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Some Historical and Ahistorical Reflections
 
0. Pre-Introduction and Introduction


In regard to the political philosophy of ‘Conservatism’ in this essay let me ask, ‘what was it; what is it now; is the Republican Party in the US still conservative; and, for conservatives, where to now? Throughout this skeleton of an essay, more designed to proffer points for debate (in an Open Forum), I will intersperse various ideas from recent research dealing, e.g., with the fabrication of positions, how a deconstruction of the Left has seriously de-centered, re-directed, and deconstructed the Right along with the internalization of a pressing need to induce new themes and memes in order to address a sense of Contemporary relevance, etc. (and that one must expect the Left has, is, and will also do so accordingly, albeit in line with its polarized vision of where it should be relevant in a world where all forms of access to Media, both Legacy and Social-Media are no longer guaranteed along traditional lines). (0)


To begin this essay an historical perspective will be first adopted and adapted to expedite the current nature of present circumstances… however, at various point an ahistorical perspective will be alluded to in order to better understand the phenomenon of ‘being conservative’ to the extent such an approach can be articulated in those more philosophical and meta-philosophical (metaphysical) terms of reference. Such an ahistorical perspective will also reference hermeneutical, existential, and recent ideas from a ‘working pragmatics’ although the envisaged endpoint of such an exposition is to arrive at a trans-historical exposition that re-focuses on the concrete historicity of the present to the extent a relatively systematic existential-pragmatics can illuminate that concrete aspect of lived-experience. (1)

1. Historical Considerations

As per Wikipedia (5.12.24)

Conservatism is a cultural, social, and political philosophy and ideology that seeks to promote and preserve traditional institutions, customs, and values.[1]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-2" 
[2]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-3" 
[3] The central tenets of conservatism may vary in relation to the culture and civilization in which it appears.[4] In Western culture, depending on the particular nation, conservatives seek to promote and preserve a range of institutions, such as the nuclear family, organized religion, the military, the nation-state, property rights, rule of law, aristocracy, and monarchy.[5]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-6" 
[6] Conservatives tend to favor institutions and practices that enhance social order and historical continuity.[7]
Edmund Burke, an 18th-century Anglo-Irish statesman who opposed the French Revolution but supported the American Revolution, is credited as one of the forefathers of conservative thought in the 1790s along with Savoyard statesman Joseph de Maistre.[8] 

The first established use of the term in a political context originated in 1818 with François-René de Chateaubriand during the period of Bourbon Restoration that sought to roll back the policies of the French Revolution and establish social order.[9]
Conservatism has varied considerably as it has adapted itself to existing traditions and national cultures.[10] Thus, conservatives from different parts of the world, each upholding their respective traditions, may disagree on a wide range of issues.[11] One of the three major ideologies along with liberalism and socialism,[12] conservatism is the dominant ideology in many nations across the world, including Hungary, India, Iran, Israel,[13] Italy, Japan, Poland, Russia, Singapore, and South Korea. Historically associated with right-wing politics, the term has been used to describe a wide range of views. Conservatism may be either libertarian or authoritarian,[14] populist or elitist,[15] progressive or reactionary,[16] moderate or extreme.[17]
Beliefs and principles

Scholars have tried to define conservatism as a set of beliefs or principles. Andrew Heywood argues that the five central beliefs of conservatism are tradition, human imperfection, organic society, authority/hierarchy, and property.[18] Russell Kirk developed five canons of conservatism in The Conservative Mind (1953):

· A belief in a transcendent order, which Kirk described variously as based in tradition, divine revelation, or natural law;

· An affection for the "variety and mystery" of human existence;

· A conviction that society requires orders and classes that emphasize natural distinctions;

· A belief that property and freedom are closely linked;

· A faith in custom, convention, and prescription, and a recognition that innovation must be tied to existing traditions and customs, which entails a respect for the political value of prudence.[19]
Some political scientists, such as Samuel P. Huntington, have seen conservatism as situational. Under this definition, conservatives are seen as defending the established institutions of their time.[20] According to Quintin Hogg, the chairman of the British Conservative Party in 1959: "Conservatism is not so much a philosophy as an attitude, a constant force, performing a timeless function in the development of a free society, and corresponding to a deep and permanent requirement of human nature itself."[21] Conservatism is often used as a generic term to describe a "right-wing viewpoint occupying the political spectrum between [classical] liberalism and fascism".[1]
Conservatism has been called a "philosophy of human imperfection" by Noël O'Sullivan, reflecting among its adherents a negative view of human nature and pessimism of the potential to improve it through 'utopian' schemes.[22] Thomas Hobbes, the "intellectual godfather of the realist right", argued that the state of nature for humans was "poor, nasty, brutish, and short", requiring centralized authority with royal sovereignty to guarantee law and order.[23] Edmund Burke, often called the father of modern conservatism, believed that human beings are steeped in original sin and that society therefore needs traditional institutions, such as an established church and a landed aristocracy, in order to function.[7]
Tradition

Despite the lack of a universal definition, certain themes can be recognized as common across conservative thought. According to Michael Oakeshott[10-1-190]:
To be conservative […] is to prefer the familiar to the unknown, to prefer the tried to the untried, fact to mystery, the actual to the possible, the limited to the unbounded, the near to the distant, the sufficient to the superabundant, the convenient to the perfect, present laughter to utopian bliss.[24]
Such traditionalism may be a reflection of trust in time-tested methods of social organization, giving 'votes to the dead'.[25] Traditions may also be steeped in a sense of identity.[25]
Hierarchy

In contrast to the tradition-based definition of conservatism, some left-wing political theorists like Corey Robin define conservatism primarily in terms of a general defense of social and economic inequality.[26] From this perspective, conservatism is less an attempt to uphold old institutions and more "a meditation on—and theoretical rendition of—the felt experience of having power, seeing it threatened, and trying to win it back".[27] On another occasion, Robin argues for a more complex relation:

Conservatism is a defense of established hierarchies, but it is also fearful of those established hierarchies. It sees in their assuredness of power the source of corruption, decadence and decline. Ruling regimes require some kind of irritant, a grain of sand in the oyster, to reactivate their latent powers, to exercise their atrophied muscles, to make their pearls.[28]
In Conservatism: A Rediscovery (2022), political philosopher Yoram Hazony argues that, in a traditional conservative community, members have importance and influence to the degree they are honored within the social hierarchy, which includes factors such as age, experience, and wisdom.[29] Conservatives often glorify hierarchies, as demonstrated in an aphorism by conservative philosopher Nicolás Gómez Dávila: "Hierarchies are celestial. In hell all are equal."[30] The word hierarchy has religious roots and translates to 'rule of a high priest.'[31]
Authority

Authority is a core tenet of conservatism.[32]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-33" 
[33]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-FOOTNOTEHeywood201772-34" 
[34] More specifically, conservatives tend to believe in traditional authority. According to Max Weber, this form of authority is "resting on an established belief in the sanctity of immemorial traditions and the legitimacy of those exercising authority under them".[35]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-36" 
[36] Alexandre Kojève distinguishes between two different forms of traditional authority:

· The Authority of the Father—represented by actual fathers as well as conceptual fathers such as priests and monarchs.

· The Authority of the Master—represented by aristocrats and military commanders.[37]
Robert Nisbet acknowledges that the decline of traditional authority in the modern world is partly linked with the retreat of old institutions such as guild, order, parish, and family—institutions that formerly acted as intermediaries between the state and the individual.[38]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-FOOTNOTEKoj%C3%A8ve2020xvii-39" 
[39] Hannah Arendt argues that the modern world suffers an existential crisis with a "dramatic breakdown of all traditional authorities," which are needed for the continuity of an established civilization.[40]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-FOOTNOTEKoj%C3%A8ve2020xviii%E2%80%93xix-41" 
[41] 
Historical background
Edmund Burke has been widely regarded as the philosophical founder of modern conservatism.[42]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-43" 
[43] He served as the private secretary to the Marquis of Rockingham and as official pamphleteer to the Rockingham branch of the Whig party.[44] Together with the Tories, they were the conservatives in the late 18th century United Kingdom.[45]
Burke's views were a mixture of conservatism and republicanism. He supported the American Revolution of 1775–1783 but abhorred the violence of the French Revolution of 1789–1799. He accepted the conservative ideals of private property and the economics of Adam Smith, but he thought that capitalism should remain subordinate to the conservative social ethic and that the business class should be subordinate to aristocracy.[46] He insisted on standards of honor derived from the medieval aristocratic tradition and saw the aristocracy as the nation's natural leaders.[47] That meant limits on the powers of the Crown, since he found the institutions of Parliament to be better informed than commissions appointed by the executive. He favored an established church, but allowed for a degree of religious toleration.[48] Burke ultimately justified the social order on the basis of tradition: tradition represented the wisdom of the species, and he valued community and social harmony over social reforms.[49]
Another form of conservatism developed in France in parallel to conservatism in Britain. It was influenced by Counter-Enlightenment works by philosophers such as Joseph de Maistre and Louis de Bonald.[50] Many continental conservatives do not support separation of church and state, with most supporting state cooperation with the Catholic Church, such as had existed in France before the Revolution. Conservatives were also early to embrace nationalism, which was previously associated with liberalism and the Revolution in France.[51] Another early French conservative, François-René de Chateaubriand, espoused a romantic opposition to modernity, contrasting its emptiness with the 'full heart' of traditional faith and loyalty.[52] Elsewhere on the continent, German thinkers Justus Möser and Friedrich von Gentz criticized the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen that came of the Revolution. Opposition was also expressed by German idealists such as Adam Müller and Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, the latter inspiring both leftist and rightist followers.[53]
Both Burke and Maistre were critical of democracy in general, though their reasons differed. Maistre was pessimistic about humans being able to follow rules, while Burke was skeptical about humans' innate ability to make rules. For Maistre, rules had a divine origin, while Burke believed they arose from custom. The lack of custom for Burke, and the lack of divine guidance for Maistre, meant that people would act in terrible ways. Both also believed that liberty of the wrong kind led to bewilderment and political breakdown. Their ideas would together flow into a stream of anti-rationalist, romantic conservatism, but would still stay separate. Whereas Burke was more open to argumentation and disagreement, Maistre wanted faith and authority, leading to a more illiberal strain of thought.[54] (2)

Psychological Considerations…

Conscientiousness
The Big Five personality model has applications in the study of political psychology. It has been found by several studies that individuals who score high in Conscientiousness (the quality of working hard and being careful) are more likely to possess a right-wing political identification.[362]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-363" 
[363]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-364" 
[364] Since conscientiousness is positively related to job performance,[365]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-366" 
[366] a 2021 study found that conservative service workers earn higher ratings, evaluations, and tips than social liberal ones.[367]
Disgust sensitivity

A number of studies have found that disgust is tightly linked to political orientation. People who are highly sensitive to disgusting images are more likely to align with the political right and value traditional ideals of bodily and spiritual purity, tending to oppose, for example, abortion and gay marriage.[368]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-369" 
[369]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-370" 
[370]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-371" 
[371]
Research in the field of evolutionary psychology has also found that people who are more disgust sensitive tend to favor their own in-group over out-groups.[372] A proposed reason for this phenomenon is that people begin to associate outsiders with disease while associating health with people similar to themselves.[373]
The higher one's disgust sensitivity is, the greater the tendency to make more conservative moral judgments. Disgust sensitivity is associated with moral hypervigilance, which means that people who have higher disgust sensitivity are more likely to think that suspects of a crime are guilty. They also tend to view them as evil, if found guilty, and endorse harsher punishment in the setting of a court.[374]
Authoritarianism

The right-wing authoritarian personality (RWA) is a personality type that describes somebody who is highly submissive to their authority figures, acts aggressively in the name of said authorities, and is conformist in thought and behavior.[375] According to psychologist Bob Altemeyer, individuals who are politically conservative tend to rank high in RWA.[376] This finding was echoed by Theodor W. Adorno in The Authoritarian Personality (1950) based on the F-scale personality test.

A study done on Israeli and Palestinian students in Israel found that RWA scores of right-wing party supporters were significantly higher than those of left-wing party supporters.[377] However, a 2005 study by H. Michael Crowson and colleagues suggested a moderate gap between RWA and other conservative positions, stating that their "results indicated that conservatism is not synonymous with RWA".[378]
According to political scientist Karen Stenner, who specializes in authoritarianism, conservatives will embrace diversity and civil liberties to the extent that they are institutionalized traditions in the social order, but they tend to be drawn to authoritarianism when public opinion is fractious and there is a loss of confidence in public institutions.[379]
Ambiguity intolerance

In 1973, British psychologist Glenn Wilson published an influential book providing evidence that a general factor underlying conservative beliefs is "fear of uncertainty".[380] A meta-analysis of research literature by Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, and Sulloway in 2003 found that many factors, such as intolerance of ambiguity and need for cognitive closure, contribute to the degree of one's political conservatism and its manifestations in decision-making.[381]

 HYPERLINK "https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservatism" \l "cite_note-382" 
[382] A study by Kathleen Maclay stated that these traits "might be associated with such generally valued characteristics as personal commitment and unwavering loyalty". The research also suggested that while most people are resistant to change, social liberals are more tolerant of it.[383]
Social dominance orientation

Social dominance orientation (SDO) is a personality trait measuring an individual's support for social hierarchy and the extent to which they desire their in-group be superior to out-groups. Psychologist Felicia Pratto and her colleagues have found evidence to support the claim that a high SDO is strongly correlated with conservative views and opposition to social engineering to promote equality. Pratto and her colleagues also found that high SDO scores were highly correlated with measures of prejudice.[384]
However, David J. Schneider argued for a more complex relationships between the three factors, writing that "correlations between prejudice and political conservatism are reduced virtually to zero when controls for SDO are instituted, suggesting that the conservatism–prejudice link is caused by SDO".[385] Conservative political theorist Kenneth Minogue criticized Pratto's work, saying:

It is characteristic of the conservative temperament to value established identities, to praise habit and to respect prejudice, not because it is irrational, but because such things anchor the darting impulses of human beings in solidities of custom which we do not often begin to value until we are already losing them. Radicalism often generates youth movements, while conservatism is a condition found among the mature, who have discovered what it is in life they most value.[386]
A 1996 study by Pratto and her colleagues examined the topic of racism. Contrary to what these theorists predicted, correlations between conservatism and racism were strongest among the most educated individuals, and weakest among the least educated. They also found that the correlation between racism and conservatism could be accounted for by their mutual relationship with SDO.[387]
Happiness

In his book Gross National Happiness (2008), Arthur C. Brooks presents the finding that conservatives are roughly twice as happy as social liberals.[388] A 2008 study suggested that conservatives tend to be happier than social liberals because of their tendency to justify the current state of affairs and to remain unbothered by inequalities in society.[389] A 2012 study disputed this hypothesis, demonstrating that conservatives expressed greater personal agency (e.g., personal control, responsibility), more positive outlook (e.g., optimism, self-worth), and more transcendent moral beliefs (e.g., greater religiosity, greater moral clarity).[390] (3)

Under the heading of ideological variants Wikipedia noted 9 broad varieties, namely, authoritarian, liberal, nationalistic, paternal, progressive, reactionary, religious, social, and traditional forms of conservatism, along with national variants. (4)

2. Ahistorical Considerations (in trying to understand a more general point of view)


There is an argument to be made, “that conservatives are ‘conservative’ because they want to preserve their current sense and semblance of privilege.”
 (5)


Hence the preferences expressed above for traditions; hierarchy; the respect of authority and social order; traditional institutions like, e.g., monarchy, the church, etc.; the preservation of property, and the regular succession of ownership of the same, etc. (6)


Perhaps, too, where people of relatively lower status sympathetically aspire to seek advancement in economic status, etc. But, such notions are also dependent upon the perceived possibility that such advancement is available and can be availed of, say, through hard work, good luck, the successful management of our resources and investments, etc. However, such a notion of social mobility may well be more of an illusion. Where it is not enough to just work hard but also be born into a family with the necessary accumulation of social capital? (7)

Citing a recent publicly disseminated email from David McDivitt (18 November 2024):

My main complaint with conservativism as you know, is as a view to maintain privilege or keep what you have, and reflects monarchy and aristocracy which continue eroding through time. The South in the USA has a lot of poor working conservatives. The American dream of prosperity remains strong. Because that dream means so much to them they will not speak against rich people. They want to be rich themselves. To them the fact there are rich means they too can be rich. This has some similarity to Calvinism. Contrast that with Marxism when the peasants rise up and overthrow the rich and you understand why that doesn't happen in the USA, or elsewhere in the West for that matter. (8)


I am sympathetic to this point of view. However, in view of my recent criticism of the notion of ‘positions’ in my recently finished Book 12, in The Pursuit of Philosophy as a Discipline, Volume III, I would like to argue that these aspirations in, all probability, would or could run across the entire gamut of society to varying degrees, but, that what more establishes a predilection for the conservative mindset, if that idea were to be granted provisionally, may well be more a reaction to change, namely, a reluctance to change or a reluctance to affirm the need for change, or similar? I would also like to argue that the very notion of ‘being a conservative’ is also formed, in contemporaneous terms of reference, in apposition to what ‘being a conservative is not envisaged as being’. Let me elaborate on this particular type of insight. (9)


In Book 12 I argued that the very ‘position’ of positions is untenable, and, that we arrive at such an idea in lived-reality through a triangulation of approaches (or the successive triangulation of the successive triangulation of an ongoing economy of approaches where the minimum number of approaches necessary is three, but, that does not limit the total number of approaches that could be invoked). Now, the overlapping of those approaches is also weighted to the intensity of the invocation of the approaches adopted and adapted in pursing this task. I argued that a positionalist wishes to define and defend the fortification of their speculatively envisaged ‘position’, but, that they are ‘stuck outside’ the metaphorical walls of that impossible semblance of a ‘position’ because they can never attain, obtain. or fully appropriate such an impossible positioning. Defining themselves through apposition to what they are not leaves their psychic sense of gravity outside the walls of their imagined sense and semblance of a ‘position’. But, in this day and age of an emasculated, weakened, if not a fully deconstructed semblance of the Left, the conservative is now, more than ever, at a loss as to how to currently re-define themselves (in an ongoing economy of self-re(-)definition, etc.) and re-defend their semblance of its apparent positioning given this appearance of the Left as missing in action? (10)


With a relatively incoherent, scattered, disintegrated Left in degrees of disarray (that might be dated back to the 1980s in the face of a political shift to the Right) a person on the Right would have to more re-invent themselves along new and novel lines? Hence, my belief, that through these preoccupations with themes and memes of the Culture Wars we might surmise that all this smoke and mirrors, and this very visible dancing around such issues, is more a desperate desire to find some contrast (a bit like the knob on old fashion television sets which one would use in order to darken up the darker sections of an image). Or, more probably, with the Left, effectively, and seemingly having less Media to operate in, in order to disseminate a Left-wing point of view, for a person with a conservative mindset to re-find this sense and semblance of a contrast a new contrast of sorts has had to be invented. Witness the apparent ‘usefulness’ of the culture wars and its preoccupation with trans-gender issues, Critical Race Theory, and similar as a ‘negative touchstone’ against which the Contemporary Conservative can then define themselves against? (11)


For this speculative appreciation to work we would need to note at least some of the following pre-conditions, namely, a disorganized semblance of the Left; or, with a similar effect, a Left less able to disseminate its cultural and political points of view. This aspect could be argued for given the appearance that Legacy Media has rolled over to the Right by echoing talking points from the Right, overlooking contradictions and other anomalies on the Right, refusing to endorse politicians on the Left (under the undue influence of their over-monied, overlords in ownership), calling for accountability on the Left but not so much on the Right; further enabling enablers on the Right-hand side of politics; mistreating the notion of balance through a misunderstanding of a doctrine or policy of fairness as to where to draw the line between balance and the non-necessity to support such an ideal when that degree of balance is just not correctly called for. E.g., in reporting certain debates over law reform should we also interview rapists, murders, con artists, business fraudsters, and so on, in order to find the right balance in the ensuing journalism? Of course not, and it is sad that some sectors of traditional Media feel the need to re-balance the existential equation, e.g., by interviewing and reporting on climate deniers, the vaccine hesitant, or proponents directly or indirectly paid for by the petro-chemical industries, big pharma, or the gaggle of other ‘useful idiots’ spouting other talking points on social topics they obviously have little und3erstanding and awareness of the complexities that define the intractable nature of such issues, and so on. We can also blame the changing media landscape for a number of these defects as a result of an ever-diminishing patronage for Traditional Media and the cutting of cost and corners instituted by such a sector in the light of its shrinking finances, etc. (12)


We could also argue that in a politically polarized society that there would be two major discourses on both Left and Right, but, through an effectively diminished semblance of the dissemination on the Left that the major discourse on the Right is spreading across an imagined dividing line between these two worlds to colonize traditional sections on the Left that once were thought to be have been rusted on so to speak. E.g., blue collar works, member of the Lower Middle Class, migrants, etc. Such a state affairs being further accelerated through a general disenchantment and disgruntlement stemming from the incremental advancement of neo-liberal policy settings that further exacerbate such social forms of dissatisfaction. Where, I would like to also add, that the corrosive influence of donations in the political sphere is not only polarizing a Left-Right division of society but, in accordance with the observation of President Jimmy Carter, is also polarizing individual parties themselves. To this we could also add that in Australia the major political parties are also suffering from an ever-diminishing loss of the primary vote which I suspect is a result stemming from a widening of support for a populism in various forms and perhaps from the major parties not seemingly being able to listening to certain demographic sectors of their electorates which may well arise from an over-zealous desire to please a variety of businesses which effectively speak through their donations given in conjunction with a tone deafness to their electorates? (13)


Of course, there will be many influences working one way or the other, but, on balance, it behoves the political historian to delineate these influences and ascertain their comparative weight or influence in that period of time being scrutinized. (14)


To an unexpected extent, the political landscape has changed and although maintaining an oscillation to the Left and the Right a general movement to the Right appears to be continuing, witness the recent election in the US. (15)


In the form of a brief summary, my argument to this point is that contemporary conservatives, in attempting to find a viable contrast with the non-conservative side of politics, have had to more invent a viable form of a contrast given the relative non-dissemination of a Left from the perspective of the conservative person on the Right, and, where the vision of a Left may well be in such a degree of ineffective disarray, or some form of an equivalent non-event or effective absence? Hence this needed preoccupation by the representative person on the Right with their vision of the culture wars that, from the perspective of someone on the Left, leaves the latter rather nonplussed and scratching their heads as to why they would even bother with such ‘settled’ matters. For the Left being woke’ is being ‘respectful’. Whereas, from the Right, such attitudes are non-traditional, ‘extreme’, and far too ‘disruptive’. (16)

3. Trans-Historical Re-Considerations?


In order to understand what is meant by this expression ‘trans-historical’ I am attempting to channel my perception of Hegel’s critique of Kant in a movement back to the concrete specificity of the historically present versus the over-ahistorical orientations of the latter philosopher (not that I perceive such an orientation should be seen as a fault, but, that we need to recognize that an existential return to the specificity of the lived-moment needs to be turned towards after such a lengthy form of treatment (in territory that is more meta-philosophical, if not metaphysical, in scope). That the disciplinarian, be they either a philosopher or historian, or so on, needs to return to this world as lived and not to a world forever frozen and fixed in the eternal aspic of analysis, etc. Indeed, by such means taking a more transformational approach (through noting the implications of a philosophy of transformational retreatment in which the ahistorical elements of our research are, again, further suspended, and therein and thereby, de-suspended… returning us to a more secular sense and semblance of this world as lived… in the midst of the uniqueness, surprise, suspense, and mystery of the ongoing moment!). (17)


In effect, the historian or philosopher, here as the political historian or the political philosopher, needs to develop an exposition, through a suitable form of narration, that allows the reader to relive the set/s and series of relative insights, be they relatively critical or radical in tenor, as formulated and disseminate by that type of disciplinarian.  Or, more briefly, the narration in question needs to have us re-living what the disciplinarian wishes to portray through having us re-animated by such problematic issues over the course of their narration in question and, then, re-directed in directions of possible resolution. In the light of this unstated, but understood, demand the more successful disciplinarian brings to life the nature of their disciplinary topic. If that were to be granted, what implications might devolve from such forms of engagement? (18)


Can, e.g., the historical be re-lived? I would like to relate here a YouTube video titled Portrait of a Genius: The Extraordinary Story of Francis William (London review of Books) as unravelled by the historian Fara Dabholwala in a lecture given at the Lydia and Manfred Gorvy Lecture Theatre at the Victoria and Albert Museum on 16 October 2024).
 This lecture recounts the back story, after much skilful historical research conducted by this historian, of a painting acquired by the V & A in 1929 that portrays the Black Jamaican polymath Francis Williams, surrounded by his books (many with titles in this painting) and various scientific instruments, etc. Apparently, this individual was nominated to join the Royal Society but his nomination was not successful and appears to have been squashed purely for reasons of racial prejudice. But, the point of my mentioning this specific lecture is that this historian, to my mind, has rendered their topic in a manner that re-lives the contours and trajectory of this topic and by doing so exemplifies this idea, and ideal, of doing history from a trans-historical-like perspective. Or, this point translated more widely, that the disciplinarian needs to exemplify their discourses from an equally trans-disciplinary sense of perspective. In effect, artistically and skilfully invite us to use our imaginations in re-simulating the dynamic contents of their discourse, and, now, our discourse, too, in such a manner that that the presentation now becomes something more than just ‘memorable’… (19)

4. Some ‘Final’ Conclusions


Now, in the light of the ideas being advanced in this essay, or, rather the skeleton of an essay, let me answer the question proposed in the Pre-Introduction. (20)


In highly provisional terms, I would contend in the past that a conservative philosophy would follow the usual modus operandi of a conservative philosophy, i.e., seek to preserve the status quo in terms of the social stratification of that society in question, or an idealized version of the same; be that in terms of its political leadership, the monarchy if present or sought to be restored, its religious organization/s and other institutions, the manner property is distributed, the rights and freedoms as currently apportioned or not apportioned among its members, and so on. (21)


However, recently, the political desire to be conservative, in apposition to the relatively non-conservative, is a more difficult process in self-identification to achieve given the fragmentary or diminished aspect/s of the non-conservatively oriented political world (Left). This difficulty in differentiation is further compounded by the polarization of society, diminished access to the dissemination of Left-leaning forms of political thought when ensconced in a Right-wing sense and semblance of world (in a so-called ‘silo’), and v.v.,  and when a sense of identity is also being thematized by the various reasons that might also be driving a Far-Right or Hard-Right with an Ultra-Right sense and semblance of perspective given that everyone in society might be taking on a more polarized perspective given, e.g., the less obvious influences of a general disenchantment and disgruntlement provoked by the net consequences of an incrementally, more deeply ensconced neo-liberal policy settings with an ongoing disempowerment and disenfranchisement
 of the overall population but especially in the Middle Middle-Class and the Lower Middle-Class (with those demographics being defined in economic terms of reference, say, in terms of income, etc.). (22)


I.e., in the light of such trends, the Republican Party (GOP) has veered more to the Right (and, therefore, moving more towards the Ultra-Right); is less beholden to a more traditional view of a conservative philosophy from, say, twenty years ago; has signed up to a more isolationist stance (as a recurrent feature of the American political landscape) along with a certain degree of populism (especially in view of how skilfully Trump has been able to capture the economically disenchanted and the disgruntled). (23)


‘Where to now for the conservative movement?’ that we could well ask. In Trump’s complete takeover of the Republican Party there now seems to be no room for the more traditional style of conservativism and this might explain the five to ten percent of the Right-voting public heading (again) for Harris (with that type of support being shown by an assortment of conservatives like, e.g., Liz Chaney, Dick Chaney, Arnold Swatzenegger, Adam Kinzinger, Jeff Flake, et al)?
 (24)


Perhaps, in creating new sets of political needs and new expectations the role of an old-style conservatism has been successfully replaced? This is one interpretation that is often voiced by the Left that the GOP is now a ‘cult’, a party out to demonstrate its loyalty to its leader… (25)


On the other hand, in presenting a desire to return to the past Trump has effectively badged the GOP as a party that does not like change, contra the vision present by Kamala Harris, but, in view of his other expressions of disruption, one must wonder how this alternative view and vision of Trump will sit with his ‘conservative’ audience seeking a return to a ‘golden age’, be that of a re-envisaged time during Trump’s first presidency or of an earlier era? (26)


We also have the problem raised, in passing, in a previous essay, namely, surely a ‘dysfunctional democracy’ would be ‘one where people would collectively vote against their own interests?’
Perhaps the definition of a ‘dysfunctional democracy’ is one where ‘the majority of voters actually vote against their own interests contra the classical economic position ‘that the guiding hand of the market, through the rational exercise of needs, would automatically supervene’. Well so much for theory...
 [46] (27)

Admittedly, inserting ourselves into this equation of ‘what would or would not constitute an overall improvement in the interests of a set of demographic categories?’ is already somewhat problematic. Still, in a suspension of our observations and finding even Americans asking similar questions it would appear that voting may well be more of an emotional event rather than a simple cognitive evaluation of our own self-interests or the interests of a similar group of like-minded people. That, in this regard, a polarized America has become more ‘tribal’ and your affiliations and loyalty for one team or other are seemingly more important and simple to consider than a complex computation that sets out to calculate a differential benefit from voting for one side or the other (be that both up and down the ticket with a less likely prospect for a splitting of the ticket unless local candidates provoke strong feelings one way or the other). (28)


That more basically, electorates have a tribal predilection that trumps divergences from your past voting habits. That granted, we might then assume that whether a party remains conservative or is relatively anti-conservative in its presented policies on its advertised platform may well neither be here nor there as far as the electorate goes. Even appeals to conservative principles, it seems, will very quickly be jettisoned should other considerations be found prioritised. Even though the GOP, e.g., has for years preached the virtues of small government, cutting government expenses, and so on, still, with Trump spending seven trillion dollars over four years this fact of such excessive expenditure was barely mentioned by Republicans except those running in the Primaries against Trump. That, the point being made here is that a party can be ‘conservative’ in name but equally diverge in practice when and where it feels it suits its own purposes, without being seriously called to account, since the tribal nature of politics may well be a much more important factor as to how people will actually vote regardless of whether they will announce or not announce that these policy differences before or after an election. Pollsters are confronting the paradoxical phenomenon where a small but vital set of people will not actually declare (honestly) for whom they will be voting, and, another cohort, predominantly young people, posting for whom they will vote for or have voted for, say, on Facebook, or some other site in Social Media
 without any qualms whatsoever. (29)


Therefore, given such ideas as outlined, where to for our political worlds in general? Much as I would like to speculate, it is my belief that in setting up certain trajectories certain preconditions for chaotic divergences are in store which could include, but not necessarily, some of the following themes and their variations? 

1. A US that is paralysed by conflicting political trajectories?

2. A Russia either much diminished in its projection of world power, or, a Russia that could be radically reconstituted if not radically deconstructed?

3. A China in a period of stagflation, or similar, in a manner reminiscent of that experienced by the Japanese from the late 1980s?

4. An Australia that enters of a period of stasis where in relative terms, but, where things are more likely to go backwards than forwards?

5. The possibility of either a return to inflation and/or financial collapses given unchecked spending and debt, fragile supply chains, trade wars (over tariffs, etc.), etc?

6. The world of Brexit not being able to establish an alternative to the political and economic status quo?

6. A more independent Europe but one also beset by either stasis or disruptions? (30)









Noël Tointon, Penrith, 5.6.12.
� 	* A link to the latest version: �HYPERLINK "http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html"��http://www.homestead.com/Noelshomepage/Noelshomepage6.html�


� 	As argued for by, e.g., David McDivitt.


� 	Link: � HYPERLINK "https://youtu.be/eZEAiXl6hNY?si=-YtS0XROLDCwErd9&sfnsn=mo" ��https://youtu.be/eZEAiXl6hNY?si=-YtS0XROLDCwErd9&sfnsn=mo� 


� 	I have referred elsewhere to the external empowerment/disempowerment and the internal enfranchisement/disenfranchisement of a certain life-world as reflecting the relative social presence or absence of a certain demographic life-world. That under the pressure of the political system, certain life-worlds will be either patronized by the ruling elites in order to garner their vote or relatively overlooked should a political majority not feel the need to seek such additional votes Could this emphasis upon the assumed mass of an identified majority explain Trump’s rather cavalier approach towards voting minorities, representatives of minor life-worlds, and so on?


� 	In the 2020 US elections about 5 percent of those who had previously voted for Trump in 2016 switching their vote.


� 	Pursuit, III.X10.46.	


� 	I found this question thoughtfully discussed in the following YouTube video: 


�HYPERLINK "Https://www.facebook.com/share/p/MwhzA5FnWXDUsjnK/"��Https://www.facebook.com/share/p/MwhzA5FnWXDUsjnK/�  


� 	Given Trump’s predilection for disruption and chaos, witness his poorly qualified cabinet picks; a practically even House of Congress with the GOP possessing a slim majority; a few GOP senators possibly prepared to work against Trump’s signaled intentions, etc?





