is material freedom. The notion is that what you ‘own’ should be yours to apply in any manner you see fit without interference by government or society. Anything you can manage to lay ‘legal ownership’ of, whether your body, your land, your food, your offspring, etc. is exclusively yours to govern, with no outside interference from any source brokered. This includes exploiting, marketing, promoting or hoarding.<P>

Note that this type of freedom lacks two significant qualifiers. First of all, it does not include behavior. While one might suppose that this philosophy would include the right to believe what you desire and promote that belief, this is not inherent. Indeed, many conservatives are specifically opposed to certain types of freedoms like individual lifestyle choices involving sex or religion, even when these freedoms have no detrimental effect on any other aspect of socieyt. Even those who do generally allow for such freedoms don’t include them as inherent or fundamental, but rather address them almost as side effects. You might see conservative activists rallying and vocalizing their beliefs by defending a farmer’s right to commit genocide against an endangered species for short-term financial gain. Where you will not see them is rallying to defend the right of some guy to have consensual sex with another guy in the privacy of his own home. <P>

The second marked discrepancy is the lack of social responsibility. In a very Randian sense, this ideal bases itself upon a general concept that this brand of material freedom is inherently good, even if it appears to generate problems initially. Essentially, conservatives conclude that blind material freedom as expressed through libertarian concepts is an effective positive social force regardless of what evidence might be amassed or results demonstrated against it. If one man who owns a large body of water, say, decides to refuse to share that water with his neighbors who are suffering from drought, then this is acceptable, whatever the results of this action, whether it rains and everyone gets what they want, whether his neighbors are forced to sell their farms, whether they die of starvation, the belief is that any short term set back will be overcome later on by an overall net gain to society. The ideal of absolute material freedom combined with absolute material ownership is the bottom line. (This is, of course, only applicable in those instances in which conservatives show any interest in the betterment of society at all.)<P>

Broken down, conservative freedom means this, “Once wealth or property is legally defined as ‘owned’, the owner cannot be deprived of that property against his will and may deal with that property in any manner he sees fit. This behavior, if applied absolutely to all people, will ultimately have the greatest positive net gain for society as a whole, should that be a concern of yours.”

Once again, and actually by applying the above arguments regarding the distribution of wealth, I find no reason, intuitive or rational, to accept this argument. There certainly is no precedent for the notion that allowing people blind and absolute sway over whatever is defined legally as ‘property’ promotes the society as a whole. In fact, what precedent we do have suggests that not only does it not support society, it doesn’t even support the individual. There is a reason that every human society ever to survive long enough to enjoy a contribution to human history or memory has either been a cooperative society or the basis for some type of mythology, usually a horror story. No man is an island, whatever right wingers and libertarians would like to believe. <P>

For instance, if I have no food or immediate means of acquiring it, then no ideology or legal statement is going to prevent me from trying to take it from someone who owns some. If a society has enough resources as to eliminate conflict over them, the need to define property rights legally is erased. Property rights are the hallmark of the conservative because, as shown above, they support a definition of property that allows for an imbalance of desired resources. The result is inevitable; conflict. The current concept of ‘property’ rights exists only as a ‘protection’ for the wealthy. Earlier, I stated that one means by which wealth is made to gravitate is to use wealth to alter public perception and law. The conservative notion of ‘freedom’ is only an attempt to justify excessive ownership and to attempt to quell the inevitable resentment and conflict such imbalance would create.<P>

Wealth redistributes when the imbalance grows large enough that the conflict over resources becomes overt. Notions like ‘property rights’ as expressed in the limited concept of conservative freedom are merely a method by which the “haves” try to stall the “have-nots” from upping the level of conflict.<P>

I suppose this sounds like a particularly unfair way of describing the compassionate conservative notion of freedom, but to defend it, I merely ask that you look at the actual application of the conservative notion of freedom in the real world.<P>

Conservatives work to quell most personal freedoms, like alternative methods of consensual private adult sex, personal drug use, even art. Attempts to ban books, ways of thought, expressions of music and art, these come from the conservative side of society. The forcing of religious ideals, curfews, censorship, in any way a person could actually enjoy the freedom to be an individual, there is a host of conservative groups, organizations and political parties arrayed against it. Where you see their support is in things like reducing taxation to the poor (but giving it to the wealthy), shirking environmental law for personal gain, reducing government oversight of business practices, both economic and safety.<P>

The current administration is an excellent example. Personal freedoms up to and including those listed in the constitution, like right to fair legal proceedings, have been ignored or eliminated. Laws protecting large businesses, like laws preventing overseas competition for US products (such as pharmaceuticals) or laws protecting companies from lawsuits have been promoted but those that hinder large business, such as environmental laws or safety laws, have been reduced or ignored. And simply read headline from any news source in the nation. Conservatives vs Gays, conservatives vs. Gays.<P>

Conservative freedom, in practice, attacks personal freedom. It only supports freedom of property. In this manner, then, it applies most specifically to those who have property and, naturally, the larger and more diverse the property you own is, the more you benefit from the conservative notion of freedom.<P>

There are those among the further extreme of the argument who truly do espouse what amounts to the elimination of virtually every type of government except what is needed to maintain just a large enough armed force to prevent another large armed force from eliminating pure, tooth and nail freedom, but that idea is actually pretty old. It’s called enforced anarchy and, once again, is really more a liberal idea than a conservative one, although it’s such a bad idea, socially, that I can’t imagine either side actually laying claim to it.<P>

http://www.friesian.com/quiz.htm
The above article lists some excellent examples of what I am referring to. The first two paragraphs under Liberties in Two Dimensions, though in the first instance portraying the right in an entirely false light (as demonstrated through the very real and aggressive interest the right wing shows in their own wealth and property) and in the second building a pretty flimsy strawman to represent liberal beliefs, the clear division between the interest in restricting ‘freedoms’ is demonstrated, in this case from the right wing libertarian direction.<P>

The next problem I’m about to address is also clearly demonstrated here. Look through the article. Notice all those graphs depicting where on the ‘political spectrum’ people fall? Notice that, no matter how complex the graph gets, there is a distinct dichotomy drawn between personal and ‘political’ (social) liberty. The error (beyond the rather simplistic pigeon holing of complex political ideals into a shabbily crafted libertarian cage) is that these notions slide so independently of one another. In the end, the graph works counter to its original proposal.<P>

“With something like Rand's remark in mind, David Nolan, one of the founders of the Libertarian Party, realized that the old idea of a left/right political spectrum was inadequate to capture how it was that people like he and Rand and Jefferson viewed freedom.” (I couldn’t refrain from pointing out this attempt to blindly associate a well-respected founding father with Nolan and Rand.)<P>

Nolan tried to construct a more diverse yet simplistic method of gauging political thought, but all he does, upon review, is demonstrate more clearly how distinct the difference between true ‘left’ ideology is from ‘right’ ideology. The left thinking person puts their own freedoms into perspective in relation to the freedoms of their society. The right thinking person puts their freedoms ahead of those of society. Quite literally, conservative ideology is not social ideology at all. It’s almost inherently the opposite, a battle against society.<P>

Almost all human beings recognize and appreciate the benefits of society on some level. The fundamental difference between the modern conservative and the modern liberal is that the modern conservative wishes to use society to his or her own betterment and maybe, maybe hopes that in the process society might magically improve, while the modern liberal attempts to better the society and realizes that his or her own situation will naturally improve through an improved society. Certainly, there is a range of liberal thought that runs from a moderately selfish desire to push society in directions that seem positive to that individual to a completely selfless focus on the improvement of the external environment exclusively, but the welfare of society is always at stake.<P>

Thus the liberal social ideal is actually a social ideal, applied for the good of society. The conservative social ideal as expressed through thinkers like Rand or Nolan (but not even remotely Jefferson) isn’t really social at all. It’s a personal philosophy that merely recognizes society as an inevitable and unavoidable factor which affects personal conditions.<P>

All other aspects of a person’s political or philosophical leanings rest on the more detailed goals they are interested (in the very rare event that a person has put any conscious effort into applying end goals to their political or social ideals.) and these cannot be adequately or even realistically expressed in a three dimensional graph, no matter how many political conventions you label.<P>

Combining the Two

Now, when we apply these two ‘ideals’, it isn’t hard to start drawing a clear picture of the idea most of these freedom and economic conservatives have in mind for society. They aren’t interested in social freedom, they are interested in personal wealth, they are interested in freedom of competition, but only so long as it doesn’t allow other people to voluntarily cooperate against them.<P>

What they want is to limit the battlefield. Modern conservative thinkers of this sort are self-interested people who realize the inevitability of competition. As a result, they have worked to tailor the arena in which they must compete to their own liking. From the arena they have worked to eliminate physical competition, serious intellectual competition, social competition and political competition. They have tried to narrow it down to only economic competition, and even then they have tried to fudge the laws so that, when it comes out that even in that one arena, they cheated to get ahead, they get to keep their ‘trophy’. That is conservative economics in a nutshell. “I want to fight you only in the one way I think I can win, and once I’ve won, I don’t want you to have any hope of getting what I took back.”<P>

That’s modern ‘compassionate conservatism.’<P> 

The OTHER Kind of Conservatism.
Of course, nothing above deals with the very real and very large faction of religious conservatives that exist in the United States. They’re a whole separate issue, so separate, in fact, that the debate rages even within purely conservative circles as to which of these two facets carries the ‘torch’ for the movement or if they are even part of the same ideological base at all.<P>

Religious (or social) conservatism is almost the exact opposite of the condition I previously talked about. This brand of conservatism enjoys two qualities which place it above, in my book, economic or libertarian conservatism. The first is that it is actually conservative, not merely self-centered. The second is that it is socially directed in its goals and intentions. Even though it remains largely dishonest, or at least irrational, it beats the Randian style material conservatism in that at least it isn’t short sighted greed trying to disguise itself as legitimate social philosophy.<P>

Social conservatism ought to take place on a variety of different levels, but in the USA it really doesn’t. This form of conservatism is actually fairly uniform in its manifestations, and aspects of it crop up in a majority of the US adult population. These are the attitudes which center around socially accepted norms, often attitudes and beliefs which truly are conventions of society. Alas, too many of these are blind conventions, beliefs instituted from childhood which are rarely even clearly recognized, much less challenged.<P>

The largest clearly definable group of people who consciously and vocally pursue the social conservative agenda in the United States are, of course, protestant conservatives, who naturally promote what they perceive as a religiously based set of beliefs. <P>

http://www.abc-usa.org/
Of particular interest is the ‘Policy Statements’ section. 

They also embrace these ideas, and most others any given faction tends to espouse, as ‘absolute rights’. Conservatives tend to be idealists, feeling that there is an absolute right or wrong, whether they attribute the existence of such to a defined deity or not. Even those like Enter Stage Right who separate the religious from the social or political still speak of what rights individuals, governments and societies have. Finally, as stated, having established a ground ideal, conservatives tend to oppose dramatic variation to this ideal, especially any aspect of it already existent.<P>

What seems distinctly lacking from these ‘mission statements’ are goals or visions. Excepting, perhaps, the argument that the Christian conservative front can claim that they are goal oriented towards the rapture or a similar religious end times scenario, conservatives embrace what is worst about idealism, the blind adherence to an ideal without any real attempt to apply that ideal rationally towards any long term goal. The Birch society puts it best in their paragraph regarding patriotism, “We believe in patriotism based on principle, not on pragmatism, personality, or partisan politics.” The consonance is cute (get it?) but it also serves to demonstrate the point. “We believe in…principle over pragmatism?” What that literally means is adherence to the tenets of an idea regardless of the results such adherence produces. More directly, it’s blind adherence to a doctrine without care for the consequences. <P>

And in this methodology, Ayn Rand and the modern conservative do have a great deal in common, most notably a lack of goal orientation. Instead, they embrace a small code of absolute ideals and insist, without evidence, that adherence to these rules would produce an ideal world, although the exact form of this ideal world they conveniently fail to elaborate on.<P>

And those ideals are, these days, the promotion of individual competition, with as little interference from any outside source, with the possible and rare exception of Jehovah, as is possible. That’s pretty much it. They couch it in buzz terms like ‘freedom for the individual’ but the primary freedom they address and espouse is the freedom for people to compete, for some to triumph, for others to fail, and finally and of the utmost importance, for the winners to owe no obligation to the losers. This is the one uniform ‘ethical basis’ for the modern North American conservative, it seems. And the goal? None beyond that already stated, apparently. If we achieve this state, we’ve already achieved everything we would ever need to.<P>

This depiction may seem overly harsh, but I assure you that it is accurate. Many of the words and phrases come directly from conservatives, and while many may argue that a good conservative might demonstrate compassion for the less fortunate around him, even compassionate conservatives are adamant that any show of compassion be voluntary, not obligatory, in a sense that is legal or otherwise.<P>

Now, I can imagine myself making this presentation before a host of academics and at this point, in my mind, an eruption of shouts and grumbles has occurred, from proclamations of a larger list of ideas than the ones I have stated to challenges for me to demonstrate an inherent flaw in the above stated supposition, and so many attempts to indulge in a discourse like this end prematurely because of such interruptions. I assure you that I have only just begun and that, should you have any objections, at least finish the article and see if they are not addressed in the course of it. If, at the end of this work, you feel that I have made any gross exaggeration or mischaracterization, or you have any other outstanding differences in opinion, by all means e-mail me and we’ll try and put things right.<P>

For the time being, however, understand that any complex idea can only be judged in its entirety and that I am far from finished. I am well aware that most branches of conservatism hold a variety of ideas beyond what I have stated here, just as I am aware that not all people who claim to be conservative embrace even the two I’ve mentioned, or in the manner I’ve suggested. Read on with the realization that I am well aware of these points already and that they will be addressed in detail further on.<P>

Now, taking this notion, we have two approaches. The first is to demonstrate flaws in the espoused belief systems of conservatives and the second is to demonstrate how many conservatives utterly and entirely fail to adhere honestly to the standards they set. Being of a generous nature, I intend to do both.<P>

First, let’s go into detail on this unifying belief, the individual rights of freedom and economic competition. That these two are paired is of fundamental importance. Look at the language conservatives use to explain their belief. “The right to compete, succeed and even fail.” “The individual freedom, the freedom of the individual.” “The minimum interference from society or government in the rights of the individual.” Now, as a far left leaning person, individual freedom is of the utmost importance to me. In fact, personal liberties are one of the hallmarks of the ‘liberal’ or ‘left’ thinking mind since the coining of the word. What’s significant is what kind of freedoms we’re talking about, here.<P>

Conservatives aren’t speaking of a true freedom of beliefs or ideals. Their system, in fact, precludes it. What is the one belief or philosophy constantly stated as what modern US conservatives are opposed to? Socialism is, of course, the answer (not liberalism, oddly enough). Conservatives don’t mean ‘the freedom to be and do whatever you want.” Socialists are very opposed to collective communal economic effort. It is of fundamental importance that people compete on the economic market. Complex cooperation is frowned upon. 

If you have any doubt, look at current economic trends. Look at economic trends throughout U.S. history. Conservative economics as demonstrated by Reagan style conservatives, embracing ideals like trickle down, blind tax cuts and unbalanced budget have never once improved an economy. Conservatives rail against people like Clinton or FDR, but oddly, under these people we saw economic improvement, whereas under people like Reagan or either Bush, we’ve seen consistent economic regression. And what’s the best argument these people, in a world where economic trends are measured quarterly, could come up with against these facts? “Well, Reagan’s policies, despite the fact that his own economists said they made no sense, worked, it’s just that it took them about a decade to take affect, so Clinton was really sitting on a Reagan inspired boom, which he managed to finally ruin eight years later, just in time for Bush the second to take office.” That’s the defense of trickle down effect. It finally started working, ten years later, and Clinton ruined it.<P>

Final Statement :
So conservatism, tradition, ritual, these are ultimately the reasons people use to promote an idea when they don’t have a ‘reason’, when logic or rational thinking fail them. That doesn’t mean that these things can’t support ‘correct’ behavior, it merely means that even in the rare instances where they do promote a positive method of thinking or behaving, they do it for the wrong reasons. It’s essentially luck, as per the saying that even a blind squirrel finds a nut now and again.<P> 

