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Abstract

Conservative dispositions may take a number of fommdsnaay relate to values in different ways. We
distinguish between three forms of conservatism and faitestion on the form in which
conservatives identify and recognize a value not recognisedribgonservatives. Starting from a
discussion of a recent attempt to rescue distinctivelgewative values by G.A. Cohen, we provide
an analysis of the requirements of such a conservatsreqroand a formulation in terms of state-
relative evaluation. We also discuss the relationship bettieform of conservatism and the
general issues of value aggregation.

Preliminary draft — not for citation without permission (revised June 2014)

This paper has benefitted from comments on earlier versiadg at presentations at the Universities

of Southampton and North Carolina as well as at the @Glhioice Society Conference, New Orleans
in March 2013.



1. Introduction

All conservative dispositions, as we shall understand therolvie a status quo bias of some form,
although the precise form may vary from conservative toegwative! In an attempt to analyse this
variety, and alternative ways in which such a statwslgas might be justified, we distinguish three
classes of conservatism: one that reflects an attitudesture towards an underlying value or values;
one that appeals to an argument about the way in whiolssake present in the world; and one that
appeals to the identification of a particularly conseweatialue or value$.The first style of
conservatism may be termadjectival in that it casts the word ‘conservative’ as an atjechat
conditions the appropriate response to underlying values, whaleyemay be. Non-conservatives
may recognise the same values but respond to them differiéatlgxample, if the underlying value
is specified in terms of equality, we might distindulzetween a conservative egalitarian and, say, a
radical egalitarian. The second style of conservatisay be termegractical and amounts to a
broadly empirical claim about, for example, the realso$departures from the status quo which
may derive from the fact that the status quo might beagensocial equilibrium involving a variety
of conventions and that it will typically be costly tofsfiiom one convention equilibrium to another.
Note, however, that the relevant costs here are definms of values that may be held in common
with non-conservatives. The third style of conservatisay then be thought of a®minal in that it
casts the word ‘conservative’ as a noun and so identifieservatives of this type as those who
recognise a particular value (or values), not recogniseminconservatives, which directly grounds
the conservative dispositidrzor example, if we use conservative in this nominaleareswould

point to a substantive distinction between egalitariana(ewaservative egalitarians) and
conservatives that relates to the set of values tloegnése and endorse. Of course, nominal

conservatives are not committed to the view that the spatyfconservative value or values are the

! The idea of a status quo bias will be explored in morel detaw, for now it is sufficient to say that a stat

quo bias grants some evaluative privilege to the statusiqly because it is the status quo. However, we do
not follow Huntington 1957 In identifying conservatism as pupelsitional, rather we agree with Freeden 1998
who identifies conservatism as ‘predominantly concernigdthe problem of change’ (p332). We also
distinguish conservatism from classical liberalism aed fmarket libertarianism following, among others,
Hayek 2006, Buchanan 2005 and Miiller 2006. As the latter puts értdittanism is not, by any stretch of the
imagination, a form of conservatism” (p364).

2 We choose to phrase these distinctions, and much affelttavs, in terms of ‘values’, rather than ‘reasdois
action’, this does not imply or rely on any particulew of the general relationship between values an@nsas
for action. We will return to this relationship, biigfin section 2b below.

30ur use of ‘nominal’ is simply intended to pick out tiee of ‘conservative’ as a noun, and is not intended to
imply that we regard this form of conservatism asseovatism in name only, or that there is any distindtiat
mirrors the real/nominal distinction as used by ecostsni
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only values, so that there may be trade-offs or atbeflicts between conservative values and other
values and, for example, the conservative may still cegauality as a value alongside the
specifically conservative value(s), but the nominal corsgee is committed at least to the
identification of specifically conservative value andhagrs to some argument as to why it ought to

have normative status.

In earlier papers we have provided an analysis of adjéctwvaervatism that builds on an
understanding of a generalised conservative attitude to teatem of value under conditions of
uncertainty, however the underlying value might be deffriadhis paper we seek to provide an
analysis of nominal conservatism by considering the struatudtecontent of potentially distinctive
conservative values. As is suggested by the reference ¢éatainty in relation to adjectival
conservatism, we think of nominal conservatism as a @roonservatism that would apply even in a
world of complete certainty. Many conservative thoughtssayleés of argument, including (but not
limited to) appeals to the ‘precautionary principle’ or ‘tae of unintended consequences’ or claims
about the operation of ‘slippery slopes’, relate markess directly to uncertainty. One can't
therefore rule out the possibility that the conservatigment of those thoughts may derive from the
attitude to the realisation of value under conditions oertamty rather than to the identification of a
specifically conservative underlying vatu€o our strategy in exploring the possibilities for nuahi
conservatism involves an explicit abstraction from uncestaiotas to concentrate attention on

distinctively conservative values themselves.

One further point on the relationship between adjectivalimainand practical conservatism is in
order at this stage. Initially at least, we take thibsee forms of conservatism to be mutually
independent. We do not wish to claim that one or other dbtings - or any particular combination of
the forms - is the ‘true’ conservatism. Our intereghia paper is simply in making the distinctions

and providing an analysis of the nominal form.

The common feature of all nominal conservative argumentsighey seek to justify a status quo
bias by appeal to a specific value that is overlooked oouliged by non-conservatives. This is not
to say that such a conservative value applies in alsid@emaking contexts. The value may be
relevant only in certain cases, so that conservaisiithe associated status quo bias are only
warranted in those cases. And, as already noted, lévane conservative value may not be the only
value relevant even in those cases where it appliesfoBtlte relevant value to qualify as a

substantive conservative value it must operate systatigtio protect the status quo to at least some

4 See Brennan and Hamlin 2004a, 2006, 2013.
5 On the precautionary principle see Sunstein 2005, S8 On unintended consequences see Vernon
1979, Sunstein 1994 On slippery slopes see Walton 1992, Volokh 2003
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extent in at least a significant range of cases. Otilees (liberty, equality, well-being, etc.) may
sometimes support the status quo and sometimes support aqu@liernative, but any support for
the status quo from consideration of such values is continmgémn sense that if the choice is
between A and B and the value in question recommenteBjt would do so regardless of which of
A and B happens to be the status quo (or, indeed, if thes £fao were some third possibility, C). By
contrast, we take it to be an essential aspect of anyirggdy conservative value that that value

attaches to the status quo as a non-contingent matter.

While adjectival conservatism is a matter of attitumlesards values, particularly under conditions of
uncertainty, and practical conservatism is a matténetorrect analysis of the facts relating to
relevant costs, benefits and values, nominal consemnvagists on the claim that there is a particular
category of values over and above those considered by noma@insss which, when considered
even under conditions of certainty, provide justification fetaaus quo bias. The main task of this
essay is to consider the form of nominal conservatism sseba its standing. The leading recent
discussion of nominal conservative is provided by G. A. Colemdistinguishes between two
variants which he terms ‘particular value’ and ‘persoadilie’® In the next section we discuss
particular value in some detail. Since we accept sometasgeCohen’s discussion but reject others,
the section will end by offering a reformulation of the idéa nominal conservative value in terms
of ‘state-relative value’ that builds on what we seehee key aspects of Cohen’s notion of particular
value while jettisoning some of the less attractiveiardsential features. Section 3 will then turn
more briefly to consider the idea of personal valueti@ed offers general discussion and

conclusions.

2. Particular Value

In one of the last essays completed during his lifetinfe Gohen attempts to rescue and revitalise an
understanding of conservatism that he sees as both wdlidistinctive from most readings of
conservatism. The major part of that essay is devotegplicating and defending the idea of
particular value which Cohen identifies as arising when faqmevalues something as the particular
valuable thing that it is, and not merely for the vaha tesides in it” (Cohen, 2011, p206). The key
distinction here is that between the ‘valuable thing'fitsend the ‘value that resides in it'. On

Cohen’s account, the value that resides in any partithitey may be of a variety of types — it might
be intrinsic or instrumental, it might relate to prudantalue, aesthetic value, moral value or any

other appropriate value or combination of values. Thaildeire not important. Whetimportant is

6 Cohen 2011 A slightly different version of the essay aggpaschapter 8 in Cohen 2012
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that while the set of values recognised as residing witt@rthing’, which together constitute what
Cohen refers to as the ‘basic value’ of that thing,the values that make that thing valuable, there is
then an additional ‘particular value’ that attaches tovetleable thing itself. And it is this additional

particular value that grounds the conservative disposition.

“The conservative impulse is to conserve what is valudiiée,is, the particular things that

are valuable. | claim that we devalue the valuable thinglsawe if we keep them only so

long as nothing even slightly more valuable comes along. Wigthings command a certain
loyalty. If an existing thing has intrinsic value, th@a have reason to regret its destruction as
such, a reason that we would not have if we cared diaytahe value that the thing carries

or instantiates. My thesis is that it is rational aigtht to have such a bias in favor of existing
value” (Cohen 2011, p210).

Note that a necessary condition for a thing to have péatiwalue is that it is valuable in terms of
basic value, but that particular value is over and above fsakie. For ease of presentation, for the
remainder of this essay we will often refer to basloeas BV, while particular value will be denoted
by PV.

Note also that the argument for particular value opgriata world of certainty. There is no appeal to
uncertainty over the basic value of things, or to uncéstawer the potential future use or value of
things, in the argument: things, or at least some thargssimply argued to attract particular value if
they currently exist and have basic valuemay be that some of the intuitive appeal of Cohen’s
discussion arises not from the argument for a novel forpafcular value, but rather from an
implicit (and illicit) appeal to uncertainty and the walof keeping options op&nin discussing the
idea of particular value in more detail, we must be on aardjagainst such appeals by focusing on

arguments in the setting of certainty.

The fundamental idea underpinning PV is the idea that sp#uifigs should be valued over and
above the BV that resides in them. Another way of expresisingdea is that we should place PV on
the specific token rather than simply valuing the typeith@presents; so that we value a specific

instantiation of a type that actually exists in the presgore highly that we value an abstract

" This in contrast to the idea of ‘existence value’ azlbped in the environmental economics literature by
Weisbrod 1964, Krutilla 1967, Arrow and Fisher 1974. The keyiid&aat literature is the idea of option
demand or option value, where the very idea of option ddrdapends on uncertainty relating to the future and
the value of keeping options open.

8 The possibility of such an implicit intuitive appeal isazlén some sections of Cohen 2011 particularly when
discussing slippery slope arguments (p208-209).



representative of the tydéBut Cohen wants to argue much more than this. For ong, thé argues
that while there may be trade-offs between PV and Be¥gnising the existence of PV undermines
the possibility of value maximization as a strategy. &wther, he wishes to maintain a domain
distinction between the domain of conservatism as debgete recognition of PV and the domain
of justice: so that the type of conservatism thatarfsom the recognition of PV carries no

implications for justice.

Our more detailed discussion of Cohen’s idea of PV will @eddoy addressing a series of questions:
what things attract PV? What sort of value is PV7a¥Vh anything, stands in the way of
incorporating PV into a more general strategy of pluraéiite maximisation? What stands in the
way of incorporating the conservatism associated witinib the domain of justice? Our discussion
of these questions will lead us to challenge some aspieCishen’s conceptualisation of PV while
accepting what we see as the core of the idea. Wéherkfore offer a reformulation of the central
idea, shorn of some of the further ideas that Cohen saedaato the notion of PV but where our
discussion reveals significant concerns. That reformulédientifies the idea of ‘state-relative value’

as an appropriate formulation of a substantive and nominaépeative value.

2a What things attract particular value?

Cohen does not address this question explicitly beyond gperthat particular value attaches to
things which carry positive basic value. So we must dengiis examples. These fall into two broad
categories: on the one hand we have a range of physicalsolojerst often works of art; while on the
other hand we have complex institutions such as a cdflégéaoth cases the examples focus on the
possibility of reform. In the case of works of arge #lxamples revolve around allowing the
destruction of one artwork in order to create anothiéris admitted, for the sake of argument, that
the new work is at least somewhat superior to the olerms of its BV (that is, in terms of the

aesthetic and other values that it carries), but neveshd is argued that it would be inappropriate to

® This type/token interpretation was suggested to us by Ginrikist.

10 The major difference between the two published vessas Cohen’s paper relates to the choice of
institutional examples. In the 2011 version the leading examg#d is a fictional Canadian undergraduate
liberal arts college (Kenora Rainy River College)ha 2012 version (and in most earlier drafts) the exampl
used is All Souls College, Oxford.

11 We say ‘allowing the destruction of rather than ‘dedtrgyso as to finesse any additional deontic
constraints that might prohibit active destruction whllewing a passive stance towards destruction by other
means. We believe that Cohen'’s case is most playzibly these terms, although Cohen himself refers to
active destruction in at least some cases.



allow the existing work of art to be destroyed in a siarathere it could be saved at the cost of
foregoing the new work, at least if the increase in 8%imall’. To put the point another way; if there
are two (potential) works of art A and B, and ithe case that starting from a position in which
neither exists it would be better to bring B into exiseethan A, so that in terms of a level-playing-
field comparative valuation, B is more valuable than Ah&oargues that it might still be the case
that if A exists and we are faced with a choice betwsaving A from destruction and bringing B into
existence, we should conserve A. Note that this daedemy that some destructions of this general
type will be permissible; it simply indicates that gditional PV attaching to the existing work A,
the existing token, generates a minimum threshold that mestdeeded by the proposed
improvement in terms of BV if destruction and replacemetud s acceptable, thus providing a bias

in favour of the status quo relative to the case where ovilis Bonsidered.

In the case of an institution such as a college, the idegfarin and ‘destruction’ of the existing
institution is somewhat more complex. In Cohen’s imaginee o Kenora College, the proposal
under debate is the possible admission of graduate studenighaittvas traditionally been an
undergraduate institution. Again it is accepted thaeipanded college might be at least somewhat
‘better’ in terms of the relevant basic BVs, whatebhery may be. Indeed, Cohen even allows the
possibility that the reform of the college might be athigegenerate a benefit in terms of the

college’s core mission of undergraduate education. Nevesthdle suggests that the proposed reform
might properly be resisted on the grounds that it undernir@e'sentral organizing self-conception’
(p-206) or perhaps ‘identity’ of the existing institution asuadergraduate college. Once more, Cohen
stresses that this resistance may be overcome if themgBV is large enough; but the PV associated
with the existing institution is sufficient to establsbme genuine status quo bias. The implication is
that in the case of complex objects such as collegeprdkection of PV attaches to some idea of the
fundamental identity of the relevant object. Reforms tin@aten such fundamental identity can be

resisted by appeal to the protection of PV.

An important question then is how far these examples caxtbaded? Are all existing objects —
whether physical or not — protected to at least some degreech a PV provided only that they are
the bearers of at least some positive BV? If PV axes @imited) protection in preventing one statue
being re-carved into another (slightly) better statue, dadso act as a (limited) protection in
preventing a natural piece of stone (which has some BV) lfirging carved into a statue at &l?

Since almost all acts of production can be seen tetseohtransformation, such a wide reading of the

range of PV would have implications almost everywHh&dmnd this is especially true given that the

12 See particularly the discussion at Cohen 2011 pp.216-217.

13 For a related discussion see Davison 2012



example of Kenora College indicates that the protectiootigust for physical objects, but also
extends to the fundamental aspects of institutions, laeves and other non-physical artefacts. It
should be clear that the claim of PV could ground cmagism across a very wide range of

applications.

Of course, it should also be clear that while suchemwasism may be wide ranging, it may also be
rather weak in at least many cases. The recognition afi¢laeof PV says nothing about its scale or
weight and therefore nothing about the strength of the paatssam it grounds. Cohen is very clear
(Cohen 2011 pp205) in indicating that he is concerned to point otegocaof value that he believes
is often overlooked or discounted, rather than making atayiele claim about how this particular

value might be measured and weighed against BV in anyfispese.

So, it seems safe to assume that Cohen’s purpose isebbesd if we allow the possibility of PV
attaching to all things that carry BV— whether physicaédisj or not — provided that we leave open
the question of the weight of the PV in each case. @fegthis possibility does not imply that all
valuable things actually generate significant PV, it iglyuthe case that many, probably most, things
generate or attract no (or insignificant levels of) B, it seems difficult to identify the set of things
that do generate or attract significant PV. We migittekample, attempt to restrict PV to things
whose BV is greater than some specified level — sodthigtvery valuable items attract PV; or we
might attempt to restrict PV to a specific list of trenglowever, these alternatives seem both
arbitrary and unnecessary: arbitrary since it is not eldbat criteria could be used to make the
relevant restriction operational; and unnecessary slhtteeaeal work would be done by varying the
weight or quantification of PV in individual cases. Athar alternative would be to restrict PV to
man-made, rather than natural, things (which carry BYjs is suggested by a passage in which
Cohen is discussing Kenora College, “Because the Collegeakiable human creation, it is not right
to treat it as a mere means for the production of goadtse as we do if we askly what is the best
that can be got out of it, or the best that can be maiie’dfCohen (2011) p.207). The fact that the
College is a human creation (as are the works ofisgtisised above) seems to be significant here, but
why? Presumably the intended link is with the familiant&n idea that we should not treat
individual humans as mere means, but it is by no meaaswtey this idea of respecting humans as
individuals should carry over to inanimate man-made objeciSimthose objects why it might not

be extended to natural objects.

This very general, but equally vague, claim reflects annydg difficulty in specifying the status

quo* While in the world of simple physical objects, theafexisting things may be well defined at

14 See, for example, Brennan and Hamlin 2004b



any moment in time, this may not be so clear once wa@xter reach beyond the physical. Consider
the English languag®.At any given time we might define the then existing vocabwagd/usage as
representing the status quo and so resist change to vogadmitbnsage on the basis of the PV
attached to current existing practice (which is sureB\f. On the other hand, we might point to the
tradition of dynamic adaptation as a key part of the foreddal identity of the English language; so
that it is the process of accepting and accommodating nem®gisd modified usage that should be
protected by appeal to PV against any attempt to emtr@static conception of the language. Here
we have two very different conceptions of the relevant ifléaeostatus quo, one static, the other
dynamic (and of course other conceptions are possibleljeaeof PV seems applicable to either, but
is of no immediate help in selecting which is the meftevant. Two broad possibilities suggest
themselves: one revolving around an appeal to BV, the other my@lkound the quantification of

PV.

The first possibility might be developed to argue that wiierave competing elements of the status
guo each of which carries BV and so qualifies for P¥ have most reason to conserve whichever
aspect of the status quo is associated with the gi@dterhus if the static notion of English is
deemed to carry more BV than the dynamic notion of Engdlig&would imply that it is the static
notion that would qualify for PV and not the dynamic verslbthis line of thought were carried
through it might imply that in any situation in which teevere mutually incompatible notions of the
status quo in play, then only that notion which carrieth withe greatest BV would qualify for
particular value and so be associated with an additieaabn for conserving that specific aspect of

the status quo.

The second possibility might be developed to argue tignit just the mere fact of PV that
associates with existing carriers of BV but that eaath carrier must be assigned a specific amount
of PV over and above its BV. The idea that PV should be gutg@uantification in this way is
suggested by Cohen’s recognition that it may sometimes besaegés trade off PV against BV but
the suggestion here goes rather beyond that recognition to dpeaplyse the quantification of PV.
And once such quantification is admitted in principal, & short further step to suggest that the
determinants of the scale of the PV to be associatbdawy particular aspect of the status quo might
be determined by a wide range of factors including, but mateld to, the BV associated with that
aspect of the status quo. So, for example, we might thatkthe BV of the static notion of English is
greater than the BV of the dynamic version of English, buertheless believe that the PV associated

with the dynamic version is greater than that associaitedthe static version. This will of course

15 For related remarks see Cohen 2011 p224.



have implications when it comes to the potential treftleeiween BV and PV and for the potential

for the aggregation of BV and PV, and we will returnhtese implications below.

In comparing these two possibilities we note that thers®es surely more general that the first. The
first might be re-described as quantifying PV but takimgunderlying quantity of BV as determining
the attribution of PV. So that the quantity of BV futlgtermines the extent of any associatedPV.
Since the second possibility allows (but does not requirdjeduimfluences on the extent of PV it

seems preferable on a priori grounds.

We might further question Cohen’s claim that PV, and héme@ominal conservative disposition,
attaches only to existing things of positive BV. Does thesensative disposition have nothing to say
about existing things that are regarded as valuelessnagative BV? In respect of things of negative
BV, there seem to be three significant possibilitidee conservative could attach negative PV to such
things, she could attach positive PV to such things, ocahiel view them entirely in terms of BV

with PV effectively set at zero.

The option of attaching negative PV to things of negativesB&ms symmetric with cases in the
positive domain in that PV is seen to amplify or expanditigerlying BV. As Cohen writes,
“wanting to conserve what has value is consistent wahting to destroy disvalue” (Cohen, 2011,
p.224). Of course, the attribution of negative PV to things gatiee BV implies a radical, rather
than a conservative, disposition in the negative domairindividual who attributes negative PV in
this way will have even stronger reason to destroy ormethings of negative value than those who
recognize only BV. But note an oddity here. Such an individealdwe willing to exchange the
thing of negative value for an item that is actualliitee worse in terms of BV. Of course, such a
person would prefer to exchange the existing thing for sometiipgsitive BV(or less negative BV)
but faced with the straight choice between the existingtbad and a slightly worse alternative (in
terms of BV), this person would choose the worse &tere. This threatens the possibility of a
downward spiral, which seems a long way from the core idearservatism. Partly for this reason,
we do not attribute this view of attaching negative PV to ghofghegative BV to Cohen, and neither

do we endorse it ourselves.

The second option, of attaching positive PV to things of neg8l, is more directly conservative in
that it grounds a status quo bias in the face of poterf@ms that offer only very limited

improvements in BV, but it does so only by departing from Cahielea of loyalty to the actual

16 In the example given above the mapping from BV to PY giaoeitive PV only to the alternative with
greatest BV, but other mappings which fully determine trentjty of PV by reference to the quantity of BV are
clearly possible.
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bearers of value, replacing that idea with loyaltylt@ssting things, whatever their status in terms
of BV. For this reason, we do not attribute this vievattdching negative PV to things of negative

BV to Cohen, and neither do we endorse it ourselves.

Neither of these options fits entirely comfortably witle tentral idea of the conservation of valuable
things. The third option, of treating things of negative @Wely in terms of their BV, avoids the
problems associated with the rival options, and so Wewantinue with the view that PV attaches

only to things of positive BV.

2b What sort of value is particular value?

Cohen clearly intends particular value to be understood aslprg all individuals with

considerations relevant to decision making. It is alsardleat Cohen intends that PV may be traded
off against BV in at least some contexts. So, is Pihtimsic value that attaches to relevant things?
This is not the place to rehearse either the discussioe ofatire of intrinsic value or the debate on
the relationship between values and reasons for actiomebdd need to say something about each of
these topics! Intrinsic values are normally taken to be values dna non-instrumental, objective
and valued in virtue of an intrinsic property (or tielas between such properties). It seems clear
from Cohen’s account that his idea of particular value is8 boh-instrumental and objective: non-
instrumental insofar as it explicitly and importantly sa®t depend on any means-ends relationship
to any further value or values; objective insofar a&siiiot derived from, or calibrated by reference to,
the perceptions of any individual. But does PV respond totansic property of the relevant object
or any relation among intrinsic properties? Cohen dehaspgrticular value attaches to ‘existence’
per sel® and the only other feature that is common to all of thgghthat attract particular value is
the fact that they are valuable (in terms of BV). Wif§icult to see that ‘being valuable’ in this sense
can be regarded as an intrinsic property of objectsowitcircularity. It might be suggested that it is
the compound property ‘existing and being valuable’ providegritnends for taking PV as an
intrinsic value, but this is at least doubtful, sincis not clear that either element of the proposed

compound is itself a property in the relevant sefide lack of any clear intrinsic property that

7 For a starting point in the discussion of intrinsitue see O'Neill 1992 For a starting point in the discussion
of the relationship between reasons and values see /2040

8 In private correspondence (dated February 2009) CohersWwitieer since Kant's disproof of the ontological
argument for the existence of God philosophers have lebgrtant to regard existence as a property, and |
swim in the mainstream here. How valuable somethimtgpends on what it is like, and it is exactly the same
whether it exists or not. Existence doesn’t add vahmu@h | may culpably express myself in that direction
sometimes): it gives a reason for cherishing whatisalde.”
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grounds PV seems to threaten the interpretation of Rwi @ample of an intrinsic value. Indeed, in
places Cohen seems to deny that PV is a value at allyimormal sense: “Value, one might
provocatively say, is not the only thing that is valualbbdeare particular valuable things.” (Cohen
2011 p.212). While this remark is deliberately enigmatictagether with the quote cited in footnote

17 - suggests that Cohen may see PV as a reason tor mthier than an example of a value.

What, if anything, hangs on the distinction between a vaahaea reason for action? This is, of
course, a big question encompassing the relationship betheendluative and the normative. Some
would argue that values ground reasons for action ieghse that if a state of affairs is valuable, this
fact in itself provides a reason for acting to bring alfoupreserve) that stateOn this account,
evaluation precedes normativity. This account has beenlpreagrsed by those who argue that
reasons are the more basic concept, and that statesheatae serve the more limited role of
pointing out that certain states of affairs have othtémately reason-giving propertiéSWhichever

of these general accounts is accepted, the relationstwgén values and reasons is complex, but for
our current purposes we can take a relatively uncontroverss#ion in which the detailed structural
relationship between normative reasons and values isgeh but their correlation is recognised.
Thus, the recognition of value in a state of affai@ssociated with reasons to act to bring about that
state, but there may also be reasons to act thabadBrectly associated with identified values. Irsthi
context, each substantive value (freedom, equality, wekéeg picks out a particular set of

properties that provide reasons to act to bring about thaiss ©f affairs exhibiting those properties.

This ecumenical position seems consistent with Cohenggestign that the recognition of PV might
provide a reason for action without necessarily contributrige value of the relevant state of affairs.
But what sort of reason for action could PV provide? Thstrabvious candidates that do not rely on
the identification of a property that is also recognised &alue are deontological and agent relative
reasons, and yet Cohen is explicit in contrasting his dssmusf PV (and the conservative
disposition that it grounds) with deontological arguméh#s\d it is equally clear from his discussion
that the idea of PV is intended to be agent neutral. Funtirer;, the very fact that Cohen clearly
indicates that, in general, consideration of PV will nieble traded off against considerations of BV

indicates that we must be generally willing to see thesecategories as broadly commensurable.

A further point concerns the possibility of anticipatingtigalar value. If a reform brings a thing into

existence and that thing carries BV, that thing caexpected to acquire PV in the future. Should we

19 See for example Raz 1999
20 See, for example, chapter 2 of Scanlon 1998
21 Cohen 2011 section v, pp. 218-219.
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not account for sucéxpected future PV in our decision making? And if we did accountt o

expected future PV in our decision making, would that undegitiie claim that the recognition of PV
grounds a conservative dispositi&hThese questions focus on the central element of thefded:

that it relates only to things that exist now — thattish@ point in time at which some decision is to be
made. Expected or anticipated future PV is not PV antingeexpected PV as if it were PV would
amount to denying the core idea that PV is intended taieapghat we owe some special loyalty to
the valuable things that actually exist now. The nominalewasive may recognize, at the
intellectual level, that valuable things that will corneekist in the future will command PV in the
future, and may readily accept that such future PV wilidevant to decision making at the relevant
time in the future, while denying that expected future PV ghbaltaken into account in present

decision making.

We also note the possibility that the extent of the iR attaches to an existing thing at a particular
time may be, in part, a function of the length of timewihich that thing has existed. While Cohen is
ambivalent about the relevance of the longevity of any ttantg PV at the definitional level — so that
he does want to claim that even if an object of BVdrag just come into existence it still qualifies
for PV and so for conservation, he does seem open t#sility that the extent of PV may
increase with the duration over which the object in ques$id@nexisted (see Cohen 2011 p. 214).
This point speaks directly to the issue of the quaatifim of PV and its relation to underlying BV.
The key to understanding the status of PV seems to lig ialationship to BV, where Cohen argues
both in favour of the practice of trade-offs and agaamy form of overall value maximization. It is to

this aspect of the puzzle that we now turn.

2c What, if anything, stands in the way of incorporating partcular value into a more general

pluralist value maximisation?

Cohen clearly states that recognition of particular vedueconsistent with a wide range of positions

all of which depend on forms of value aggregation:

“Among the philosophers that | have in mind are utilitasjamho purport to see nothing
wrong with destroying value, if more value results. Tekd® maximize value is to see

nothing wrong in the destruction of valuable things, as longexs is no reduction in the

22\We use ‘expected’ here just to mean that the particulae Vigs in the future, not to suggest that any
uncertainty attaches to its realization. If unceriatre relevant that fact might introduce additional
considerations relating to the individuals posture towandertainty and, therefore the possibility of a fofm o
adjectival conservatism that builds on particular val¥&e do not pursue that possibility here.
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total amount of value as a result. Unlike the conser@athe utilitarian is indifferent between
adding to what we have now got, at no cost, somethindnéisative units of value, and adding
something worth ten units of value at the expense of gastyeomething worth five. The
utilitarian says: “Let us have as much value as possigdardless of what happens, as a
result of that policy, to existing bearers of valueyttie not matter, as such.” Conservatism
sets itself against that maximizing attitude, accortiinghich the things that possess value,
by contrast with the value they possess, do not mdtsdh: a... Conservatism is an expensive
taste, because conservatives sacrifice value in ordéo sactrifice things that have value. We
keep the existing particular valuable things at the expense ofalang things in general as
valuable as they could be made to be” (Cohen 2011 p211-212)

This criticism is then extended to non-utilitarian plurafsiue maximizing consequentialists, and

others (such as sulfficitarians) who may not maximize véluenevertheless deal in aggregate value.

This all makes perfect sense if we read ‘value’ sam‘basic value’, since that simply reminds us
that to focus on BV is to ignore PV. But what if we constivalue’ to mean ‘basic and particular
value’, so that the value of a state of affairsudels both its BV, which may itself be some sort of
aggregate of various types of value, and the PV theggeciated with the specific bearers of BV that
exist in that state of affairs. With this broader idéaalue, which Cohen is surely arguing in favour

of, can we still mount a criticism of non-utilitariarupdlist-value-maximizing consequentialism?

The fact that Cohen is clear that a conservativeetype he defines and defends will allow that there
are trade-offs to be made between BV and PV, suggedtththcriticism of non-utilitarian pluralist-
value-maximizing consequentialism will now fail. Of ceeythe details of the nature and degree of
the relevant trade-offs are not clear, but that islyjection to the general possibility of folding the

additional ingredient of PV into a more general exerofselue aggregation or maximization.

To suggest that folding PV into a general calculus aferaimounts to treating the bearers of value as
if they do not matter as such seems mistaken,; justaamiitl be mistaken to argue that combining the
values associated with, say, welfare and equality,5ome overall evaluation of a state of affairs by
some process of aggregation which recognises relevantdffsdemounts to treating welfare (or
equality) as if they do not matter as such. The reakiss the specification of the method of
aggregation and the extent to which it captures the trweenaf the relationship between the

identified values and the trade-offs amongst them.
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Of course, it might be said that any form of aggriegethat allows trade-offs across values blurs the
distinction between valu&s but you cannot have it both ways - it would seem inctergiso hold
both that trade-offs between PV and BV are a genextlrfe of the conservative disposition, and to

deny that PV can, in principal, be accommodated within alguvalue aggregation procedure.

2d What, if anything, stands in the way of incorporating cong®atism into the domain of

justice?

Cohen argues that the conservative disposition grounddéaearcognition of particular value does
not apply in cases relating to justice. This argumeaghimake either, or both, of two forms. One line
of argument starts from the idea that PV can onlchtta valuable things, and then suggests that a

state of injustice cannot meet this criterion:

“l do not have conservative views about matters of jusGomservatives like me want to
conserve that which has intrinsic value, and injudéicks intrinsic value — and has, indeed,
intrinsic disvalue.” Cohen 2011 p 204.

The second line of argument might be that in any procesadhg off PV against other values
including justice, the value of justice always (or adtralways) takes priority over PV, as would be

the case if the value of justice were lexically prioPi

“Of course, something that is unjust can also have vahtegeven in a fashion that is linked
to the very thing that makes it unjust. But you can be bgdhtarian and conservative by
putting justice lexically prior to (other) value... | do nayghat | am myself so

uncompromising an egalitarian, so lexically projusticeoh@n 2011 p224.

Note that the second quote seems to acknowledge the inagedulae line of argument summarised
in the first quote. It is of course true that ‘injustiaeks intrinsic value’, just as the negation of any
recognized value must, in itself, lack value, but tllesinot show that a state of affairs that involves
at least some injustice cannot also embody value aride agcond quote recognizes, that these two
facts can be tightly bound together. It might be that KeGalege (or All Souls) is less than
perfectly just and that the proposed reforms might sestee to some degree. In situations of this
kind, justice and conservatism will pull in opposite dil@ts. But if so, then any line of argument to

the effect that conservatismver applies in matters of justice is surely untenable.

23 In the extreme case utilitarianism might be said nbt  fail to take seriously the difference between
individuals, by also to fail to take seriously the difiece between values.
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The second line of argument is, of course, perfectly tenabt once again throws all of the strain on
to the question of the relative weights of justice andrPahy particular case. If Cohen is not willing
to commit to the lexical priority of justice, then the gibdity of trade-offs between justice and PV is
maintained. But this position must surely contradict theedtseparation between conservatism and
justice. Or to put the matter more positively, havingpgeized PV, and adopted the general position
of allowing trade-offs with other categories of valGehen seems to be required to accept that the
conservative disposition may sometimes count againstmefthat offer increased justice. Naturally,
Cohen can maintain that the appropriate weightings atgiand PV should be such as to favour
justice in most such cases, but since he explicitlyteethe discussion of relative weights of values in

any all-things-considered evaluation, he cannot offer anylett@rgument in support of this claim.

In the last two sub-sections we have seen that the angdoneéhe recognition of PV as a distinctively
conservative value suffers from a number of problems gndiag the logic of the relationship
between PV and other values. Both in terms of theioektip between PV and the possibility of
forms of non-utilitarian pluralist value aggregation and nsmrecifically in terms of the relationship
between conservatism and justice, we have noted that Ggbesition seems to involve
inconsistencies or otherwise be based on assertions abmstdf value aggregation that are
independent of the central idea of particular value. In oodiercus on that central idea, and strip
away issues of value aggregation, we now offer a reflaton of the central idea of a distinctively

conservative value in terms of state-relative valuation.

2e A Reformulation: State-relative values and reasons

In offering a reformulation of the idea of a substantiseninal conservative value we draw on many
aspects of Cohen’s discussion, but we also seek to avoidafdaheedifficulties noted above. We
begin, with Cohen, by recognizing that conservatives of thismadrtype are necessarily pluralists; in
Cohen’s terms, as a minimum, they recognize both BV & Bt unlike Cohen, we offer a
structure that is compatible with (but does not require)uttitarian pluralist value aggregation,
while still maintaining a clear distinction between tlagervative and the non-conservative. This is
achieved by introducing the idea of a ‘state-relative vaduéstate-relative reason’. Just as an agent-
relative value or reason is one that applies from the pairgp®f a specific agent, so a state-relative
value or reason recognizes a specific state of aHigithe status quo and makes evaluation
conditional on that status quo. The recognition of statéirelasalues or reasons is then capable of

grounding a conservative status quo bias.
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First, consider the standard notion of pluralist valuatiorcomparing two states of affairs, A and B,
we apply some basic valuation function V(.) which approgiyaaggregates the various types of
value (aesthetic, prudential, moral or whatever they bbedyand incorporates whatever patterns of
weights or lexical priorities is appropriate. In this W&y) represents what Cohen might term the full
basic value, BV, of each state. We may then compare giesue of the two states by comparing
V(A) and V(B). We shall assume that this comparisarorselated with a reason for action insofar as
V(A) > V(B) is correlated with us having a reason tm@rabout (or conserve) state A when faced
with a choice between A and B. Notice that this standard evaluation procedure isiifeé to be
impartial or state-neutral, so that it will reveal whidteither, of the two states is the more valuable

regardless of which, if either, of the two states happetpe the status quo.

Now consider valuing A and B while recognizing that A isaasatter of fact, the status quo — the
actually existing state of affairs at the relevant manimetime. With Cohen, we suggest that this
involves acknowledging that some additional value may attaahléast some characteristics of A
(such as the recognition of the PV of certain bearfeB3/ahat are present in state A). Such a state-
relative value might be written M]) where this is intended to be read as ‘the all-thoassidered

value of (.) conditional on recognizing A as the currenustquo’.

To illustrate, we can return to Cohen’s example of Ke@uwitege. Identify the status quo as a point
in time at which Kenora is entirely undergraduate (&6q the alternative as the postgraduate option

(PG), then the example assumes that:
V(UG) < V(PG)

That is, as we would say, in terms of state-neutxkie; the postgraduate option offers somewhat
greater basic value. The conservative response is themtoopoihat this state-neutral approach
ignores a significant factor, which can be incorpordtgghifting to a state-relative formulation
recognizing UG as the status quo. On this basis it migbtuggested that:

V|UG(UG) > VLJG(PG)

There is nothing inconsistent about these two inequalitlesy simply relate to two rather different
valuation processes, taking different views about what dhmeiincluded in the process of valuation.
Importantly, we say nothing to distinguish between titwseconceptions of full or all-things-

considered value except thatiM]) is state-relative and so is capable of recognizing aluev

24 Note that we do not assume that the valuation functignnétessarily generates a complete ordering over all
states of the world, or that the partial ordering geteerhas any particular additional properties. Suchlsletai

will depend, inter alia, on the specification of thevaint weights and priorities used in the aggregation of
value, and need not concern us here.
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associated with the actual and current existence atplar things, while V(.) is state-neutral and so
incapable of such recognition. Beyond this, each is consisténforms of value maximisation: each
may or may not incorporate threshold effects, each mayag not involve lexical priority, and so on.
In short the whole range of aggregation techniques isad@iin each case. The conservative, on this
view, is not committed to any specific or detailed viewttmmaggregation of values, but is committed

to a view that it is state-relative values, whictognize the particular status quo, that are relevant.

To be clear, we think that the nominally conservative dispaghat we describe here requires two
commitments: first, the structural commitment to the usstaik-specific valuation, so that if we are
in state A, the normatively appropriate structure of evelnas provided by \4(.) and not V(.);
second the substantive evaluative claim that if V(A) > én th(A) > V(A), which says that valuing
state A from a recognition that state A is indeed the statogypically reveals additional value
overlooked by the state-neutral valuation of A. This second,antbs& commitment makes explicit
the fact that the conservative, on this view, must be atieghto pluralist value aggregation in some

form, without being committed to any specific pattermgfregation.

This second, substantive evaluative claim also allows gerteralize the discussion in a way
suggested by Cohen (2011, p220). We might identify a ‘radicalbaeone who values change for its
own sake (that is, over and above the basic or state-nealualthat might be produced by the
relevant change). On this basis, such radicalism saba& captured within a state-relative approach
simply by reversing the substantive evaluative commitmertiagdvh(A) < V(A), indicating that the
status quo is systematically less valuable than itdvappear in impartial or state-neutral terms. Both
the conservative and the radical share a commitment &irtheture of state-relative evaluation so as

to be able to incorporate their very different substantiraduations of the status qéo.

The first, structural claim might be seen to driveetlge between impartial evaluation and reasons
for action by arguing that while impartial or state-neugralluations are clearly possible, they should
not generally be seen as adequately representing reas@ucsido. Reasons for action, for the
conservative, correlate with state-relative evaluatidosput the point in other words, while
evaluation may legitimately be undertaken in a variétyays, including both state-neutral and state-
relative ways and, hypothetically, on the basis of samnaterfactual identification of some
alternative status quo, only evaluations based in the remmygof the actual status quo are truly

normative and so correlate with genuine reasons for action

25 An alternative specification of the radical mighttbesay that \4(B) > V(B), for all states of the world B that
are distinct from A —that is, the radical would iden&ifyditional value relating to all states of the wdhlat are
not the status quo. For discussion of the radical/conseevatintrast in the context of adjectival conservatism
see Taylor 2013, Brennan and Hamlin 2013
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3. Personal Value

The idea of valuation from a specific position or perspectise provides an approach to Cohen’s
notion of personal value. The case of personal valuéerded to contrast with the case of particular
value and to provide an alternative basis for a nominaeswative disposition; while the two cases

are categorically different, they are intended to le& & complements rather than rivals.

If particular value can be caricatured as an attempmtoaiding an objective and impersonal reason
for cherishing and protecting the existing bearers of valeresonal value can be caricatured as
respecting the subjective attachments of individuals tafgpdgngs. The conservative disposition
grounded on personal value aims to protect those thingsdiranand such idiosyncratic

attachments.

We might factor the distinction between personal andoodat value, as outlined by Cohen, into two
components: first that personal value is essentiallyestilsg, second that personal value may attach
to things that are of no basic vafieThe second point is straightforward enough, it simplytsaut
that individuals may be attached to objects regardies®e (basic) value that resides in those objects,
and it is the attachment that counts here and not {eetalf the attachment. This is not to say that the
attachment is groundless, just that the attachment is grdumdeme feature of the object in question
that is not directly associated with a basic value first point essentially argues that the agent-

relative perspective is the appropriate one to take in makinge evaluative assessments.

But we suggest that there is a third distinction to be diiaetween personal value and particular
value. While particular value as we understand it is in@eegldditional type of value overlooked by
non-conservatives, we think that personal value is notthildle that the case of personal value is
actually an example of practical (rather than nominahservatism as we define those terms, since it
amounts to an empirical claim about the way that comm@uaggnized values lie in the world, rather

than the identification of an additional value.

Cohen’s basic observation about personal value is that iparhgps all, individuals derive
significant value from their attachments to things (jssthey derive significant value from their
attachments to other people), whether the things involvedesns that are privately owned (like
Cohen’s pencil eraser) or in the public domain (elements at @bhen refers to as the “social and
cultural landscape” 2011 p222), and whether we cash out thameidea of evaluation in terms of

satisfaction, pleasure, well-being, utility or in somieentway. An example might be provided by the

26 Cohen’s example is a used pencil eraser which he ofunedany years, Cohen 2011 p221.
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claim that individuals value the conservation of cergagas of environmental interest (e.qg.
wilderness areas) per se; that is simply on the bagisrsbnal attachments.We see no basis for
disputing this, but neither do we see any reason to recognizaltreederived from such attachments
as a separate and distinctive type of value. Surely,idigdyncratic attachments contribute to the

standard values of individual satisfaction, pleasurd-lvehg, or utility.

Now, of course, if we view the value derived from persati@ichments as one ingredient in personal
satisfaction, pleasure, well-being or utility, we theceféhe issue of how this ingredient is to be
combined with others. But there seems no reason to suggetitdlsatisfaction/pleasure/well-
being/utility derived from personal attachment of the Cohen ikiaddistinct value, any more than
there is a reason to suggest that the satisfactionjpéda®ll-being/utility derived from any other
source (eating chocolate, watching a movie, etc.) istmdivalue. If this is accepted, the real force
of Cohen’s comments on personal value is just to remirtidaisvhen we consider the value of
satisfaction/pleasure/well-being/utility, we should takeper account of the subjective value of
personal attachments. And if we do so, we will tend achialecisions that conserve more things than
would have been conserved if we had ignored or underestirtfae value of personal attachments,

since such attachments are overwhelmingly connected to thagsxibt?®

Of course, to say that personal attachments contribisene wider notion of satisfaction, pleasure,
well-being or utility is not to say that the combinatmfrthis contribution is straightforward or that it
takes any particular form. It might, for example, be thate are complex patterns of lexical priority
within the aggregation of the various elements that contbigenerate the wider notion. We do not
accept, for example, that our view on the value of petsdtachments forces us to some form of
philistine utilitarianism in which we would be willing give up our attachments (whether to things or
to people) whenever circumstances dictate that a ngfimaagain in overall satisfaction may be
realised by so doing. Rather we think that in taking gniicant attachments we are in effect taking
on a disposition — a way of viewing the world and a modevafuation relative to that world. This is
not the place to explore this understanding in dé&tilit we do not think that treating personal

attachments as specific forms of more general valusgmpi®a significant or novel problem.

27 See footnote 7 above for references that might suppig Sargument’ beyond personal attachment.

28 At least this is true if we consider attachments tesiay things, but individuals may also be attached te non
physical things including personal projects, politicaigyams etc. and recognizing some of these attachments
may not always ground a status quo bias. Nevertheléssni empirical question as to which attachments exist
and whether or not they imply a status quo bias, atieyf do the resultant conservatism will be practicalur
terms.

29 We have written on dispositions elsewhere see BrenrthHamlin 2000, 2008, Hamlin 2006.
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Nor do we deny (since we believe it to be true) that pefsatzachment are a source of significant
elements of genuine conservatism. We fully agree thaattachment to actually existing things
generate value and that this value provides a reasohgfaonservation of those things. Our point is
simply that the form of conservatism underwritten by quetsonal attachments is very different from

the form of conservatism underwritten by the discussion dicp&ar value.

In this way, then, we see the discussion of the natypersbnal attachments and their subjective
value as being analogous to the discussion of the costs invnlegdrturning prevailing
conventions: both concern the way in which values (and)castsactually distributed in the world.
Both may ground a practical conservatism in that bofily that careful, all-things-considered
evaluation, conducted in terms of the widely-recognisedegalwill yield systematically more
conservative results that would have emerged from anaah that overlooked the relevant facts.

But neither makes the claim of a novel type of value.
4. Conclusion

We began by identifying three classes of conservatistinduished by their relationship with
values: adjectival conservatism formalises a distialy conservative attitude to widely recognized
values; practical conservatism formalises an empidleain about the nature and distribution of
values in the world that supports general conservativergetominal conservatism formalises and
identifies a distinctively conservative value, one thaiverlooked by non-conservatives. Our focus

has been on the possibility of a genuine nominal coasism.

Through a detailed discussion of Cohen’s recent attemnpseing aspects of conservatism, we have
argued that his notion of particular value contains tisésldfar a genuine nominal conservatism, once
it has been separated from some inessential and dubiauseans about value aggregation and, in
particular, about the relationship between conservatisnmuatidg. We have offered a reformulated
version of what we take to be a genuine nominal consemvatiserms of state-relative valuation. On
this formulation, the nominal conservative is committethim propositions: first that the normatively
appropriate structure of valuation is state-relativeerattiian state-neutral, so that the distinctive status
of the status quo is recognized within the process of evaluyagoond that the state-relative

valuation of the status quo is systematically higher tharstate-neutral valuation of the same state.

This formulation of conservatism recognizes the statusapubthat there is a category of value
associated with the continued existence of thingsttear@by generates the status quo bias that is a

key characteristic of conservatism.

By contrast, we have suggested that the second elem@nheh’s attempt at rescuing aspects of

conservatism - the idea of personal value — does not prgrededs for a nominal conservatism but
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is instead an example of what we have termed practiceervatism, since it is essentially a claim
about the actual distribution of more generally recognisecsaiuthe world. Practical

conservatism, to the extent that its claims about thevales lie in the world are true, is not a matter
of recognising a distinctively conservative value. Any distaalue maximizer who is convinced by
the factual claims relating to personal values couldyetdie these claims into account. It is in this
sense that the practical conservative is markedly différe@m the nominal conservative. We readily
admit that our suggestion here is preliminary and that thergktopic of practical conservatism, and

its relation with personal value and other values, requiurther analysis.

Cohen not only discusses forms of conservatism but advobates We do not entirely follow him in
this respect - specifically in relation to the fornngiminal conservatism that we identify. Our interest
is in providing a relatively detailed analytic accountiofariety of forms of conservatism and, in this
case, nominal conservatism, rather than in advocating atgybar form. While we see the state-
relative conservative posture outlined above as a genuingxafra logically tenable nominal
conservative disposition, we see nothing that implies th&the ‘correct’ disposition to adopt. In
particular, we would suggest that the state-relativeah@iosture mentioned above is also a logically
tenable disposition, as is the state-neutral posturetitgitts an evaluative stance that is independent
of the status quf’.?. It is, we think, possible to formulate nominal consesratin a neat and

analytically tractable form that captures the esseh€ohen’s position, but that does not provide any
real argument for its adoption. By separating out the defiaspects of nominal conservatism from
the issues surrounding value aggregation and the relatidmstayeen conservatism and justice, we
hope to have achieved a degree of clarity and the badigrfioer analysis of conservatism and its

implications.

As a final point we return to the distinction betweenaiaty and uncertainty, and to the somewhat
related distinction between nominal and adjectival comdism. We have already said that much
traditional conservative argument relates directlyndirectly to cases of uncertainty and can be
understood as examples of adjectival conservatism sincerisergatism reflects an attitude to the
realisation of value under conditions of uncertainty ratten the identification of a genuinely
distinctive conservative value. The status quo seemaito an epistemic advantage over all
unrealised alternatives; its existence seems to pravidem of certainty. And it is difficult to supress
the sense that all change is risky. Of course, one megpbnd that the status quo is risky too, and

this is undoubtedly true, but nevertheless the epistemiciealed what exists seems both powerful

30 Indeed, it seems entirely plausible to suggest that atdea individuals will be nominal conservatives with
respect to some aspects of the status quo, nominal saditialrespect to other aspects of the status quo, and

nominal neutrals with respect to still other aspecthefstatus quo. Such complex dispositional states are, we
believe, entirely consistent with the analysis in teainstate-relative evaluation.
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and widespread. So, can we be sure that our formulatistaia-relative evaluation as a form of
nominal conservatism is anything more than a way of simgytiie epistemic salience of the status
quo in through the backdoor? Is the claim that an egistaluable thing carries additional particular
value merely a way of labelling the value of that eprst salience and so disguising the underlying
attitude to uncertainty? Does the particular value ofda College, All Souls or some extant
valuable painting, as they are, depend on the doubt that sslheneprovement may simply destroy
and the promised improvements turn out to be illusory? &lornit seems clear that we can
distinguish between the adjectival and nominal forms of ceasem in the way outlined in this
paper: the conceptual distinction seems both clear and r@uigiiven the ubiquity of uncertainty in
the world as we know it, the precise source of any conses\eensibility in a specific case may be

difficult to locate.
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