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| Introduction

In a communication to this journal, Jan-Werner Mii(R006) offers a novel framework for the
analysis of conservatism as a ‘coherent politidablogy’. Noting that many self-styled
conservatives are sceptical about the deploymesalfytic methods, Muller offers a ‘multi-
dimensional approach characterized by four dimerssible specifies that at least two of these
dimensions must be in play to justify the ascriptd political conservatism. One feature of this
dimensional approach is that it allows politicahservatives to be associated by ‘family
resemblance’ rather than by strict (ideo)logic; andhe deployment of the kinds of analytic
tools typically used in political philosophy mightove unhelpful — and indeed may be
demonstrably inappropriate. As Miller notes, theutiht ‘that defining conservatism would
inevitably be a form of “rationalism™ p36thas been something of a tradition in conservative
thought; and rationalism in politics is somethihgttconservatives tend to be against. The
‘family resemblance’ method of definition, in sergito inhibit the direct application of simple
logic?, might on this count prove congenial to the covestare tradition, while still allowing,
variouslye/é the exploration, study, analysis, or kimg sense’ of conservatism that Mller thinks
desirable’

L All references to page numbers without furtheritaition are to Miiller (2006).

Z \We take it that this methodological point is pdrivbhat Miiller has in mind when he suggests thantiéi-
dimensional method might bagplied to other strands of political thought, etkough the dimensions clearly
would then have to be described differénthjiller (2006) p.360. Note that the ‘family reselahce’ method does
not block ‘logic chopping’ entirely — but it doesrder any application of standard tools of analysish less direct.
3 The classic philosophical reference to the conegffamily resemblance’ is Wittgenstein, L. (193810)
Philosophical investigationgondon, Wiley-Blackwell..
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We agree with Muller that this exercise of ‘competiing’ conservatisfris an extremely
worthwhile - and somewhat under-pursued - entegphli®wever, we have serious misgivings
about various aspects of Muller's treatment. Altipowve do not want to deny that the multi-
dimensional method may have its uses, we thinkithiiting in the details, Miller says both too
little and too much — too little in that importatistinctions between different lines of reasoning
are ignored; and too much in that his particulanafisions include elements that do not bear on
a specifically political ideology’ (which is his claimed focus). We seelsét out these

criticisms in what follows.

It needs to be acknowledged at the outset thaintenest in conservatism arises out of a concern
over its neglect within political philosophy. Indihsense, we would describe our ambition as
being the comprehension of conservatism as a ‘esti@oliticalphilosophyas opposed to a
‘coherent politicaideology (Muller's self-description). So one ambition irhat follows will be

to explore what might be at stake in the distintbetween a political ideology and a political
philosophy. However, what we say in this connectlors not, we think, vitiate the force of our
misgivings about the Muller treatment — and indéesgte are textual reasons that make us think
that Muller’'s conception of the task and our cortioepare not too far apart.

Our discussion is organized as follows. In secliave offer a brief description of the content of
Miller's four dimensions and make some general centmabout three different aspects of his
approach. In section Ill, we discuss the possiggrittion between a political ideology and a
political philosophy. The succeeding four sectideal with the four dimensions in greater detail.
Section VIII offers a brief conclusion.

Il Muller's Argument Summarized
The four dimensions that Muller suggests are:

1. A sociological dimension;

2. A methodological dimension;
3. An aesthetic dimension;

4. A philosophical dimension.

Briefly, sociological conservatism is the ‘ideologythe specific political program of a
particular social group trying to hold onto itsypieges’ p 361. The European aristocracy in
relation first to the rising bourgeoisie and theassidemocracy is identified as providing the
‘original template’.

Methodological conservatism or ‘prudential partamigm’ centres on the proposition that in
managing the process of reform conservatives al# taccount of ‘what is already there’ p 362.
In Muller's view such methodological conservatismeither necessary nor sufficient for

* We shall use the term “comprehending” to inclutevtarious more specific tasks of exploring, stngyimaking
sense of, and analyzing — appealing to the “congmalieness” connotation of “comprehending”.
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political conservatismbut merely recognizes a possible strand of coasism that is
particularist in the sense that conservativesisfdtyle see political concerns as deeply
embedded in a specific time and place, and prualentithe sense that recognises that change,
while sometimes desirable, is always both costty @sky.

Miiller treats aesthetic conservatfsas being exemplified by Oakeshott’s well-known
description — ‘to prefer the familiar to the unkmowo prefer the tried to the untried, fact to
mystery, the actual to the possible, the limitetheounbounded, the near to the distant, the
sufficient to the superabundant, the conveniethagerfect, present laughter to utopian bliss’
Oakeshott (1991) p408. However, Miller draws a eation here (as the aesthetic label
suggests) with various nostalgic elements in litemand ‘in poetry in particular p361 - but
perhaps also in other art forms.

The philosophical dimension of conservatism requile conservative to pursue particular
substantive values and Miiller suggests that theegahssociated with social hierarchy may be
central.

Before interrogating Muller's dimensional understig of conservatism in more detail, three
general observations are in order.

First, it is notable that Muller initially describéis four categories as ‘dimensions’ but then in
the more detailed description refers to them asgawés’ of conservatism. This is either a
terminological slip — since conservatism, on Midleéxccount, is defined by reference to the
simultaneous acceptance of (at least of the four dimensions or aspects — or it is desilgto
distinguishpolitical conservatism from conservatisms of the ‘dimendidmads. If the latter, it
needs to be explained why the various possible guatibns suffice to render the conservatism
in question ‘political’ when no one dimension as @wn could suffice to do so. What is it about
political conservatism specifically that insiststbe hybrid charactef?

Second, the use of the terminology of ‘dimensi@asties the suggestion that each of the
features relevant to identifying the relevant aspéconservatism naturally comes in degrees —
and that a metric of the ‘extent of realization’exges naturally from the definition in each case.
But it is not self-evident what the metric in eaase is, or why ‘degree of realization’ would be
of particular importance. For example, in relatiorthe fourth ‘dimension’, the metric might be
understood in terms of the degree of hierarchyfooa given extent of hierarchy, the costs
associated with any (futile) attempt to circumwenar the costs in terms of other valued things

5 In contrast to Huntington, S. (1957) 'Conservatisnan ideologyAmerican Political Science Reviebi,(2),454-
73. For Huntington, a clear commitment to exisiimgtitutions is certainly necessary and probabfficant to
identify conservatism.

®We prefer to reserve the term ‘dispositional’ éadifferent purpose — to refer to a habit of mindhalination — or,
as Buchanan and Tullock might put it, to the #ge'personal constitution”, so we will use the pbe aesthetic
conservatism hereafter. See Buchanan, J. M. athackuG. (1962)The Calculus of Conserinn Arbor,
University of Michigan Press. p97.

7 This is important from the ‘family resemblance’ peective, because it would imply that once congismweais
more finely specified there is no barrier to anizlyd a standard kind: onfyolitical conservatism would be resistant
to standard logical methods and this only becatige @efinitional but unexplained) hybrid charect
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forgone that circumventing the hierarchy would @ritsVe are ourselves generally hospitable to
the idea of relevant aspects of conservatism ‘cgrmrdegrees’ — but of course what the aspects
are, and why the degrees matter are issues thaiexpécation (which is precisely why a

metrical treatment is desirable.)

Third, there is an interesting locution evidenMiiller’s writing that we also find present in
many writings by conservatives themselvasis is that definitions often proceed ‘negatyvel

in explicating what is at stake in the various aspeMiller frequently remarks: well, it's not X
and it's not Y, and it’s not Z. This kind of creagiup on a definition by sequential exclusion is,
we suppose, legitimate in its own way: each suceesdimination serves to refine the concept
at issue to some (indeterminate?) extent. Butishasdistinctive method and to the extent that it
is common in conservative apologetfc®ne wonders whether there is some non-coincitlenta
connection between conservative reasoning anchégative definitional method'. In this
connection, Miller refers to Freeden’s observatiat it is mainly self-styled conservatives who
write about conservatism — and that this fact giyesinds for suspecting bias in evaluation. This
may well be true. However, we find that it is mgiopponent®f conservatism like Hayek and
Buchanan (coming arguably out of a more ‘analytdition’) who are clearest in defining what
conservatism is. Opponents need, of course, tdéelae an definitional questions, in order to
explain what it is about conservatism that theyagrainst:

Il Political 1deology vs. Political Philosophy: the role of ‘feelings’?

Miller sees his dimensional approach as a mechdbnisamalyzing conservatism as a coherent
political ideology. We identify our own efforts amalyzing conservatism as a coherent political
philosophy. Is there a significant difference bedw¢hese two tasks?

Miiller suggests in his closing remarks some charitic features of ideologies as he sees them:

After all, nearly every ideology needs an accoudntethod’ as well as its
relationship to history; all espouse core valuasahmight be related to particular
interests and contexts; and all, | would say, lrEmvemotional component or tend to
be associated with particular “structures of feglip364*2

8 A hierarchy of ‘degree n’ might be infinitely ctysto overcome (where n could be larger or smalkeny yet the
necessarily futile gestures railing against it nhight cost very much.

° We take it as an open question whether MiilleirissklIf a conservative in one or more of the sehi&esategories
admit.

19T¢ establish this claim would require a more esiminterrogation of the conservative library theappropriate
here. Besides, there is the danger that assigeirtgirt authors to that library begs exactly thendtdnal issues that
Muller’s discussion declares open. So we leavedtation between conservatism and the negativeadedhk a
speculation based on casual observation.

1 See Hayek, F. (1960) Why | Am Not a Conservafiiee Constitution of LibertyfChicago: University of Chicago
Press. Buchanan, J. M. (200&hy I, too, am not a conservative : the normatis@n of classical liberalism,
Cheltenham, Edward Elgar.

12\We set aside the proviso implied by the openirgtty’: Miiller doesn’t indicate what cases he masind

where method and factual claims wouldn't be reglire
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What stands out here as a point where an ideolodyaaolitical philosophy might come apart is
the reference to an ‘emotional component’ -- to'stieictures of feeling’ with which particular
ideological positions might be associated. Streswf feeling can clearly have political
significance — even under the broadest ‘definibbthe political’ p363. Much of our own
previous work, for example, has focused on theresgive dimension’ of democratic politiés
and more particularly on why we ought to expect thiective’ considerations will play a more
extensive role in democratic electoral politicsthia example in markets. We would be the last
people to deny the importance of relevant emotiBus.it would have to be conceded that such
considerations do not routinely receive much ait@rdmong political philosophers — less
attention, arguably, than they merit.

There are three possible grounds for interesteriafiect’ aspects of ideological positions:

1. One may be interested in these issues for theirsake. That is, one might be interested
in tracing the associations between various ideoégositions and the affective
considerations variously to which they give risepn which they depend. Note that
nothing in that exercise depends on the empirickdgical credentials of the affective
considerations in question. For example, contesiarthe Presidential candidate debates
might be extremely interested in the way in which Audience support barometer reacts
to particular topics or positions or rhetorical @eg. They treat these audience reactions
as basic facts: the question as to whether suchioaa are in any way justified scarcely
arises. Any analytic interest in these basic fautght be thought to be properly restricted
to political psychologists or perhaps politicalestists more broadly. But that might be
too quick: for certain questions in political pratiphy, facts about affective issues may
indeed be crucial.

2. Specifically, one might be interested in theseddat instrumental reasons. Suppose for
example that a greater perception of legitimacgafernment on the part of the general
populace is on balance an advantage — at leasgimes that are tolerably decent.
Different ideological positions might support tisanse of legitimacy — democratic
liberalism (in broadly democratic regimes) by fastg enthusiasm for democratic
institutions; certain kinds of conservatism perhlap$ostering popular enthusiasm for
familiar ways of doing things and so on. The priwgi‘structure of feeling’ represents
one aspect of the ‘feasibility considerations’ tbastrain policy choice or institutional
modficiation. The question of whether particuldrdstures of feeling’ are conducive or
inimical to institutions or policies or mid-leveva@uative principles that are
independently justifiable is certainly important fesues of implementability. And if an
institutional change that is identified as deskeabithin some political philosophy is
more easily implemented (or implemented at lowest aoterms of other valued ends
forgone) when accompanied by a ‘feeling’ of a giedaracter, then political
philosophers might properly attend to the questizto how the relevant feeling could be
promoted.

13 Specifically, why that expressive dimension oughbe considered a crucial part of political preoeithin the
‘rational actor’ framework. See Brennan, G. and Ham\. (1998) 'Expressive voting and electoral égtium',
Public Choice95(1-2),149-75, Brennan, G. and Hamlin, A. (20@®mocratic Devices and Desir&ambridge,
Cambridge University Press. Brennan, G. and Lomask§1 993)Democracy and Decisioambridge,
Cambridge University Press. Hamlin, A. and Jennifyg2011) 'Expressive political behaviour: foutiatas, scope
and implications'British Journal of Political Sciencd,1(3),645-70.
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3. One might be interested in whether the ‘structdifeeling’ is itself justified. This kind
of case is best illustrated by the situation inahiithe emotional affect itself depends on a
false belief. For example, in his treatment of eggive rationality, for example, Robert
Nozick (1993) explains why it might be rational &or individual to vote for increasing
the minimum wage even when she believes that arase in the minimum wage will
actually hurt those who it is designed to as$iStonceivably a high minimum wage
could have a role in an ideological position thaild not be traced to any foundational
values or facts about the way labour markets opehatt that roleould be traced to
facts about the beliefs about labour markets thestipeople happen to have, or to
positive connotations that particular policies ntighve for other reasons. Or consider
the case of social mobility in the US. It seembea widespread belief (specifically in
the US polity) that social mobility in the US igghi— relative, say, to most European
countries; and this belief is congenial to arguradat certain existing US institutions
(and specifically for extensive reliance on relalyvunhindered market mechanisms).
But that belief is false. The correlation betweanemt and child lifetime income is
considerably higher in the US than in most Europmamtries with much more extensive
tax/transfer systems.
We take it that the presence of this widespreadidh could not ground an analysis of
free market liberalism as a politigathilosophy But it might well be held relevant as an
element in a coherent politicialeology The fact that many people believe something
that is false may be part of the account of whysiqular ideology has significant sway
or why particular appeals have emotional force. &deer, such false beliefs may be
tolerably robust, either because most people dtaketthe trouble to check the facts or
because many tend to distrust or undervalue coreradence? If we wish to
understand political processes and the role ofladgan them, we have to attend to facts
about people’s actual beliefs (even where the f3ediee illusions). If, on the other hand,
we want to understand whether conservatism candbéied as a coherent political
philosophy then false beliefs, however widespreaed to be exposed.

Where exactly Muller himself stands in relatiorthics array of possibilities is not clear. In

general terms, one might think that ‘comprehendanpblitical ideology (as against a political
philosophy) might shift the weight of interest frahe kinds of considerations at stake in 3 above
towards 2 and 1. But we think Muller’s position and own on these issues are fairly close. For
one thing, Mller is insistent that his treatmentlésigned to uncovercaherentpolitical

ideology — and though we would not want to accudgigal psychologists of incoherence, we
think that the coherence requirement is most easiflerstood in terms focused on the
justifiability of any cognitive aspects of relevdaelings. We concede however that in focusing
on feelings that depend on identifiably false fslieve leave unaddressed the cases in which the
feelings in question are not based on epistemicajgctable propositions. In all the latter cases,
seeing the domain of enquiry as an ideology ratiesr a political philosophy seems to be more
hospitable to consideration of the purely affectlements — both as a pure matter of descriptive
completeness and in terms of aesthetic or othesilplesunderstandings of ‘justifiability’. To the

1 perhaps by causing a significant proportion ofrtfaeginal workers to lose their jobs.

1> See, for example, OECD (201Bgonomic Policy Reforms: Going for Growtth. 5.

'8 See Rabin, M. and Schrag, J. L. (1999) 'First @spions matter: A model of confirmatory bidie Quarterly
Journal of Economic4,14(1),37-82.



extent that Muiller is seen to be insisting on cdasition of these latter aspects, we are inclined
to think he has a point — and that political plololsers ought to be (more) receptive to it.

There is a piece of textual evidence here. MUlsists that “ibertarianism is not, by any stretch
of the imagination, a form of conservatism.’ p38e totally agre¥. The fact that classical
liberals, libertarians and conservatives have lb@emuch of the twentieth century engaged in a
broad coalition against communism abroad and demtiogocialism at home should not obscure
the fundamental differences that exist betweenittmalpartners. Of course, at the level of
apologetics, quite some effort has been expendpdpering over the cracks within the coalition.
We think that any serious attempt at analyzing eoragism must be committed to tearing that
paper away. And it seems Muller agrees. But a timmugh-going theorist of ideology might
be more inclined to take these patterns of assogiat relevant facts, and insist that distinctions
be made as much on affective as on conceptual dsoun

In the same way, we should want to distinguish eoretism, whether understood as a political
philosophy or an ideology, from the use of the tearomservative’ in everyday politics. Of

course, many political actors and parties stylengedves (or are styled by others) as
‘conservative’, or otherwise identify themselvesrbference to ‘conservative’ positions; and the
use of such labels is in itself not uninterestiBgt the search for a conservatism that can be seen
as a coherent political philosophy must, at leashily, be independent of such uses. It will be a
further question to ask to what extent those wiile shemselves as conservatives adhere to any
recognizable form of the underlying conservativétgal philosophy.

Which brings us more or less immediately to on@poi contention.

IV The Sociological Dimension: conservatism vs. dégyment of conservative arguments

We are extremely suspicious of what Muller underdssas the sociological aspect of
conservatism, and which we take to be simple paliself-interest. Appeal to this consideration
as a mechanism fonaking sense of conservatiseems to us to confuse categories. We think
there is an important distinction between analyzirggintellectual and/or emotional force of
conservative arguments/considerations on the one &iad analyzing the motives of those that
wield them on the other. It is one thing to expldua force (logical, empirical or emotive) of
conservative arguments/considerations and andtirey éntirely to recognize that certain
persons might, given their location in the curmsotial structure, have prudential reasons to
exploit that force. Self-interest does not becoweservatism, just because conservative
arguments are deployed by people who stand tdblpseparticular institutional/policy change;
any more than self-interest is radicalism just beearadical arguments are deployed by those
who stand to gain by change.

Of course, it may be that the claim: ‘policy X willake individual A worse off’ is seen by B and
C and D as significant grounds for not doing X. Ahdn we might seek grounds for why B, C

17 As do Hayek, F. (1960) Why | Am Not a Conservatilize Constitution of LibertChicago: University of
Chicago Press. and Buchanan, J. M. (200BY I, too, am not a conservative : the normatis@n of classical
liberalism,Cheltenham, Edward Elgar.



and D should have that attitude; and/or explanatafiwhy they do. But we take it that itasly

if those grounds/explanations are connected to sccognizably ‘conservative’ considerations
that they would constitute an explication of comaism, rather than, say, altruism towards A.
The fact that A has purely self-interested reasommgppose the change has no conservative
credentials whatsoever.

The point generalizes. Suppose, for the purposteeagxercise, that conservatism involves a
presumption in favour of the status quo as such virttue of the fact that it is the status ddo.

An individual A may support the status quo agaswshe possible reform, Y, on any of a number
of grounds: perhaps Y involves redistribution imdar of the rich and A is an egalitarian;
perhaps Y involves a reduction in freedom and Alibertarian. In such cases, A’s support for
the status quo is contingent. Only if A’s supportthe status quo is non-contingent, arising from
the simple fact that it is the status quo, willdveperly described as a conservative. This point is
made eloquently byannsjo (1990) and perhaps does not require further edaioor'®

So, we reject the sociological dimension as a genaspect of conservatism. This is not to deny
that individuals with a wide variety of politicalspositions (self-interest, egalitarianism,
libertarianism) may find themselves agreeing withgervatives on particular issues, and may
find it tactically expedient to deploy conservatarguments in those cases. It is to deny that that
fact tells us anything about the validity or othesevof those conservative arguments.

V The Methodological Dimension: substance, posturand practicality

We are inclined to think that what Muller terms thethodological dimension of conservatism is
where most of the analytic action lies. But it &dnthat we think his treatment says too little. We
agree with Muller's general claim relating to whatterms prudential particularism. However,

in our view, this label hides several further atialglistinctions of some importance. The
general idea, as we read it, is that methodologioaservatism involves a status quo bias that
falls well short of an absolute bar to reform, tnich involves a genuine attachment to the
present as well as concern about the risks and obs¢form. A key, if implicit, point here is

that methodological conservatism will normally it the recognition of some values or
reasons for action which, when appropriately teragewill yield a cautious approach to
desirable reform.

In analysing this idea further we focus on idemtifyconservatism in relation to fundamental
values and reasons for action, whatever they maBitwadly, our strategy is to identify three
distinct ways in which a conservative can relatariderlying values or reasons for action
(hereatfter, just values).

First, a conservative might recognize the sameegais the non-conservative but have a
different attitude or posture relative to thoseuesl— we term such a conservative an adjectival
or postural conservative, since their conservatjsalifies or conditions the pursuit of basic
substantive values that are not themselves distgigtconservative. Clearly a major issue here

81 the spirit of Miiller's multi-dimensional framenk we need not suppose that a status quo biasistsha
conservatism.
¥ But see below for further discussion of the staus bias as an element of conservatism.
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is to provide a satisfactory account of the fornswé¢h conditioning, and the account we have
offered elsewhere focusses broadly on perceptibardattitudes towards normative rfk.

Second, a conservative might identify a value @ue&s) that is (are) not recognized by non-
conservatives. We term such a conservatives suth&aionservatives, since their conservatism
builds on a substantive claim about values. Cleanyajor issue here is to give an account of a
value or values thatre distinctively conservative. We ourselves are drawthe idea of
‘particular value’ proposed by Cohen (2011) andehianerrogated Cohen’s analysis
elsewhere?! However, we do not necessarily commit to Cohentons being the only form of
substantive conservatism.

Third, a conservative might be essentially sintidathe non-conservative, both adjectivally and
substantively, but differ from the non-conservaiiveelation to empirical beliefs about the

world. In this case, the distinctively conservatiligposition reflects beliefs about the way in
which the agreed values fall in the world. We tesuoh a conservative a practical conservative.
One possibility here is the emphasis on the tramseccosts associated with political reform.
The claim in this case is that even those refolmasdre desirable in themselves, should be
recognised as costly — usually in some way thabtself-evident. To the extent that such
(hidden) costs are systematic, a form of statushi@a®results. Clearly a major issue here is what
form such putatively systematic costs take and dratlaims that they are routinely in play can
be justified.

These three forms of conservatism, the posturalstibstantive and the practical, may operate in
any combination, so that rather than just threedy@ conservative, we may identify a total of
seven forms of conservative disposition each cheriged by a particular combination. But, in
our view, each of these seven has a real claitmetdite conservative.

In stressing the role of the status quo, we dgnajtose a more complex return to Huntington’s
(1957) account of conservatism as a purely postipolitical philosophy — one that supports the
status quo, whatever it might be, against reforiwlodtever form. Rather we accept Freeden'’s
view — which is that conservatism @t an ideology of the status quo. It is not merely an
attempt to forestall change and to arrest the hestioprocess. Rather it is an ideology
predominantlyconcernedwith the problem of change: not necessarily prop® eliminate it,

but to render it safe.” Freeden (1998) p332. Ong avainderstanding our notions of postural,
substantive and practical conservatism is precsglgn attempt to identify the ways in which
such a conservative concern with change and itecaged costs and risks might be grounded.

VI The Aesthetic Dimension

We now wish to raise some queries about Mullerstdication of the aesthetic aspect of
conservatism. As Muller recognizes, there are sgemeiine problems in connecting sentimental
or intuitive commitmentsowards the past (in the way that these have tikemin the English
tradition at least) witlpolitical conservatism. Although Muller refers in this conm@t to a
politics of nostalgia, it seems to us that he is righttpleasize that the nostalgia of sentiment

2 0On adjectival conservatism see Brennan, G. andlidafm (2004) 'Analytic conservatisnBritish Journal of
Political Science34,675-91.

%L On substantive conservatism see Brennan, G. antditjaA. (2013) 'Conservative Valu®aper presented to the
Public Choice Society Conference, New Orleans



and intuition (which is real enough in certain stta of the English aesthetic imagination) is
‘less interested in putting forth a political daoé than in expressing a disposition’ p3the
difficulty here, it seems to us, is to establisly aannection whatsoever between this aesthetic
and politics. And here, we simply carry forward whaem to us to be the logical implications of
Muller's own remarks.

This is what he says. First, aesthetic conservagsms to be associated with ‘political passivity'.
Second, as he puts it, if “...itis the nostalgiargle backwards that allows conservatives to see
more clearly’ it is also the case that ‘consenegialways arrive too late actually to conserve’
p361. This form of nostalgia connects with a madd not altogether unpleasant, melancholia —
but it is associated with a sense of irreparalds,lorreparable’ here being the operative word.
This feeling does indeed seem to be a recipe fiitiqad passivity. In fact, by its very nature, it
appears to have nothing to do with politics ateatl;ept to lament the hopeless irrelevance of all
things political (even broadly construed).

Miuller himself declares that such souls are ‘noatnhwould callpolitical conservatives. They
areaestheticconservatives, more concerned with protectingtivety of sentimental and

intuitive commitments that cannot (and in a semseikl not) be articulated as prescription’ p361.
The things they are nostalgic about have nothirgptaith politics. So why are they part of
Miller's account of ‘conservatism as a coherenttigal ideology’? Is it the case that, after all,
political conservatives have somehow been abledioilime an association with aesthetic
conservatives? If so, what are the grounds ofahstciation?

Associations from the past can of course be pqeiitical weapons. Remember ‘Remember the
Alamo!# But it does not seem as if political conservativase any monopoly on such appeals
— or even that they have a special privilege inimgkhem. Muller's structure of argument
implies that there is such a link (however ambinalgs surrounding discussion). If so, the
presence of that link is interesting. But it isoagizzling. And Muller finally provides no hints

as to how that puzzle might be resolved — why tiesmy connection at all between this
particular ‘structure of feeling’ and conservatiama coherent political ideology and, still more
challengingly, conservatism as a coherent polipptalosophy.

Everything we have said so far in relation to aststhconservatism echoes Miiller's own
remarks. But there is one aspect of his discussi@esthetic conservatism that strikes us as
decidedly odd — namely, the link he makes betwbenparticular aesthetic and Oakeshott’s
account of the ‘conservative disposition’ as quatesiection Il above. For, in this kind of
aesthetic, there is more appeainystery’than tofact’; it is often the morélistant’ past rather
than the'near’ that is invoked; there is more a yearning forithpossible than focusing on the
possible. In short, Oakeshott’s conservative seewesy long way from a Wordsworth or a
Herrick or an Elgar — and frankly we are mystifeegito why Miller would identify such a close
association.

20r, in the Irish case, the Battle of the Boyneimthe post-Yugoslavian case,"léentury battles the details of
which even the protagonists can't relate.
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VII The Philosophical Dimension

Miller's philosophical dimension might simply beempreted as a form of the substantive
conservatism discussed above; as he notes, ‘®nsesimplies a commitment to realizing a set
of substantive values’ p363 and, to the extentttiatinterpretation is appropriate we have no
problem with it beyond suggesting that, contra Mijlthere must some connection between the
relevant set of substantial values and the statagand change therein) in order for this form of
conservatism to be distinguished from the wideatgrof other value-based, ideational political
philosophies. However, Miller's particular suggasin relation to the identity of the relevant
value revolves around hierarchy: ‘I claim that pedphical conservatives are primarily invested
in the importance of hierarchical relationshipssome more or less naturalized conception of
inequality.” p363. In identifying this aspect afriservatism, Muller tracks a central element in
Buchanan’s (2005) definition of conservatism and that also figures, albeit to a lesser extent,
in Hayek (1960) — though of course Hayek and Buah&npurpose in pointing up the
conservative commitment to hierarchical social palitical relations is to reveal why
conservatism is objectionable rather than to erdibrs

Conservatism as the positive valuation of contiguirerarchies certainly seems to capture some
part of what we commonly understand as conservabsitthe appropriate analytic questions are
whether the idea of hierarchy is foundational, ahat exactly is the appeal of hierarchy? This
is not the place for detailed discussion, but wghthhmention several specific queries in pointing
to the need for that more detailed discussiont,Rgst ‘continuing hierarchy’ or just hierarchy
that is valuable? If the emphasis is on continmai®this just a particular example of a status
guo bias, or is there anything specific about mgrg? Is it a specific form of hierarchy that is
valuable, or is the claim rather that a ‘stableaawrder’ is valuable, and that hierarchical
society is just one possible form (perhaps a padity stable form) that such a social order
might take? What is the relationship between hodnaand inequality and social mobility?
Buchanan (2005, p4-5) certainly sees conservatssimcuding a view antipathetic to the idea of
the natural equality of human potential, but migierarchy be combined with a form of
meritocratic equality provided that positions ie thierarchy were available to all in a fair
competition?

Whatever the response to these questions, it sieemssnatural to parse Miiller’s philosophical
dimension of conservatism in terms of some comimnaif the postural, substantive and
practical forms of conservatism discussed abovelation to the methodological dimension. We
may of course be in the grip of our own analytitegaries; but our general challenge is whether
these two dimensions are quite as independentkagfteeparate dimensions would lead one to
expect.

VIII Framework and Analysis: some concluding commets

We have cast some doubt upon the relevance of sbthe dimensions of Miiller's framework
for analysing conservatism, if conservatism iséesben as a political philosophy. The
sociological dimension seems too superficial asdfiiciently distinctive, while the aesthetic
dimension seems insufficiently political and prpled. If this is accepted, the core of political
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conservatism must lie with the methodological ahdigsophical dimensions. Even here,
however, the distinction between the two dimensismst as clear cut as might be expected.

The main point of Muller's contribution may howevsr seen more in terms of the multi-
dimensional idea: as Muller himself puts it, ‘Thaimpoint of the argument is that, for us
properly to speak of a political conservatism gaisk two of the four dimensions outlined earlier
need to be present.’ p363. But there is, we tHeds of an argument here than an interestingly
suggestive claim.

And we, at least, are not convinced that the sugyesf a framework is any substitute for an
analysis of the categories that the framework ssiggélere, we have gestured at how a more
detailed analysis of such dimensions as are retewgyht go. This analysis will fit broadly

within Muller's methodological/philosophical dimeass; but it will go further to draw
distinctions between what we term the posturalstartiive and practical elements of
conservative argument. Of course, analysis of tbé&saents needs a great deal of further
development. Our reference to these categoriesiigrst to signal our conviction that the
‘analytic conservatism’ project is by no means isgible or implausible — even if one had deep
misgivings about Muller’'s attempt.
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