


Contents

Preface to the Second Edition
Acknowledgments

Part I: Introduction
1 The Mind and Politics
2 The Worldview Problem
for American Politics

Part II: Moral Conceptual Systems
3 Experiential Morality
4 Keeping the Moral Books
5 Strict Father Morality
6 Nurturant Parent Morality

Part ITL: From Family-Based Morality to Politics
7 Why We Need a New Understanding of
American Politics
8 The Nature of the Model
9 Moral Categories in Politics

ix
Xiii

24

41

65
108

143
153
162



vili + CONTENTS

Part IV: The Hard Issues

10
11
12
13

14
15
16

Social Programs and Taxes

Crime and the Death Penalty

Regulation and the Environment

The Culture Wars: From
Affirmative Action to the Arts

Two Models of Christianity

Abortion

How Can You Love Your Country
and Hate Your Government?

Part V: Summing Up

17
18
19

Varieties of Liberals and Conservatives
Pathologies, Stereotypes, and Distortions
Can There Be a Politics without

Family Values?

Part VI: Whoe’s Right? And How Can You Tell?

20

21
22
23

Nonideological Reasons for
Being a Liberal

Raising Real Children

The Human Mind

Basic Humanity

Epilogue: Problems for Public Discourse
Afterword

References

Index

179
197
210

222
245
263

271

283
310

322

335
339
366
379

384
389
427
453



—_ ] —
The Mind and Politics

Contemporary American politics is about worldview. Con-
servatives simply see the world differently than do liberals,
and both often have a difficult time understanding accurately
what the other’s worldview is. As a student of the mind and
of language, I think we can make much better sense than
has been made of the worldviews and forms of discourse of
conservatives and liberals.

I work in a discipline that studies how people conceptual-
ize the world. It is called cognitive science, which is the
interdisciplinary study of the mind. It is a broad discipline,
covering everything from vision, memory, and attention to
everyday reasoning and language. The subfield most con-
cerned with issues of worldview, that is, with everyday con-
ceptualization, reasoning, and language, is cognitive linguis-
tics. I have been a cognitive linguist virtually from the birth
of the field, and it is my profession to study how we concep-
tualize our everyday lives and how we think and talk about
them. The study of political concepts and political discourse
falls under the job description of those in my field, though
until now research in the area has been relatively sparse.
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Common Sense and Unconscious Thought

A few words about my profession might be useful at the
outset. One of the things most studied in cognitive science
is common sense. Common sense cannot be taken for granted
as a given. Whenever a cognitive scientist hears the words
““It’s just common sense,’’ his ears perk up and he knows
there’s something to be studied in detail and depth—
something that needs to be understood. Nothing is ‘‘just’’
common sense. Common sense has a conceptual structure
that is usually unconscious. That’s what makes it ‘‘common
sense.’’ It is the commonsensical quality of political dis-
course that makes it imperative that we study it. I hope that
you will see by the end of this book just how deep, complex,
sophisticated, and subtle common sense is, especially in the
domains of morality and politics.

One of the most fundamental results in cognitive science,
one that comes from the study of commonsense reasoning,
is that most of our thought is unconscious—not unconscious
in the Freudian sense of being repressed, but unconscious
simply in that we are not aware of it. We think and talk at
too fast a rate and at too deep a level to have conscious
awareness and control over everything we think and say. We
are even less conscious of the components of thoughts—
concepts. When we think, we use an elaborate system of
concepts, but we are not usually aware of just what those
concepts are like and how they fit together into a system.

That is what I study: what, exactly, our unconscious sys-
tem of concepts is and how we think and talk using that
system of concepts. In recent years, my work has centered
on two components of conceptual systems: conceptual meta-
phors and categories, especially radial categories and proto-
types. A conceptual metaphor is a conventional way of con-
ceptualizing one domain of experience in terms of another,
often unconsciously. For example, many people may not be
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aware that we commonly conceptualize morality in terms of
financial transactions and accounting. If you do me a big
favor, [ will be indebted to you, I will owe you one, and I
will be concerned about repaying the favor. We not only
talk about morality in terms of paying debts, but we also
think about morality that way. Concepts like retribution, res-
titution, revenge, and justice are typically understood in such
financial terms. As we shall see, examples like these are the
tip of the iceberg. Much of moral reasoning is metaphorical
reasoning, as will become apparent below.

It should also become apparent, if this example does not
already make it clear, that metaphorical thought need not be
poetic or especially rhetorical. It is normal, everyday
thought. Not every common concept is metaphorical, but a
surprising number are (see References, sec. Al).

Metaphorical Common Sense

Much of what we read on the daily op-ed pages of our finest
newspapers is metaphorical commonsense reasoning. Let us
consider a very simple example, taken from a column by
Washington Post columnist William Raspberry (as it ap-
peared in the Houston Chronicle, section A, p. 30, February
4, 1995). The column begins straightforwardly enough.

The government of the District of Columbia is reeling
from a newly discovered budget shortfall of at least
$722 million and there is growing talk of a congres-
sional takeover of the city.

After an example of spending he considers questionable,
Raspberry says,

What is about to do us in . . . is the poor but compas-
sionate mother with a credit card.
To put it another way, a huge amount of the city’s
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stupendous debt is the result of the local govern-
ment’s effort to do good things it can’t afford.

He then gives a list of examples of good things the city
government wants to do and which he thinks it can’t afford,
and finishes the column as follows:

But a good chunk of the underlying problem is the
compassionate mom attitude that says: If it’s good for
the kid to have, then I ought to buy it—and worry
later about where the money will come from.

Well, Mom not only has reached her credit limit:
she’s in so much trouble that scrimping and saving
now won’t solve the problem. She’ll need a bailout
from Congress.

But then, she has to learn to say no—not just to
junk food but to quality cuts of meat she can’t afford.

None of Raspberry’s readers have any problem understand-
ing this column. He writes it as if it were just common
sense. Yet, it is an elaborate conceptual metaphor, and he is
reasoning in terms of this metaphor.

In the metaphor, the government is an overindulgent, im-
practical mother and the citizens are her children. She has
no self-discipline; she is indulging her children irresponsibly,
using money she doesn’t have. This is not merely politics,
it is a story with a moral. The moral is that Mom will have
to learn self-discipline (‘‘to say no’’) and self-denial (‘‘to
quality cuts of meat she can’t afford’’). Only then will she
be a good mother.

We all understand this column, and to many readers it
will seem like common sense. But why? Is the metaphor that
government is a parent and the citizens are children newly
made up? Or is it familiar, a metaphor we already know?
And why should readers be willing to reason about a govern-
ment in this way? Why don’t they just reject the metaphor
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as ridiculous? Why don’t readers—all readers—say in re-
sponse, ‘‘What’s all this nonsense about indulgent moms?
Let’s get real and talk about the details of economics and
policy.”’ But readers don’t. The column is ‘‘just common
sense.”” And moreover, it is conservative common Sense.

The logical structure of the column is determined by meta-
phor, not by facts. One could have taken the same budget
shortfall and framed it in a different way. One could have
observed that Washington, D.C., must have city services
beyond its population to serve the large number of relatively
well-off civil service workers, lobbyists, and others who live
in the wealthy suburbs but work in town. One could also
have mentioned that it is the responsibility of Congress to
see that the city is maintained properly and that it lives by a
humane standard, indeed that it should set a standard for the
country. One could then apply the metaphor of the govern-
ment as parent to Congress, seeing Congress as a deadbeat
dad, refusing to pay for the support of his children, the citi-
zens of Washington, D.C. One could then have drawn the
moral that deadbeat dad Congress must meet his responsibili-
ties and pay, no matter how tough it is for him. This is just
common sense—a different kind of common sense.

What, exactly, is conservative common sense? How does
it differ from liberal common sense? And what role, exactly,
does metaphorical thought play in the everyday common-
sense reasoning of conservatives and liberals? As we shall
see, the metaphor used in this column, that of the govern-
ment as parent, has a great deal to do with conservative
common sense in general, as well as with what conservatism
is as a political and moral philosophy.

RADIAL CATEGORIES

Radial categories are the most common of human conceptual
categories. They are not definable in terms of some list of
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properties shared by every member of the category. Instead,
they are characterized by variations on a central model. Take
the category mother. The central model is characterized by
four submodels. (1) The birth model: the mother is one who
gives birth. (2) The genetic model: the mother is the female
from whom you get half your genetic traits. (3) The nur-
turance model: your mother is the person who raises and
nurtures you. And (4) The marriage model: your mother is
the wife of your father. In the most basic case, all condi-
tions hold. But modern life is complex, and the category
extends to cases where only some of these conditions are
met. Hence, there are special terms like birth mother, genetic
mother, foster mother, stepmother, surrogate mother, adop-
tive mother, and so on.

Another example of a radial category is forms of harm.
The central case is physical harm. But the category also
includes kinds of harm that are metaphorically understood in
terms of physical harm, e.g., financial harm, political harm,
social harm, and psychological harm. Our courts recognize
that these are all forms of harm, yet they also recognize the
centrality of physical harm, for which the most severe penal-
ties are usually reserved.

Radial categories, with central cases and variations on
them, are normal in the human mind. And, as we shall see,
the categories of conservative and liberal are also radial cate-
gories. This is important to realize because conservative and
liberal are very complex categories, with a great many varia-
tions. The theory of radial categories allows us to account
for both the central tendencies and the variations. For an
introduction to radial categories, see Lakoff (1987) and Ref-
erences, sec. A2.

TyYPES OF PROTOTYPES

The central members of radial categories are one subtype of
a general phenomenon called ‘‘prototypes’’ (see References,
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sec. A2). There are many types of prototypes and it is impor-
tant to discuss them at the outset since they will play a major
role throughout the book. A prototype is an element of a
category (either a subcategory or an individual member) that
is used to represent the category as a whole in some sort of
reasoning. All prototypes are cognitive constructions used to
perform a certain kind of reasoning; they are not objective
features of the world.

Here are some of the basic types of prototypes that play
a role in American politics and that will recur throughout
this book:

. The central subcategory of a radial category: This pro-
vides the basis for extending the category in new ways and
for defining variations.

Political examples will include central types of liber-
als and conservatives.

2. A wypical case prototype: This characterizes typical cases
and is used to draw inferences about category members as a
whole, unless it is made clear that we are operating with a
nontypical case.

For example, what we consider to be typical birds fly,
sing, are not predators, and are about the size of a
robin or sparrow. If I say ‘“There’s a bird on the
porch,”” you will draw the conclusion that it is a typi-
cal case prototype, unless I indicate otherwise. If I
speak of a typical American, what comes to mind

for many is an adult white male Protestant, who is
native-born, speaks English natively, and so on.

3. An ideal case prototype: This defines a standard against
which other subcategories are measured.

We will be discussing what conservatives and liberals
think of as an ideal parent, an ideal citizen, and an
ideal person.
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4. An anti-ideal prototype: This subcategory exemplifies the
worst kind of subcategory, a ‘‘demon’’ subcategory. It de-
fines a negative standard.

Liberals and conservatives have very different kinds
of demons, and we will discuss the types and how
they are used in reasoning.

5. A social stereotype: This is a model, widespread in a
culture, for making snap judgments—judgments without re-
flective thought—about an entire category, by virtue of sug-
gesting that the stereotype is the typical case.

Social stereotypes are commonly used in unreflective
or biased discourse. Examples include the Drunken
Irishman (used to suggest that the Irish typically drink
to excess), the Industrious Japanese (used to suggest
that the Japanese are typically industrious), and so on.
Ethnic and gender stereotypes constantly enter into po-
litical discourse, as do political stereotypes. Stereo-
types can either be based on myth or on individual
well-known examples.

6. A salient exemplar: A single memorable example that is
commonly used in making probability judgments or in draw-
ing conclusions about what is typical of category members.

It is commonplace in political discourse to use a sa-

lient exemplar as if it were a typical case; for exam-
ple, popularizing the case of a single welfare cheater
to suggest that everyone on welfare cheats.

7. An essential prototype: This is a hypothesized collection
of properties that, according to a commonplace folk theory,
characterizes what makes a thing the kind of thing it is, or
what makes a person the kind of person he is.
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Essential properties of birds are, among others, that
they have feathers, wings, and beaks, and lay eggs.
Rational thought is seen as an essential property of hu-
man beings. In moral discourse, the notion of charac-
ter is seen as defined by an essential prototype. Your
character is what makes you what you are and deter-
mines how you will behave.

None of these should be strange or unfamiliar. All of these
are normal products of the human mind, and they are used
in normal everyday discourse. There is nothing surprising
about their use in politics, but we do need to be aware of
how they are used. It is important, as we shall see, not to
confuse a salient exemplar with a typical case, or a typical
case (say, the typical politician) with an ideal case (like the
ideal politician).

The Present Book

In my previous writings I have been concerned with the
details of conceptual analysis and their consequences for
such fields as cognitive science, philosophy, and linguistics.
The present book came out of such routine research. Around
the time of the conservatives’ victory in the 1994 elections,
I happened to be working on the details of our moral concep-
tual system, especially our system of metaphors for morality.
During the election campaign, it became clear to me that
liberals and conservatives have very different moral systems,
and that much of the political discourse of conservatives and
liberals derives from their moral systems. I found that, using
analytic techniques from cognitive linguistics, I could de-
scribe the moral systems of both conservatives and liberals
in considerable detail, and could list the metaphors for moral-
ity that conservatives and liberals seemed to prefer. What
was particularly interesting was that they seemed to use virtu-
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ally the same metaphors for morality but with different—
almost opposite—priorities. This seemed to explain why lib-
erals and conservatives could seem to be talking about the
same thing and yet reach opposite conclusions—and why
they could seem to be talking past each other with little
understanding much of the time.

At this point, I asked myself a question whose answer was
not at first obvious: What unifies each of the lists of moral
priorities? Is there some more general idea that leads conser-
vatives to choose one set of metaphorical priorities for rea-
soning about morality, and liberals another? Once the ques-
tion was posed, the answer came quickly. It was what
conservatives were talking about nonstop: the family. Deeply
embedded in conservative and liberal politics are different
models of the family. Conservatism, as we shall see, is based
on a Strict Father model, while liberalism is centered around
a Nurturant Parent model. These two models of the family
give rise to different moral systems and different discourse
forms, that is, different choices of words and different modes
of reasoning.

Once we notice this, a deeper question arises: Can we
explain what unifies the collections of liberal and conserva-
tive political positions? Do models of the family and family-
based moral systems allow one to explain why liberals and
conservatives take the stands they do on particular issues?
The problem is a difficult one. Consider conservatism. What
does opposition to abortion have to do with opposition to
environmentalism? What does either have to do with opposi-
tion to affirmative action or gun control or the minimum
wage? A model of the conservative mind ought to answer
these questions, just as a model of the liberal mind ought to
explain why liberals tend to have the cluster of opposing
political stands. The question of explanation is paramount.
How, precisely, can one explain why conservatives and lib-
erals have the clusters of policies they have?
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Even the basics of conservative and liberal discourse re-
quire explanation. Conservatives argue that social safety nets
are immoral because they work against self-discipline and
responsibility. Liberals argue that tax cuts for the wealthy
are immoral because they help people who don’t need help
and don’t help people who do need help. What moral systems
lead each of them to make these arguments and to reject the
arguments of the other? Why do conservatives like to talk
about discipline and toughness, while liberals like to talk
about need and help? Why do liberals like to talk about social
causes, while conservatives don’t?

The answers, I will argue, come from differences in their
models of the family and in family-based morality—from
the distinction between what 1 will call the Strict Father and
Nurturant Parent models. The link between family-based mo-
rality and politics comes from one of the most common ways
we have of conceptualizing what a nation is, namely, as a
family. It is the common, unconscious, and automatic meta-
phor of the Nation-as-Family that produces contemporary
conservatism from Strict Father morality and contemporary
liberalism from Nurturant Parent morality.

This is not something that is either straightforward or obvi-
ous, partly because the two moral systems are not obvious.
But once we discern the moral systems, the explanation
emerges. It is the only explanation there is at present for
why conservatives and liberals have the policies they have
and use the modes of reasoning and the language that they
use.

VARIATIONS

There are, of course, far more than two forms of morality
and politics, even among conservatives and liberals. But set
within normal human minds, the two family systems and
moral systems that I will be outlining give rise, in a system-
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atic way, to a considerable number of actual moral and polit-
ical positions, each of which is a variation on one of the
two systems. Such variations occur systematically because
human category-structure is radial. A given central model,
by virtue of its structure, allows a certain range of variations,
but not just any variations. The parameters of variation are
defined by the structure of the model, as we shall see in
detail below. As a result, two conservatives such as Robert
Dole and Phil Gramm may have very different positions on
a certain range of issues yet still be conservatives. One goal
of this study is to provide a theory of what determines
such parameters of variation. Thus, when I speak of ‘‘two
models,’”” I will be referring to two central models whose
structures determine a wide range of variations. Thus, ‘‘the’’
model of liberalism is the central model whose structure
naturally gives rise to a wide variety of liberalisms. What
makes all these liberalisms a single category is the syste-
matic relationships they bear to the central model. The details
of the parameters of variation that lead to such complex
radial categories will be discussed in Chapters 5, 6, and 17
below.

COHERENCE

What I will call “‘central’” conservatism and liberalism are
coherent political ideologies. Moreover, each variation of
conservatism and liberalism is a coherent ideology. The ra-
dial categories show how the coherent ideologies in each
category fit together and what the relationships among them
are.
But not all citizens have coherent ideologies. Far from it.
Indeed, one of the important results of the study of concep-
tual systems is that they are not internally consistent. It is
normal for people to operate with multiple models in various
domains. Thus, one may have a number of inconsistent mod-
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els of what a marriage should be like or how a computer
works. Sometimes one model—one precise model—is used,
sometimes another precise model is used. If one fails to look
at the reasoning used in each case, it might appear that there
are no models at all, that people just act randomly. But a
look at forms of reasoning used on a case-by-case basis re-
veals that, for the most part, different models are being used
in different instances.

One of the things cognitive scientists do is to study as
precisely as possible each of the models being used, so that
one can see, on any given occasion, the kind of reasoning
being employed. That is one of the goals of this book. So
far as I have been able to tell, there are two major categories
of moral and political models for reasoning about politics—
conservative and liberal. Most voters have some version of
each model—and commonly apply different models to dif-
ferent issues at different times. The question asked here is:
What are the models being applied?

One way of understanding recent electoral history is that
voters have applied one model in presidential elections and
the other in congressional elections, reproducing the Strict
Father and Nurturant Mother in the national family. During
the cold war, we had Strict Father presidents and Nurturant
Mother Congresses. With the end of the cold war and the
turn to domestic issues, the country first chose a Nurturant
Parent president and then turned to a Strict Father Congress.
Again, voters may not be consistent in the use of their
models.

A strict conservative and a strict liberal each has coherent
political views; they don’t go back and forth between models
from time to time and issue to issue. The models described
here are those of strict conservatives and strict liberals. In
short, the models define coherent ideologies. What conserva-
tive and liberal political leaders and ideologues do is to try
to get voters to become coherent in their views—to move to
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one pole or the other, that is, to be entirely liberal or entirely
conservative over the full range of issues.

Because people do not use the same models in all aspects
of their lives, a political conservative could very well use
the Nurturant Parent model in his family life but not in his
political life, just as a political liberal could use Strict Father
morality in his family life but the Nurturant Parent model in
his political life. Strict fathers can be political liberals and
nurturant parents can be political conservatives.

Contemporary conservative politics tries to link the family
use and the political use of the models more closely; to point
out that conservatives have the Strict Father model of the
family and to convince others with the Strict Father model
of the family that they should be political conservatives. I
suspect that they are being successful at convincing people
who believe in and identify with the Strict Father model of
the family to vote conservative. For example, blue-collar
workers who may previously have voted with liberals be-
cause of their union affiliation or economic interests may
now, for cultural reasons, identify with conservatives and
vote for them, even though it may not be in their economic
interest to do so.

There is no logical contradiction between the use of one
model as the basis of actual family life and the use of the
other as the basis of one’s politics. But logic is not what is at
issue. There is more cognitive coherence and less cognitive
dissonance if your politics is governed by the same model
of the family that you use in your home life.

This book attempts to say what it means to be entirely liberal
or entirely conservative. In working out the details, we will
also see what it means to have a liberal or conservative view
on each particular issue. In this way we will also be able to
discern the forms of reasoning used on each issue by voters
who go back and forth between models from time to time
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and issue to issue. As a result we can get a handle on the
complexity of political thought.

WHAT Is EXPLAINED

One ought to ask a very pointed question at the outset: If
you are going to characterize a great many variants of two
models, as well as variations in the use of the models, what
is explained? Given all that variation within categories and
variation in the use of categories, can’t you account for just
about anything?

The very question reveals a misunderstanding of the enter-
prise. The point is not just to categorize. Classification in
itself is relatively boring. The models do many things:

First, they analyze modes of reasoning.

Second, they show how modes of reasoning about differ-
ent issues fit together.

Third, they show how different forms of, say, conserva-
tive reasoning are related to each other in such a way that
they are all understood to be instances of conservatism.

Fourth, the models show the links between forms of politi-
cal reasoning and forms of moral reasoning.

Fifth, the models show how moral reasoning in politics is
ultimately based on models of the family.

And sixth, there must be an explanation of why the models
fit together as they do—and therefore, why we don’t merely
have random forms of political reasoning. This is a tall order.

Cognitive science is, in itself, apolitical. Those of us who
study conceptual systems do so simply to find out what we
can about the workings of the human mind. But the same
mind that we study for scientific reasons creates moral and
political systems of thought and uses them every day. For
this reason, the findings of conceptual-systems research will
eventually come to matter more and more in understanding
moral and political life. I see this book as an early step in
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the development of a cognitive social science that can allow
us to comprehend our social and political lives better.

Personal Commitments

It is vital to be as clear as possible about the line between
what one can discover about morality and politics using the
tools of one’s profession and what one’s own moral and
political commitments are. There are those who believe that
drawing such a line is impossible, and maybe it is. But I am
going to do my best anyway. In the first nineteen chapters
of this book, I will be functioning as a cognitive scientist. I
will be providing, to the best of my abilities, a cognitive
analysis of the moral and political worldviews of conserva-
tives and liberals in contemporary America, an analysis that
I hope will be independent of any political prejudice.

But I cannot hide my own moral and political views and
I will not try to. In the last few chapters of the book, I will
give some reasons for why I am a liberal, reasons based not
on liberal ideology itself but on external considerations.

I consider this book to be anything but an idle academic
exercise. Because conservatives understand the moral dimen-
sion of our politics better than liberals do, they have been
able not only to gain political victories but to use politics in
the service of a much larger moral and cultural agenda for
America, an agenda that if carried out would, 1 believe,
destroy much of the moral progress made in the twentieth
century. Liberals have been helpless to stop them, largely,
I think, because they don’t understand the conservative
worldview and the role of moral idealism and the family
within it.

Moreover, liberals do not fully comprehend the moral
unity of their own politics and the role that the family plays
in it. Liberals need to understand that there is an overall,
coherent liberal politics which is based on a coherent, well-
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grounded, and powerful liberal morality. If liberals do not
concern themselves very seriously and very quickly with the
unity of their own philosophy and with morality and the
family, they will not merely continue to lose elections but
will as well bear responsibility for the success of conserva-
tives in turning back the clock on progress in America.

Conservatives know that politics is not just about policy
and interest groups and issue-by-issue debate. They have
learned that politics is about family and morality, about myth
and metaphor and emotional identification. They have, over
twenty-five years, managed to forge conceptual links in the
voters’ minds between morality and public policy. They have
done this by carefully working out their values, comprehend-
ing their myths, and designing a language to fit those values
and myths so that they can evoke them with powerful slo-
gans, repeated over and over again, that reinforce those
family-morality-policy links, until the connections have
come to seem natural to many Americans, including many
in the media. As long as liberals ignore the moral, mythic,
and emotional dimension of politics, as long as they stick to
policy and interest groups and issue-by-issue debate, they
will have no hope of understanding the nature of the political
transformation that has overtaken this country and they will
have no hope of changing it.

THE TERM ‘“‘LIBERAL’’

There are many meanings for ‘‘liberal,”’ some of which over-
lap with the meanings of ‘‘conservative.’’ For the sake of
clarity, I distinguish between ‘‘political liberalism,”’ which
is the subject of this book, and ‘‘theoretical liberalism,’’
which is a topic in the field of political philosophy. I define
“‘classical theoretical liberalism’ as the view, which has a
long history, that individuals are, or should be, free, autono-
mous rational actors, each pursuing their own self-interest.
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On this account, many conservatives and libertarians are
classical theoretical liberals.

Modern theoretical liberalism, on the other hand, arises
primarily from the work of philosopher John Rawls (see Ref-
erences, sec. C3). Rawls sought to modify classic liberalism
to include social issues, such as poverty, health, and educa-
tion. He proposed the following social-contract theory of a
just society (presented here in a much oversimplified fashion)
to be added on to the classical view of the autonomous ratio-
nal actor:

1. The Veil of Ignorance: The social contract must be drawn
up as if no one knew where they were going to fit into
society.

2. The result is that justice is seen as fairness. After all, if
you don’'t know where you are going to fit into a society,
you will want that society to be fair. If you were to wind up
as low man on the totem pole, you would want that not to
be so bad a position to be in.

3. An individual’s choices of ends, values, and conceptions
of the good are subjective expressions of preference. This
makes them literal, rankable, and subject to mathematical
theories of preference, utility, decision-making, etc.

4. Accepting this political view does not commit one to any
particular moral view.

5. This view is universal and independent of particular cul-
tures and subcultures.

Rawls’s views have been elaborated and have been criticized
on many grounds, especially on ‘‘communitarian’’ grounds,
namely, that people are not just isolated autonomous individ-
uals but (1) live in communities in which they have responsi-
bilities, (2) are partly defined by those communities, (3) are
partly defined by the ends they have and by conceptions of
what morality is, and that (4) morality is a social phenome-
non and meanings are social, not individual (see Refer-
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ences, C4). All of this discussion is theoretical, rather than
empirical, in nature. It is an attempt to characterize what
liberalism should be, rather than what contemporary political
liberalism is.

What I call “‘political liberalism,”’ on the other hand, char-
acterizes the cluster of political positions supported by people
called *‘liberals’’ in our everyday political discourse: support
for social programs; environmentalism; public education;
equal rights for women, gays, and ethnic minorities; affir-
mative action; the pro-choice position on abortion; and so
on. When I speak of ‘‘liberalism’’ in this book, I will be
speaking of political liberalism, not theoretical liberalism.

But having made the distinction, I should ask the obvious
question: Does modern theoretical liberalism in any form
provide an accurate account of what political liberalism is?
I think not, and the reasons should be clear by the end of
the book. Political liberalism is a creature of a very different
kind, and the worldview that characterizes it looks very dif-
ferent from any proposed form of theoretical liberalism.

Because this book studies empirical, not purely theoreti-
cal, issues, it should not be surprising that it comes up with
a very different conception of ‘‘liberalism’’ than one finds
in political philosophy. What is interesting is that what
emerges has a few Rawls-like qualities and many qualities
of the communitarian critiques. The rational actor shows
up in the metaphor of Moral Self-Interest. Rawls’s *‘veil
of ignorance’’ has functional similarities to the metaphor of
morality as empathy, which gives rise to the metaphor of
morality as fairness (Chapter 6). Many of the communitarian
views of liberalism emerge from Nurturant Parent morality,
which stresses social responsibility, both social and individ-
ual ends, morality as being fundamentally social, and politics
as fundamentally moral; other aspects of Nurturant Parent
morality stress individual rights and freedoms.

I am not a political philosopher and did not begin with
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any philosophical presuppositions about what I would find.
Nor did I use either the intellectual tools or forms of reason-
ing of political philosophers. These results emerged from
empirical study using the tools of a cognitive scientist to
study political worldviews. As empirical findings, they have
a very different status than theoretical speculations, and so
should not be confused with political philosophy—for
which, incidentally, I have great respect.

An Outline of the Book

Chapter 2 raises questions to be answered, questions about
conservative and liberal ideologies. It asks why liberals and
conservatives have the clusters of positions that they have
and what forms of reason shape their forms of discourse. It
also brings up a collection of puzzles: questions that each
side has about the other.

Part II describes the family-based moral systems on which
conservatism and liberalism are based and shows the enor-
mous role played by metaphor in those moral systems. Chap-
ter 3 lays out the basis for all metaphors for morality. Within
Part II, Chapter 4 describes our most basic metaphor for
morality. Chapters 5 and 6 describe the Strict Father and
Nurturant Parent models of the family and the family-based
moral systems they give rise to. At this point the groundwork
has been laid for the application of these family-based sys-
tems of morality to politics.

Part III provides the link between the moral analysis and
the political analysis. Chapter 7 explains why such an analy-
sis is needed and why previous analyses have failed. Chapter
8 characterizes the explanatory nature of the model. And
Chapter 9 describes the moral categories induced by the two
family-based moralities.

Part IV is where the political explanation is carried out.
Chapters 10 through 16 discuss a broad range of issues, from
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social programs and crime to abortion, showing the logic of
the liberal and conservative stands on these issues and how
each stand derives ultimately from a version of one of the
two family-based moral systems.

Part V sums up the explanation. Chapter 17 surveys varia-
tions within the ranks of conservatives and liberals. Chapter
18 describes varieties of conservatism and liberalism that are
‘‘pathological’’ relative to the central models of the catego-
ries and discusses the issue of stereotyping. Chapter 19 ar-
gues that there cannot be a politics in America without the
kinds of family-based moral systems described in the previ-
ous chapters.

Up until this point, the book provides a neutral description
of conservative and liberal conceptual systems. In Part VI,
I ask if there are any reasons notr grounded in one of the
ideologies for choosing between these moral and political
systems. Chapters 21 through 23 provide three such rea-
sons—reasons for being a liberal. Many other reasons might
be adduced—and have been—but I bring up three that come
from my field of research and adjacent fields: research on
child development, the nature of mind, and the internal struc-
ture of moral conceptual systems. Finally, in the Epilogue,
I discuss problems for public discourse and the media that
are revealed by this study.

Overall, the book has a linear structure: First, the ques-
tions to be answered. Second, the first step in answering
them, namely, the family-based moral systems. Third, the
link between the moral systems and politics. Fourth, the
politics and the answers to the questions. Fifth, nonideologi-
cal reasons for choosing between the political worldviews.
Sixth, implications for public discourse.
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The Worldview Problem

for American Politics

Puzzles for Liberals

Conservatives are fond of suggesting that liberals don’t
understand what they say, that they just don’t get it. The
conservatives are right. The ascendancy of conservative ide-
ology in recent years and, in particular, the startling conser-
vative victory in the 1994 congressional elections have left
liberals mystified about a great many things. Here are some
examples.

William Bennett, a major conservative politician and intel-
lectual leader, has put a major part of his efforts into moral
education. He has written The Book of Virtues, an 800-page
collection of classical moral stories for children, which has
been on the best-seller lists for more than eighty straight
weeks. Why do conservatives think that virtue and morality
should be identified with their political agenda and what
view of morality do they profess?

Family values and fatherhood have recently become cen-
tral to conservative politics. What are those family values,
what is that conception of fatherhood, and what do they have
to do with politics?
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The conservative Speaker of the House of Representatives,
embracing family values, suggested that the children of wel-
fare mothers be taken away from the only families they have
known and be placed in orphanages. This sounded like a
contradiction of family values to liberals, but not to conser-
vatives. Why?

Conservatives are largely against abortion, saying that
they want to save the lives of unborn fetuses. The United
States has an extremely high infant-mortality rate, largely
due to the lack of adequate prenatal care for low-income
mothers. Yet conservatives are not in favor of government
programs providing such prenatal care and have voted to
eliminate existing programs that have succeeded in lowering
the infant mortality rate. Liberals find this illogical. It ap-
pears to liberals that ‘‘pro-life’’ conservatives do want to
prevent the death of those fetuses whose mothers do not want
them (through stopping abortion), but do not want to prevent
the deaths of fetuses whose mothers do want them (through
providing adequate prenatal care programs). Conservatives
see no contradiction. Why?

Liberals also find it illogical that right-to-life advocates
are mostly in favor of capital punishment. This seems natural
to conservatives. Why?

Conservatives are opposed to welfare and to government
funds for the needy but are in favor of government funds
going to victims of floods, fires, and earthquakes who are in
need. Why isn’t this contradictory?

A liberal supporter of California’s 1994 single-payer ini-
tiative was speaking to a conservative audience and decided
to appeal to their financial self-interest. He pointed out that
the savings in administrative costs would get them the same
health benefits for less money while also paying for health
care for the indigent. A woman responded, ‘It just sounds
wrong to me. [ would be paying for somebody else.”” Why
did his appeal to her economic self-interest fail?



26 + CHAPTER Two

Conservatives are willing to increase the budgets for the
military and for prisons on the grounds that they provide
protection. But they want to eliminate regulatory agencies
whose job is to protect the public, especially workers and
consumers. Conservatives do not conceptualize regulation as
a form of protection, only as a form of interference. Why?

Conservatives claim to favor states’ rights over the power
of the federal government. Yet their proposal for tort reform
will invest the federal government with considerable powers
previously held by the states, the power to determine what
lawsuits can be brought for product liability and securities
fraud, and hence the power to control product safety stan-
dards and ethical financial practices. Why is this shift of
power from the states to the federal government not consid-
ered a violation of states’ rights by conservatives?

In these cases, what is irrational, mysterious, or just plain
evil or corrupt to liberals is natural, straightforward, and
moral to conservatives. Yet, the answers to all these ques-
tions are obvious if you understand the conservative
worldview, as we shall see below.

Puzzles for Conservatives

Of course, most conservatives have just as little understand-
ing of liberals. To conservatives, liberal positions seem out-
rageously immoral or just plain foolish. Here are some corre-
sponding questions that conservatives have about liberal
positions.

Liberals support welfare and education proposals to aid
children, yet they sanction the murder of children by support-
ing the practice of abortion. Isn’t this contradictory?

How can liberals claim to favor the rights of children,
when they champion the rights of criminals, such as con-
victed child molesters? How can liberals claim empathy for
victims when they defend the rights of criminals?
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How can liberals support federal funding for AIDS re-
search and treatment, while promoting the spread of AIDS
by sanctioning sexual behavior that leads to AIDS? In de-
fending gay rights, liberals sanction homosexual sex; they
sanction teenage sex by advocating the distribution of con-
doms in schools; they sanction drug abuse by promoting
needle exchange programs for drug users. How can liberals
say they want to stop the spread of AIDS while they sanction
practices that lead to it?

How can liberals claim to be supporters of labor when
they support environmental restrictions that limit develop-
ment and eliminate jobs?

How can liberals claim to support the expansion of the
economy when they favor government regulations that limit
entrepreneurship and when they tax profitable investments?

How can liberals claim to help citizens achieve the Ameri-
can dream when they punish financial success through the
progressive income tax?

How can liberals claim to be helping people in need when
they support social welfare programs that make people de-
pendent on the government and limit their initiative?

How can liberals claim to be for equality of opportunity,
when they promote racial, ethnic, and sexual favoritism by
supporting affirmative action?

To conservatives, liberals seem either immoral, perverse,
misguided, irrational, or just plain dumb. Yet, from the per-
spective of the liberal worldview, what seems contradictory
or immoral or stupid to conservatives seems to liberals to be
natural, rational, and, above all, moral.

The Worldview Problem for Cognitive Science

These sets of puzzies present a challenge to anyone who
is concerned about the structure of contemporary political
thought. To the cognitive scientist, they are important data.



28 + CHAPTER Two

The job of the cognitive scientist in this instance is to char-
acterize the largely unconscious liberal and conservative
worldviews accurately enough so that an analyst can see just
why the puzzles for liberals are not puzzles for conservatives,
and conversely. Any cognitive scientist who seeks to de-
scribe the conservative and liberal worldviews is constrained
by at least two adequacy conditions.

First, the worldviews must make the collections of politi-
cal stands on each side into two natural categories. For exam-
ple, the liberal worldview analysis must explain why envi-
ronmentalism, feminism, support for social programs, and
progressive taxation fit naturally together for liberals, while
the conservative worldview analysis must explain why their
opposites fit together naturally for conservatives.

Second, any adequate descriptions of these two world-
views must show why the puzzles for liberals are not puzzles
for conservatives, and conversely. As we shall see, this is
anything but an easy problem and there are to my knowledge
no previous solutions to it.

But there is a third, far more demanding, adequacy
condition on the characterization of conservative and lib-
eral worldviews. Those worldviews must additionally ex-
plain the topic choice, word choice, and discourse forms
of conservatives and liberals. In short, those worldviews
must explain just how conservative forms of reasoning make
sense to conservatives, and the same for liberals. Moreover,
they must explain why liberals and conservatives choose
different topics to discuss and use different words in their
discourse to discuss them. Furthermore they must explain
why sometimes the same words have very different mean-
ings when used by liberals and conservatives. As Rush
Limbaugh is fond of saying, ‘‘Words have meanings.’’ But
they don’t always have the same meanings to liberals and
to conservatives, and where their meanings differ, those
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differences should be accounted for by differences in
worldview.
Let us consider some examples of what must be explained.

THE LANGUAGE OF CONSERVATISM

Conservatives like to make fun of liberals, claiming that
liberals just don’t speak their language. Again, the conserva-
tives are right. There is a language of conservatism, and it’s
not just words. The words are familiar enough, but not what
they mean. For example, ‘‘big government’’ does not just
refer to the size of government or the amount spent by it.
One can see the misunderstanding when liberals try to reason
with conservatives by pointing out that increasing the amount
spent on the military and prisons increases ‘‘big govern-
ment.”’ Conservatives laugh. The liberals have just misused
the term. I have heard a conservative talk of ‘‘freedom’’ and
a liberal attempt a rebuttal by pointing out that denying a
woman access to abortion limits her ‘‘freedom’ to choose.
Again, the libera] has used a word that has a different mean-
ing in the conservative lexicon.

Words don’t have meanings in isolation. Words are de-
fined relative to a conceptual system. If liberals are to under-
stand how conservatives use their words, they will have to
understand the conservative conceptual system. When a con-
servative legislator says, in support of eliminating Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), *‘It’s alright to
have a soft heart, but you’ve gotta have a strong backbone,”’
one must ask exactly what that sentence means in that con-
text, why that sentence constitutes an argument against con-
tinuing AFDC, and what exactly the argument is. In Dan
Quayle’s acceptance speech to the Republican convention in
1992, he said, in a rhetorical question arguing against the
graduated income tax, ‘‘Why should the best people be pun-
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ished?”” To make sense of this, one must know why rich
people are ‘‘the best people’’ and why the graduated income
tax constitutes ‘‘punishment.”’ In other conservative dis-
course, progressive taxation is referred to as “‘theft’” and
‘‘taking people’s money away from them.’’ Conservatives
do not see the progressive income tax as ‘‘paying one’s fair
share’’ or “‘civic duty’’ or even ‘‘noblesse oblige.”’ Is there
anything besides greed that leads conservatives to one view
of taxation over another?

Here are some words and phrases used over and over in
conservative discourse: character, virtue, discipline, tough
it out, get tough, tough love, strong, self-reliance, individ-
ual responsibility, backbone, standards, authority, heritage,
competition, earn, hard work, enterprise, property rights,
reward, freedom, intrusion, interference, meddling, pun-
ishment, human nature, traditional, common sense, depen-
dency, self-indulgent, elite, quotas, breakdown, corrupt, de-
cay, rot, degenerate, deviant, lifestyle.

Why do conservatives use this constellation of words and
phrases in arguing for political policies and exactly how do
they use them? Exactly what unifies this collection, what
forms it into a single constellation? A solution to the
worldview problem must answer all these questions and
more. It must explain why conservatives choose to talk about
the topics they do, why they choose the words they do,
why those words mean what they do to them, and how their
reasoning makes sense to them. Every conservative speech
or book or article is a challenge to any would-be description
of the conservative worldview.

The same, of course, is true of the liberal worldview.
Liberals, in their speeches and writings, choose different
topics, different words, and different modes of inference than
conservatives. Liberals talk about: social forces, social re-
sponsibility, free expression, human rights, equal rights,
concern, care, help, health, safety, nutrition, basic human
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dignity, oppression, diversity, deprivation, alienation, big
corporations, corporate welfare, ecology, ecosystem, biodi-
versity, pollution, and so on. Conservatives tend not to dwell
on these topics, or to use these words as part of their normal
political discourse. A description of the liberal and conserva-
tive worldviews should explain why.

As I mentioned above, conservatism and liberalism are
not monolithic. There will not be a single conservative or
liberal worldview to fit all conservatives or all liberals. Con-
servatism and liberalism are radial categories. They have, I
believe, central models and variations on those models. I
take as my goal the description of the central models and the
descriptions of the major variations on those central models.

The Goals

The principal goal of this book is to describe the conservative
and liberal worldviews with enough detail and accuracy to
meet all the adequacy conditions we have just discussed.
What I have found is that conservatives have a deeper insight
into their worldview than liberals have into theirs. Conserva-
tives talk constantly about the centrality of morality and the
family in their politics, while liberals did not talk about these
things until conservatives started winning elections by doing
so. My findings indicate that the family and morality are
central to both worldviews. But where conservatives are rela-
tively aware of how their politics relates to their views of
family life and morality, liberals are less aware of the im-
plicit view of morality and the family that organizes their
own political beliefs. This lack of conscious awareness of
their own political worldview has been devastating to the
liberal cause.

Of course, any adequate theory of political worldview in
these terms will have to account as precisely as possible for
the relationship between views of the family and morality
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on one hand and public policy on the other. I shall focus
initially on conservative public policy and return later to
liberal public policy. I also want, as well as I can, to under-
stand the relationship between morality and political ideol-
ogy. For example, to answer such questions as why conser-
vatives do not use the ideas of social forces and class in their
explanations and why liberals do; or why conservatives tend
to prefer nature over nurture, why they tend to like books
like The Bell Curve, while liberals prefer nurture over nature
in their explanations.

In addition, I have found our public discourse about the
nature of morality and its relation to politics to be sadly
impoverished. We must find a way to talk about alternative
moral systems and how they give rise to alternative forms
of politics. Journalists—including the most intelligent and
insightful of journalists—have been at a loss. They have to
rely on existing forms of public discourse, and since those
forms are not adequate to the task, even the most thoughtful
and honest journalists need help. Public discourse has to be
enriched so that the media can do its job better. I see this
book as a step in the process of expanding our public dis-
course on the relationship between morality, politics, and
family life. A major part of this effort is bringing to public
discourse certain important ideas from the study of the mind.
It is important that the public become aware that we think
by using conceptual systems that are not immediately acces-
sible to consciousness and that conceptual metaphor is part
of our normal thought processes.

The Basic Claim

To date, I have found only one pair of models for conserva-
tive and liberal worldviews that meets all three adequacy
conditions, a pair that (1) explains why certain stands on
issues go together (e.g., gun control goes with social pro-
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grams goes with pro-choice goes with environmentalism);
(2) explains why the puzzles for liberals are not puzzles for
conservatives, and conversely; and (3) explains topic choice,
word choice, and forms of reasoning in conservative and
liberal discourse. Those worldviews center on two opposing
models of the family.

At the center of the conservative worldview is a Strict
Father model.

This model posits a traditional nuclear family, with
the father having primary responsibility for supporting
and protecting the family as well as the authority to
set overall policy, to set strict rules for the behavior
of children, and to enforce the rules. The mother has
the day-to-day responsibility for the care of the house,
raising the children, and upholding the father’s author-
ity. Children must respect and obey their parents; by
doing so they build character, that is, self-discipline
and self-reliance. Love and nurturance are, of course,
a vital part of family life but can never outweigh pa-
rental authority, which is itself an expression of love
and nurturance—tough love. Self-discipline, self-
reliance, and respect for legitimate authority are the
crucial things that children must learn.

Once children are mature, they are on their own
and must depend on their acquired self-discipline to
survive. Their self-reliance gives them authority over
their own destinies, and parents are not to meddle in
their lives.

The liberal worldview centers on a very different ideal of
family life, the Nurturant Parent model:

Love, empathy, and nurturance are primary, and
children become responsible, self-disciplined and self-
reliant through being cared for, respected, and caring
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for others, both in their family and in their commu-
nity. Support and protection are part of nurturance,
and they require strength and courage on the part of
parents. The obedience of children comes out of their
love and respect for their parents and their commu-
nity, not out of the fear of punishment. Good commu-
nication is crucial. If their authority is to be legiti-
mate, parents must explain why their decisions serve
the cause of protection and nurturance. Questioning
by children is seen as positive, since children need to
learn why their parents do what they do and since chil-
dren often have good ideas that should be taken seri-
ously. Ultimately, of course, responsible parents have
to make the decisions, and that must be clear.

The principal goal of nurturance is for children to
be fulfilled and happy in their lives. A fulfilling life is
assumed to be, in significant part, a nurturant life—
one committed to family and community responsibil-
ity. What children need to learn most is empathy for
others, the capacity for nurturance, and the mainte-
nance of social ties, which cannot be done without
the strength, respect, self-discipline, and self-reliance
that comes through being cared for. Raising a child to
be fulfilled also requires helping that child develop his
or her potential for achievement and enjoyment. That
requires respecting the child’s own values and
allowing the child to explore the range of ideas and
options that the world offers.

When children are respected, nurtured, and commu-
nicated with from birth, they gradually enter into a
lifetime relationship of mutual respect, communica-
tion, and caring with their parents.

Each model of the family induces a set of moral priorities.
As we shall see below, these systems use the same moral
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principles but give them opposing priorities. The resulting
moral systems, put together out of the same elements, but
in different order, are radically opposed.

Strict Father morality assigns highest priorities to such
things as moral strength (the self-control and self-discipline
to stand up to external and internal evils), respect for and
obedience to authority, the setting and following of strict
guidelines and behavioral norms, and so on. Moral self-
interest says that if everyone is free to pursue their self-
interest, the overall self-interests of all will be maximized.
In conservatism, the pursuit of self-interest is seen as a way
of using self-discipline to achieve self-reliance.

Nurturant Parent morality has a different set of priorities.
Moral nurturance requires empathy for others and the helping
of those who need help. To help others, one must take care
of oneself and nurture social ties. And one must be happy
and fulfilled in oneself, or one will have little empathy for
others. The moral pursuit of self-interest only makes sense
within these priorities.

The moral principles that have priority in each model ap-
pear in the other model, but with lesser priorities. Those
lesser priorities drastically change the effect of those princi-
ples. For example, moral strength appears in the nurturance
model, but it functions not for its own sake, but rather in
the service of nurturance. Moral authority, in the nurturance
model, functions as a consequence of nurturance. Moral
guidelines are defined by empathy and nurturance. Similarly,
in the Strict Father model, empathy and nurturance are pres-
ent and important, but they never override authority and
moral strength. Indeed, authority and strength are seen as
expressions of nurturance.

What we have here are two different forms of family-based
morality. What links them to politics is a common under-
standing of the nation as a family, with the government as
parent. Thus, it is natural for liberals to see it as the function
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of the government to help people in need and hence to sup-
port social programs, while it is equally natural for conserva-
tives to see the function of the government as requiring citi-
zens to be self-disciplined and self-reliant and, therefore, to
help themselves.

This is just a mere hint of the analysis of the conservative
and liberal worldviews. The details of the family models and
the moral systems are far more complex and subtle and,
correspondingly, so are the details of the political analysis.
This overview is also too brief to discuss variations on the
conservative and liberal positions. The full-blown analysis
requires a lot more, beginning with a detailed account of our
moral conceptual system.

HIDDEN VERSUS OQVERT, DESCRIPTIVE VERSUS PRESCRIPTIVE

Before proceeding, it is crucial to put aside two common
misunderstandings. The first is that many people believe that
they are consciously aware of their own worldviews and that
all one has to do to find out about people’s views of the
world is to ask them. Perhaps the most fundamental result
of cognitive science is that this is not true. What people will
tell you about their worldview does not necessarily accu-
rately reflect how they reason, how they categorize, how
they speak, and how they act. For this reason, someone
studying political worldviews must establish adequacy condi-
tions for an analysis, just as we have done. As we shall see,
the kinds of things that conservatives and liberals say about
their political worldviews do not meet these conditions of
adequacy. If you ask a liberal about his political worldview,
he will almost certainly talk about liberty and equality, rather
than about a nurturant parent model of the family. But as
we will see, such directly political ideas do not meet our
adequacy conditions; they do not explain why the various
liberal stands fit together, nor do they answer the puzzles or
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account for topic choice, language choice, and modes of
reason. Where just asking people fails, as it usually does,
the cognitive scientist turns to model-building, as I have in
this book. The idea is to construct a model of unconscious
political worldviews that will meet those adequacy condi-
tions as closely as possible.

A second common misconception confuses description
with prescription. The models we are discussing are descrip-
tive, not prescriptive. They are attempts to describe what
people’s actual unconscious worldviews are, not what they
should be. Most theories of liberalism and conservatism are
not concerned with description but with prescription. For
cxample; John Rawls’s celebrated theory of liberalism is not
an empirical descriptive study but an attempt to characterize
a prescriptive theory of justice, from which liberalism fol-
lows. As a descriptive account of actual liberal political
stands on issues, it is a failure, as we shall see. My job here
is to describe how people do make sense of their politics,
not how they should.

The same goes for the account of morality that I am about
to give. I am interested not in what morality should be, but
in how our very notions of what is moral are built into our
unconscious conceptual systems.



Part Two
Moral Conceptual Systems
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Experiential Morality

To understand the ways in which moral worldviews affect
political worldviews, we must look first at our system of
moral concepts in some detail. Because I will argue that
political perspectives are derived from systems of moral con-
cepts, we must consider what those concepts typically consist
of and why we have the moral concepts we have.

An important conclusion of research in cognitive studies
is that moral thinking is imaginative and that it depends fun-
damentally on metaphorical understanding (see References,
A6; Johnson 1993). Before we proceed with our discussion
of metaphors for morality, we should point out the obvi-
ous—that morality is not all metaphorical and that nonmeta-
phorical aspects of morality are what the system of meta-
phors for morality is based on. Nonmetaphorical morality is
about the experience of well-being. The most fundamental
form of morality concerns promoting the experiential well-
being of others and the avoidance and prevention of experi-
ential harm to others or the disruption of the well-being of
others.

Here is part of what is meant by ‘‘well-being’’: Other
things being equal, you are better off if you are healthy rather
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the family as well as the authority to set overall fam-
ily policy. He teaches children right from wrong by
setting strict rules for their behavior and enforcing
them through punishment. The punishment is typi-
cally mild to moderate, but sufficiently painful. It is
commonly corporal punishment—say, with a belt or a
stick. He also gains their cooperation by showing love
and appreciation when they do follow the rules. But
children must never be coddled, lest they become
spoiled; a spoiled child will be dependent for life and
will not learn proper morals.

The mother has day-to-day responsibility for the
care of the house, raising the children, and upholding
the father’s authority. Children must respect and obey
their parents, partly for their own safety and partly be-
cause by doing so they build character, that is, self-
discipline and self-reliance. Love and nurturance are a
vital part of family life, but they should never out-
weigh parental authority, which is itself an expression
of love and nurturance—tough love. Self-discipline,
self-reliance, and respect for legitimate authority are
the crucial things that a child must learn. A mature
adult becomes self-reliant through applying self-
discipline in pursuing his self-interest. Only if a child
learns self-discipline can he become self-reliant later
in life. Survival is a matter of competition, and only
through self-discipline can a child learn to compete
successfully.

The mature children of the Strict Father have to
sink or swim by themselves. They are on their own
and have to prove their responsibility and self-
reliance. They have attained, through discipline, au-
thority over themselves. They have to, and are compe-
tent to, make their own decisions. They have to
protect themselves and their families. They know
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what is good for them better than their parents, who
are distant from them. Good parents do not meddle or
interfere in their lives. Any parental meddling or inter-
ference is strongly resented.

I should say at the outset that, though I have used the term
“‘Strict Father’’ to name the model given, there are variants
of the model that can be used by a strict mother as well.
There are many mothers, especially tough single mothers,
who function as strict fathers. But the model is an idealiza-
tion, and is intended here only as that. I believe it is a cogni-
tively real idealized model, that is, a model that Americans
grow up knowing implicitly. There are variations on it and
I will discuss some of them below.

The Strict Father model presupposes a folk theory of hu-
man nature that I will call ‘‘folk behaviorism’’:

People, left to their own devices, tend simply to sat-
isfy their desires. But, people will make themselves
do things they don’t want to do in order to get re-
wards; they will refrain from doing things they do
want to do in order to avoid punishment.

This is used in the Strict Father model on the assumption
that punishment for violating strict moral rules and praise for
following them will result in the child’s learning to obey
those rules. The entire Strict Father model is based on the
further assumption that the exercise of authority is itself
moral; that is, it 1s moral to reward obedience and punish
disobedience. 1 will refer to this most basic assumption as
the Morality of Reward and Punishment.

Reward and punishment are moral not just for thClI' own
sake. They have a further purpose. The model assumes that
life is struggle for survival. Survival in the world is a mat-
ter of competing successfully. To do so, children must
learn discipline and build character. People are disciplined
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(punished) in order to become self-disciplined. The way
self-discipline is learned and character is built is through
obedience. Being an adult means that you have become suf-
ficiently self-disciplined so that you can be your own author-
ity. Obedience to authority thus does not disappear. Being
self-disciplined is being obedient to your own authority, that
is, being able to carry out the plans you make and the com-
mitments you undertake. That is the kind of person you are
supposed to be, and the Strict Father model of the family
exists to ensure that a child becomes such a person.

There is also a pragmatic rationale for creating such peo-
ple. It is that the world is difficult and people have to be
self-disciplined to be able to survive in a difficult world.
Rewards and punishments by the parent are thus moral be-
cause they help to ensure that the child will be able to survive
on its own. Rewards and punishments thus benefit the child,
which is why punishment for disobedience is understood as
a form of love.

According to this model, if you are obedient, you will
become self-disciplined, and only if you are self-disciplined
can you succeed. Success is therefore a sign of having been
obedient and having become self-disciplined. Success is a
just reward for acting within this moral system. This makes
success moral.

Competition is a crucial ingredient in such a moral system.
It is through competition that we discover who is moral,
that is, who has been properly self-disciplined and therefore
deserves success, and who is fit enough to survive and even
thrive in a difficult world.

Rewards given to those who have not earned them through
competition are thus immoral. They violate the entire sys-
tem. They remove the incentive to become self-disciplined
and they remove the need for obedience to authority.

But this model, as we observed above, is only partly a
prescription for enabling children to survive and thrive in a
difficult world. It is a model about what a person should
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be—self-disciplined enough to make his own plans, under-
take his own commitments, and carry them out.

But if a person is to be this way, the world must be a
certain way too. The world must be and must remain a com-
petitive place. Without competition, there is no source of
reward for self-discipline, no motivation to become the right
kind of person. If competition were removed, self-discipline
would cease and people would cease to develop and use their
talents. The individual’s authority over himself would decay.
People would no longer be able to make plans, undertake
commitments, and carry them out.

Competition therefore is moral; it is a condition for the
development and sustenance of the right kind of person. Cor-
respondingly, constraints on competition are immoral; they
inhibit the development and sustenance of the right kind of
person.

Even if survival were not an issue, even if the world could
be made easier, even if there were a world of plenty with
more than enough for everybody, it would still not be true
that parceling out a comfortable amount for everyone would
make the world better and people better. Doing that would
remove the incentive to become and remain self-disciplined.
Without the incentive of reward and punishment, self-
discipline would disappear, and people would no longer be
able to make plans, undertake commitments, and carry them
out. All social life would come to a grinding halt. To prevent
this, competition and authority must be maintained no matter
how much material largesse we produce.

If competition is a necessary state in a moral world—
necessary for producing the right kind of people—then what
kind of a world is a moral world? It is necessarily one in
which some people are better off than others, and they de-
serve to be. It is a meritocracy. It is hierarchical, and the
hierarchy is moral. In this hierarchy, some people have au-
thority over others and their authority is legitimate.

Moreover, legitimate authority imposes responsibility.
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Just as the strict father has a duty to support and protect his
family, so those who have risen to the top have a responsibil-
ity to exercise their legitimate authority for the benefit of all
under their authority. This means:

1. Maintaining order; that is, sustaining and defending the
system of authority itself.

2. Using that authority for the protection of those under
one’s authority.

3. Working for the benefit of those under one’s authority,
especially helping them through proper discipline to become
the right kind of people.

4. Exercising one’s authority to help create more self-
disciplined people, that is, the right kind of people, for their
own benefit, for the benefit of others, and because it is the
right thing to do.

In short, this model of the family comes with an idea of
what the right kind of person is and what kind of world will
produce and sustain such people.

This model of the family does not occur alone and isolated
in one’s conceptual system. To accept this model of the
family is also to accept implicitly certain moral priorities that
naturally go with it, many of which are metaphorical in na-
ture. These moral priorities are directly expressed in priori-
ties given to certain metaphors we all have in our conceptual
systems. Such a set of moral priorities, together with the
above vision of what a person should be and what the world
should be like, is what I will call Strict Father morality.
The metaphor analysis that I am about to give is based on
contemporary metaphor theory within cognitive linguistics
and more broadly within cognitive science. It is worth re-
peating, before I begin, that the analysis of a concept as
metaphorical does not in itself either impugn or confirm its
validity. It is simply a technical recognition of the nature of
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the concept and the way that it functions in our conceptual
systems. Here are the metaphors that have highest priority
in Strict Father morality:

MORAL STRENGTH

The metaphor that is central to Strict Father morality is the
metaphor of Moral Strength. This is a complex metaphor
with a number of parts, beginning with:

 Being Good Is Being Upright.
» Being Bad Is Being Low.

Examples include sentences like:

He’s an upstanding citizen. He’s on the up and up.
That was a low thing to do. He’s underhanded. He’s
a snake in the grass.

Doing evil is therefore moving from a position of morality
(uprightness) to a position of immorality (being low). Hence,

* Doing Evil Is Falling.

The most famous example, of course, is the fall from grace.

A major part of the Moral Strength metaphor has to do
with the conception of immorality, or evil. Evil is reified as
a force, either internal or external, that can make you fall,
that is, commit immoral acts.

« Evil Is a Force (either internal or external).

Thus, to remain upright, one must be strong enough to
““stand up to evil.”’ Hence, morality is conceptualized as
strength, as having the moral fiber or backbone to resist evil.

» Morality Is Strength.

But people are not simply born strong. Moral strength must
be built. Just as in building physical strength, where self-
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discipline and self-denial (‘‘no pain, no gain’’) are crucial,
so moral strength is also built through self-discipline and
self-denial, in two ways:

1. Through sufficient self-discipline to meet one’s responsi-
bilities and face existing hardships;
2. Actively through self-denial and further self-discipline.

To summarize, the metaphor of Moral Strength is a set of
correspondences between the moral and physical domains:

» Being Good Is Being Upright.

» Being Bad Is Being Low.

» Doing Evil Is Falling.

» Evil Is a Force (either internal or external).
* Morality Is Strength.

One consequence of this metaphor is that punishment can
be good for you, since going through hardships builds moral
strength. Hence, the homily ‘‘Spare the rod and spoil the
child.”” By the logic of this metaphor, moral weakness is in
itself a form of immorality. The reasoning goes like this: A
morally weak person is likely to fall, to give in to evil, to
perform immoral acts, and thus to become part of the forces
of evil. Moral weakness is thus nascent immorality, immo-
rality waiting to happen.

There are two forms of moral strength, depending on
whether the evil to be faced is external or internal. Courage
is the strength to stand up to external evils and to overcome
fear and hardship.

Much of the metaphor of Moral Strength is concerned with
internal evils, cases where the issue of self-control arises.
What has to be strengthened is one’s will. One must develop
will power in order to exercise control over the body, which
is seen as the seat of passion and desire. Desires—typically
for money, sex, food, comfort, glory, and things other peo-
ple have—are seen in this metaphor as ‘‘temptations,”’ evils
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that threaten to overcome one’s self-control. Anger is seen
as another internal evil to be overcome, since it too is a
threat to self-control. The opposite of self-control is ‘self-
indulgence,’’ a concept that makes sense only if one accepts
the metaphor of moral strength. Self-indulgence is seen in
this metaphor as a vice, while frugality and self-denial are
virtues. The list of the seven deadly sins is a catalogue of
internal evils to be overcome: greed, lust, gluttony, sloth,
pride, envy, and anger. It is the metaphor of Moral Strength
that makes them sinful. If we had no metaphor of Morality
As Strength, there would be no sinfulness in any of these.
The corresponding virtues are charity, chastity, temperance,
industry, modesty, satisfaction with one’s lot, and calmness.
It is the metaphor of Moral Strength that makes these *‘vir-
tues.”’
This metaphor has an important set of entailments:

» The world is divided into good and evil.

» To remain good in the face of evil (to ‘‘stand up
to’’ evil), one must be morally strong.

* One becomes morally strong through self-discipline
and self-denial.

* Someone who is morally weak cannot stand up to
evil and so will eventually commit evil.

 Therefore, moral weakness is a form of immorality.

* Self-indulgence (the refusal to engage in self-denial)
and lack of self-control (the lack of self-
discipline) are therefore forms of immorality.

Moral Strength thus has two very different aspects. First, it
is required if one is to stand up to some externally defined
evil. Second, it itself defines a form of evil, namely, the
lack of self-discipline and the refusal to engage in self-denial.
That is, the metaphor of Moral Strength defines forms of
internal evil.

Those who give a very high priority to Moral Strength see
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it, of course, as a form of idealism. The metaphor of Moral
Strength sees the world in terms of a war of good against
the forces of evil, which must be fought ruthlessly. Ruthless
behavior in the name of the good fight is thus seen as justi-
fied. Moreover, the metaphor entails that one cannot respect
the views of one’s adversary: evil does not deserve respect,
it deserves to be attacked!

The metaphor of Moral Strength thus imposes a strict us-
them moral dichotomy. It reifies evil as the force that moral
strength is needed to counter. Evil must be fought. You do
not empathize with evil, nor do you accord evil some truth
of its own. You just fight it.

Moral strength, importantly, imposes a form of asceti-
cism. To be morally strong you must be self-disciplined and
self-denying. Otherwise you are self-indulgent, and such
moral flabbiness ultimately helps the forces of evil.

In Strict Father morality, the metaphor of Moral Strength
has the highest priority. Moral Strength is what the strict
father must have if he is to support, protect, and guide his
family. And it is a virtue that he must impart to his children
if they are to become self-disciplined and self-reliant.

The metaphor of Moral Strength provides a mode of rea-
soning. Anything that promotes moral weakness is immoral.
If welfare is seen as taking away the incentive to work and
thus promoting sloth, then according to the metaphor of
Moral Strength, welfare is immoral. What about providing
condoms to high school students and clean needles to intrave-
nous drug users to lower teenage pregnancy and stop the
spread of AIDS? The metaphor of Moral Strength tells us
that teenage sex and illegal drug use result from moral weak-
ness—a lack of self-control—and therefore they are im-
moral. Providing condoms and clean needles accepts that
immorality, and that, according to Moral Strength, is also a
form of evil. A morally strong person should be able to ‘‘Just
say no’’ to sex and drugs. Anyone who can’t is morally
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weak, which is a form of immorality, and immoral people
deserve punishment. If you unconsciously reason according
to the metaphor of Moral Strength, then all this is just com-
mon sense.

An important consequence of giving highest priority to the
metaphor of Moral Strength is that it rules out any explana-
tions in terms of social forces or social class. If moral people
always have the discipline to just say no to drugs or sex and
to support themselves in this land of opportunity, then failure
to do so is moral weakness, and hence immorality. If the
metaphor of Moral Strength has priority over other forms of
explanation, then your poverty or your drug habit or your
illegitimate children can be explained only as moral weak-
ness, and any discussion of social causes cannot be relevant.

It should be clear from this discussion why Moral Strength
is an instance of metaphorical thought. Good people are not
literally upright. Becoming immoral is not literally falling.
Evil is not literally a force that can make an upright person
fall. Morality is not literally the physical strength to stand
up to a force. Words like upright, fall, backbone, stand up
to, and so on are taken from the physical domain and applied
to morality by this metaphor.

The metaphorical view of morality as strength is a product
of the human mind. But it is not an arbitrary product. It is
grounded in a fact about experiential well-being, that it is
better to be strong than to be weak. This makes strength a
natural metaphor for morality, but the fact that Moral
Strength is a natural metaphor does not mean that it is liter-
ally true.

Of course, the metaphorical nature of Moral Strength does
not invalidate the metaphor. But the fact that it is a product
of the human mind should make us look long and hard at it,
just as one should look long and hard at any common meta-
phor for something as important as morality.

One of the most striking entailments of the Moral Strength
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metaphor is the following: To build moral strength you have
to work at it actively through self-discipline and self-denial.
You don’t get to be morally strong by just sitting around
doing nothing. Since you have to build moral strength, that
means you don’t have it to start with. Therefore, we all start
out morally weak, that is, with an overwhelming tendency
to do immoral things. Unless our parents intervene to disci-
pline us, we will naturally become immoral.

This is almost, but not quite, an instance of the doctrine
of original sin. It does, however, entail a view of children
not as naturally good but as naturally tending toward evil
unless some strong corrective action is taken. This view of
children fits naturally with another important metaphor for
morality—Moral Authority—which is also given high prior-
ity by the Strict Father model.

MORAL AUTHORITY

Moral authority is patterned metaphorically on parental au-
thority, and so let us begin with the family. The legitimacy
of parental authority comes from (1) the inability of the child
to know what is in the best interests of himself and the family
and to act in those best interests, (2) the parent’s having the
best interests of the child and the family at heart and his
acting on those best interests, (3) the ability of the parent to
know what is best for the child, and (4) the social recognition
that the parent has responsibility for the well-being of the
child and the family.

Within the Strict Father model, the parent (typically the
father) sets standards of behavior and punishes the child if
the standards are not met. Moral behavior by the child is
obedience to the parent’s authority. But just as importantly,
the exertion of authority is moral behavior on the part of the
parent, and it is immoral for the parent to fail to exert author-
ity, that is, to fail to set standards of behavior and to enforce
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them through punishment. The reason for this is the belief
that punishing disobedient children will deter disobedience;
that is, it will make children behave morally.

In short, good parents set standards, good children obey
their parents, disobedient children are bad children, good
parents punish disobedient children, punishment makes dis-
obedient (bad) children into obedient (good) children, and
parents who don’t punish are bad parents because they pro-
duce bad children by not punishing them when they disobey.

In general, the concept of moral authority within commu-
nities is patterned on parental authority within families. The
general metaphor looks like the following:

* A Community Is a Family.

* Moral Authority Is Parental Authority.

* An Authority Figure Is a Parent.

» A Person Subject to Moral Authority Is a Child.

» Moral Behavior by Someone Subject to Authority Is
Obedience.

* Moral Behavior by Someone in Authority Is Setting
Standards and Enforcing Them.

This metaphor takes the special case of parental authority
and generalizes it to all moral authority. Metaphors like this
that characterize a general case in terms of a special case are
called ‘‘Generic-Is-Specific’’ metaphors. (See References,
Al: Lakoff and Turner 1989.)

The Strict Father model of the family comes with a model
of parental authority, the one given above. The metaphor of
Moral Authority generalizes that model to all forms of moral
authority. Applying this metaphor to legitimacy conditions
for parental authority, we arrive at legitimacy conditions for
all forms of moral authority:

The legitimacy of moral authority comes from (1) the
inability of the person subject to moral authority to
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know what is in the best interests of himself and the
community and to act in those best interests; (2) the
authority figure’s having the best interests of the com-
munity and the person subject to authority at heart
and acting on those best interests; (3) the ability of
the authority figure to know what is best for the com-
munity and the person subject to authority; and

(4) the social recognition that the authority figure has
responsibility for the well-being of the community
and the person subject to authority.

Since the Strict Father model puts forth a particular model
of parental authority, it implies a corresponding model of
moral authority in general via this metaphor.

The authority figure sets standards of behavior and
punishes those subject to authority if the standards are
not met. Moral behavior by someone subject to author-
ity is obedience to the authority figure. But just as im-
portantly, the exertion of authority is moral behavior
on the part of the authority figure, and it is immoral
for the authority figure to fail to exert authority, that
is, to fail to set standards of behavior and to enforce
them through punishment.

This is the Strict Father version of moral authority, and one
can see it applied in many arenas of life where moral author-
ity 1s an issue and institutions are patterned on the idea of
moral authority: athletic teams, the military, law enforce-
ment, business, religion, and so on. As we shall see, there
is also a Nurturant Parent version of moral authority which
is very different.

THE RESENTMENT TOWARD ‘“*ILLEGITIMATE’’
MORAL AUTHORITY

The conditions for the legitimacy of parental authority play
an important role in Strict Father morality, since the Moral
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Authority metaphor turns them into conditions on legitimate
moral authority in general. The crucial conditions are these:
(1) A parent must know better than the child what the child’s
and the family’s best interests are. (2) The parent must be
acting in those best interests. These conditions cease to hold
as the child becomes mature. At maturity, a child is assumed
to be able to determine and act on his best interests for
himself. A ‘‘meddling”’ parent is one who asserts his author-
ity in the child’s life when he has no business doing so,
when his child is mature enough to have authority over his
own life. In the Strict Father model, the father must know
when his authority ends, after which any illegitimate intru-
sion by him is resented mightily.

When the Moral Authority metaphor transfers these condi-
tions from parents to general authority figures, it also creates
conditions for illegitimate moral authority and for resentment
against it: This happens (1) when the person subject to au-
thority knows better than the authority figure what his and
the community’s best interests are and is capable of acting
in those interests; (2) when the authority figure is not acting
in the best interests of the person subject to authority and of
the community.

Advocates of Strict Father morality show such a resent-
ment of illegitimate authority, not just toward meddling par-
ents but toward any moral authority seen to be illegitimately
meddling in their lives. The federal government is a common
target. We regularly hear arguments that the federal govern-
ment doesn’t know what’s best for people, that people know
what’s best for themselves, and that the government is not
acting in the interests of ordinary people. Therefore, federal
authority should be shifted to local governments or elimi-
nated altogether.

It is important to understand that the resentment toward
authority that is perceived to be illegitimate does not in any
way contradict the central role of legitimate moral authority
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in Strict Father morality. Rather, it is a consequence of the
conditions on the legitimacy of parental and, therefore, gen-
eral moral authority.

These conditions on the legitimacy of moral authority
come, in part, out of certain peculiarities of the American
Strict Father model of the family. In other cultures, which
have their own versions of Strict Father families, it is not
always the case that the father’s legitimate authority ends
when the child reaches maturity. China is a case in point. In
many cultures, it is not the case that children are expected to
become fully self-reliant and go off on their own at maturity.
Examples include Italy, France, Spain, and Israel, as well
as China. Correspondingly, such cultures do not show the
same deep resentment toward meddling parents in their ver-
sions of Strict Father families. And as we shall see below,
they do not show the same resentment toward governmental
authority.

Strict Father morality has a form of resentment toward the
meddling and intrusion of ‘‘illegitimate’’ authority figures
that appears not to be traditional in Western culture, but
rather seems to be an American innovation—a consequence
of the peculiarly American version of the Strict Father fam-
ily. Strict Father morality is sometimes mistakenly called
‘‘traditional morality,’” and it is important to understand that
aspects of it are not traditional at all but recent innovations,
especially the idea that mature children are on their own and
parents are not to meddle.

RETRIBUTION

Strict Father morality makes a choice among the schemas
characterized by the Moral Accounting metaphor. Strict Fa-
ther morality requires retribution rather than restitution for
harming someone or for violations of moral authority. One
would expect those who have Strict Father morality to favor
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the death penalty. They choose balancing the moral books
(a death for a death) over preserving life for its own sake.
One would expect advocates of Strict Father morality to want
prison sentences to be harsher and prison life meaner. One
would also expect them to believe, in accord with Moral
Authority, that strict punishment of criminal offenders will
deter crime.

MORAL ORDER

The metaphor of Moral Order fits naturally with the metaphor
of Moral Authority, as well as with the literal parental au-
thority central to the Strict Father family. This metaphor is
based on a folk theory of the natural order: The natural order
is the order of dominance that occurs in the world. Examples
of the natural order are as follows:

God is naturally more powerful than people.

People are naturally more powerful than animals and plants
and natural objects.

Adults are naturally more powerful than children.

Men are naturally more powerful than women.

The metaphor of Moral Order sees this natural hierarchy of
power as moral. The metaphor can be stated simply as:

* The Moral Order Is the Natural Order.

This metaphor transforms the folk hierarchy of ‘‘natural’’
power relations into a hierarchy of moral authority:

God has moral authority over people.

People have moral authority over nature (animals, plants,
and natural objects).

Adults have moral authority over children.

Men have moral authority over women.

But this does not merely legitimize power relations, since
those in a position of moral authority also have a moral
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responsibility for the well-being of those they have authority
over. Thus, we have as a consequence:

God has a moral responsibility for the well-being of human
beings.

Human beings have a responsibility for the well-being of
animals, plants, and the rest of nature.

Adults have a responsibility for the well-being of children.

Men have a responsibility for the well-being of women.

The Strict Father model of the family is, in part, a reflection
of the moral order, as defined by this version of the meta-
phor. The father has a moral responsibility to support his
wife and children and to regulate their behavior.

The Moral Order metaphor plays a crucial role in an im-
portant interpretation of the Judeo-Christian religious tradi-
tion. It is an entailment of this metaphor that God cares about
human beings in the same way as parents care about their
children or shepherds care about their flocks or farmers care
about their crops. Logically, after all, there is no reason that
a supreme being should care about lesser beings. But if the
order of dominance is a moral order, then God does care
about mere mortals; setting the rules and enforcing them is
- how he shows he cares, and in return for his care, we owe
him obedience.

The consequences of the metaphor of Moral Order are
enormous, even outside religion. It legitimates a certain class
of existing power relations as being natural and therefore
moral, and thus makes social movements like feminism ap-
pear unnatural and therefore counter to the moral order. It
legitimates certain views of nature, e.g., nature as a resource
for human use and, correspondingly, man as steward over
nature. Accordingly, it delegitimizes other views of nature,
e.g., those in which nature has inherent value. In addition,
it focuses attention on questions of natural superiority, and
so stimulates interest in books like The Bell Curve. The issue
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raised by The Bell Curve is not just whether it is a practical
waste of time and money to try to educate nonwhites. The
real issue is virtually unmentionable: whether whites are nat-
urally superior to nonwhites and hence, according to this
metaphor, morally superior to nonwhites.

The metaphor of the Moral Order has a long history in
Western culture—a history which is, from the perspective
of contemporary American liberal values, not very pretty. It
is referred to in a more elaborate version as The Great Chain
of Being (see References, E, Lovejoy 1936; A1, Lakoff and
Turner 1989, chap. 4). In earlier versions, the moral order
included the nobility having moral authority over common-
ers. Nietzsche’s moral theory rested on the Moral Order met-
aphor, especially on the version in which nobility confers
moral authority. In Nazi morality, Aryans ranked higher in
the moral order than Jews and Gypsies. For white suprema-
cists, whites rank higher in the moral order than nonwhites.
For superpatriots, the U.S. ranks higher in the moral order than
any other nation in history. And there are people (typically,
wealthy people) who believe that the rich are morally superior
to the poor. Indeed, that belief is explicit in forms of Calvin-
ism, where worldly goods are a reflection of righteousness.

The idea that the rich have moral authority over the poor
fits American Strict Father morality very well. Start with the
American Dream, the stereotypic assumption that America
is truly a land of opportunity where anyone with self-
discipline and talent can, through hard work, climb the lad-
der of success. It follows that anyone who has been in the
country long enough and is not successful has either not
worked hard enough or is not talented enough. If he has not
worked hard enough, he is slothful and hence morally weak.
If he is not talented enough, then he ranks lower than others
in the natural order and hence lower in the moral order. The
rich (who are disciplined and talented enough and who have
worked hard enough to become rich) deserve their wealth
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and the poor (either through lack of industry or talent) de-
serve their poverty. The rich are thus not just more powerful
than the poor, they also have moral authority over the poor
and with it the moral responsibility to tell the poor how to
live: build self-discipline, work hard, climb the economic
ladder, and so become self-reliant.

MOoORAL BOUNDARIES

Strict Father morality, with its sharp division between good
and evil and its need for the setting of strict standards of
behavior, naturally gives priority to the metaphor of Moral
Boundaries.

It is common to conceptualize action as a form of self-
propelled motion and purposes as destinations that we are
trying to reach. Moral action is seen as bounded movement,
movement in permissible areas and along permissible paths.
Given this, immoral action is seen as motion outside of the
permissible range, as straying from a prescribed path or
transgressing prescribed boundaries. To characterize morally
permissible actions is to lay out paths and areas where one
can move freely. To characterize immoral action is to limit
one’s range of movement. In this metaphor, immoral behav-
ior is ‘‘deviant’’ behavior, a form of metaphorical motion
into unsanctioned areas, along unsanctioned paths, and to-
ward unsanctioned destinations.

Because human purposes are conceptualized in terms of
destinations, this metaphor has considerable consequences.
Since action is self-propelled motion in this metaphor, and
such motion is always under the control of whoever is mov-
ing, it follows that any destination is a freely chosen destina-
tion and that the destinations chosen by others have been
rejected. Someone who moves off of sanctioned paths or
out of sanctioned territory is doing more than merely acting
immorally. He is rejecting the purposes, the goals, the very
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mode of life of the society he is in. In doing so, he is calling
into question the purposes that govern most people’s every-
day lives. Such ‘‘deviation’’ from social norms goes beyond
mere immorality. Actions characterized metaphorically as
““deviant’’ threaten the very identity of normal people, call-
ing their most common and therefore most sacred values into
question.

But ‘‘deviant’’ actions are even more threatening than
that. Part of the logic of this metaphor has to do with the
effect of deviant behavior on other people. Metaphorically,
someone who deviates from a tried and true path is creating
a new path that others will feel safe to travel on. Hence,
those who transgress boundaries or deviate from a prescribed
path may ‘‘lead others astray’’ by going off in a new direc-
tion and creating a new path.

The Moral Boundaries metaphor thus interacts powerfully
with one of the most important metaphors in our conceptual
system: Life Is a Journey. Choosing a particular path, a *‘di-
rection’’ in your life, can affect the whole rest of your life.
Imagine a parent who says, ‘‘Our son left the church; I can’t
understand why he turned his back on our way of life like
that.”’ The paths you choose can be life paths, and if morality
is seen as going along a particular path, then deviating from
that path can be seen as entering an immoral way of life. It
is for this reason that the very idea of ‘‘deviance’ is so
powerful. In creating new paths, the ‘‘deviant’ can make
those paths appear safe to others and thus lead them to
change their lives.

Thus, the actions of people who are ‘‘deviant’’ have ef-
fects far beyond themselves. Their acts call into question
traditional moral values and traditional ways of leading a
moral life, and they may make the ‘‘deviant’’ way seem
safe, normal, and attractive. If someone smokes marijuana,
has no ill effects, and leads a happier, less stressed life, then
he has forged a path that others who know him will feel safe
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going on. If a young woman has sex out of wedlock, has no
ill effects, and goes on to have a happy life, then those who
know her may feel safe taking such a path.

People who ‘‘deviate’’ from the tried and true path arouse
enormous anger because they threaten the identities of those
who follow traditional ‘‘straight and narrow’’ moral paths,
but also because they are seen as threats to the community.
For the protection of the community, they need to be isolated
and made outcasts.

CONSTRAINTS ON FREEDOM

Since freedom of action is understood metaphorically as free-
dom of motion, moral boundaries can be, and often are, seen
as constraints on freedom. For this reason, people who want
to impose their moral views on others are seen as restricting
the freedom of others.

RIGHTS As PATHS

The Moral Boundaries metaphor is also central in the defini-
tion of what we mean by rights. A “‘right’’ is not only a
form of metaphorical credit, as discussed above; it is also
metaphorically a clear path along which one can move freely
without being impeded. Hence, via the metaphor that action
is motion, a right is a right-of-way, a region in which one
can act freely without restraint. Since moral bounds leave
open some and close off other regions of free movement,
they define rights to free action without interference.

Those rights impose a corresponding duty not to limit that
freedom of action, and governmental action may be required
if that right is to be respected. For example, proponents of
unlimited property rights, such as real estate developers, see
environmental regulations as restrictions on the free disposi-
tion of their property and therefore want to eliminate govern-
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mental regulations as a restriction on their rights. On the
other hand, people who see human beings as having a right
to a clean, healthy, and biologically diverse environment see
unregulated development as ‘‘encroaching’” on their rights.
Moral and legal boundaries can thus be seen from two per-
spectives: what is one man’s constraint on free movement is
another man’s protection against encroachment. This is the
logic by which moral and legal bounds create conflicts of
rights.

MoRAL ESSENCE

A central notion in Strict Father morality is ‘‘character,’’
which is taken to be a kind of essence that is developed in
childhood and then lasts a lifetime. The centrality of charac-
ter in Strict Father morality gives priority to the general meta-
phor of Moral Essence, in terms of which the concept of
character is defined.

Physical objects are made of substances, and how they
behave depends on what they are made of. Wood burns and
stone doesn’t. Hence, objects made of wood will burn and
objects made of stone will not.

We commonly understand people metaphorically as if they
were objects made of substances that determine how they
will behave. It is thus common to conceive of a person as if
he had an essence or a collection of essences that determined
his behavior. This is called the Metaphor of Essence:

* A Person Is an Object.
» His Essence Is the Substance the Object
Is Made Of.

Imagine judging someone to be inherently stubborn or reliable.
To do so is to assign that person an inherent trait, an essential
property that determines how he will act in certain situations.
If the trait is a moral trait, then we have a special case of the
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Metaphor of Essence—the metaphor of Moral Essence. In the
field of social psychology, there is an expert version of this
metaphor called the ‘‘trait theory of personality.’’ We are dis-
cussing the folk version of that expert theory here.

According to the metaphor of Moral Essence, people are
born with, or develop in early life, essential moral properties
that stay with them for life. Such properties are called *‘vir-
tues’’ if they are moral properties, and ‘‘vices’’ if they are
immoral properties. The collection of virtues ang vices attrib-
uted to a person is called that person’s ‘‘character.”” When
people say ‘‘She has a heart of gold’’ or ‘‘He doesn’t have
a mean bone in his body’’ or ‘‘He’s rotten to the core,”’
they are making use of the metaphor of Moral Essence. That
is, they are saying that the person in question has certain
essential moral qualities that determine certain kinds of moral
or immoral behavior.

To attribute a moral essence to someone is to make a
moral judgment about that person in general, not just a judg-
ment about some single act. Sometimes those judgments are
absolute, as when we consider someone as inherently good
or evil. But such cases are rare. It is much more normal to
attribute particular virtues to people, often a complex combi-
nation of virtues that define that person’s character.

Those moral virtues are themselves defined relative to par-
ticular moral schemes, like those we have been discussing.
The metaphor of Moral Strength defines virtues like self-
discipline, courage, temperance, sobriety, chastity, industry,
and perseverance; and vices like self-indulgence, cowardli-
ness, lust, drunkenness, sloth, and faintheartedness. Virtues
and vices don’t simply exist objectively. What counts as a
virtue or a vice depends upon the moral schemes that one
gives priority to. As we shall see below, when we discuss
Nurturant Parent morality, that moral system gives priority to
different virtues such as care, compassion, kindness, social
responsibility, tact, open-mindedness, inquisitiveness, and
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flexibility, as well as different vices, such as selfishness,
insensitivity, meanness, social irresponsibility, tactlessness,
closed-mindedness, and inflexibility.

The metaphor of Moral Essence has three important en-
tailments:

+ If you know how a person has acted, you know
what his character is.

* If you know what a person’s character is, you know
how he will act.

* A person’s basic character is formed by adulthood
(or perhaps somewhat earlier).

These entailments form the basis for certain currently de-
bated matters of social policy.

Take, for example, the ‘“Three strikes and you’re out’’
law now gaining popularity in the United States. The premise
is that repeated past violations of the law indicate a character
defect, an inherent propensity to illegal behavior that will
lead to future crimes. Since the felon’s basic character is
formed by adulthood, he is “‘rotten to the core’’ and cannot
change or be rehabilitated. He therefore will keep performing
crimes of the same kind if he is allowed to go free. To
protect the public from his future crimes, he must be locked
up for life—or at least a very long time.

Or take the proposal to take illegitimate children away
from impoverished teenage mothers and put them in orphan-
ages or foster homes. The assumption is that the mother is
immoral, that it is too late to change her since her character
is already formed. If the child stays with the mother, he will
also develop an immoral character. But if the child is re-
moved from the mother before his character is formed, the
child’s character can be shaped in a better way.

The metaphor of Moral Essence is a significant part of our
moral repertoire. It resides deep in our conceptual systems.
It is used to define virtues and vices of all sorts. It plays a



90 + CuaprtER FIvE

role in our political life, and it is used by liberals and conser-
vatives alike. But it is given a high priority in Strict Father
morality because of the importance of discipline to character
development in the Strict Father model of the family.

MoRrAL WHOLENESS

In the Strict Father model of the family, the father is the
parental authority who sets strict tules for what counts as
right and wrong. Correspondingly, the metaphor of Moral
Strength sees evil as a force in the world and therefore sees
a strict demarcation between good and evil. The metaphor of
Moral Boundaries conceptualizes moral and immoral action
spatially by strict boundaries and clearly delineates paths of
behavior. Those who engage in deviant behavior, who devi-
ate from those paths and transgress those boundaries, are thus
threats to society since they blur the established boundaries
between morality and immorality. Strict Father morality re-
quires that there are natural, strict, uniform, unchanging
standards of behavior that must be followed if society is to
function.

Another way to conceptualize uniform standards of behav-
ior is through the metaphor of Moral Wholeness. Wholeness
entails a homogeneity—things made of radically different
substances may not hold together. Wholeness also entails an
overall unity of form that makes an entity strong and resistant
to pressures. Homogeneity and unity of form also make an
entity stable and predictable in the way it functions. An ob-
ject with physical integrity can be trusted to function the way
it is supposed to function. Wholeness also entails natural-
ness—something that has the form that it is supposed to
have. When an object that is whole starts to crumble, tear,
or rot, it is in danger of not holding together and therefore
not being able to function.

Advocates of Strict Father morality speak of ‘‘degenerate’’
people, moral ‘‘decay,’’ the ‘‘erosion’’ of moral standards,



91 -« Strict Father Morality

the “‘rupture’’ or ‘‘tearing’’ of our moral fabric, the ‘‘chip-
ping away’’ at, and ‘‘crumbling’’ of, moral foundations. All
of these are cases where morality is seen as wholeness and
immorality as a departure from that state. Wholeness here is
abstract and may apply to any kind of entity: a building can
crumble, a hillside erode, an organism decay, a fabric tear,
a stone can be chipped away at, and so on. It is the wholeness
that is at issue in this metaphor, not whether the entity is a
building or a hillside or an organism. The kind of entity that
is whole or not doesn’t matter. Buildings and hillsides are
mere special cases of entities that can be whole or not.

INTEGRITY

Moral Wholeness combines with Moral Essence to yield the
virtue of integrity—the virtue of being morally whole.
Someone who has integrity has moral wholeness, the moral
equivalent of physical wholeness. A person with integrity has
consistent moral principles, the moral equivalent of physical
homogeneity and parts that form a unified whole. The over-
all unity of moral principle makes someone with integrity
strong—not able to be easily swayed by social or political
pressures or fashions. A person with integrity acts predict-
ably, in a way consistent with his moral principles, and can
be trusted to act in the way he is morally supposed to act.
A person with integrity also acts according to his nature;
there is nothing artificial or contrived about him.

CONSEQUENCES
The metaphor of Moral Wholeness can be stated simply:

* Morality Is Wholeness.
* Immorality Is Degeneration.

The entailments of this metaphorical mode of thought are
quite considerable: Moral standards that change with time,
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or social situation, or ethnicity are a danger to the functioning
of society. There is no such thing as progress in morality;
what is and is not moral is fixed for all time, and any change
of standards in the name of would-be moral progress is really
an evil, a chipping away at our moral foundations, a tearing
of our moral fabric, and so on. And, above all, it is important
to constantly be on the lookout for signs of moral decay and
erosion and to stop them immediately, because once rot sets
in or the foundation crumbles, repair may be impossible,
immorality will become rampant, and society will be unable
to function in its natural moral way. Moral decay is therefore
so dangerous that one must be constantly on the lookout for
it and it must be stopped as soon as possible or it will go
too far and be irreversible.

MOoORAL PurITY

Integrity and the metaphor of Moral Wholeness go hand-in-
hand with the metaphor of Moral Purity. Just as homoge-
neous moral standards are threatened by any lack of homoge-
neity, so the purity of moral standards is threatened by any
impurity. A rotten apple spoils the barrel.

Morality is therefore conceptualized as purity and immo-
rality as impurity, as something disgusting or dirty. Linguis-
tic examples make this clear: That was a disgusting thing to
do. He’s a dirty old man. We’ve got to protect our children
from such filth. She’s as pure as the driven snow. We’re
going to clean up this town.

The metaphor can be stated simply as:

* Morality Is Purity.
* Immorality Is Impurity.

The entailments of this metaphor are powerful: Just as phys-
ical impurities can ruin a substance, so moral impurities
can ruin a person or a society. Just as substances, to be
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usable, must be purged of impurities, so societies, to be
viable, must be purged of corrupting individuals or practices.
Immorality can ruin a society and therefore cannot be tol-
erated.

Moral Purity is often paired with Moral Essence. Some-
thing that has been ‘‘corrupted’ is something that has been
made impure and hence unusable—such as corrupted blood
samples or corrupted databases. Metaphorically, someone
who is *‘corrupt’’ has an impure essence, which, by Moral
Purity and Moral Essence, makes him inherently immoral.
Such people must be isolated and removed from the rest of
society so that their corrupting effect can be nullified.

MoRAL HEALTH

In this culture, impurities are seen as causes of illness. This
link between impurity and health has led to a further meta-
phor in which morality is conceptualized as health and immo-
rality as disease.

* Morality Is Health.
» Immorality Is Disease.

This leads us to speak of immoral people as ‘“sick’’ or having
‘‘a diseased mind.’’ And it leads one to speak of the spread
of immoral behavior as ‘‘moral contagion,’’ and of sudden
unexpected immoral behavior on a large scale as an ‘‘out-
break’ of immorality.

The logic of this metaphor is extremely important: Since
diseases can spread through contact, it follows from the met-
aphor that immorality can spread through contact. Hence,
immoral people must be kept away from moral people, lest
they become immoral too. This is part of the logic behind
urban flight, segregated neighborhoods, and strong sentenc-
ing guidelines even for nonviolent offenders. The same logic
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lies behind guilt-by-association arguments: If you are in con-
tact with immoral people, you become immoral.

MORAL SELF-INTEREST

In the Strict Father model of the family, people become
self-reliant by using their self-discipline to pursue their self-
interest. The pursuit of self-interest is thus moral, providing,
of course, that other, ‘‘higher’’ principles like moral author-
ity and moral strength are not violated. Indeed, without the
morality of pursuit of self-interest, there would be no moral
link between self-discipline and self-reliance.

Moral Self-Interest, as used in the Strict Father model, is
a metaphorical version of an economic idea. It is based on
a folk version of Adam Smith’s economics: If each person
seeks to maximize his own wealth, then by an invisible hand,
the wealth of all will be maximized. Applying the common
metaphor that Well-Being Is Wealth to this folk version of
free-market economics, we get: If each person tries to max-
imize his own well-being (or self-interest), the well-being of
all will be maximized. Thus, seeking one’s own self-interest
is actually a positive, moral act, one that contributes to the
well-being of all.

Correspondingly, interfering with the pursuit of self-
interest is seen in this metaphor as immoral, since it does
not permit the maximization of the well-being of all. In addi-
tion, it interferes with the functioning of the Strict Family
model, which depends on the assumption that self-discipline
will lead to self-reliance. Without this assumption, the disci-
pline imparted by the father to the child will ultimately not
help the child to make a living or to satisfy his long-range
goals. But if the child is not helped by the discipline imparted
by the father, the very legitimacy of the father’s authority
is called into question. The very legitimacy of the father’s
authority thus depends on an external condition, the unim-
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peded path from self-discipline and hard work to self-
reliance.

Since the Strict Father model is what holds Strict Father
morality together, interference with the pursuit of self-
interest threatens the foundations of the whole Strict Father
moral framework-—from the efficacy of moral strength to
the validity of the moral order.

The link between Moral Self-Interest and free-market eco-
nomics has, of course, not been lost on advocates of Strict
Father morality. Controlled-market economies, whether so-
cialist or communist, impede the pursuit of financial self-
interest. For this reason, advocates of Strict Father morality
have seen socialism and communism as immoral. Not just
impractical, but immoral!

Therefore, proposals for the public good that interfere with
the pursuit of financial self-interest are commonly seen as
immoral by advocates of Strict Father morality. The “‘do-
gooders’’ are seen as restricting freedom and posing a threat
to the moral order. And indeed they are, according to the
logic of Strict Father morality.

But Strict Father morality does not make the pursuit of
self-interest a good above all other goods. Moral Self-Interest
is limited by the rest of the system. For example, it is com-
mon for good Strict Fathers to pursue a less lucrative career
so that they can spend more time with their families, making
sure that their kids grow up properly, that is, self-disciplined,
obedient, with good character, following moral precepts,
with a proper respect for legitimate authority, and with suf-
ficient nurturance without being spoiled. Moreover, Strict
Father morality dictates that many forms of pursuing self-
interest are immoral: becoming a drug dealer, luring girls
into prostitution, theft, and so on.

Though Strict Father morality in its American form tends
to support laissez-faire capitalism, it does have a long history
of constraining how capitalism is to function. Business is
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not to be directly and overtly immoral, to engage in drug-
dealing, prostitution, theft, and so on. Business is supposed
to show compassion, for example, to be involved in local
charities, to help in disaster relief. Business is supposed to
promote wholesome community activities, to sponsor Little
League teams, bowling leagues, and the like. Business is
supposed to be involved in policing itself for the public inter-
est, say, through Better Business Bureaus and professional
associations. In short, there is a long history in America of
Strict Father morality placing moral constraints on capital-
ism. There may be a legitimate question of how strong or
meaningful these constraints have been, but they are tradi-
tional and have been a hallmark of American business for a
long time. Because they accord with Strict Father morality,
such constraints, which function for the public good, have
never been attacked as immoral constraints on free market
capitalism.

NURTURANCE IN THE STRICT FATHER SYSTEM

As we shall see below in great detail, there is a conception
of moral action as helping helpless people that is conceptual-
ized as akin to the nurturance of young children. In the Strict
Father family, children are of course to be nurtured. But
nurturance in the Strict Father family takes a somewhat dif-
ferent form than it does outside such a family. Parental au-
thority must be maintained above all, since it is conceived
of as the basis of respect for all forms of legitimate authority
as well as the basis for learning to exert authority and hence
to be self-reliant later in life. Where there appears to be a
choice between parental authority and nurturance, parental
authority is to be maintained through punishment. But this
is not conceptualized as choosing authority over nurturance.
Instead, punishment is, in itself, conceptualized as a form
of nurturance, because it is seen as teaching self-reliance and
respect for legitimate authority. This is ‘‘tough love,’” where
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punishing children for disobedience shows that you love
them.

In a properly functioning Strict Father family, children
should learn to abide by parental authority and to become
self-disciplined from birth. In such a family, there should be
appropriate development of self-discipline and little or no
challenging of parental authority. When the Strict Father
family is functioning properly, there should be abundant nur-
turance and little need for punishment.

The metaphor of Morality As Nurturance extends the logic
of family-based nurturance to the general domain of help for
others in society. Adherents of Strict Father morality are
well-known for going to great lengths to help others in their
communities who are afflicted by some external disaster:
floods, fires, earthquakes, explosions, epidemics, etc. But
the same willingness to help does not always extend to those
who are seen as irresponsible, or responsible for their own
misfortune, or who, if they were sufficiently self-disciplined,
should be able to help themselves. In such cases, Strict Fa-
ther morality may dictate not helping for the following rea-
son: People should accept the consequences of their own
irresponsibility or lack of self-discipline, since they will
never become responsible and self-disciplined if they don’t
have to face those consequences. In such a case, helping
would be immoral, since it would encourage moral weak-
ness. An exception would be someone who, through help,
will straighten out his life and become sufficiently responsi-
ble and self-disciplined. Such a person is worthy of compas-
sion and help.

SELF-DEFENSE

Strict Father morality, as we have seen, comes with strict
notions of good and evil, right and wrong. The Strict Father
moral system itself is right and good; it could not possibly
be wrong and still function as a moral system with a strict
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right-wrong dichotomy. Opponents of the moral system itself
are therefore wrong; and if they try to overthrow the moral
system, they will be engaging in an immoral act. The moral
system itself must be defended above all.

Let us call this the Principle of Self-Defense: It is the
moral duty of all adherents of Strict Father morality to defend
Strict Father morality above all else.

In the case of Strict Father morality, there is no shortage
of opponents to the system—opponents to absolute criteria
for right and wrong, opponents to a hierarchical moral order,
opponents to free-market economics, opponents to the prior-
ity of moral strength, and so on. Many of these opponents
happen to be in the academic world, especially in the human-
ities, and in the art world. By the Principle of Self-Defense,
Strict Father morality categorizes them as immoral, and hos-
tility to the National Endowments for the Arts and Humani-
ties is a natural consequence of this principle.

Another natural consequence of the principle of Self-
Defense is the antipathy of Strict Father morality toward
homosexuality and feminism. Homosexuality undermines
the Strict Father model of the family, which has both a father
and a mother, with the father having moral authority over
the mother, and with this moral order being legitimated by
the metaphor that the Moral Order Is the Natural Order.
Homosexuality and feminism, which are both seen as vio-
lating the natural order and therefore the moral order, be-
come threats to the moral system itself. Artistic and academic
traditions that accept homosexuality as natural and advocate
feminism are likewise seen as threats to the moral system,
for the same reason.

The Structure of the System

Strict Father morality is organized around the Strict Father
model of the family. There is a group of metaphors for mo-
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rality that fit naturally with that model and are given priority
by it. Those metaphors for morality have entailments that
go far beyond the Strict Father family model. When taken
together, the entailments of those metaphors define a well-
organized and far-reaching moral system.

Here is a list of the metaphors discussed and the ways that
they fit together in the system. By the ‘‘central model,” I
am, of course, referring to the Strict Father model of the
family as given above.

MORAL STRENGTH: This spells out the crucial notion of
self-discipline as characterized in the family model and ex-
tends it to morality in general.

MORAL AUTHORITY: This builds on parental authority in
the central model and extends it to morality generally. In
the process, it characterizes a notion of legitimate and ille-
gitimate moral authority.

MORAL ORDER: This legitimizes the Strict Father’s authority
in the family model, and is important in defining in general
what counts as ‘‘natural’’ and hence legitimate authority.
MORAL BOUNDARIES: This allows us to apply spatial reason-
ing to moral structures.

MORAL ESSENCE: This spells out an important part of what
is meant by ‘‘character’’ in the family model.

MORAL WHOLENESS: This provides a way to conceptualize
the importance of the unity, stability, and homogeneity of
morality as assumed in the central model.

MORAL PURITY: This provides us with a way to conceptual-
ize immorality as portrayed in the family model.

MORAL HEALTH: This allows us to conceptualize the ef-
fects of immorality as portrayed in the family model.
MORAL SELF-INTEREST: This provides the crucial link be-
tween self-discipline and self-reliance in the family model.
MORALITY AS NURTURANCE: This links nurturance in the
family model to helping others in society in general.
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Each of these metaphors exists independently of the Strict
Father model of the family. Most of them are motivated by
experiential morality, as it was described in Chapter 3. Many
of them appear in diverse cultures around the world. But in
American culture, the peculiarly American version of the
Strict Father family model organizes these metaphors in a
way that may very well not exist in other cultures.

It is important to see how the logic of Strict Father moral-
ity is a consequence partly of the logic of the Strict Father
family model, but even more a product of the metaphors
listed above that turn that model of the family into a general
moral system. Here is a list of the metaphors in the system
and what they contribute to Strict Father morality.

MORAL STRENGTH: This contributes a great deal—the strict
dichotomy between good and evil, the internal evils, asceti-
cism, and the immorality of moral weakness.

MORAL AUTHORITY: This contributes notions of the legiti-
macy and illegitimacy of moral authority, and transfers

the resentment toward meddling parents into resentment
against the meddling of other authority figures.

MORAL ORDER: This legitimizes certain traditional hierarchi-
cal power relations and, together with Moral Strength,
makes it seem reasonable to think that the rich are either
morally or naturally superior to the poor.

MORAL BOUNDARIES: This provides a spatial logic of the
danger of deviance.

MORAL ESSENCE: This contributes the idea that there exists
an essence called ‘‘character,’’ that it can be determined
by significant past actions, and that it is a reliable indicator
of future actions.

MORAL WHOLENESS: This makes moral unity and unifor-
mity a virtue and suggests the imminent and serious danger
of any sign of moral nonunity and nonuniformity.
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MORAL PURITY: This associates our visceral reactions of
disgust and our logic of the corruption of pure substances
with the idea that morality must be unified and uniform.
MORAL HEALTH: This adds the logic of disease to the logic
of immorality and contributes the idea that contact with im-
moral people is dangerous because the immorality might
spread in a rapid and uncontrollable way like an epidemic.
MORAL SELF-INTEREST: This adds the idea that seeking
one’s self-interest is a moral activity and interfering with
the seeking of self-interest is immoral. The application of
this metaphor is limited by its role in the system.
MORALITY AS NURTURANCE: The role of this metaphor in
the system 1is to specify when helping people is moral.
Help is never moral when it interferes with the cultivation
of self-discipline and responsibility and therefore leads to
moral weakness. Since reward and punishment are as-
sumed to be effective in promoting learning, the giving of
nurturance as reward and withholding of nurturance in the
name of discipline and punishment can serve the moral pur-
pose of teaching self-discipline and responsibility. Nurtur-
ance is not unconditional. It must serve the function of au-
thority, strength, and discipline.

MORAL PRIORITIES

Strict Father morality imposes a hierarchical structure on
the metaphors we have just discussed. In this hierarchy of
metaphors we can see clearly the moral priorities of Strict
Father morality. The metaphors with the highest priority
form a group: Moral Strength, Moral Authority, Moral Or-
der, Moral Boundaries, Moral Essence, Moral Wholeness,
Moral Purity, and Moral Health. Let us call this the Strength
Group.

The Strength Group has the highest priority. Moral Self-
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Interest, which functions to link self-discipline to self-
reliance, has the next highest priority. Moral Nurturance is
last, since it functions in the service of the Strength Group
plus Moral Self-Interest. That is, the function of nurturance
in this model is to promote strength; providing nurturance is
to be a reward for obedience and withholding it, a punish-
ment for disobedience. Nurturance is not the highest end,
but a means to that end. That gives it the lowest priority.
The priority list is:

1. The Strength Group
2. Moral Self-Interest
3. Moral Nurturance

It is important to bear in mind, as we shall see in the next
section, that both Strict Father and Nurturant Parent morality
make use of the same metaphors, but the metaphors have
opposite priorities in the two systems. As we shall see in the
next chapter, there are other metaphors that go along with
moral nurturance. These too get the lowest priority in Strict
Father morality.

The fact that these are not arbitrary metaphors, but are
grounded in everyday well-being and in experiential moral-
ity, makes it seem that these metaphorical entailments are
just common sense—natural, inevitable, and universal. That
is why it is important to separate the metaphors out, to exam-
ine them, to understand them thoroughly, and to know what
each of them contributes to the overall moral system.

Strict Father Morality is a highly elaborate, unified moral
system built around a particular concept of family life and
extended to all of morality via metaphors for morality. Those
metaphors for morality, for the most part, exist indepen-
dently of the system, are common in other cultures, and
occur in other moral systems. It is the way that they are
organized in this system that gives them the overall logical
and emotional effect that they have.
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Parameters of Variation

The model of family-based morality just given is the central
member of a radial category of family models and corre-
sponding moral systems. To date, I have identified four pa-
rameters that determine variations on this model:

1. Linear scales

2. The pragmatic-idealistic dimension

3. The presence or absence of particular ‘‘clauses’ in the
Moral Order

4. Moral focus

Let us consider these in turn.

LINEAR SCALES

The violation of a rule may be a matter of degree. Did your
teenager come home fifteen minutes late or two hours late?
Did your eight-year-old leave a few toys on the floor, or was
the room a total mess? Some infringements of a rule are
minor, others major, and others in-between. Correspond-
ingly, punishments in general can be relatively harsh or le-
nient. Do you keep your eight-year-old from watching her
favorite TV show, do you send her to bed without dinner,
do you take her pants down and whip her with a belt until
she offers no more resistance, or do you slap her senseless?
Such linear-scale differences are often not merely quantita-
tive, but qualitative. The difference between a lenient parent,
a moderately strict parent, an abusive parent, and a criminal
may have to do with the degree to which infractions are
taken seriously and with the degree of punishment. Sufficient
differences of degree can result in differences of kind.

IDEALISTIC VS. PRAGMATIC

The model discussed above is an idealistic model. The ideals
are to promote self-discipline and self-reliance. The pursuit
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of self-interest is seen as a means by which a self-disci-
plined person can achieve the goal of self-reliance. How-
ever, the means and the end can be reversed. In a pragmatic
variant on the model, the goal is to pursue self-interest and
the means for pursuing self-interest are self-discipline and
self-reliance.

Thus, a pragmatic strict parent may not care about self-
discipline and self-reliance for their own sake, but may want
his child to be capable of pursuing her self-interest as compe-
tently as possible. He may then feel that self-discipline and
self-reliance are the best means to that end. An idealistic
strict parent may, on the other hand, see self-discipline and
self-reliance as moral ends for his child—the really impor-
tant things in life. The pursuit of self-interest may just be
the best means for a self-disciplined person to achieve self-
reliance.

THE MORAL OQORDER

The metaphor of the Moral Order links dominance to moral
authority. This metaphor has a number of variations, de-
pending on which ‘“‘clauses’’ are included. The source do-
main of the metaphor is the domain of worldly power. In
that domain various forms of dominance may occur in a
society. Each general instance of dominance is represented
by a ‘‘clause’’ of the form ‘‘A has dominance over B.”” The
Moral Order metaphor projects a dominance hierarchy onto
the moral domain, creating a corresponding hierarchy of le-
gitimate moral authority. A particular version of the meta-
phor maps a particular set of dominance clauses onto a corre-
sponding set of moral authority clauses of the form ‘A has
moral authority over B.”’

In the central model given above, a set of dominance
clauses, namely,
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God has dominance over human beings.

Human beings have dominance over nature (animals,
plants, and natural objects).

Adults have dominance over children.

Men have dominance over women.

are mapped onto a corresponding set of moral authority
clauses, in particular,

God has moral authority over human beings.

Human beings have moral authority over nature (ani-
mals, plants, and natural objects).

Adults have moral authority over children.

Men have moral authority over women.

One form of variation on this model is that different domi-
nance clauses from the domain of worldly power are mapped
onto the domain of morality.

For example, suppose that the dominance clause ‘‘Men
have dominance over women’’ is no longer mapped onto
‘“‘Men have moral authority over women.”’ Then, what one
gets is something like a feminist version of Strict Father
morality. In this version of the Strict Father model of the
family, the father no longer has authority over the mother in
the family and both parents set and enforce the rules equally
and make decisions equally.

Take another example. Suppose one took the dominance
clause ‘‘Whites have dominance over nonwhites’’ from the
domain of worldly power and mapped it onto ‘‘Whites have
moral authority over nonwhites.”” This would yield a racist
version of Strict Father morality, which might not apply
within an all-white family, but would apply as a ‘‘moral”’
principle to society in general.

It is important to note that this parameter of variation is
highly constrained. There are not all that many general domi-
nance clauses that are taken to be true in our folk models of
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the domain of worldly power. Consider a somewhat silly
example of what cannot be a dominance clause mapped onto
the moral domain. We have no general cultural folk model in
which people who dislike cinnamon have worldly dominance
over people who like cinnamon. Thus, there cannot be a
variant of the Moral Order metaphor that produces ‘‘People
who dislike cinnamon have moral authority over people who
like cinnamon.”’ Cinnamon does not happen to be what cul-
tural dominance is about in our culture, and so it cannot be
a distinct determinant of moral authority. Race, sex, and
religion are, however, very much involved in cultural domi-
nance and so they enter into possible versions of Moral Or-
der. We will discuss such cases below in Chapter 17.

MoraL Focus

A given person may find some aspect of a family model or
a family-based moral system to be of overriding importance,
and so may give it priority over other aspects of the family
model or moral system. The term we use for this is ‘‘moral
focus.”

For example, a strict father may be more concerned with
maintaining his authority than with his children really be-
coming self-disciplined and self-reliant. In this case, we will
say that he places his primary moral focus on the main-
tenance of authority. As a result he may set arbitrary rules
that have little or nothing to do with developing self-
discipline and self-reliance, but simply are there to show
who’s boss.

Another case is one where a strict father may give primary
moral focus to his own self-reliance and therefore give less
moral focus to the protection of his family. Such a parent
may be unable to ask for help from friends when his family
needs help.

As in the case of the moral order, the possibilities for the



107 < Strict Father Morality

use of moral focus are limited to aspects of the model. It is
not a variation on the model to have a moral focus on choco-
late ice cream, since chocolate ice cream is not in, or implied
by, the model. One can only focus on—and give priority
to—what is in, or implied by, the model in context.

As we shall see when we get to politics, these four parame-
ters of variation give rise to a considerable number of ver-
sions of conservatism—not by some random mechanism, but
systematically, since they are defined by the structure of the
model itself.



— 6 —

Nurturant Parent Morality

Let us now turn to a second moral system built around a
model of an ideal family: a Nurturant Parent family. Though
this model of the family seems to have begun as a woman’s
model, it has now become widespread in America among
both sexes.

THE NURTURANT PARENT MODEL: A family of pref-
erably two parents, but perhaps only one. If two, the
parents share household responsibilities.

The primal experience behind this model is one of
being cared for and cared about, having one’s desires
for loving interactions met, living as happily as possi-
ble, and deriving meaning from mutual interaction
and care.

Children develop best through their positive relation-
ships to others, through their contribution to their com-
munity, and through the ways in which they realize
their potential and find joy in life. Children become re-
sponsible, self-disciplined, and self-reliant through be-
ing cared for and respected, and through caring for
others. Support and protection are part of nurturance,
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and they require strength and courage on the part of
parents. The obedience of children comes out of their
love and respect for their parents, not out of the fear
of punishment.

Open, two-way, mutually respectful communication
is crucial. If parents’ authority is to be legitimate,
they must tell children why their decisions serve the
cause of protection and nurturance. The questioning
of parents by children is positive, since children need
to learn why their parents do what they do, since chil-
dren often have good ideas that should be taken seri-
ously, and since all family members should partici-
pate in important decisions. Responsible parents, of
course, have to make the ultimate decisions and that
must be clear.

Protection is a form of caring, and protection from
external dangers takes up a significant part of the nur-
turant parent’s attention. The world is filled with evils
that can harm a child, and it is the nurturant parent’s
duty to ward them off. Crime and drugs are, of
course, significant, but so are less obvious dangers:
cigarettes, cars without seat belts, dangerous toys, in-
flammable clothing, pollution, asbestos, lead paint,
pesticides in food, diseases, unscrupulous business-
men, and so on. Protection of innocent and helpless
children from such evils is a major part of a nurturant
parent’s job.

The principal goal of nurturance is for children to
be fulfilled and happy in their lives and to become
nurturant themselves. A fulfilling life is assumed to
be, in significant part, a nurturant life, one commit-
ted to family and community responsibility. Self-
fulfillment and the nurturance of others are seen as
inseparable. What children need to learn most is
empathy for others, the capacity for nurturance, coop-
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eration, and the maintenance of social ties, which can-
not be done without the strength, respect, self-
discipline, and self-reliance that comes through being
cared for and caring. Raising a child to be fulfilled
also requires helping that child develop his or her po-
tential for achievement and enjoyment. That requires
respecting the child’s own values and allowing the
child to explore the range of ideas and options that
the world offers. :

When children are respected, nurtured, and commu-
nicated with from birth, they gradually enter into a
lifetime relationship of mutual respect, communica-
tion, and caring with their parents.

Though this model is very different from the Strict Father
model, it has one very important thing in common with it.
They both assume that the system of childrearing will be
reproduced in the child. In the Strict Father model, discipline
is incorporated into the child to become, by adulthood, self-
discipline and the ability to discipline others. In the Nurturant
Parent model, nurturance is incorporated into the child to
eventually become self-nurturance (the ability to take care
of oneself) and the ability to nurture others. -

But the mechanism by which this is accomplished is en-
tirely different in this model, which makes different assump-
tions about the nature of children in particular and human
beings in general. The Nurturant Parent model does not as-
sume that children primarily learn through reward and pun-
ishment, nor that adults mostly tailor their actions to rewards
and punishments.

Instead, it is assumed that children learn through their
attachments to their parents—which are, ideally, secure and
loving attachments. They learn to be toward others and to-
ward themselves what their parents are to them, and they
learn it in two ways. First, they follow the model of their
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parents’ behavior. Second, through being securely attached
to their parents, they become attuned to their parents’ expec-
tations and try to meet them. If the parents are careful about
making their expectations realistic and appropriately chal-
lenging—rather than overdemanding or nondemanding—the
children will be able to meet them and develop mastery.

The ideal nurturant parents must be, or become, what they
want their children to be: basically happy, empathetic, able
to take care of themselves, responsible, creative, communi-
cative, and fair. A securely attached child will be motivated
to please his parents and to reproduce the parents’ qualities.
Parents, by being empathetic and attuned to what a child can
do at various stages, gradually encourage the child to do
things for himself and for the family at large. Children do
this not out of fear of punishment or obedience to authority,
but out of a desire to display their mastery, please their
parents, and gain respect. Children gradually become self-
conscious, that is, conscious of whether their behavior is
earning the respect of their parents. Parents must show enthu-
siasm at their children’s display of mastery. Parents become
respected because they respect their children. Children come
to respect themselves and others through this mechanism.

If children are to become nurturing, they must develop
a social conscience. To do so, they must become self-
conscious. They need to learn honest questioning and sincere
probing, to know what is not so nice about themselves and
their parents, both to improve themselves and to have a real-
istic understanding about who they are and what their parents
are like. For this reason, nurturant parents encourage ques-
tioning, self-examination, and openness. These are all seen
as necessary for the development of a self-conscious and
socially conscious person.

In these ways, children become the kind of persons their
parents want them to be. They learn to take care of them-
selves, be responsible, enjoy life, develop their potential,



112 + CHAPTER SIX

meet the needs and expectations of those they love and re-
spect, and become independent-minded. They also learn to
empathize with others, develop social ties, become socially
responsible, communicate well, respect others, and act fairly
toward them. They become self-nurturant and nurturant to
others. In short, they become the right kind of people—what
you want people to be if you are going to live in the world
with them.

Such a person can function in the world because he can
develop his talents, take care of himself, and develop strong
bonds of mutual affection with and respect for others. He
has an inner strength, having developed it naturally in the
course of becoming nurturant of himself and others. And
most of all, he understands the nature of interdependence.
He understands that bonds of affection and earned mutual
respect are stronger than bonds of dominance.

What does the world have to be like if people like this are
to develop and thrive? The world must be as nurturant as
possible and respond positively to nurturance. It must be a
world that encourages people to develop their potential and
provides help when necessary. And correspondingly, it must
be a place where those who are helped feel a responsibility
to help others and carry out that responsibility. It must be a
world governed maximally by empathy, where the weak who
need help get it from the strong. It must be a world governed
as much as possible by bonds of affection, respect, and inter-
dependence. Finally, it must be a world in which the nurtur-
ance provided to us by the natural environment is recognized,
appreciated, and returned. In short, the natural world must be
sustained, and we must do everything we can to sustain it.

The Nurturant Parent model thus defines a moral attitude
to the world. It is based on assumptions about human nature,
how children learn, and what the right kind of person is. If
the world is to be a place that is hospitable to the develop-
ment of such people, then we have a social responsibility to
help make it such a place.
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That social responsibility begins with the raising of chil-
dren. It includes a responsibility to avoid what is harmful.
Children should not be brought up by a system of rewards
and punishments—and especially not by painful corporal
punishment. To a child, corporal punishment is a form of
violence, and violence begets violence. If children learn that
abuse, punishment, and violence are ways to impose author-
ity and command respect, they will reproduce that behavior
and the result will be a violent society. Neglect, the depriving
of needed nurturance, has an effect like that of abuse; a child
not cared for and respected will not respect and care for
others. Cooperation should be stressed rather than competi-
tion. Fierce competition brings out aggressive behavior,
which will then be duplicated in later life. The nonaggressive
side of competition is mastery, which is developed naturally
through nurturance and encouragement. Cooperation devel-
ops an appreciation for interdependence. An appreciation of
pleasure and an aesthetic sense should be cultivated, so that
one can develop one’s capacity for happiness and one’s abil-
ity to give to others the gift of one’s own happiness. Asceti-
cism should be avoided. Self-denial makes one more likely
to deny and disapprove of the happiness of others.

Interdependence is a nonhierarchical relationship. To max-
imize the benefits of interdependence and cooperation, hier-
archical relationships should be minimized. Legitimate au-
thority should be a consequence of the ability to nurture—of
wisdom, judgment, empathy, and so on; authority should
not come out of dominance. These are exactly the opposite
of the childrearing practices of the Strict Father model. The
world that the nurturant parent seeks to create has exactly
the opposite properties.

The Metaphor System for Nurturant Parent Morality

This view of the family, of childrearing, of what the right
kind of person is, and of what the world should be like gives
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priority to a very different set of metaphors for morality than
does the Strict Father model. Where the Strict Father model
stressed discipline, authority, order, boundaries, homogene-
ity, purity, and self-interest, the Nurturant Parent model
stresses empathy, nurturance, self-nurturance, social ties,
fairness, and happiness. These become the priorities of a
rather different moral system, in which morality is conceptu-
alized in terms of what is stressed in this family model,
namely, empathy, nurturance, and so on. Thus, the meta-
phors such as Morality As Empathy and Morality As Nurtur-
ance are given primacy in this model. Let us begin with
Morality As Empathy.

MoRraLITY AS EMPATHY

Empathy is understood metaphorically as the capacity to
project your consciousness into other people so that you can
feel what they feel. We can see this in the language of empa-
thy: I know what it’s like to be in your shoes. I know how
you feel. 1 feel for you. Now we cannot literally project our
consciousness into someone else’s mind and body, which is
why this notion of empathy is metaphorical. However, it is
possible, if we work at it, to imagine being someone else.
This is what we have to do, as best we can, if we want to
act nurturantly toward someone else. Empathy is the basis
of a major conception of morality.

* Morality Is Empathy.

The logic of empathy is this: If you really feel what another
person feels, and if you want to feel a sense of well-being,
then you will want that person to experience a sense of well-
being. Therefore, you will act so as to promote a sense of
well-being in that person. To conceptualize moral action as
fully empathetic action is more than just abiding by the
Golden Rule, to do unto others as you would have them do
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unto you. The Golden Rule does not take into account that
others may have different values than you do. Taking moral-
ity as empathy requires basing your actions on their values,
not yours. This requires a stronger Golden Rule: Do unto
others as they would have you do unto them.

The strong Golden Rule is, however, not always applica-
ble. Suppose you are a liberal attempting to empathize with
a conservative, whose Strict Father views contradict the very
kind of empathy you are trying to use. To adopt his values
is to undermine any possible success at implementing your
values. When the value system as a whole is at stake, the
strong Golden Rule may yield a paradox. To obey it is not
to obey it. When discussing values that are less than all-
inclusive, the strong Golden Rule is not subject to such a
paradox.

The very existence of the traditional weaker Golden Rule
suggests that empathy comes in both stronger and weaker
forms.

Absolute empathy is simply feeling as someone else feels,
with no strings attached. But strings commonly are attached.
The reason is that we cannot only project our capacity to
feel onto someone else, but we can also project our values
onto someone else. Many people can only project their ca-
pacity to feel onto someone else if they also project their
values onto them. Let us call this egocentric empathy. In
egocentric empathy, you project your capacity to feel onto
another person, keeping your values. This yields a weak
form of the Golden Rule, what might be called the Brass
Rule: Do unto others as you would have them do unto you—
but only if they share your values!

It is extremely important to distinguish egocentric empathy
from absolute empathy plus moral instruction. Suppose you
have a child and you want to teach that child your moral
values. Suppose the child comes to reject some or all of
those values, yet you still think it is important to try to
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teach them to him. Under egocentric empathy, you will not
empathize with your child unless he adopts your values. Un-
der absolute empathy with moral instruction, you will empa-
thize with your child despite the difference of values—
perhaps doing your best to understand his values—while still
trying to get him to adopt your values. Both cases arise
regularly in family life throughout the country and the differ-
ence is all-important.

Another type of empathy is affordable empathy. 1t is the
ability of people who are relatively well-off to empathize
with people who are less fortunate than they. The logic of
affordable empathy is the Wooden Rule: Do unto others as
you would have them do unto you—providing you can afford
it easily!

Charity, as it is all too often practiced in this country,
combines moral accounting with affordable empathy. It is a
way of accruing moral credit by giving something of positive
value—typically money—to people who are less well-off
than you when you can well afford it. Income tax deductions
for charitable contributions are interesting in this light; they
permit you to accrue real financial credit rather than mere
moral credit.

MORALITY AS NURTURANCE

Nurturance presupposes empathy. A child is helpless, it can-
not care for itself. It requires someone to care for it, and to
care for a child adequately, you have to care about a child.
You have to project your capacity for feeling onto a child
accurately enough to have a sense of what that child needs.
This not only requires empathy, it requires constant empathy.
It also requires, to a significant extent, putting the child’s
needs before your own, making sacrifices for your child—
though not so much that it prevents one from nurturing ade-
quately.
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We have just seen that there are a number of forms of
empathy—absolute, egocentric, and affordable. Any partic-
ular occurrence of empathy may be a pure form of one of
these, but it may also be a mixture, with each form incorpo-
rated in various degrees. Empathy is rarely simple or
straightforward or pure. Since empathy plays a role in nurtur-
ance, each of the many forms of empathy defines a corre-
sponding form of nurturance. Thus, there are complexities
of nurturance that mirror the complexities of empathy.

Nurturance also involves rights and duties; it inherently
involves morality. A child has a right to nurturance and a
parent has a responsibility to provide it. A parent who does
not adequately nurture a child is thus metaphorically robbing
that child of something it has a right to. For a parent to fail
to nurture a child is immoral. _

In conceiving of morality as nurturance, this notion of
family-based morality is projected onto society in general.

The conception of morality as nurturance can be stated as
the following conceptual metaphor:

* The Community Is a Family.

* Moral Agents Are Nurturing Parents.

* People Needing Help Are Children Needing Nur-
turance.

* Moral Action Is Nurturance.

This metaphor has the following entailments, based on what
one knows about being nurtyrant toward children:

* To nurture children, one must have absolute and reg-
ular empathy with them.

* To act morally toward people needing help to sur-
vive, one must have absolute and regular empa-
thy with them.

* Nurturance may require making sacrifices to care
for children.
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* Moral action may require making sacrifices to help
truly needy people.

If one’s community is, further, conceptualized as a family,
a further entailment follows from this metaphor:

e Family members have a responsibility to see that
children in their family are nurtured.

* Community members have a responsibility to see
that people needing help in their community are
helped.

These entailments are widespread among Americans. In
times of disaster, help pours forth for community members
who need help to survive. What limits it is the form of
empathy people have and the issue of who counts as a com-
munity member. Those with egocentric empathy will help
only those who share their values. Those who define cer-
tain needy people as outside their metaphoric family, that is,
their community, will feel no responsibility for helping
them. Consequently, many Americans see enormous dif-
ferences between neighbors subject to disasters (who share
their values and are clearly community members) and home-
less people (who are not perceived as sharing their values
and who are, for the most part, not seen as community
members).

COMPASSION

Incidentally, the term ‘‘compassion’” has two intimately re-
lated senses, defined relative to moral empathy and moral
nurturance. To ‘‘feel compassion’’ is to experience empathy.
To “‘show compassion’’ is to act nurturantly on the basis of
compassionate feelings. There are, of course, limited forms
of compassion that result from the limitations that occur on
empathy and on nurturance, as when you limit compassion
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to those who share your values and those whom you perceive
as community members.

MORAL SELF-NURTURANCE

You can’t care for others adequately if you don’t care for
yourself. An important part of the morality of nurturance is
the requirement of self-nurturance, taking care of one’s own
basic needs: maintaining one’s health, making a living,
maintaining interpersonal relationships, and so on. The mo-
rality of nurturance and self-nurturance can sometimes be in
a precarious balance, when the sacrifices needed to nurture
others conflict with taking care of oneself.

It is important to distinguish self-nurturance and self-
interest. Self-nurturance is necessary for any adequate moral
functioning. Self-interest goes considerably further to the sat-
isfaction of desire, most typically the desire for money and
power. These are rather different notions. A selfish person
is one who puts his self-interest ahead of the needs of those
he has a duty to nurture or to share with. But someone who
simply attends to his most basic needs, who makes self-
nurturance a prerequisite to the nurturance of others, is not
selfish. Someone who puts the nurturance of others not only
ahead of his self-interest but also ahead of his self-nurturance
is selfless.

Selflessness is not always what it seems. Though we are
taught that selflessness defines saintly behavior, the reality
can be quite different. First, selflessness, by moral account-
ing, imposes moral debts upon the people that the selfless
person takes care of. Second, the selfless person, in putting
the nurturance of others above self-nurturance, may suffer a
- decline in health or other capacities and may, because of his
selflessness, ultimately have to be taken care of himself. This
may impose a considerable burden on others—especially the
people he has previously taken care of. Thus, selflessness
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may impose a considerable cost on those one is selfless to-
wards.

For these reasons, the Morality As Nurturance metaphor
implies that self-nurturance is a moral necessity.

MORALITY AS SOCIAL NURTURANCE

There are two varieties of moral nurturance, one about indi-
viduals and the other about social relations. When disputes
arise or when one person acts unfairly or harms another,
social ties can be disrupted or broken. If community mem-
bers are to empathize with one another and be nurturant
toward one another, those social ties must be constantly
mended and maintained. The link between nurturance and
the maintenance of social ties can be stated as follows:

* Moral Agents Are Nurturing parents.
* Social Ties Are Children Needing Care.
* Moral Action Is the Nurturance of Social Ties.

Much of what we know about the nurturance of children then
applies, by this metaphor, to social ties, making our attitudes
toward social ties conform to our knowledge about nur-
turance:

* To act morally, one must attend constantly to social
ties.

* One may have to make sacrifices to maintain social
ties.

* People who can maintain and mend social ties have
a duty to do so.

« It is wrong not to maintain and mend social ties.

The morality of social nurturance is by no means the pre-
serve of women. Anyone who is ‘‘diplomatic,”” who sees
the primary moral need as working constantly for compro-
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mise and the maintenance of community is living according
to this metaphor.

It is important to realize that the Social Nurturance meta-
phor and the Moral Nurturance metaphor may sometimes
contradict each other, even though they form a natural pair-
ing. This occurs when you have to maintain social ties with
people in your community who do not believe in or operate
by the Moral Nurturance metaphor. Compromising with such
people for the sake of maintaining social ties may require
compromising on moral nurturance.

MoRaALITY IS HAPPINESS

Nurturance typically requires sacrifice. And so it might seem
strange that a concomitant of moral nurturance would be a
view of morality as the cultivation of one’s own happiness.
Yet such a moral scheme is a consequence of Morality As
Nurturance. The reasoning goes like this:

Unhappy people are less likely to be compassionate
(empathetic and nurturant) than happy people, since
they are not likely to want others to be happier than
they are. Therefore, to promote one’s own capacity
for compassion (empathy and nurturance), one should
make oneself as happy as possible—provided one
doesn’t hurt anyone in the process.

This view of the morality of happiness is intuitively under-
stood and widespread among a great many whose moral sys-
tem is Nurturant Parent morality. Incidentally, it is a long-
standing part of the Buddhist tradition. There is a reason,
after all, why the Buddha is smiling.

Moral Happiness is anything but a form of selfishness or
crass self-interest, since the prior commitment to compas-
sion—to help and not hurt others—rules that out. In the
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context of a commitment to empathy and nurturance, making
oneself as happy as possible is anything but mere hedonism,
since it promotes empathy and nurturance, which are the
most profound forms of moral behavior.

Some Americans have adopted a perverted view of Moral
Nurturance, a view in which self-sacrifice is required for the
sake of others and someone who pursues his own happiness
cannot be seen as being sufficiently nurturant. To those for
whom morality mainly means self-sacrifice, the very idea of
Moral Happiness is foreign. But, interestingly enough, a
great many Americans do have an intuitive sense that, in
the context of the priority of empathy and nurturance, the
cultivation of one’s own happiness serves a moral end. The
desire that your children be happy does not contradict your
desire that they be empathetic and nurturant and socially
responsible—at least not within Nurturant Parent morality.

Such an idea does, however, contradict Moral Strength,
where self-denial is seen as serving the moral purpose of
building moral strength serving a higher authority. To some-
one who functions within Strict Father morality, the idea of
Moral Happiness will seem like self-indulgence. In the Strict
Father moral system, happiness is appropriate as a reward
for self-discipline and hard work; in that context, it can serve
a moral purpose. But in Nurturant Parent morality, the culti-
vation of one’s own happiness can serve a moral purpose in
itself.

MORALITY AS SELF-DEVELOPMENT

Nurturant parents want to see their children develop their
abilities—not nonnurturant abilities like the ability to torture
people or deceive people or take advantage of them, but
abilities that serve nurturance. Thus, Morality As Nurturance
entails Morality As Self-Development. What counts as self-
development is determined by the rest of the moral system;
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it is self-development in the cause of increasing empathy,
helping others, nurturing social ties, making people happy,
or increasing one’s capacity for happiness. Thus appropriate
forms of self-development might be education, the develop-
ment of artistic skills, community service, experience in na-
ture, contact with other cultures, meditation, sensitivity-
training, and so on.

Nurturance implies empathy, self-nurturance, the nurtur-
ance of social ties, the cultivation of happiness, and self-
development. When one understands Morality As Nurtur-
ance metaphorically, a host of other metaphors are entailed:
Morality As Empathy, Moral Self-Nurturance, Morality As
the Nurturance of Social Ties, Morality As Happiness, and
Morality As Self-Development. The Nurturant Parent model
of the family gives this whole category of moral schemes its
highest priority.

MORALITY AS FAIR DISTRIBUTION

The Nurturant Parent model requires that children be nur-
tured equally and that the responsibilities of parenthood be
equally shared between spouses. This gives priority to the
metaphor of Morality As Fair Distribution. But that, in itself,
does not tell us which of the main models of fair distribution
is to be chosen in which circumstance. Recall the models of
fair distribution:

* Equality of distribution (one child, one cookie)

» Equality of opportunity (one person, one raffle
ticket)

» Procedural distribution (playing by the rules deter-
mines what you get)

¢ Rights-based fairness (you get what you have a
right to)
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* Need-based fairness (the more you need, the more
you have a right to)

 Scalar distribution (the more you work, the more
you get)

* Contractual distribution (you get what you agree to)

» Equal distribution of responsibility (we share the
burden equally)

* Scalar distribution of responsibility (the greater your
abilities, the greater your responsibilities)

* Equal distribution of power (one person, one vote)

The Nurturant Parent model of the family includes some of
these. Need-based fairness applies to nurturance for children:
younger children may need more attention, teenage children
more money. Other situations require fairness to be equality
of distribution: one child, one cookie. With a combination
of older and younger children, there is a scalar distribution
of responsibility; more responsibility is expected of older
children. Parents, however, share an equal distribution of
responsibility and power. Children’s games impose proce-
dural fairness.

In the Nurturant Parent family, the conditions of family
life determine the forms of fair distribution. Once the meta-
phor of Morality As Fair Distribution is extended from the
family to life in general, the nature of fairness may become
less obvious, or may be determined by other principles (as
we shall see below). Nonetheless, Morality As Fair Distribu-
tion is a cornerstone of Nurturant Parent morality.

MORAL GROWTH

The nurturance of children is in the service of growth. Chil-
dren do physically grow. Given that morality is conceptual-
ized in terms of verticality—uprightness, high moral princi-
ples, etc.—it is hardly strange that we should have the
metaphorical notion of moral growth, in which becoming
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more moral is seen as ‘‘growing.’” Children grow in response
to nurturance and exercise. In the metaphor of Morality As
Nurturance, nurturing children corresponds metaphorically
to helping someone badly in need of help. A natural exten-
sion of that metaphor is the metaphor of Moral Growth,
where adults are seen as capable of growing morally either
through help (which corresponds to nurturance) or work (the
adult correlate of exercise). The metaphor of Moral Growth
can be stated as follows:

» The Degree of Morality Is Physical Height.

* Moral Growth Is Physical Growth.

* Moral Norms for People Are Physical Height
Norms.

Thus, a ‘‘moral midget’’ is someone of low moral character.
We can speak of ‘‘moral development,”’ by which we mean
the stages of moral sensibility that a child goes through as
she or he grows up. We can speak of a person’s moral growth
as being ‘‘stunted,’”’ and we know what that means, namely,
that she or he has not developed normally and has only
reached an early stage of development. Project Head Start
has a moral component. The idea is to give a young child a
growth spurt in moral development, as well as a ‘‘head start’’
on life’s journey.

Moral growth is a central idea in religion and law. The
idea of repentance presupposes the possibility for moral
growth. In law, ‘‘showing remorse’’ is a demonstration of
moral growth and grounds for a reduced prison sentence.
The idea of moral growth has long been associated more
with liberal than with conservative politics. This comes out
clearly in the politics of prisons. The concept of rehabilita-
tion is based on the concept of moral growth. The idea is
that if prisoners are treated humanely, taught useful skills,
encouraged to get an education, allowed to earn furloughs,
and provided with a job upon release, they will have a chance
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to grow morally and become useful citizens. Not that this is
guaranteed, by any means. But if prisoners do grow morally,
there is no reason to keep them in prison.

THE MORAL STRENGTH TO NURTURE

The Nurturant Parent has to be strong—strong enough to
support and protect a child and strong enough to nurture,
which is not an enterprise for weaklings. Nurturing children
is exhausting work physically, mentally, and emotionally.
For a nurturant parent, strength is in the service of nur-
turance.

The metaphor of Morality As Nurturance therefore requires
an appropriate version of the metaphor of Moral Strength,
one in which Moral Strength is in service of Moral Nurtur-
ance, that is, where Moral Nurturance has the highest priority
and Moral Strength contributes to it. But this means that the
metaphor of Moral Strength cannot appear in the system of
Nurturant Parent morality in the same form in which it ap-
pears in Strict Father morality, where it had the highest pri-
ority. In the Nurturant Parent system, the Moral Strength
metaphor cannot contradict the metaphors of Morality As
Empathy, Nurturance, and Happiness. A version of Moral
Strength can appear in the system, but only that part of it
that is consistent with Morality As Empathy, Nurturance,
and Happiness. Let us consider exactly what that means.

The conceptual metaphor of Moral Strength is stated as in
the Strict Father system:

* Being Good Is Being Upright.

* Being Bad Is Being Low.

* Evil Is a Force (external or internal).
* Morality Is Strength.

But when set in the Nurturant Parent system of morality and
made to serve and be consistent with the metaphor of Moral-
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ity As Nurturance and all that goes along with it, the en-
tailments of the Moral Strength metaphor change drastically.

Morality As Empathy and Nurturance requires that one
empathize with and be nurturant toward people with different
values than one’s own, including different moral values. This
means that one cannot maintain a strict good-evil dichotomy.
To be able to see the world through other people’s values
and truly empathize with them means that you cannot see all
people who have different moral values than yours as ene-
mies to be demonized.

There are external evils, dangers, and hardships and one
must be strong to confront them to protect oneself and one’s
family. That strength comes, not through self-denial and the
imposition of discipline for discipline’s sake, but rather
through the regular exercise of nurturance, which takes
strength and hence builds strength.

In addition, the notion of internal evils changes radically.
The internal evils that are destructive and that must be con-
fronted are those that interfere with empathy, nurturance,
self-nurturance, the maintenance of social ties, the realiza-
tion of one’s potential, and so on. Those internal evils, or
moral weaknesses, are lack of social responsibility, selfish-
ness, self-righteousness, narrow-mindedness, inability to
experience pleasure, aesthetic insensitivity, lack of curios-
ity, uncommunicativeness, dishonesty, insensitivity to feel-
ings, inconsiderateness, uncooperativeness, meanness, self-
centeredness, and lack of self-respect. In Nurturant Parent
morality, the virtues to be taught—the moral strengths—are
the opposites of the internal evils: social responsibility, gen-
erosity, respect for the values of others, open-mindedness,
a capacity for pleasure, aesthetic sensitivity, inquisitiveness,
ability to communicate, honesty, sensitivity to feelings,
considerateness, cooperativeness, kindness, community-
mindedness, and self-respect. A person of good character is
a person who has these virtues.
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To those raised with Strict Father morality, it may not be
obvious why these are, respectively, moral weaknesses and
strengths—moral flaws and moral virtues. But from the per-
spective of nurturance, it is clear. Lack of social responsibil-
ity, selfishness, insensitivity to feelings, inconsiderateness,
meanness, and dishonesty make it hard to abide by the meta-
phor of Morality As Nurturance. Incuriosity leads to a lack of
knowledge, and since knowledge is needed to be successfully
nurturant, the lack of curiosity also limits one’s ability for suc-
cessful nurturance. Self-righteousness and self-centeredness
make it difficult to abide by the metaphor of Morality As
Empathy. By the logic behind the metaphor of Morality As
Happiness, the inability to experience pleasure and aesthetic
insensitivity are moral flaws, since they limit the experience
of joy and hence limit one’s capacity for empathy and one’s
ability to give joy to others. Uncommunicativeness and unco-
operativeness greatly limit one’s capacity to nurture social
ties. Lack of self-respect makes it difficult to develop one’s
full potential, which in turn may keep one from developing
one’s full capacity for nurturance.

Inquisitiveness and honesty jointly characterize the pas-
sion for truth and knowledge—even truth and knowledge
about ourselves and our society that may not be pleasant.
The ability to nurture successfully requires that we know and
understand ourselves and our society—especially the dark
side—as deeply and truthfully as we can. Art is partly a
matter of beauty—the creation of it and the inquiry into
what it is—but just as importantly a matter of inquiring into,
exploring, and attempting to comprehend our souls and our
society—the dark as well as the light. From the perspective
of nurturance, art and the search for knowledge and under-
standing are, for these reasons, moral activities of the highest
order. From the perspective of nurturance, the age-old equa-
tion of the Good, the True, and the Beautiful makes perfect
sense.
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Many of the sins—the moral weaknesses—of Strict Father
morality are not present in Nurturant Parent morality. Given
the view of Morality As Happiness, the pleasures of the body
take on positive moral value, so long as they don’t interfere
with nurturance, self-nurturance, and the development of
one’s potential. Sensuality is a virtue, just as is aesthetic
sensitivity. Neither are virtues in Strict Father morality. Sex
education is important in Nurturant Parent morality, not just
to prevent unwanted pregnancy or the transmission of sexual
diseases, but also to spread knowledge about nurturant sexu-
ality and how to maximize the giving and receiving of sexual
pleasure. Sexual activity without marriage is not immoral in
itself; it is immoral only if it results in harm to oneself or
others.

MORAL SELF-INTEREST

The metaphor of Moral Self-Interest plays a significant role
in Nurtuyrant Parent morality, but it is subservient to and
limited by the other metaphors in the system. Moreover, its
application is often misunderstood. First, Moral Self-Interest
is often confused with Moral Self-Nurturance, which is tak-
ing care of yourself so that you can take care of others.
Second, it is commonly confused with Morality As Happi-
ness. The idea of being as happy as you can so that you can
properly empathize with, and thus be nurturant toward, oth-
ers is a very different idea than just seeking Self-Interest,
especially seeking wealth and power for their own sake.
Third, the idea of maximally developing your potential so
as to be able to be nurturant toward others is again a very
different idea than just seeking Self-Interest.

The difference can be seen in the example of becoming a
doctor so as to best serve your community versus becoming
a doctor just to get rich. A doctor who serves her community
may happen to get rich, and a doctor who gets rich may
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happen to serve her community, but the difference in the
nature of one’s relation to one’s community and to one’s
own sense of morality is all-important.

To someone who does not comprehend Nurturant Parent
morality, Morality As Self-Nurturance, Happiness, and Self-
Development might be confused with Moral Self-Interest.
Indeed, liberal theorists often fail to make the distinction,
since they correctly see self-nurturance, happiness, and self-
development as requiring protection against interference by
the state. What they incorrectly infer is that self-nurturance,
happiness, and self-development concern the independence
and autonomy of the individual, which would make them
fall under self-interest. But what is involved in such concepts
is interdependence, not independence. Within a community,
Morality As Nurturance requires an interdependence among
community members. Similarly, all the forms of morality
supporting nurturance are in the service of that interde-
pendence, including self-nurturance, happiness, and self-
development. The views of liberal theorists that these are
forms of Moral Self-Interest, and hence of autonomy and
independence, is not true within the system of Nurturant
Parent morality.

With all these constraints on the application of Moral Self-
Interest within Nurturant Parent morality, there is still plenty
of room for its application. If one is serving the cause of
nurturance in all these ways, it is fine to seek one’s self-
interest.

NURTURANCE AND BUSINESS

The relationship between nurturance and moral self-interest
can be seen most clearly in nurturant forms of business prac-
tice. It involves the humane treatment of employees, the
creation of a safe and humane workplace, social and ecologi-
cal responsibility, fairness in hiring and promotion, the
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building of a work community, the development of excellent
communication between employees and management and be-
tween the company and its customers, opportunities for em-
ployee self-development, a positive role in the larger com-
munity, scrupulous honesty, a regard for one’s customers
and for the public, and excellent customer service. Policies
such as these have increased the productivity and success of
many businesses. They are models of how Nurturant Parent
morality can function to help businesses be successful and
to allow owners, investors, and employees to seek their self-
interest within this moral system.

Moral Self-Interest does function in Nurturant Parent mo-
rality, but it has a very different meaning, all the forms of
nurturance combining to shape what counts as self-interest,
especially in a business context.

NURTURANCE AND WORK

Let us understand from the beginning that nurturance is
work, hard work—that is, the nurturance of children in a
family. Within the context of business and of earning a liv-
ing, Nurturant Parent morality has something very different
to say about work than does Strict Father morality, where
work is the application of self-discipline for the sake of self-
reliance. In that morality, whatever the work is like, it is
moral in itself; and if work imposes hardship, well, hardship
is good for you, since it builds character.

But Nurturant Parent morality says something different
about what work ought to be and the kinds of jobs that ought
to exist in a nurturant society. First, Morality As Self-
Nurturance says that working at an unsafe or unhealthy job
is not necessarily moral. Hence, work should be as safe and
healthy as possible, and worker safety should be a major
priority. Second, Morality As Self-Development says that
work should promote and not impede personal development;
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thus, employers, whenever possible, should have such things
as educational programs and other personal development pro-
grams or should try to arrange employment to allow workers
to take part in such programs. Third, Morality As Nurturance
implies that work should maximally promote family life and
stable communities through, say, parental leave policies,
day-care centers, flexible hours, and not forcing employees
to relocate over and over again. It also implies that work
should maximally protect and enhance the environment.
Work that pollutes rivers, destroys rainforests, depletes the
ocean’s fishing stocks, and so on is not moral work. Fourth,
Morality As Happiness implies that work should not be
alienating, or boring, or deadening to the human soul and
to one’s aesthetic consciousness. Work should rather be as
enjoyable and rewarding in itself as possible, Additionally,
workplaces should make aesthetics a consideration in the
conditions of work. Fifth, Morality As Empathy says that
work should promote empathetic contact with other people
as much as possible. It should not just be working at a ma-
chine all day. Sixth, Morality As Fairness implies that people
should be paid fairly in proportion to their work.

In short, Nurturant Parent morality has many implications
for how work should be set up in a society and for what the
dignity of work is. Supplying jobs of some kind or other is
not enough. A nurturant society cares about the kinds of jobs
they are and what consequences they have—not just what
they pay! But it also cares very much what they pay and
how equitable pay is for the amount of work done.

NURTURANT MORAL BOUNDARIES

We have just seen that the metaphors of Moral Strength and
Moral Self-Interest apply with very different consequences
when subordinated to the rest of the Nurturant Parent system.
The same is true for other metaphors that have high priority
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in the Strict Father moral system. Take the metaphor of
Moral Boundaries, where action is conceptualized as motion,
and motions away from certain paths and out of certain re-
gions is prohibited. The effect of the metaphor is to say that
certain specific types of actions are prohibited or required
and that violations of those prohibitions or requirements are
dangerous to society because they gradually change the pre-
vailing mores in an immoral direction.

There is, not surprisingly, a version of the metaphor of
Moral Boundaries in Nurturant Parent morality. The state-
ment of the metaphor is exactly the same as it is in the Strict
Father model. But its role in the service of the metaphors of
Morality as Empathy, Nurturance, and the rest, changes how
it applies. Instead of just specific kinds of actions being
strictly prohibited or required, there are in the Nurturant Par-
ent model prohibitions against actions with anti-nurturant
consequences. For example, actions that are likely to lead to
an impairment of people’s health are immoral in Nurturant
Parent morality. Such actions are transgressions, pure and
simple. Examples include allowing poisonous chemicals to
be dumped in public water supplies or inducing teenagers to
smoke and thereby develop a cancer-causing tobacco addic-
tion. These are moral transgressions. Such kinds of actions
are over the line of moral behavior.

RESTITUTION AND RETRIBUTION

In the Nurturant Parent model of the family, a just way
of dealing with a child’s moderate violation of proscribed
behavior is restitution, not retribution—to have the child
help perform some helpful or otherwise nurturant act. But
Nurturant Parents also are responsible for protecting their
children, and they protect their children fiercely. They want
retribution against people who hurt children—against pollut-
ers, drug dealers, manufacturers of products known to be
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unsafe, and so on. Thus, in the cases of harm to children
they advocate retribution, but in the cases of impermissible
acts by children, they favor restitution. Thus, they too use
moral accounting to characterize justice, but the details are
different.

THE MORAL AUTHORITY OF THE NURTURANT

Nurturing parents within the Nurturant Parent family have
and deserve parental authority. Nurturance is a precondition
to authority, and indeed is seen as productive of authority:
a fully nurturant parent deserves to be listened to. The same
is true of leaders who fulfill their nurturant obligations—who
are empathetic, who successfully help people, who are fair,
who communicate effectively, and who nurture social ties
successfully. Such leaders deserve moral authority. But, in
a nurturant morality, moral authority is not the ability to set
rules and the responsibility for setting them. Rather it has
to do with trust, the trust that a leader will communicate
effectively, arrange for participation, be honest, and have
the wisdom, experience, and strength to succeed in helping.

NURTURANCE AND EVOLUTION

Evolution is sometimes mistakenly seen in terms of survival
of the fittest. Such a view ignores nurturance. No species
survives if it does not successfully nurture its young. Evolu-
tion can be thought of in terms of nurturance—the survival
of species that adapt so as to continue successful nurturance.
This idea may not change the theory of evolution itself, but
it does change its metaphorical applications.

I mention this because the idea of evolution is sometimes
imbued with Strict Father morality: the species that survive
are the fittest and strongest, the ones most successful in pur-
suing self-interest. This Strict Father interpretation of evolu-
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tion can then be turned metaphorically into Social Darwin-
ism, the survival of the fittest in society; and then, via the
metaphor of the Moral Order Is the Natural Order, the social
survival of the fittest can be seen as moral. None of this
makes any sense under the interpretation of evolution in
terms of nurturance. If evolution is understood in terms of
the survival of the nurturant, it becomes nonsense to think
of the social survival of the fittest as moral on the grounds
of an evolutionary metaphor for society plus the Moral Order
metaphor.

The Structure of the Model

Like Strict Father morality, Nurturant Parent morality is an
elaborate and important moral system centered around a cen-
tral, idealized model of the Nurturant Parent family. The
centerpiece of the system is the metaphor of Morality As
Nurturance, which extends morality in family life to morality
in general. This metaphor induces other metaphors by struc-
turing morality in terms of concepts intimately related to
nurturance, such as empathy, self-nurturance, the nurturance
of social ties, self-development, happiness, and fairness.
These metaphors have the highest priority in the system.

MORALITY AS NURTURANCE: This is the most direct expres-
sion of the nurturance ethic.

MORALITY AS EMPATHY: Empathy, as a precondition for
nurturance, is of preeminent importance.

MORAL SELF-NURTURANCE: Self-nurturance is a necessary
condition for nurturance.

MORALITY AS THE NURTURANCE OF SOCIAL TIEs: This is
necessary for nurturance within a wider community.
MORALITY AS SELF-DEVELOPMENT: Since the development
of the child’s potential is a major object of nurturance,
self-development is a major aspect of a nurturant morality.
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MORALITY AS HAPPINESS: Because unhappy people are less
likely to be empathetic, the cultivation of one’s own happi-
ness is crucial to the cultivation of empathy.

MORALITY AS FAIR DISTRIBUTION: Just as nurturance re-
quires fairness of distribution among one’s children, so
moral nurturance requires this metaphor.

MORAL GROWTH: Since an objective of literal nurturance is
physical growth, an objective of moral nurturance becomes
moral growth,

MORAL STRENGTH: Strength is critical to nurturance. In
childrearing, strength serves nurturance; in morality, moral
strength is in the service of morality conceptualized as nur-
turance. The subservient role of moral strength in this sys-
tem vastly affects its meaning.

RETRIBUTION AND RESTITUTION: Nurturance requires pro-
tection, and fiercely nurturant parents seek retribution
against those who would harm children. But when children
transgress, nurturance requires the preference of restitution
over retribution.

MORAL BOUNDARIES: Nurturant morality produces a differ-
ent form of transgression.

MORAL AUTHORITY: It arises from your track record as a
nurturer.

These metaphors for morality, structured in this way, jointly
entail a major mode of moral thought. Here is what each
contributes.

MORALITY AS NURTURANCE: From this, it follows that help-
ing people in need of help is moral. |

MORALITY AS EMPATHY: Empathy is a projection of your
capacity to feel onto another person. An empathetic person
will therefore not want others to experience a lack of well-
being. And a truly empathetic person will be able to feel
what it is like to have another person’s values and to see
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the world from their perspective. According to this meta-
phor, this is a moral activity and should lead one to be
nurturant,

MORAL SELF-NURTURANCE: This states that it is moral to
take care of oneself; otherwise, one cannot nurture others
and instead imposes obligations on others.

MORALITY AS SELF-DEVELOPMENT: This makes the develop-
ment of human potential, in oneself and others, into a
moral calling.

MORALITY AS HAPPINESS: This creates an anti-ascetic moral-
ity and turns the capacity for aesthetic experience into a vir-
tue. Since communing with the natural world is a major
aesthetic experience, this makes nurturance toward nature a
form of morality.

MORALITY AS FAIR DISTRIBUTION: This brings issues of
equality and equitability into the moral system.

MORAL GROWTH: Nurturance promotes moral growth, and
although moral growth doesn’t always occur if one is too
morally stunted, nonetheless it is taken to be possible in a
wide range of cases.

MORAL STRENGTH: This stresses protection and, in the con-
text of the system, creates a host of virtues and moral fail-
ings. The moral failings are: lack of social responsibility,
selfishness, self-righteousness, narrow-mindedness, inabil-
ity to experience pleasure, aesthetic insensitivity, lack of
curiosity, uncommunicativeness, dishonesty, insensitivity
to feelings, inconsiderateness, uncooperativeness, mean-
ness, self-centeredness, and lack of self-respect. The vir-
tues are the opposites: social responsibility, generosity, re-
spect for the values of others, open-mindedness, a capacity
for pleasure, aesthetic sensitivity, inquisitiveness, ability

to communicate, honesty, sensitivity to feelings, con-
siderateness, cooperativeness, kindness, community-
mindedness, and self-respect. A person of good character
is a person who has these virtues.



138 ¢ CHAPTER SIX

MORAL BOUNDARIES: These are defined by actions that pro-
duce nonnurturant effects.

MORAL SELF-INTEREST: This is redefined by its subservient
role within this system. The violation of nurturant ethics is
not in anyone’s self-interest in this system. Morality As
Self-Nurturance, Morality As Happiness and Morality As
Self-Development take priority over Moral Self-Interest
and are not instances of it. Moral Self-Interest, as con-
strained by nurturant morality, characterizes a morality of
business.

MORAL AUTHORITY: Moral authority accrues by virtue of
successful nurturance and the responsibility for nurturance.
It is not the ability to set and enforce rules; it is earned
trust.

The priorities that we saw in the Strict Father model are
reversed here. Suppose we use the term ‘‘The Nurturance
Group’’ for Moral Nurturance, Moral Empathy, the Nurtur-
ance of Social Ties, Moral Self-Development, Moral Happi-
ness, and Morality as Fair Distribution. The hierarchy of
moral values in Nurturant Parent morality can be expressed
as:

The Nurturance Group
Moral Self-Interest
The Strength Group

This is just the reversal of the priorities we found in the
Strict Father model. In one case, however, there is more
than just a reversal of priorities. Morality As Fairness is in
the Nurturance Group and Moral Order is in the Strength
Group. The priority given to Fairness overwhelms Moral
Order. There is virtually no place left for it to apply, except
in the religious instances where God has moral authority over
human beings. Among human beings, it disappears.
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Parameters of Variation

Given the absence of Moral Order, there are only three pa-
rameters of variation that apply to the Nurturant Parent
model:

1. Linear Scales
2. Moral Focus
3. The Pragmatic-Idealistic Dimension

However, they still provide for a great many variations.

LINEAR SCALES

Almost everything in the model is a matter of degree: empa-
thy, nurturance, self-nurturance, protection, developing
one’s potential, and so on. As a result there are variants in
which certain aspects of the model are overdone or under-
done. Too much nurturance is smothering, too little is ne-
glectful. Too little self-nurturance is self-sacrificing and im-
posing a burden on others; too much may take time and
energy from needed nurturance.

MoraL Focus

Moral focus interacts with linear scales. Thus a parent whose
moral focus is protection will put more energy into protection
than into other things. This may result in being overprotec-
tive. A parent who puts his moral focus on developing his
own potential may put an extreme amount of his energy
into that, put little energy into anything else, and become
self-centered, irresponsible, and neglectful. A parent whose
moral focus is happiness may put most of his energy into
being happy and become self-indulgent, irresponsible, and
neglectful.

But moral focus does not always result in such *‘pathologi-
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cal’’ variations. It is possible to have protection, say, as a
moral focus without being overprotective, or to have self-
development as a moral focus without being neglectful. For
these reasons, proper ‘‘balance’’ is a constant concern for a
nurturant parent. Perhaps the most prevalent metaphor I have
encountered among nurturant parents trying to maintain such
a balance is that of a *‘juggler’’ trying to keep many pins in
the air at once.

THE PRAGMATIC-IDEALISTIC DIMENSION

In the central model discussed above, nurturance takes prior-
ity over the pursuit of self-interest. That is, nurturance is the
end and the pursuit of self-interest is a means to serve the
goal of being properly nurturant. That is the idealistic version
of the model. This is true of parents, who may seek money
and power to be able to take care of their family better. It is
also true of the raising of children: children are raised to
become nurturant, and they learn to pursue their self-interest
so that they can be better nurturers, that is, to be able to
support their family, develop their own potential, help their
children develop their potential, to take care of themselves,
and so on.

The pragmatic version reverses ends and means. In the
pragmatic version, the pursuit of self-interest is the end and
nurturance is the means. You can pursue your self-interest
better if you are empathetic, take care of others, take care
of yourself, develop your potential, protect others, and treat
others fairly. In the pragmatic version of the Nurturant Parent
model, you nurture your children so that they can pursue
their self-interest.

When we apply these models to politics, we will see that
all these variations have political correlates.



Part Three
From Family-Based Morality to Politics



— 7 —
Why We Need a New Understanding

of American Politics

The Failure of Liberals to Comprehend Conservatism

We are a few steps away from our denouement, from show-
ing in detail how such an analysis of family-based moral
systems contributes to an answer of the puzzles we started
with and sheds light on why conservatives and liberals have
the political policies they have. But first, it would be useful
to show why such an account is needed. Existing attempts
by liberals to understand conservative politics have failed.
We will begin with three analytic failures by liberals:

1. Conservatism is ‘‘the ethos of selfishness.’’

2. Conservatives just believe in less government.

3. Conservatism is no more than a conspiracy of the ultrarich
to protect their money and power and to make themselves
even richer and more powerful.

THE SELFISHNESS HYPOTHESIS

Let us begin with the mistake of Michael Lerner of Tikkun
magazine, whose ‘‘politics of meaning’’ has been endorsed
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by Hillary Rodham Clinton. Lemer (Tikkurn, November/
December 1994, pp. 12, 18) gets some things right: he cor-
rectly perceives progressive-liberal politics as being centered
on nurturance and community, what he calls ‘‘the ethos of
caring.”’ But he is quite mistaken when he dismisses conser-
vative politics as being no more than ‘‘the ethos of selfish-
ness.”” He has missed the conservative moral vision and
missed the fact that American voters appear to be responding
to that moral vision.

If Lerner were right, simple pragmatic appeals to self-
interest should work on conservatives. They don’t. If he
were right, conservatives in California would have endorsed
the Single Payer Initiative, since it would have saved them
money. If he were right, conservatives would not be endors-
ing the replacement of AFDC welfare payments with orphan-
ages, since orphanages cost more than AFDC does. If he
were right, conservatives would not be endorsing the Three
Strikes legislation and all the money to be spent on prisons
that it entails. Simply pointing out to conservatives that these
policies do not serve their selfish interests should end the
matter right there. It has been pointed out, to no effect.

Lerner’s ‘‘ethos of selfishness’’ hypothesis does not ex-
plain the moral fervor of the conservative majority as it took
over Congress at the beginning of 1995. It does not explain
the focus on family values. It doesn’t even explain why the
conservatives advocate the death penalty, or why they want
to abolish the NEA, or why they oppose abortion. The
selfishness hypothesis simply does not explain conservative
policies.

THE LESS-GOVERNMENT HYPOTHESIS

Why does conservative politics take the shape it does? Why
should conservatives be proposing orphanages? Abolishing
the Environmental Protection Agency? Abolishing the arts
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and humanities endowments? Is it merely, as is repeated
over and over, that conservatives want less government and
liberals want more?

That cannot be true. Conservatives don’t merely want less
government. They want to raise spending for the military—
even bring back Star Wars—not reduce it. They want to
build more prisons. There is no move to eliminate the drug
enforcement agency. Or the FBI, or the intelligence agen-
cies. There is no outcry to stop bailouts of large corporations,
like Lockheed. Or eliminate nuclear power development. Or
to stop funding computer research. There is no attempt to
charge airlines for the training of pilots by the Air Force.
Or to charge automobile companies for the building of
highways. If conservatives simply wanted less government
spending or wanted government to pay for itself, there are a
myriad of other cuts and reforms they could be proposing.
The Less-Government Hypothesis is simply false. It does
not explain what conservatives do and don’t want to spend
money on, Conservatives want to spend on some things and
not others. What determines which ones?

THE CyYNICAL LIBERAL RESPFONSE

Anthony Lewis (New York Times op-ed page, February 27,
1995) lists the following conservative budget cuts: repeal of
the National School Lunch Act; ending the WIC (Women,
Infants, and Children) program that has reduced infant mor-
tality by providing nutrition to impoverished mothers and
children; and legislation making it harder for investors to sue
in cases of securities fraud. He comments:

Looking at that list of actions taken and planned, one
can hardly miss the theme. The purpose of one mea-
sure after another is to enrich those who have money
and power in our society and reduce the modest help
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this country gives to the poor and the weak. Manufac-
turers and drug companies would gain. Sick children
and poor mothers would lose.

This is an example of the cynical liberal response to conser-
vative government.

The cynical liberal response is that conservative politicians
are all tools of the ultrarich and the big, multinational corpo-
rations the rich control. Under the Reagan and Bush adminis-
trations, there was a massive redistribution of wealth toward
the ultrarich, so that now the top 10 percent of families
control 70 percent of the nation’s wealth. The Reagan admin-
istration added three trillion dollars to the national debt, and
redistributed it to the ultrarich, making the rest of the country
pay interest on the debt, which amounts to 28 percent of the
federal budget every year.

The cynical liberal response is that conservatives want to
continue spending on (1) the means of social control such as
the military, the police, the intelligence services, and pris-
ons, and on (2) aspects of government that help make the
rich richer, say, the funding of computer research, or nuclear
power, or the Air Force’s training of pilots which benefits
the airlines, or the bailouts of large corporations.

The cynical liberal response is that the ultrarich are at-
tempting to take over the intellectual life of the country to
ensure their domination. One step has been to finance a net-
work of right-wing think tanks. Eliminating the National En-
dowment for the Humanities would eliminate a major source
of funding for non-right-wing research. Eliminating the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting would curtail public dis-
course in a way that would serve thought control. Controlling
the purse strings of public universities would be another step
in thought control. Setting the agenda for moral education
would be still another.

There is much to be said for the cynical liberal response.
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Much of it is true., Yet it has major flaws and is far from the
whole story. First, it is a demonization of conservatives. It
assumes that they are either rich, evil, self-serving power-
mongers, or their paid agents, or dupes. The conservative
ranks may well contain some of each. Yet most conservatives
are not rich and see themselves as working for the benefit of
the country rather than for their own benefit. There are too
many idealistic conservatives of good intentions and moder-
ate means for the demonization theory to be true.

Second, the conspiracy theory attributes too much to
competence and to centralized control. Political life in
America is not run from the top by a smooth-functioning
machine. It is messy. American politics is not something
that yields readily to rational control. A well-financed
smooth-functioning machine can do a lot in political organi-
zation and propaganda, but it cannot implant a totally differ-
ent worldview in tens of millions of minds. It must use ideas
that are already there and well respected in the culture.

Third, the conspiracy theory does not explain why conser-
vative rhetoric can make sense to so many people who did
not previously vote conservative. It does not explain why
such people simply did not experience cognitive dissonance
and disbelief when they heard the campaign rhetoric. The
cynical liberal explanation is the Orwellian one, that any Big
Lie repeated often enough will be believed. But that assumes
an old-fashioned stimulus-response view of the human mind
that both ignores what is known about the human brain and
ignores the effects of culture. We are all immersed in Ameri-
can culture. Our cultural knowledge is physically encoded in
the synapses of our brains. People do not get new worldviews
overnight. New ideas are never entirely new. They must
make use of ideas already present in the culture. No conspir-
acy of the ultrarich explains why conservative ideas make
sense to people and what sense they make.

Fourth, the conspiracy theory does not explain the details
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of conservative political positions. Why should the death
penalty be in the interest of the ultrarich? How can the rich
get richer on the Three Strikes and You’re Out law, which
requires heavy government spending on prisons? How would
orphanages serve the interests of the ultrarich? Why should
the ultrarich want to get rid of the National Endowment for
the Arts? The conspiracy theory simply doesn’t explain many
important conservative policies.

Moreover, even where the ultrarich do benefit from con-
servative policies, a deeper explanation is in order. Why
should conservative morality serve ultrarich interests? What
links are there between conservative family values and the
interests of the ultrarich? Simply positing a conspiracy of the
ultrarich does not answer these questions.

In short, 1 do not believe the cynical liberal claim that the
details of conservative political policies are just due to a
self-serving ultrarich conspiracy, though the interests and
finances of the ultrarich are certainly engaged. Indeed, I have
not heard afiy liberal account of conservatism that makes
sense of conservative policies, or the conservative world-
view, or conservative language. I think there is a deeper
explanation that comes out of the cultural role of the Strict
Father model of the family and the moral schemes that fit
that model.

The Conservative Failure to Understand Conservatism

Even the views of conservative thinkers don’t really help in
characterizing what conservatism is. There are three princi-
pal conservative descriptions of conservatism.

1. Conservatism is against big government.
2. Conservatism is for traditional values.
3. Conservatism is just what the Bible tells us.
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We have already seen that the first is false. As for the second,
take what William J. Bennett, one of the major conservative
intellectuals, says:

Conservatism as I understand it . . . seeks to conserve
the best elements of the past. It understands the impor-
tant role that traditions, institutions, habits and author-
ity have in our social life together, and recognizes our
national institutions as products of principles devel-
oped over time by custom, the lessons of experience,
and consensus. . . . Conservatism, too, is based on
the belief that the social order rests upon a moral
base. (References, C1: Bennett 1992, p. 35)

Bennett’s account doesn’t help much. It doesn’t say what is
to count as the ‘‘best’’ elements of the past and why. Racism,
colonialism, witch-burning, child labor, and even the sale of
children as indentured servants are not among the ‘‘best’’
elements of American tradition. But it is not clear by what
criterion something is to count as ‘‘best.”’ Bennett mentions
traditional institutions, but government and public schools
are not traditional institutions that count for conservatives.
He mentions consensus, but conservatives support views
where there is no consensus—anti-abortion legislation, the
abolishment of social programs, and so on. He mentions a
‘“moral base’’ but gives no general account of why conserva-
tive views of morality are to count as ‘‘moral,’’ while liberal
views of morality are not to count as ‘‘moral.”’

The same problem inheres in the claim of right-wing reli-
gious groups who state that conservatism is just a matter of
following the Bible. The Bible cannot be applied to politics
or much else without a lot of selection and interpretation.
The National Council of Churches also urges following the
Bible, but gives it a liberal interpretation. Liberation theol-
ogy also follows the Bible, with an often revolutionary inter-
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pretation. What, exactly, characterizes a conservative inter-
pretation of the Bible? Until this prior question is answered
adequately, it will be hard to understand just which Chris-
tians see their religion as fitting conservative politics and
why. We will discuss this in Chapter 14.

What all this suggests is that conservatives themselves are
not particularly good at characterizing what unifies their own
political philosophy. Nor does it appear that liberals are any
better at characterizing political liberalism. Theoreticians of
liberalism see their job as normative, not descriptive, as say-
ing what liberalism should be rather than describing what it
actually is. Not surprisingly, the normative theoretical char-
acterizations of liberalism do not do a very good descriptive
job. Thomas Spragens, Jr., provides a typical view:

The essence of liberalism as a normative doctrine is
its focus on the protection of rights as the central (per-
haps the only) purpose of political society. Its essence
as a social theory is its focus on autonomous and sepa-
rate individuals as the sum and substance of society.
A properly ordered society, therefore, is centered
around contractural relationships among these individu-
als. (References, C4: Spragens 1995)

This does not in any way distinguish between contemporary
liberals and conservatives. The question to be asked is
““Which rights count?’” Conservatives declare the right to
keep what you’ve earned, the right to own machine guns,
the rights of the unborn, the right to do anything you want
with your property, the right to form a private heavily armed
militia, and so on. If it is liberals who fear the coercive
power of the state, why is it that conservatives are trying to
destroy federal power and liberals are trying to preserve it?
Without an account of what rights count and what coercive
powers of the state are bad, the classical theory of liberalism
cannot distinguish political liberalism from conservatism.
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Other classic liberal theories focus upon liberty and equal-
ity jointly. Rawls, for example, adds to liberty an account
of equality in which any inequalities must benefit the most dis-
advantaged members of society. This tells us nothing about
why political liberals favor ecology, why they are not anti-
abortion, why they defend funding for the arts, and so on.
From the abstract realms of liberty and equality, you can’t
get down to the nitty-gritty of real political stands on issues.

The communitarian critiques, on the whole, don’t do much
better than the classical liberal views. They correctly point
out that the classical liberal myth of the autonomous individ-
ual entering into social contracts with other autonomous indi-
viduals doesn’t make much sense. Individuals are not and
never were autonomous. We are social through and through,
and social life necessarily demands responsibilities as well
as rights. But which responsibilities and why? Conservatives
also stress responsibility. What’s the difference?

Another common claim has to do with the liberal and
conservative views of human nature: conservatives think that
people are basically rotten and have to be subject to authority
and disciplined, while liberals think that people are basically
good and can decide what to do for themselves. That theory
just doesn’t jibe at all with contemporary liberal and conser-
vative politics. Liberals don’t think that people out to max-
imize their profit can be counted on to do the right thing—not
to pollute, not to create unsafe working conditions, not to
make unsafe products, not to discriminate unfairly. It’s the
liberals who are suspicious of human nature on many issues
and the conservatives who are trusting.

Michael Lerner, as noted above, is on the right track when
he talks about ‘‘the ethos of caring’’ as being central to
liberalism. But he does not spell out just what the details of
that ethos are and why it leads to the particular stands that
liberals tend to hold. Moreover, conservatives, too, ‘‘care’’
about many things—the morals of their children, the rights



152 + CHAPTER SEVEN

of the unborn, what is taught in our schools, the victims of
crimes, the effects of our society on sex, drugs, and violence.
How does the caring of conservatives differ from the caring
of liberals? It is not caring alone that makes the difference.

I believe that the answer, or at least a large part of it, has
to do with Strict Father and Nurturant Parent morality. I
will argue that these opposed moral visions lie behind the
worldview differences between conservatives and liberals. 1
will also argue that variations on these moral systems can
explain the rich variety of positions within each camp.

The remaining step in the argument remains to be taken:
what links the family and family-based morality to politics?



—_ 8 —
The Nature of the Model

The Nation As Family Metaphor

Part of our conceptual systems, whether we are liberals, con-
servatives, or neither, is a common metaphorical conception
of the Nation As Family, with the government, or head of
state representing the government, seen as an older male
authority figure, typically a father. We talk about our found-
ing fathers. George Washington was called ‘‘the father of
his country,’’ partly because he was the metaphorical ‘‘pro-
genitor’” who brought it into being and partly because he
was seen as the ultimate legitimate head of state, which ac-
cording to this metaphor is the head of the family, the father.
The U.S. government has long been referred to as ““Uncle
Sam.’’ George Orwell’s nightmare head of state in /984 was
called *‘Big Brother.”’ This has been consciously echoed in
the conservatives’ use of ‘‘big government.”” When our
country goes to wat, it sends its sons (and now its daughters)
into battle. A patriot (from the Latin pater, ‘‘father’’) loves
his fatherland. We ask God in song to ‘‘crown thy good
fi.e., the good of the nation] with brotherhood.”’ The meta-
phor even comes up in legislative argument. Senator Robert
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Dole, in arguing for the balanced-budget amendment, chided
liberals as thinking that ‘‘Washington knows best,’’ a slogan
based on the cliché “‘Father knows best,”” which had also
been the title of a popular TV show.

Indeed, an argument regularly used for the balanced-
budget amendment is that, just as a family’s budget must
be balanced, so must a nation’s. Any economist, liberal or
conservative, knows that there are many crucial differences
between a family and a nation that make the analogy eco-
nomically ludicrous: a family can’t initiate economic stimu-
lus programs, print new currency, or increase tax rates. Yet,
despite this, the unconscious and automatic Nation As Fam-
ily metaphor in our conceptual systems makes the logic seem
to be just commonsense to most people.

My point is that the Nation As Family metaphor exists as
part of our standard conceptual repertoire. I believe it does
a lot more conceptual work than just allowing us to make
sense of expressions like ‘‘Uncle Sam’’ or ‘‘Big Brother’’
or permit advocates of the balanced-budget amendment to
get away with conceptualizing the nation as a family in their
arguments. I believe that the Nation As Family metaphor is
what links conservative and liberal worldviews to the family-
based moralities we have been discussing. I believe that this
metaphor projects the Strict Father and Nurturant Parent
moral systems onto politics to form the conservative and
liberal political worldviews.

A BiT MORE PRECISION

It’s time to get a bit more precise about the model proposed.
First, the Nation As Family metaphor can be stated as fol-
lows (here, for simplicity, we limit the older authority figure
in the family to a parent):

* The Nation Is a Family.
* The Government Is a Parent.
* The Citizens Are the Children.
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This metaphor allows us to reason about the nation on the
basis of what we know about a family. For example, just
as a parent functions to protect his or her children, so the
government functions to protect its citizens. Certain infer-
ences, importantly, are overridden, as is normal in concep-
tual metaphors. For example, citizens, for the most part, are
adults and so are not treated like children. The government
doesn’t put you to bed, tell you a bedtime story, and so on.
This is predicted by what is called the Invariance Principle
(References, Al, Lakoff 1993). However, the government,
like a parent, does have certain responsibilities toward its
citizens and authority over them.

Notice that this metaphor does not specify exactly what
kind of family the nation is. This is where the Strict Father
and Nurturant Parent models come in; they fill in such infor-
mation. For conservatives, the nation is conceptualized (im-
plicitly and unconsciously) as a Strict Father family and,
for liberals, as a Nurturant Parent family. The link between
morality and politics arises as follows: The Strict Father and
Nurturant Parent models of the family induce the two moral
systems discussed in Chapters 5 and 6. The Nation As Fam-
ily metaphor, in applying to the family models, also applies
to the family-based moral systems, yielding conservative and
liberal political worldviews.

Described from the ground up, this analysis of conserva-
tive and liberal worldviews may seem elaborate, but from
the perspective of the structure of conceptual systems, it is
actually very simple. Each of the elements in the analysis
exists independently:

1. The two models of the family, which are culturally elabo-
rated variants of traditional male and female models. These
are rooted in long cultural experience.

2. The various metaphors for morality, in which morality is
conceptualized as strength, nurturance, authority, health, and
so on. These are grounded in everyday experiential well-
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being: it’s better to be strong rather than weak, cared for
rather than not cared for, in control rather than not in control,
healthy rather than sick, and so on.

3. The Nation As Family metaphor.

These elements, which exist independently, fit together natu-
rally in certain ways. Each of the family models provides a
natural organization of the metaphors for morality, as de-
scribed in Chapters 5 and 6. The result is two opposing moral
systems. The Nation As Family metaphor projects these two
moral systems onto the domain of politics, yielding the con-
servative and liberal worldviews. In short, given the indepen-
dent existence of the two family models, the metaphors for
morality, and the Nation As Family metaphor, these two
political worldviews are the minimal ways of using these
conceptual elements to arrive at an approach to politics. The
conservative and liberal worldviews are the results of a maxi-
mally economic use of existing conceptual resources to make
sense of politics. And as we shall see below, variations on
liberal and conservative worldviews are minimal variations
on these models. But variations aside for the moment, the
two worldviews are each very simply constituted. Each is
a binding together of three kinds of independently existing
elements. From the perspective of the human brain, this is
very simple indeed.

EXPLANATION AND EVIDENCE

The kind of analysis [ am presenting is known as cognitive
modeling. It is perhaps the most common form of analysis
within the cognitive sciences. The idea is to construct a
model of how the mind, using natural cognitive apparatus
(such as conceptual metaphors and radial categories), makes
sense of some significantly wide range of phenomena, espe-
cially puzzling phenomena.
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Plausible models have the kinds of properties that this
model has. The most plausible models are those whose ele-
ments have an independent motivation and use minimal addi-
tional cognitive apparatus. The plausibility of the model rests
on the plausibility of other claims. First, that the idealized
models of the family presented are really cognitive stereo-
types. Second, that the analysis of the metaphors for morality
is a plausible one, based on evidence from inference and
language. Thus, do we really understand morality as purity,
or strength, or nurturance, and how can we tell? Some of
that inferential and linguistic evidence was given above in
the discussion of the metaphors. And plausible experiential
bases for those metaphors were presented in Chapter 3.
Third, is it plausible that our conceptual systems have a
metaphor for conceptualizing a nation as a family? The con-
siderations at the beginning of this section do seem to justify
that conclusion. As conceptual analyses go in our discipline,
this one has a high degree of initial plausibility. That is, it
is the kind of model a cognitive linguist would expect to
find.

The next question is whether the model accounts for the
phenomena. These phenomena were discussed in Chapters 1
and 2. They are of three kinds. First, the model must explain
why conservative and liberal political stands group together
as they do. Take, for example, opposition to social pro-
grams, anti-environmentalism, anti-feminism, harsh penal-
ties for criminals, and support of the right to own assault
weapons. Why do they fit together? Second, the model must
explain what puzzles liberals about conservatives and conser-
vatives about liberals. It must explain why contradictions for
one are obvious truths for the other. Third, it must account
for the details of conservative and liberal discourse. It must
account for how texts fit together and make sense, and it
must account for how metaphorical language is used in those
texts. Moreover, the model must be predictive. It must ac-
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count for the modes of reasoning and metaphorical language
in new texts—texts not yet produced. It must account for
how conservatives and liberals come down on new issues.
And it must account for new puzzles that arise. Getting any
cognitive model to do all this is a tall order.

Very few of those outside the cognitive sciences are used
to thinking about social and political issues in terms of the
human mind. It is common to think of them in terms of
economics or sociology or political philosophy or law or
statistical studies that use survey data. To date none of those
accounts, to my knowledge, have been able to make com-
plete sense of the three kinds of phenomena considered here.
So far as I have been able to discover, this hypothesis is the
only serious attempt to explain all these phenomena together.

Since this hypothesis is new, it does not have the degree
of confirmation that one would expect of more mature theo-
ries. At present, it is based solely on modeling—on whether
the model is plausible and how well it accounts for the three
types of data discussed. It appears to fit extremely well and
to have held up predictively so far. Virtually every talk show
and political speech I’ve listened to since working this out
has confirmed the predictions of the model. That, to a cogni-
tive modeler, is very strong empirical confirmation. But any-
one would prefer to have additional confirmation, from, say,
psycholinguistic tests and from survey data, if possible. I
hope such studies can be undertaken in the future, but they
would not be easy or straightforward. Psycholinguistic test-
ing has begun to be able to discern the existence of concep-
tual metaphors in cognitive models, but no experimental par-
adigms of the complexity needed to test this hypothesis now
exist (see References, Al, Gibbs 1994). Survey research has
not yet developed an adequate methodology to test for the pres-
ence of complex metaphorical cognitive models such as these.

Let us now shift from discussing this analysis in terms of
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cognitive models, evidence, explanation, and prediction to
what it says about people. The analysis claims that we use
unconscious cognitive models to comprehend politics, just
as we use them in all other areas of our lives. Whenever we
instantaneously understand a political speech, we are filling
in what is not explicitly said in the speech through the use
of these cognitive models. This analysis claims that the dif-
ference between conservative and liberal worldviews derives
from different cognitive models of politics. The most funda-
mental difference, the analysis claims, the difference from
which all other differences spring, is in the use of an ideal-
ized, stereotypical model of the family. The conservative
model uses a Strict Father model of the family, while the
liberal model uses a Nurturant Parent model of the family.
Both conservative and liberal models then organize and pri-
oritize common conceptual metaphors for morality so as to
fit the family model. The resulting family-based moralities
are linked to politics by a common Nation As Family meta-
phor. The result is two very different political worldviews.

It is important to note what the analysis does not claim.
It does not claim that each person has only one idealized
family model. Most of us probably recognize both models
and use them differently. We may believe one and mock the
other (though to mock it, we have to recognize it). Another
possibility is that we have both models and use them differ-
ently, applying one model to family life and the other to
politics.

I would not be surprised if many people applied the Strict
Father model to how fathers should act and the Nurturant
Parent model to how mothers should act. They may then
have a model of the family with both a Strict Father and
Nurturant Mother, with a separation of responsibilities and
each functioning differently. Where the models contradict
each other in family life, as they inevitably do, there are
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many choices for resolution. Perhaps the father’s model takes
precedence, perhaps the mother’s does, perhaps it is argued
out on a case-by-case basis, or perhaps it just depends on
who has the most energy that day. Now such a family, with
different people using two distinct idealized family models,
cannot be the basis for a coherent politics. To arrive at a
coherent political worldview via the Nation As Family meta-
phor, one of the family models must be chosen, in the way
the analysis indicates.

Of course, as I mentioned in Chapter 1, people do not
necessarily have a single, coherent worldview based on a
single model. For example, from 1968 to 1992 (with the
exception of the Carter presidency), the voters selected a
fairly conservative president and a fairly liberal Congress,
creating what might be seen as a Strict Father executive
and a Nurturant Mother Congress, thus reproducing a classic
family model in the government, with strictness at the top
and caring right below.

Thus, the analysis does not claim that there is always, or
even mostly, any simple one-to-one correlation between fam-
ily models and political worldviews. But I suspect that such
one-to-one correlations do exist. A conceptual system with
such a one-to-one correspondence between family and poli-
tics would be simpler, more unified, and more stable (or
more rigid), and produce less cognitive dissonance than a
system that uses different models at different times on differ-
ent issues. The conservative focus on family values can be
seen from this perspective as an attempt to unify the use of
the Strict Father model for family life with its use as a basis
for conservative politics. From the perspective of cognitive
science, this is an extremely sophisticated and powerful po-
litical strategy.

It is time to move on from the general to the particular.
Whatever technical or scientific merits this proposal may or
may not have, its ultimate value to us as citizens is whether
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it gives us real insight into our politics, which is what the
next chapters are about. I will begin by showing first in
Chapter 9 how these two moral systems create different cate-
gories of moral actions, of model citizens, and of demons.
Then I will move on, in Chapter 10, to answer the questions
we started with.
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within their ranks seems to tend toward consgrvatism. There
is, after all, a reason why the scholars e libertarian Cato
Institute seem largely to be writing in support of conservative
onetheless, there is no objec-

Liberal Strict-F ather Intellectuals

I remarked in Chapter 1 that we do not all, or even mostly,
have a coherent politics, that one might, for example, be
conservative on foreign politics and liberal on domestic poli-
tics. The descriptions of Strict Father and Nurturant Parent
moralities characterize just what it means to be liberal or
conservative on an issue or an area of policy: it means to
apply a given family-based moral model to a domain of poli-
tics through the Nation As Family metaphor.

But it is also possible for someone to be a strict political
liberal, applying only the nurturance model in his politics,
while being a conservative in other aspects of life. A familiar
case is a class of liberal intellectuals who apply the Strict
Father model to their intellectual lives.

Consider someone who is a thorough going liberal, but
whose intellectual views are as follows:

There are intellectual authorities who maintain strict
standards for the conduct of scholarly research and for
reporting on such research.

It is unscholarly for someone to violate those stan-
dards.

Young scholars require a rigorous training to learn
to meet those scholarly standards.

The only way they can learn appropriate scholarly
rigor is to be given difficult assignments and held to
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a high standard of performance, for example, to be
given difficult tests and graded harshly.

Students require the incentives of grades if they are
to develop the self-discipline needed to be a scholar.
High grades are rewards and low grades are punish-
ments. Receiving consistently high grades is a sign of
self-discipline and therefore of good scholarship.

Students should not be ‘‘coddled.’” They should be
held to strict scholarly standards at all times.

The goal of scholarly training is to produce rigor-
ous scholars who are self-disciplined and self-reliant,
that is, who can maintain scholarly rigor and uphold
scholarly standards on their own.

This is an application of Strict Father morality to academic
life. Here academic scholarship is conceptualized metaphori-
cally as a version of Strict Father morality. The conceptual
metaphor can be stated as follows:

Academic Scholarship Is Strict Father Morality.

* Mature Scholars Are Strict Fathers.

* Intellectual Authority Is Moral Authority.

* Scholarliness Is Morality.

* Unscholarliness Is Immorality.

Scholarly Rigor Is Moral Strength.

Lack of Scholarly Rigor Is Moral Weakness.

Scholarly Discipline Is Moral Discipline.

Scholarly Standards Are Moral Standards.

Students Are Children.

Teaching Is Setting Rules for Moral Behavior.

* Good Grades. Are Rewards for Moral Behavior.

« Bad Grades Are Punishments for Immoral Behavior.

» The Prospect of a Good Grade Is a Moral Incentive.

» Tests Are Tests of Moral Strength and Self-
Discipline.
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* Scholarly Success Is an Indicator of Good Moral
Character.

 Scholarly Failure Is an Indicator of Bad Moral Char-
acter.

Among the entailments of this metaphor are:

Intellectual authority must be followed; it is not
only unscholarly to do otherwise, but it violates the
system of academic authority as defined by Strict Fa-
ther morality.

Competition for grades builds character and is an
incentive for good scholarly practice.

Scholarly achievement is an individual matter, a
measure of an individual’s moral worth.

Students who are intellectually weak should be al-
lowed to fail; only if they are punished can they learn
self-discipline.

Coddling or indulging a student will make him intel-
lectually weak.

Grades are a measure of a student’s intellectual
worth.

Much of the academic world and academic institutions are
run according to this metaphor, which is based on Strict
Father morality. Intellectuals who accept this view of the
academic world may be political liberals, but they are inti-
mately acquainted with Strict Father morality and practice it
in their everyday professional lives.

Feminisms
I would now like to turn from varieties of liberalism and
conservatism to varieties of feminism, for a number of rea-

sons. First, an adequate theory of the variations within cate-
gories must be able to account for the varieties of feminists.
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Second, we must be able to account for the existence and
nature of conservative feminists as part of that theory of
variations.

But lastly, and perhaps most importantly, feminism is a
major part of the liberal political scene, yet there is so much
variation within feminism that it is often hard to make sense
of all the variants. For this reason, it is important to show
that the mechanisms for characterizing variation that we have
been discussing can make sense of a highly complex area of
politics.

GENDER

There is a big difference between sex (a biological concept)

and gender (a cultural concept). Gender is characterized by

a collection of common folk models about sex roles. Each

such folk theory characterizes a single stereotypical property

of men and women. Taken collectively, the folk models
characterize stereotypes of what is masculine and feminine,

so that the stereotypical male is masculine and the stereotypi-
cal female is feminine. Here is Alan Schwartz’s (References,
A2, Schwartz 1992) account of those folk models.

The Physical Prowess Model
Men are strong.
Women are weak.

The Interaction Model
Men are dominators.
Women are cooperators.

The Family Roles Model
Men are providers.
Women are nurturers.

The Division of Labor Model
Men work in the public sphere.
Women work in the domestic sphere.
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The Thought Model
Men are rational, objective, detached.
Women are emotional, subjective, in touch with
themselves.
The Sexual Initiation Model
Men initiate sexual behavior,
Women respond.
The Discourse Model
Men talk in order to act on the world.
Women talk to maintain social networks.
The Morality Model
Men have a morality based on laws and strict rules.
Women have a morality based on nurturance and
social harmony (References, B2, Gilligan
1982).

In each case, the property ascribed to men has a higher social
value.

Masculine gender is defined by the collection of stereotyp-
ical male properties in these models; feminine gender, by
the collection of stereotypical female properties. Gender
is therefore characterized in terms of cultural roles, not bi-
ology. Hence, there can be feminine men and masculine
women.

Most of the forms of feminism that have developed over
the past thirty years have been set within a liberal context,
and for a good reason. Liberalism allows for social causes,
and gender stereotypes are social and seen as having causal
powers. Since the male roles in gender stereotypes are more
highly valued in society, gender stereotypes are seen as giv-
ing power to men. Feminism in a liberal context sees this as
unfair and believes that such unfairness should be eliminated.
Since liberalism is concerned with social causes and fairness,
such views are fundamentally liberal.

Within liberalism, there is thus a general form of femi-
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nism. Feminism (1) assumes that the above-mentioned gen-
der stereotypes exist; (2) assumes that higher values are
placed on the male roles; (3) assumes that these values given
to social stereotypes have causal powers that give men a
dominant position in society; (4) sees male dominance as
unfair and to be remedied.

Given this general form of feminism, specific forms arise
as a result of (1) differences of moral focus, and (2) differ-
ences of opinion about the truth of the gender stereotypes.
Here are some examples:

RiGHTS-BASED FEMINISM

There is a feminist version of rights-based liberalism that (1)
takes individual rights as a moral focus and (2) denies the
validity of the gender stereotypes. The result is rights-based
feminism, which sees government as the appropriate rem-
edy for unfairness to women in the political and economic
spheres. On this view, it is the role of the government to
eliminate political and economic unfairness to women. The
Equal Rights Amendment seeks to commit the government
to this task generally. The National Organization of Women,
NOW, is an organization of rights-based feminists.

RapicaL FEMINISM

There is a form of liberalism called radical politics which
has as its moral focus equality in power relations in every
domain of life. The feminist version of this is called radical
feminism, which (1) denies the validity of the gender stereo-
types and (2) has a moral focus on strict equality of power
relations between the sexes in all domains of life. It claims
there is, or should be, no cultural difference between men
and women that results in any power differential, that power
differentials between men and women should be eliminated
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in every sphere of human activity, and that this can be done
only by individuals, not the government,

Bi1ocULTURAL FEMINISM

There is a third form of feminism that accepts the truth of
some or all of the gender stereotypes, but believes that femi-
nine gender roles should have a social value as high or higher
than masculine ones. In other words, society should place
equally high or higher value on cooperation, nurturance,
emotionality, the domestic sphere, the maintenance of social
networks, nurturance, and social harmony. This view is
called biocultural feminism. Biocultural feminism takes nur-
turance itself and the biological nature of women as moral
foci. Biocultural feminists believe that nurturance is a femi-
nine gender trait and that it is a higher, more moral basis
for society than domination, which is seen as a masculine
gender trait. They believe that women’s social roles (those
involving nurturance) need to be valued at least as highly
as, if not more highly than, men’s (which involve domi-
nance).

Different forms of biocultural feminism arise from taking
different moral foci. One major moral focus is on ecology;
that results in eco-feminism. Another major moral focus is
on spirituality. This sees the Judeo-Christian tradition as
dominated primarily by men and masculine values. It sees
the Judeo-Christian tradition as having failed to provide for
women’s spirituality and for a nurturance-based morality.
One variety of the women’s spirituality movement seeks to
reform existing Judeo-Christian religions by giving them a
focus on nurturance (see Chapter 14 above). Others seek to
create new religious movements, for example, the goddess
movement, in which the earth is seen as a nurturant mother
and a divine being. Another variant on this theme is wicca,
which focuses on the power of women’s spirituality and
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women’s special ability to use their spiritual power to serve
the cause of nurturance.

When moral focus is placed on the sex act itself, the result
is lesbian feminism, another form of biocultural feminism.
In lesbian feminism, lesbian sex is seen as being centered
on nurturance, while heterosexual sex is seen as centered on
domination. Though lesbians prefer nurturance in sex and
women as seX partners, lesbian feminism is not necessarily
antimale (though it may be). Many lesbian feminists simply
want to bring nurturance and nurturant gender roles into
prominence in American culture in general and in sex in
particular.

What we see in these variants of feminism within liberal-
ism is the generalized feminism discussed above, and vari-
ants of it defined by two kinds of parameters: (1) acceptance
or nonacceptance of the gender stereotypes and (2) moral
focus.

CONSERVATIVE FEMINISMS

On the same page on which Rush Limbaugh uses the term
‘‘femi-Nazis,’” he says ‘“When I attack feminism, I am not
opposing equal opportunities for women. I am totally in fa-
vor of equal pay for equal work’’ (C1, Limbaugh 1993, p.
233).

On the whole, conservatives are opposed to feminism. Yet
there is emerging a generation of conservative women who
see themselves as feminists; at least, they believe that women
are strong, should have equal opportunity, and deserve equal
pay for equal work. If feminism were no more than that,
Rush Limbaugh would be a card-carrying feminist. The
question of what a conservative feminist is, then, is impor-
tant first because there are going to be many more of them,
and second, because it sheds light on what conservatism is,
what feminism is, why feminists have tended to be liberals,
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and why conservatives are appalled by the classical liberal
varieties of feminism.

There are certain things that conservative feminism cannot
be. Conservatives do not believe that there are social causes
of individual failures, as we have seen. They believe that,
if you have enough self-discipline and character, you can
succeed. Therefore, conservative feminists cannot accept the
idea that gender stereotypes have social causal powers. Nor
can they accept the idea that social programs such as affir-
mative action are needed to ‘‘remedy’’ a social cause that
they do not believe, on principle, could possibly be responsi-
ble for individual failures. A conservative feminism must be
a version of Strict Father morality.

What I have been calling Strict Father morality is what
many feminists mean by the term ‘‘patriarchy.’’ I have not
used the term, partly because of its negative and ideological
overtones and partly because I wanted to be more specific.
Within Strict Father morality, the part that applies specifi-
cally to women is the metaphor that the Moral Order Is
the Natural Order (of dominance): God over human beings;
human beings over nature; parents over children; men over
women. It is this metaphor that plays the role in Strict Fa-
ther morality of justifying the moral authority of men over
women, both in the family and in society at large.

Now, the Moral Order in the Strict Father worldview has
changed in Western culture over the years. It used to include
whites over nonwhites, for example, and nobles over com-
moners. That has changed very considerably. Suppose, now,
that the change in the Moral Order metaphor moves one step
further and eliminates the clause ‘‘men over women.’” What
you get is a kind of conservative feminism. It keeps all as-
pects of conservatism except those tied to men’s domination
and moral authority over women.

Here’s what changes: In the family, men and women have
equal responsibility for decisions. Men no longer have a say
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about women’s sexuality. Options are open. If a woman
chooses to have sex before marriage, it is her own business,
provided she is no longer dependent on her family and pro-
vided she takes full responsibility for the consequences of
her actions. There is no pressure for women to put homemak-
ing ahead of a career. And there is no reason, as a feminist,
not to be sexy and sensual, not to use femininity to gain
power, not to dress well, and so on. Conservative feminists
feel comfortable about the use of power, including sexual
power.

On most issues, a conservative feminist is the same as
other conservatives. She is against affirmative action for the
same reason all conservatives are: because it gives people
something they don’t earn. Unrestricted free enterprise sup-
ports, in principle, equality of opportunity for women and
equal pay for equal work. But affirmative action to ‘‘level
the playing field’” would still be immoral. She would still
believe in moral authority, in a reduced version of the moral
order, in hierarchy, and in elites of achievement. But women
would not be lower in the moral order just by virtue of being
women. She would still believe that punishment and reward
are the basis of morality, and she would still believe in the
primacy of moral strength (self-discipline, responsibility,
and self-reliance), and she would still be against welfare and
other social programs, against gun control, for the death
penalty, against government regulation, and so on. Because
she believes in the primacy of moral strength, self-discipline,
and responsibility, she would have little patience for women
who see themselves as victims, say, of date rape. They know
the score and, with self-discipline, can just say no. She
would look down on women who whine; they are morally
weak and give women a bad name. A conservative feminist
would not be constrained by her moral worldview to be either
for or against abortion. She could go either way on that
issue.
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I have encountered women with such views and I believe
there is no lack of them. In political life, Governor Christine
Todd Whitman of New Jersey is an example. A good exam-
ple among conservative authors would be Lisa Schiffren, a
former speechwriter for Dan Quayle. Here, as an example
of a conservative feminist position, is part of Schiffren’s
argument against making the men who impregnate unmar-
ried women on welfare financially responsible for the care
of their offspring. Part of the argument is that such a policy
won’t work. Another part is that ‘“‘It is bad policy for the
state to enforce a contract that does not exist.”’ But the main
argument is that women should be responsible for their own
actions.

Since women and girls have sexual autonomy, they
can and should be held responsible for how they use
it. Before I am accused of blaming the victim, or
wishing to deny women sexual freedom, recall that
the women in question are not the classic victim cari-
catures that the feminist-welfare lobby likes to cite.
These are not wives bound by law or financial depen-
dence to husbands. They are single women who con-
trol economic resources, in this case the A.F.D.C.
check.

Contraception to prevent pregnancy is available—
including Norplant, Depo-Provera and the pill. Abor-
tion is an option.

Girls have the same educational opportunities and
most of the same economic opportunities boys have.
This makes the choice of dependence less acceptable
for poor women, just as it has for middle-class
women.

The most useful thing we can do for girls on the
verge of becoming welfare mothers is to make educa-
tion, work, and marriage preferable to subsisting on a
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welfare check. (New York Times, Op-Ed, August 10,
1995)

Here is a classic conservative argument with a feminist twist:
women with sexual freedom, educational and economic op-
portunity, controlling their own fates and therefore being
responsible for themselves.

TuE CONSERVATIVE GODDESS MOVEMENT

Is it possible for conservatives—women and men—to see
the earth as a goddess? Could there be a conservative spiri-
tual eco-feminism? In fact, such a variation on conservatism
is already in existence—and it has arisen out of evangeli-
cal Protestantism. It accepts the truth of the gender stereo-
types, as does the goddess movement. But it does not want
women’s values to replace men’s in society. It accepts the
Strict Father model of the family, the limitation of women
to the domestic sphere, and the role of the wife as functioning
to raise the children and support her husband’s authority. In
short, it supports the existing moral order and the legitimate
authority of men as leaders. And yet, it is a version of the
goddess movement, complete with solstice rituals, power
spots on the earth, shamanistic practices, the identification
of the earth as a woman, and the unique abilities of women
to tune into the rhythms of nature and tap into the power of
the earth because of the nature of women’s bodies.

What links this version of the goddess movement with
conservatism is the concern with power. It focuses on the
strength of women and on what the strength of women has
to contribute to the Strict Father family. It does not in any
way challenge the Strict Father model as it applies to men,
the family, and social arrangements. It accepts the social
arrangement in which women do most of the child-rearing
and housework and may have to hold down part-time jobs
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to make ends meet. It addresses the question of how women
can find the strength for all this, as well as, quite often,
trying to help their husbands overcome such common male
tendencies as alcoholism, abusiveness, uncommunicative-
ness, and inability to express feelings. It also addresses the
question of how women can find the strength to deal with
the realities of divorce.

To find strength, women look to their bodies, to their
emotionality, to their connection to the earth, and to their
spiritual power. Women find and hold ceremonies at power
spots in the terrain, places where they can tap into the
power of the earth. Women lead healing rituals out in nature,
rituals in which they sing, beat drums, dance, and allow the
power of the body to emerge—rituals that in many ways are
like evangelical Protestant church services. Women bring
their husbands and families to such rituals so that they can
share in the benefits of what women are seen to be best at
and come to respect women for the kind of power they have.

All of this can fit quite nicely with most of conservative
politics and Strict Father morality. It says women should
find the spiritual strength to be as self-reliant as possible. It
accepts the moral order in which men have legitimate author-
ity in the family and the public world, but asserts that women
have a vital role to play within this structure of authority;
and that they have special strengths, nurturant strengths, to
be cultivated and respected, even though they are subordi-
nated to the authority of their husbands in a strict father
family. Wives should not be helpless; they and their hus-
bands and their children need all the power women can
muster.

Women in the conservative goddess movement are conser-
vatives. The earth as a source of power is seen as a resource,
both physical and spiritual, for human beings. They do not
support liberal ecological ideas such as self-sustainability and
environmental protection. They do not support affirmative
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action. They do not believe that Nurturant Parent morality
should apply to the world. They are conservative women,
and want respect for being conservative women.

The study of varieties of feminism further confirms the over-
all theme of this book—that Nurturant Parent and Strict Fa-
ther models underlie liberalism and conservatism. Conserva-
tive forms of feminism may be feminist in various ways, in
promoting the idea that women are (or should be) free,
strong, competent, responsible for themselves, and deserving
of equal opportunity. But conservative forms of feminism
do not bring with them Nurturant Parent morality.
Theoretically, the study of varieties of feminism confirms
what the study of varieties of liberalism and conservatism
confirms, that radial categories are natural and that they arise
spontaneously because of natural parameters of variation.

Summary

‘“‘Liberal’’ and ‘‘conservative’’ are not just political catego-
ries. They are categories whose central members are defined
by family-based moral systems that are projected by the
Nation As Family metaphor onto the domain of politics.
The categories are then extended in the way categories usu-
ally are—by variations on the central models that define
noncentral subcategories. The parameters of variation in-
clude: (1) Linear Scales; (2) the Pragmatic-Idealistic dimen-
sion; (3) Moral Focus; and (4) Moral Order variation.

The nature of such variations is just what research in cog-
nitive science would lead one to expect. The nature of varia-
tions within each model reflects the structure of the model.





