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onservatism is a paradoxical phenomenon.

Conservatives defend their beliefs, which

sometimes are unmodern, but to defend
them they are engaged in discussions which are
necessarily modern. Conservatives are well known for
their critique of ideologies but they themselves are
ideologues. They are engaged in modern ideological
discussions, but do not believe that these discussions
have any serious meaning. Once conservatives
become adherents to ideological thought, their
situation becomes even worse. From its very
beginning conservatism is a reactionary ideology,
and for this reason conservatives should not follow
the path of their opponents. Their calling is to show

the problems of their opponents. By attempting to
stay relevant in contemporary political discussions,
conservatives have to fulfill two tasks: (1) to show
the weak spots in the positions of their opponents
and (2) to prove that the attempt to solve modern
problems requires conservatism. The purpose of this
article is to present a new challenge to the political
philosophy of liberalism. This challenge should
serve be useful in attempts to rethink conservatism.
The contemporary problems about the identity of
liberalism are also the problems of conservatism.
While the identity of political liberalism remains
unclear, the identity of conservatism also seems
destined to remain unclear.

TWO PARADOXES
OF LIBERALISM

oday the political philosophy of liberalism faces
a situation that Hans Christian Andersen told in
his tale The Emperor’s New Clothes. Since the
publication of John Rawls’s Political Liberalism, it has
become clear that a liberal society cannot be built on
moral liberalism. This means that liberalism cannot be
the basis of a liberal society. The idea that a society
should defend only liberals is a misunderstanding
because common principles of liberalism have to
be defended by
individuals who
are not liberals. If
liberals want to be
consistent, they
have to reject the
concept of liberal
society. Respect
for moral pluralism
does not mean that
society as a whole
should be called a
‘liberal society’. It is clear that when a society agrees
on the principles of political justice (as postulated by
Rawls’s theory), it cannot be designated as ‘liberal’
because the agreement is valid to all members of
society, even to those who hold the most antiliberal
convictions. It would be absurd to call fascists ‘liberals
because they live in a society which is built on the

)

principles of political liberalism. However, according
to Rawls, we can have no serious objections against
calling them liberals.

Rawls’s works demand us to reconsider the identity
of the philosophy of liberalism. The American
philosopher developed a theory of liberalism,
according to which liberals are equal to nonliberals

in a liberal society. More than 20 years have passed
since the publication of Political Liberalism; however,
no one seems to have explained why a society that is
composed of a considerable number of people who
are opposed to the doctrine of liberalism is called

a ‘liberal society’. Liberals cannot apply their moral
philosophy to liberal politics. Such an application
would destroy their commitment to fairness. Political
liberalism can only be defended when liberals admit
that their philosophy of morality cannot be enforced
politically. Liberals and anti-liberals have to be treated
as equal members of a liberal society. The advocates
of political liberalism cannot claim that the moral
philosophy of liberalism has to become the ruling
philosophy of the liberal regime. They can reasonably
expect to be called moral liberals, but they cannot
seriously think that all citizens of a liberal regime
should be called liberals. This is the coping stone of
Rawls’s political liberalism. Liberal and nonliberal
citizens have to live their daily political lives according




to the same principles of justice. Political liberalism
cannot exist if it is recognised only by liberals. In
order to exist it has to be recognised by citizens

who can privately reject the doctrine of liberalism.
Political liberalism can exist only if it is recognised by

individuals who do not hold themselves to be liberals.

Liberals have no stable or unchanging identity that
would allow us to distinguish them from nonliberals.
Since the regime of political liberalism has to be
recognized by citizens who are not liberals, we have
no reason to call this regime ‘liberal’. The struggle for
a liberal identity that has lasted for a few hundred
years seems to have ended as a failure. Liberals

have to base their political identity on the same
foundations as nonliberals.

According to the German jurist and political
philosopher Ernst-Wolfgang Béckenférde, a liberal
state cannot survive without moral resources that
are not liberal. He states the same thing as Rawls

- political liberalism cannot stand on its own legs
without the help of individuals who are not liberals.
Political liberalism does not necessarily follow from
moral liberalism. Even the most antiliberal political
philosophies can be reached from the starting point
of moral individualism. Since its very birth liberalism
has remained a defensive philosophy that’s useful
when defending the rights of citizens but is useless
once one tries to establish a moral order. In their
attempts to establish morality, liberals are forced to
borrow from other traditions of moral thought. The
most important among them are religious traditions.

Liberals focus their view on guarding the rights of
citizens. Such a narrowing of perspective makes them
incapable of grounding any sort of ethics that would
be directed toward moral perfection. This necessarily
follows from the premise that the status of moral
choice is the same as that of the choice between
different kinds of ice cream, shoes or cars. This trait of
liberalism proves the truth of Bockenforde’s insight
that the very existence of liberal regimes depends
on moral resources that are not liberal.

Rawls proposes a form of liberalism that unites
liberals and nonliberals. Political liberalism is not
inseparable from the moral philosophy of liberalism.

It can function without the support of liberal morality.
Political liberalism can be (and has to be) defended by
the opponents of moral liberalism. Nonliberal citizens
can freely live according to their convictions in
liberal regimes. However, there are limits to their
freedoms, and these limits are set politically by
liberals. This is not the only paradox to be found in
Rawls’s philosophy. In formulating his conception of
political liberalism, Rawls implies that liberals have
some kind of shared moral identity. The readers

of Political Liberalism are lead to believe that all
problems of identity of liberalism can be solved on
the level of morality. This is the unproven assumption
of liberalism. Moral liberalism is as paradoxical as
political liberalism. For this very reason it cannot
become a ground of liberal identity. The moral
philosophy of liberalism could collapse as soon as
someone shouted ‘the emperor is naked’.

MORAL PHILOSOPHY
WITHOUT MORALITY

iberals cannot ground their identity in the field

of politics. They are also incapable of doing

this in the field of morality. Most liberals tend
to take moral liberalism for granted. However, there
is no moral philosophy of liberalism. Liberals could
never agree on principles of morality that could be
codified. If we admit that their moral philosophy is
essentially a critique of other systems of moralities,
we would have to see Joseph de Maistre as a more
consistent liberal than John Stewart Mill because de
Maistre was a much sharper critic than Mill. Critique
is incapable of grounding a common identity of
the moral philosophy of
liberalism. According to the
traditional understanding,
a liberal is someone who
takes a critical stance
towards conservatives. If
de Maistre had criticized
the conservatives he
would be regarded as a
liberal thinker; however,
he criticized the French
revolutionaries and today
is held to be an enemy of
liberalism. When a person
takes a stance against
abortions, he is called a
conservative; however, when he takes a stance against
abortions and adds the statement that in the end
everything depends on the choice of the individual, he
becomes a liberal.

A few explanations can help us to understand
why it might seem that liberals do have a code
of morality. First of all, liberals and nonliberals
are familiar with traditional virtues - speaking
the truth, self-respect, forgiveness, friendship
and justice. Secondly, they like to dispute with
people who are not liberals. It is hard to believe
that people who like to discuss on the themes
of morality do not have their own conception of
morality. Only when we take a closer look does
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it become clear that the so-called morality of
liberalism is not a system of virtues but merely
the right to criticize any code of morality. Liberals
feel obliged to revise all moral codes and this
critical revision is the essence of their moral
philosophy. By asserting the right of individuals
to criticize any conviction, liberals reveal the
strange status of their own moral convictions.
Their conception of morality is a repetition of

the matrix of political liberalism. When someone
argues that abortions should be made illegal,
liberals say that the admissibility of abortions has
to be left to the decision of a
freely acting individual. This
means that Catholics cannot
become liberals as long as
their catechism opposes the
legalization of abortions.

The contemporary popular
idea of the end of morality
allows us to gain a better
understanding of the moral
philosophy of liberalism.
Alasdair Maclintyre is right to
state that what traditionally
was understood to be morality
has disappeared during some
point of modernity. In his words, ‘We possess indeed
simulacra of morality, we continue to use many of
the key expressions. But we have - very largely,

if not entirely - lost our comprehension, both
theoretical and practical, of morality’. This statement
provides an important insight into the problem of
the moral philosophy of liberalism. What liberals
hold to be their morality on closer inspection proves
to be only a simulacrum of morality. The arguments
presented in MaclIntyre’s After Virtue allow us to

say that liberals continue to talk about morality

but all their discourses are dependent on moral
vocabularies inherited from the past. According to
Maclntyre, the classical conception of morality had
three elements:



1. the conception of untutored human nature,

2. the conception of the precepts of rational ethics, and

3. the conception of human-nature-as-it-could-be-if-
it-realized-its-telos. Liberal morality (or simulacra
of it) has only two elements. It does not have any
conception of human nature.

Liberals cannot explain what makes homo sapiens into a
human being. They cannot present us with any coherent
understanding of a morally educated human being.
Everything is left to the free decision of the individual.
Liberals do not consider abortions to be something
good, but proposals to ban them are seen as being
something bad. This is another mystery of liberalism.

We could not find any purely liberal virtue even in

the longest list of virtues. ‘Liberal virtues’ come into
existence only when the predicate ‘liberal’ is added to
traditional virtues - liberal justice, liberal toleration,
liberal faith, liberal commitment, liberal openness. The
identity of the moral philosophy of liberalism is not to
be found in any list of virtues. We have to look at the
liberal relationship with virtues. The choice of a freely
acting individual is of much more importance to
liberals than the virtues are. This means that the same
virtue can have a liberal and anti-liberal meaning.
Everything depends on the choice of the individual.
When liberals attempt to understand ethics, they

do not attempt to understand the moral meaning

of virtues. A true liberal can be lustful on Monday

and chaste on Tuesday. Liberals like to discuss moral
questions but they cannot find anything new to

say which they would not have said on the political
level. When a question arises whether some kind of
disputed action should be prohibited, liberals tell

us that every individual should decide for himself

or herself. This is a political and not a moral answer.
Liberals discuss the problems of abortions, euthanasia
or same-sex marriage in the same way that they
would discuss any other political questions.

Liberals become ‘philosophers of morality’ by
criticizing convictions of their opponents. They can
even hold convictions that seem to be opposed

to liberalism; they only need to say that these
convictions are the result of their critical reasoning.

It is impossible to distinguish moral and political
liberalism. Even before serious inquiry concerning
moral problems had begun, liberals already knew that
abortions and euthanasia had to be approved. This
reveals another paradox of their philosophy. Liberals
argue that their philosophical identity has to be found
on the level of morality; however, moral liberalism only
repeats the political principles of their doctrine. This
way of thinking is based on a logical error of circular
reasoning. When liberals discuss political questions,
they state that morality is a private matter. When
morality is discussed as a private matter, liberals
propose to look for answers on the political level. The
moral philosophy of liberalism is similar to a train that
leaves one station but never arrives at another: it is
always stuck somewhere between the two stations.

Nonliberal convictions are essential for the survival

of liberal philosophy. These convictions are criticized,
rejected or neutralized. Liberals know that it is
impossible to reach a universal agreement concerning
morality. This is why they propose to agree on political
principles that are seen to be the most important
thing in finding solutions to major disagreements on
questions concerning morality. When a moral problem
arises, liberals propose a political solution - free
choice for abortion or euthanasia. Even free rejection
of abortion or euthanasia as long as it is a free choice
of the individual. People who think that liberals have
their own morality need to prove that liberals can

tell us something more about the virtues than the
adherents of the positions that are criticized could

tell us. It seems that liberals cannot say anything that
we would not know at the beginning of discussion.
When such an authoritative liberal as Thomas Nagel
in his book Mortal Questions writes that the evaluation
of homosexuality has the same status as evaluations
concerning works of art, his statement reveals more
about the state of contemporary art than it does
about morality. Nagel gives a lecture on aesthetics to
people who want to learn about ethics. His statement
is similar to the notion that people who are interested
in ethics should be given a lecture on problems of art
or biology.

SHAM PHILOSOPRHY

philosophy of history that can be described

as having a doubtful reputation. Liberals see
the practical realization of their doctrine as a mark
of social and political progress. The importance of
history for the moral identity of the individual is not
among the themes that liberals like to talk about.
However, their political philosophy is inseparable from
the political faith of historical progress. The belief that
history is working on the side of liberalism is taken for
granted. This allows us to see liberalism as a secular
substitute for religion. According to Rousseau, theirs
is a “purely civil profession of faith’. Despite their
much promulgated respect for freedom, liberals are
dogmatists. The liberal individual is a substitute for
the God of monotheistic religions, moral codes are
substituted for the free choice of the individual and
the main dogma becomes the search for novelty. In
the words of Carl Schmitt, ‘Freedom replaces Reason,
and Novelty replaces Freedom’.

‘ iberal political philosophy is a hostage of a

Liberals cannot prove the superiority of their doctrine
on the plane of philosophy. Novelty does not mean
progress. However, contemporary liberalism is based
on the belief that freedom for new and unusual
things is the most important goal for individuals and
society. Since the writings of
Mill, liberal philosophers talk
about experimental morals and
politics. One can reasonably
state that they are applying the
principle that Paul Feyerabend
formulated on a very different
occasion - anything goes.
Precisely this principle creates
insurmountable difficulties

in the quest to find the

identity of liberalism. When
the principle anything goes

is admitted, liberals and their
opponents can argue that the
rejection of liberalism is as
meaningful as the affirmation
of liberalism. Liberals cannot
be called philosophers because

philosophers do not know the answers before

their inquiries have even begun. Liberals know that
their doctrine is the true one without any serious
discussion. Philosophers strive for wisdom despite
knowing that complete wisdom is beyond human
capacities. Liberals promise to reveal a philosophical
truth, but they can only come up with a political truth.
This can only be called a deception - philosophy is
substituted by secular faith.

The conclusions of a free philosophical inquiry do

not have to coincide with the teachings of liberalism.
The history of philosophy only proves that serious
philosophical reflections can lead to positions that

are completely opposed to those of liberalism. The
almost unlimited flexibility of the liberal mind makes it
seemingly impossible to find the identity of liberalism.
A liberal philosopher worthy of a philosopher’s

name would have to transcend all opinions, beliefs,
moral codes and political theories. Submission to the
opinions of society is the end of philosophy. In this
aspect liberalism is only a simulacrum of free thought.
The so-called liberal philosophers only pretend to be
freethinkers. They can criticize any dogma, be it their
own or that of their opponents; however, their critique
cannot be so far reaching that it would destroy all
marks of liberalism. Liberals
have to put a stop to their
critical capacities at a certain
point. Schmitt thought that
liberals do not have their own
conception of politics and are
satisfied with being critics of
politics. After the works of
Rawls, it has become clear that
they are faced with even deeper
problems. Political liberalism
is incapable of grounding

the identity of liberalism.
Liberals put too much faith in
philosophical attempts to find
the basis of their identity. They
can save their identity only by
transforming philosophy into
ideology.



To historians of philosophy the identity of liberalism
seems to be an unsolvable riddle. However, this
theoretical problem can easily be solved on the

level of political practice when citizens declare their
loyalty to the liberal ideology. Liberal philosophers
have always strived for something more than a mere
ideology, but serious philosophical reflection would
mark the end of liberal identity. The final word to

all problems of liberalism is ‘you’d better believe it’.
Behind the philosophy of liberalism we will always find
some of civil religion. Permanent criticism would end
in the dissolution of liberal identity, and this is why the
help of ideology is essential. The identity of liberalism
faces unsolvable problems because liberals have

not managed to develop an independent moral and
political philosophy. In the case of political liberalism,
liberals share the same principles with citizens who
are opposed to liberalism. In the case of moral
liberalism, we do not find any list of liberal virtues.

The political philosophy of liberalism is faced with
four seemingly insurmountable paradoxes. First of all,
Rawlsian political liberalism shows that the distinction
between liberals and nonliberals disappears, and it
becomes impossible to understand the difference
between liberal and nonliberal political positions.
Secondly, from the starting point of moral liberalism,
we can arrive at any political conclusions, even at the
most antiliberal ones. Liberalism can justify its name
only when citizens of a liberal society are allowed

to not be liberals. Thirdly, liberal moral philosophy is
incapable of providing any positive morality. It has to
borrow virtues from traditions of moral thought that
are unliberal. Fourthly, the attempts to create a liberal
political philosophy at some point have to petrify into
an ideology. Liberal political philosophy does not rest
on superior arguments. It is based on political faith.
What goes by the name of political philosophy is just
a civil religion.

Liberals can solve all paradoxes only on the level of
practice by allying themselves to the most powerful
political forces that represent liberal ideology. They
cannot prove the superiority of their doctrine in a
free and open philosophical discussion. It seems

that no one can explain where liberalism begins and
where it ends. Liberals who believe that political
liberalism is built on the philosophical strength of its
arguments are gravely mistaken. ‘Liberal philosophy’
is a perplexing mixture of free thought and dogmatic
loyalty to ideology. At the bottom of all liberal
philosophical discourses we will always find political
dogmas. The philosophy of liberalism is as dogmatic
as the most antiliberal philosophies. Liberals like

to speak about freedom; however, in truth they are
defending a political credo according to which they
distinguish what is free thought and what is not. They
are much closer to doctrinaire ideologists than to
philosophers who engage in open discussions. Only
by remaining silent on their political faith can liberals
create an illusion of a
completely free and
open discussion. One
can easily notice that
liberal reasoning reminds
the argumentation of
theologians - confession
of faith (which in the
case of liberals is not
declared openly) -
comes before any
philosophical inquiry
and guides it towards
conclusions that are
known in advance.

Liberals cannot give

a coherent account of
their identity on the
level of morality or
politics. However, it
would be naive to think

that liberals would say ‘goodbye, liberalism’. Force of
habit hides from us the fact that there is no necessary
connection between being a free person and being a
liberal. Freedom is not the answer to all problems of
the human condition. It is merely the presupposition
to all answers concerning morality. It might surprise
many that liberal philosophers have labored so long
and only managed to turn their philosophy into the
handmaid of ideology. The time has come to reject the
faith of liberal ‘philosophy’. Just like in Andersen’s tale
we have to admit that the emperor has no clothes.
This observation should not be a cause for critics

of liberalism to rejoice. On the contrary, this should
make the critics deeply concerned. The problems

of liberalism reveal that all civil religions are just as
vulnerable. Conservatism also is neither a philosophy
nor an ideology. Any attempt by conservatives to

create their own version of political justice would

face the same problems as the ones that the liberals
are facing. Liberals need conservatives. However, the
most urgent task for conservatives is to find their own
solid ground and not to remain polemically dependent
on liberalism. For the first time since Edmund Burke,
conservatives are challenged to rethink their position
because of the many uncertainties of liberalism. When
the identity of liberalism is almost unidentifiable,
conservatives lose their main opponent. Since the
French Revolution modern conservatism is a reaction
to the deficiencies of liberalism. Once this opponent
seems to vanish, conservatives have to take the place
of liberalism in the ‘liberal democracy’. However, they
are reactionaries, and this position is not for them.
The only other option seems to be to find a new
opponent. e




CONSERVATISM:

RUE AND FALSE
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Leiden, Netherlands

verywhere in Europe and the US, the popularity
of so-called ‘populist’ politicians and parties
is growing, many of which call themselves
conservative. So at first sight, conservatism
seems to be on the rise and doing well. But that
is @ misconception. Calling the populist parties
conservative is like calling a cat a dog. There are some
superficial resemblances, but in reality these are two
very different animals. Most apparently, the populist
parties are in favor of more direct democracy - they
believe that the populus is virtuous and must stop
the corrupt elite. Conservatism, on the other hand,
is skeptical of the political acuteness of the common
man and believes that the populus needs to be guided
by a virtuous elite. Or isn’t that
the conservative position? What,
if anything, is conservatism
really? Let us go back in time and
remind ourselves where exactly
conservatism comes from, how
it developed and where it stands
NOow.

The word ‘conservatism’ goes

back no further than about one

hundred years. It was first used,

to my knowledge, by Lord Hugh

Cecil, who in 1912 published a

book with the title Conservatism.

The famous eleventh edition of

the Encyclopedia Britannica,

which dates from 1911-12, has

no lemma for the word. (It does

for socialism and liberalism.)? With the exception of
Britain, however, the word initially did not gain wide
currency on the European continent or in the USA. If it
was used, it was as a term of abuse. It was only after
Barry Goldwater and his followers began to use it as
a self-description in the 1960s that it gradually gained
currency in the US. On the European continent, on
the other hand, it is still in the process of becoming
ordinary and respectable. As yet it has not become
as normal and accepted a word as socialism and
liberalism. The lineage of the word ‘conservatism’

is hence quite modest. And if words and things

are connected, one would have to conclude that
conservatism is something of the post-1960s era. And
as far as the eastern part of Europe is concerned,
conservatism is something of the post-1989 era.

But let’s be generous and say that conservatism as
we know it is a post-War phenomenon that began
with the publication of Quentin Hogg’s The Case

for Conservatism in 1947 and Russell Kirk’s The
Conservative Mind in 1953,

Of course, like many people with modest roots,
contemporary conservatives traverse the past looking
for relatives that might make their lineage more
respectable. The opinion of these genealogists differ
somewhat, but all agree that
Edmund Burke is the founding
father of conservatism, and his
Reflections on the Revolution
in France (1790) is its Gospel.
So the general picture, which
has acquired wide currency, is
that there is one conservative
tradition running from Burke to
the present.

However, such general pictures
with wide currency have one
thing in common: they are usually
not true. In reality Burke’s views
have little or nothing in common
with contemporary, post-war
conservatism. If we aspire to a
true understanding of the history
of conservatism, we have to start making a few
distinctions. Even if we limit ourselves to the last two
centuries - which is anything but self-evident? - we
encounter not one but three types of conservatism
that differ greatly. So greatly in fact that the
question arises if including them all under the same
denominator isn’t self-deceit.

The first conservative tradition was
counterrevolutionary, and it reached its zenith in the
period from 1790 (Burke) to the 1830s. In it’s second
period, conservatism was a liberal-conservative or

1In the same year J. H. Robinson published a book entitled New History, the eighth chapter of which bears the title ‘The spirit of conservatism in the light of

history’.

2 The adjective goes back to the 1830s. In 1832 Peel rechristened the Tory Party Conservative Party. The related word ‘conservateur’ is still older. In 1818
Chauteaubriand started a journal with that name. Even before that, in 1799, after his coup d’état on the “18th Brumaire’, Napoleon established a Sénat

Conservateur, whose task was to ‘conserve’ the Constitution.

3 The implicit message of Leo Strauss’s phenomenal Natural Right and History (1953) is that conservatives should not take Burke as their point of departure, but

rather ‘classic natural right’, i.e. the philosophy of Plato and Aristotle.




conservative-liberal tradition that came into existence
after Word War Il and is still with us. And finally, there
is also a type of conservatism in which the ideas of
the counterrevolution are ‘aufgehoben’ in the Hegelian
sense, i.e. annulled, preserved and brought to a higher
level. ‘Philosophic’ or ‘Platonic’ conservatism would
be an appropriate name for this type. It predominates
in the period from the 1830s to Word War I, but

there are several precursory figures, and it is still
around. It is sometimes called ‘traditionalism’, or ‘anti-
modernism’. This, in my view, is the true or the best
type of conservatism. Its ideas are more acute than
ever in the present time.

The counterrevolution is the exact antipode of

the French and American revolutionary ideas.*
Politically, the revolution stood for a (more or less)
democratic republic of free and equal citizens. The
counterrevolution stood for a traditional mixed regime

(regimen mixtum) of monarchy, aristocracy and
democracy, i.e. king, nobility and commoners. Socially,
the revolution stood for a society of individuals who are
equal before the law, the counterrevolution for a société
des ordres, i.e. a ranked society of hierarchical families,
communities and orders. Economically the revolution
stood for a free market system, with full ownership
rights and freedom of contract. The counterrevolution
stood for a corporatist system based on guilds with
limited ownership rights and freedom of contract.
Religiously the revolution stood for secularism, i.e.
religion as a private matter, separated from the
government or, in its extreme variety, for atheism and

a total rejection of Christianity. The counterrevolution
stood for the fusion of church and state and the
‘establishment’ of (one type of) Christianity as the
official creed, preferably shared by everyone. In

short, the counterrevolution wanted to restore the
antediluvium and go back to the ancien régime, or to

4 Contemporary conservatives often believe the myth, going back to Burke, that the American Revolution was a conservative revolution like the Glorious
Revolution in England in 1688, which was merely concerned with a defense of ‘the rights of Englishmen’. That is nonsensical. See e.g. Gordon Wood, The
Radicalism of the American Revolution, Alfred Knopf, 1992. After Burke had created a great stir with the publication of his Reflections, many of his friends and
acquaintances pointed out to him that if he hated the French Revolution so much, he should also hate the American Revolution because the two were inspired
by the same ideas. Burke, up till the very end of his life, never replied to his critics and never set out why he saw the American Revolution as a different animal.
In a letter dated 12 February 1797, a few month before his death, Burke wrote to William Windham that ‘these Gentlemen put the case of France and America
exactly on a Par, and always have done so. | leave them to rejoice in that discovery and in my inconsistency, and the antidote they have found in one part of
my writings against the poison that exists in another’. See Harvey Mansfield (ed.), Selected Letters of Edmund Burke, University of Chicago Press, 1984, p 240.
The most likely explanation of the riddle is that Burke, even though he defended it in Parliament and served as a paid agent for the State of New York for some
years, did not know much about the American Revolution and never bothered to familiarize himself with its specifics. Caught up as he was in British politics and
history, and lacking in knowledge, he depicted the unknown in terms of the known—the Glorious Revolution. A mistake that is often made. Hence, when the

French Revolution broke out, it was all new to him and gave him a great scare.

the Middle Ages. This was also Burke’s position. But
there are evidently very few conservatives in the world
today who share these ideas, notwithstanding Burke’s
aura as founding father of conservatism.

Most conservatives today are liberals of a kind.

Hence the name liberal conservatism or conservative
liberalism. This type of conservatism came into
existence after World War 1. Politically it embraces
the idea of a democratic republic of free and equal
citizens. Socially it stands for a society of individuals
who are equal before the law. Economically it favors a
free market system with full rights of ownership and
freedom of contract. And religiously it approves of the
principle of the separation of church and state in so
far as it regards religion as a private matter.

Hence, if we compare the positions it takes with
those of the counterrevolution and the revolution

in the early nineteenth century, the verdict is

clear. Contemporary conservatism is a child of the
revolution, not of the counterrevolution. Burke is not
its founding father, but Burke’s opponent Tom Paine.
To associate contemporary conservatism in any way
with Burke and the counterrevolution is preposterous.
Its closest historical ancestor is the classical liberalism
of the period from the late eighteenth to the early
twentieth century. The tradition runs from Adam

Andreas Kinneging

Smith to Friedrich Hayek. Contemporary conservatism
is really a kind of liberalism.

Why then the fuzzy terms liberal conservatism or
conservative liberalism? For the single reason that
there is a different social philosophy around - it’s the
dominant ideology at the moment, at least in the
West—that also lays a claim to the name liberalism,

but is of quite another nature: progressive liberalism or
liberal progressivism. Contemporary conservatism and
progressivism are both children of the revolution. They
both embrace the revolutionary principles of liberty
and equality as the highest principles there are, which
makes them both liberal. But they rank these principles
differently. For progressives equality is more important
than liberty. For conservatives it is the other way round.

Equality usually does not come naturally. It has to
be enforced. For that the government is necessary,
enforcing the laws that make people more equal.
Such laws by definition reduce individual liberty.
Moreover, if true equality is to rule, the laws need to
be the same for everyone, i.e. general laws made by
the central government. Hence the quest for equality
also leads to an ever-increasing centralization.
Liberal progressives are in favor of big, centralized
government, whereas liberal conservatives prefer
small, decentralized government.



Take human rights - or as it’s known in America,

civil rights. From a conservative interpretation these
are rights against the government that preserve the
liberty of the individual, groups and organizations

in society. From the progressive interpretation, they
are rights of the individual vis-a-vis other individuals,
groups and organizations in society to guard equality;
they are rights that need to be enforced by the
government.

The difference between the liberal progressives

and the liberal conservatives involves not only the
ranking of liberty and equality. It is also the result
of a different interpretation of each. In general,
equality and liberty to liberal conservatives means
what it meant to the classical liberals of the
nineteenth century: equality before the law and
(principally) freedom from government interference
and surveillance. Limited government is sufficient.
Liberal progressives on the other hand see equality
and liberty as something much broader, including
(a degree of) social and economic equality and the
freedom from want, fear, social pressure and religious
‘indoctrination’. Obviously, to establish equality and
liberty in such a broad sense, massive government
interference and surveillance is needed.

In sum: the differences between liberal progressivism
and liberal conservatism are big and real enough.
But they are similar to the differences between de
Girondin and the Jacobin Party, or between Adams
and Jefferson during respectively the French and the
American Revolution. On the level of fundamental
principles they are at one. For both of them liberty
and equality are the highest values. Anything that
goes counter to these is ultimately regarded as
indefensible and must go. This is bound to result in
some serious blind spots.

What about the third type of conservatism that
came into existence in the 1830s and dominated
the right until World War I? It is the heir of the
counterrevolution, the essence of which is opposition
to the revolutionary principles of freedom and
equality. Instead of equality, it upheld hierarchy as a
fundamental principle in the cosmos, in society and
in the soul. Equality it held to be unnatural, and so
it followed a hierarchy in which what ought to obey
rules and what ought to rule obeys. Both principles
are unstable and bound to disintegrate. Instead of
liberty, the counterrevolution stood for discipline
and duty towards God, the community, family and
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oneself. Liberty in the sense extolled by the revolution
was called license (/icentia) and regarded as a vice.
The idea was that a society where license ruled

and discipline and duty had a bad name is bound

to crumble and fall apart or be destroyed from the
outside. The third type of conservatism is the heir of
these counterrevolutionary principles of hierarchy,
discipline and duty. But this conservatism is more
abstract and philosophical than its predecessor.

It points out the need not for a return to the mixed
regime of old, but for a political order that is a balance
between the various elements of society: rich and

poor, educated and uneducated, town and country, etc.
Instead of defending the société des ordres, it vindicates
the necessity and usefulness of virtuous elites in society.
Instead of defending corporatism and the feudal

order, it stresses the need for cooperation alongside of
competition and market regulation, not from the central
government above, but by stakeholders themselves.
Instead of the clergy and the established church, it
defends the indispensability of religion in general and
Christianity in particular, not as a private matter, but as a
mainstay of public peace, order and happiness.

In opposition to the revolution, it argues that a good
society is not a collection of atomic individuals,
but of organic communities, first and foremost
(traditional) families. In opposition to cosmopolitical

ideas - the counterpart of individualism - it stresses
the importance of neighborhood, locality, region and
nation. In opposition to the ideas that the purpose

of life is to satisfy as many desires as possible, or to
seek and be oneself, it highlights the importance of
sacrifice, duty, virtue, discipline, self-renunciation, etc.

All of which is inherent in the counterrevolution, of
course. But the counterrevolution presented it in a
way that had become wholly unconvincing, if not
utterly incomprehensible to most people. What the
philosophic conservatism of the period from the 1830s
to Word War Il did was to detach what was essential
and of timeless value in the counterrevolutionary ideas
from what was secondary and historically contingent.

In doing that, this philosophic conservatism did
something that had been done before, most
importantly by Plato in his struggle against the
democratic revolution of Athens - which had also
extolled liberty and equality. It called for people to
think through the case against these principles, to
think through what principles a society really needs
to function well and to serve the bonum commune.
Hence, it is fitting to call this philosophic conservatism
‘Platonic’ conservatism.

Whatever name we give it, this third type of
conservatism clearly is the most important of the
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three. It calls attention to a whole range of things
that are crucial for a good society, many of which
have been forgotten and disregarded in the post-war
era and especially in the past few decades. Liberal
conservatism certainly does not draw attention to
them. It isn’t even aware of them, which is hardly
surprising of course in view of the fact that it shares
the revolutionary principles of equality and liberty.

In conclusion, what contemporary conservatism
needs most of all is a renewed consideration of the
ideas of the conservatism of the period from the
1830s until the 1930s. For even in the unlikely case
that contemporary conservatism vanquishes liberal
progressivism, the resulting world would still not
be to our liking. It would still be a liberal world of
sorts, and so be a contra naturam, a valley of tears,
since some of the most important preconditions
for happiness, fulfillment, peace and joy would still
not be met.

You want names? | will give you some: Thomas
Carlyle, Alexis de Tocqueville, G. W. F. Hegel, John
Henry Newman, Wilhelm Répke, Matthew Arnold,

G. K. Chesterton, Irving Babbitt, T. S. Eliot, Romano
Guardini, Denis de Rougemont, Otto Friedrich
Bollnow, Dietrich von Hildebrand, Nicolai Hartmann,
Leo Strauss, Eric Voegelin. But this is just the tip of the
iceberg. Seek and you will find. e
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here was a time in European history when the

word ‘conservative’ did not have any special

meaning other than the original Latin one
claiming ‘to preserve or protect’ something. As it is
known, it was Edmund Burke, the meaning of whose
works could be summarized later by his followers like
Chateaubriand as ‘conservative’ despite the fact that
Burke himself did not use the word ‘conservative’.
Thus even the founder of modern conservatism,
Edmund Burke was not aware of what he was doing,
i.e. establishing political conservatism. And this is a
point, namely, that conservatism is best served and
used if we do not regard it as part of the modern
project focused on abstract ‘liberty’, individual ‘rights’
and ‘progress’ in a virtual sense. Political conservatism
was formed as a reaction to some political ideas that
initiated the modern era with all its dogmas, including
the basic ideas of modern Enlightenment. All modern
claims are directed at negating nature in her all
qualities and tradition in its most precise meaning: to
hand over the best and most delicate experience of
earlier generations. Before the Enlightenment there
had been no conservatism because there was no
need for it. When people lived the lives they mainly
inherited from their predecessors, there was no need
to justify why they lived as they did or the reasons for
their lifestyle, or as it was later on called ‘culture’. They
did not know that they lived in a culture. All they knew
was that they had rules and traditions that they had
to follow. It was the Enlightenment that divided time
into two halves resembling or challenging the birth of
Jesus Christ. This divided human existence into a pre-
Enlightenment period (also called classical or ancient
times) and the new or modern period, which wished
to detach itself from its own past because it was
thought to be the cause of human retardation and the
impediment of development. Whereas man in the past
regarded nature as the ultimate source of judgment
and understanding of human possibilities, modern
attitudes changed the meaning of nature from the
concept of character to the concept of construction of
all meanings. The consequence of this is that humans
can aspire to be creatures of complete self-assertion
and construction, as if they are an exception to the
creation of all living entities. Even if they are, it does
not justify why humans can do whatever they think fit
or be subject to mere compromises among men.

It is strange but important to note that the original
meaning of conservatism today is reduced to the
‘preserving’ aspect, although the original included
a second meaning too, which is ‘defending’. Less

attention has been paid to this aspect of the original
meaning of conservatism, though it is also relevant. To
protect implies responsibility, courage, love and self-
sacrifice. This is why the idea of conservatism is more
than a re-action to modern political ideas. It is also a
concept of the good life and the appropriate way of
conduct for both a community and the individual. And
| believe this is why conservatives are not doomed to
adapt to the politico-ideological programs of others,
for they alone do not need programs or projects
because their ontological-political view claims that
politics is not a plan that must be implemented.
Realism, common sense and the search for truth

are enough to act without falling into the trap of
ideological dogmatism and intrusion into others’ lives.
Being reactionary means that modern critical thought
must not be reduced to any aspect of human thinking
and action. Conservatives are the only protector of the
original meaning of philosophy, i.e. lover of wisdom.

The concept of nature is vital and crucial in
understanding the meaning and practice of what we
call ‘conservatism’. The moment that man believes to
be capable of emancipating himself from under the
rule and power of nature, man can assume that he
can do anything that he thinks to be logical, which
he believes to be identical with truth. If the logical is
the truth, then man’s action should only be matched
to logical conclusions - all other considerations are
meaningless to the holders of logical truth. The major
problem is that today most scientists believe that
they are holders of the logical; therefore, they are the
bearers of truth. But this is not and cannot be true.
The case of conservatism begins where intellectual
developments started to neglect the natural but
invisible barriers of human thought. This was superbly
recognized by those who contrasted the ancient and
the modern answers to man’s fundamental problems.
We have two major pools of answers to these issues,
i.e. what are the best responses to man’s recurring
questions, primarily ‘how should we or | live?’ So

the basic issue is not what conservatism is, what the
conservatives should do or if they can be identified
at all, but whether man’s modern aspirations can

be or should be endorsed or not. Conservatives say

a definite ‘no’ to this question. It is a misleading
concept that the conservatives (who oppose the
modernists including the remnants of the Marxian
leftists, social democrats and the progressive liberals)
simply serve as the natural counterbalance of the
modernists or progressives. No, the real conservative
or more precisely the reactionary opposes the modern




progressives who still believe that man’s problems can
be finally solved and all we need is infinite progress

in terms of technological development. This is why

| suggest that we focus upon progressives and
reactionaries. Not all progressives are leftists, and

not all reactionaries are conservatives. The dividing
line is somewhere between what was once between
the ancients and moderns between the 16th and

18th centuries. It has not been taken for granted that
the modern solution to man’s fundamental issues is
superior to the one of the ancients. The issue is the
judgment of the concept of nature and the resulting
question of we should live. Western man seems to
have already answered this question: economic well-
being based on free entrepreneurship, politics should
be entrusted to institutional arrangements rather than
any personal leadership, it is the individual rather than
communities which are to be preferred in dubious
cases, the conflict of faith and reason ultimately tilted
towards modern reason.

The ultimate issue from the conservative perspective
is whether we have to accommodate ourselves to
natural laws or to the laws of human reason (usually
simplified as logic). All controversies between
modernists and reactionaries or conservatives can be
reduced to this issue: the way we live can be, or what
is more, should be confined to the mere skills and
strengths of human reason. And we should be vigilant
to the boundaries of human nature or character,

i.e. we should not exceed certain limits. But what is
nature? It is nothing else than the basic character of
every single being, i.e. what exists is characterized by
development and unavoidable decline. Flourishing is

necessarily followed by the loss of internal energy and
the diminishing will to fulfill one’s original intent. The
modern meaning of nature has deprived the major
and original qualities of nature of her basic asset, that
it can maintain action and active decisions. Nature,

in its original meaning, was a source of strength

and energy, and not an obstacle to human action. In
modernity nature became an enemy, a condition that
must be changed and replaced by human reason.
Modernity claims the victory of human reason over
the indifferent nature. Indifference means enmity that
must be controlled. Even if we accept that nature’s
indifference might cause serious damages to man,

we cannot really assert that man can be changed to
follow his collective or individual reason alone. Man is
a creature of at least two uncompromising tendencies
- the one that demands him to be a meek creature to
follow what is available to him through experience and
the other that spurs him to think whatever he wants
without limits and realize his ideas indiscriminately.

Today nature has been under conquest for a long
time. The modernists’ reaction to this is raising

the ‘green issue’, which has nothing to do with the
conservative insight about nature. The contemporary
migration crisis has at least two roots. The more
important one is the West’s ideology about individual
human rights, which are a latent invitation to every
human being to come to Europe or America; the
second one is the distortion in the availability of
natural resources between various parts of the
world. At the same time, migration has become a
comprehensive term for all the relevant conflicts
that have accumulated over modernity. The shadow
of colonization, modern slavery and imperialism;

the belief in infinite economic and technological
development that requires world-wide expansion

of trade; production and financial procedures - all

of these have long lasting effects designating our
own sphere of action. Migration is perhaps the most
complex issue for we have to make decisions on an
everyday basis. The conservative response is founded
on historical experience: the distinction of things
which are often confused to the extent that our final
judgments are embarrassing, blurring and paralyzing
our thinking, and making us lose faith and the ability
to distinguish what is relevant and what is not.

| have been entangled in a crucial problem that has
attracted my intellectual capacity for a long time. |
am sure that what European-American conservatives
have represented for about two centuries is the key

to the understanding of our current civilization. It is
not about who is right or wrong but who is closer

to what we can call reality as an ultimate concept of
what we may even think of. In other words, reality is a
dividing line between those who glorify man’s infinite
capacity of what we can dream of achieving as human
creatures, and those who think that man’s capacity

is limited; therefore, it is to his detriment if some of
us would like to destroy the barriers that separate us
from infinite qualities like ‘progress’ or ‘the conquest
of nature’. We must remind ourselves of the never-
ending debate between the ancients and moderns on
the issue of whether it is the moderns or the ancients
who have better solutions to man’s problems. This
issue, like most relevant ones, cannot be decided like
a problem of mathematics. There have always been
voices that stress that man is basically a communal
being; therefore, all issues of man must be discussed
on the grounds of this basic insight. If, however,

one can bracket this insight and consider man as

an individual entity, we can imagine a world of the
home of man being completely free, detached from
all commitments and seeking only self-fulfillment.
Man has always been torn apart between his utopian
imagination and his earth-bound conditions of how
he can live. If we wish to understand the stance and
possible aspirations of man, we must understand the
boundary between what is real and what is utopian.
Recent conservative thought, as | understand,

is to appreciate reality more than ever. Modern
progressivism has lost a lot of its previous power of
interpretation of the contemporary conditions of man.

This diminishing influence gives the conservatives a
wider range to become more visible or simply more
understandable concerning what they have been
saying for so long.

One thing must be clear: the aim is to find the best
answers to the issues of ‘good life’ or ‘good order’.
There is nothing new in it. This is the first issue of
all in the European culture. Good, reason and virtue
were recommended by ancient authors; reason,
utility and human rights are offered by the moderns.
There is a significant difference between the two
offers. The ancient or classical one, including
Christianity and its wisdom, concentrates on natural
laws, i.e. laws which guide human life irrespective of
whether the individual is capable of understanding
them or deciding man’s fate, which is real and not a
figment of human imagination or failing reason. We
have a character as human beings, and thus we are
under the impact of laws that are the products or
will of some higher reason or intention we cannot
know, and perhaps should not know. If we want

to know, we shall destroy not only ourselves but
our conditions too. Progressives do not believe

that there is any limit to human progress, but the
reactionaries have ample reason and arguments

to say that there are always limits. And if they are
correct, every single trespass will have its own
punishment.

We have a history long concerned about what man is
capable of achieving without causing more harm than
advantage. The moderns are not afraid of anything -
life is something mysterious, but once it is here and
tangible, there is no need for any worry. Some of us
do not accept or understand that just because of
routines and the power of inductive logic, there might
be a disastrous end to the human being. It is not
enough to preserve; we have to practice defending
and keeping our mind concentrated on seeking truth
in our ‘post-truth’ world. This is why we have to
reinvigorate and re-open the scope of education and
research at universities. Perhaps it is the university,
among very few other institutions, which still relies on
and organizes its work for seeking veritas, i.e. truth.
What conservatives can offer is this, the preservation
of wisdom, which is the highest concept of human
thought and last resort of human happiness. That our
culture is in trouble can be seen through the habit

of self-denial, principled negation of its own past,
traditions and experience, and the neglect of what
was once called wisdom. e
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oth supporters and opponents of deeper

political integration within the EU agree that

the Union does experience crises from time
to time. As a result, EU crises are often considered
a permanent feature or a peculiar characteristic
of its evolution, which is supposed to take place
as a result of encountering serious difficulties that
trigger a crisis and are subsequently overcome
by the Union’s leaders, i.e. primarily the European
Commission, and in fact as a result of the decisions
made by major Member States (Germany and France
together with Italy and Spain) in the Council of the
European Union, with a certain role for the European
Parliament and behind-the-scenes arrangements. In
some cases this is done by adopting another treaty,
which, as becomes evident when the Treaty of Nice is
compared with the Treaty of Lisbon, is another step
towards the institutional centralisation of decision-
making in the Union. It also strengthens the role of
those states that have had a strong economic and
political position for years, but, in the case of certain
procedures and bodies, they were once forced to

CONSILILL FURCFEAR

respect the principle of equal voting power for the
Member States (the one country, one vote principle).

In the 2004 Treaty of Nice, a rule for calculating

the qualified majority was introduced, which took
roughly into account the population of each country
represented in the Council of the EU: Germany,
France and the UK had 29 votes each, Poland and
Spain had 27 votes each, and e.g. Romania had 14
votes. This rule was subsequently replaced with the
supposedly even more democratic one of weighting
votes, which took into account the demographic
strength of individual Member States, i.e. their
population as a share of that in the entire Union.
This rule provides for making legislative decisions

in the Council of the European Union by a qualified
majority that is calculated using the double majority
method: 55% of Member States representing at
least 65% of the total EU population.® It entered into
force on 1 April 2017, and it gives a clear advantage
to large and influential EU countries, primarily
Germany and France.

i
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5 Cf. e.g. J. M. Fiszer, ‘Kryzys integracji europejskiej czy kryzys Unii Europejskiej? Przestanki i skutki’, Przeglad Europejski, 3 (37), 2015; T. Kaminski, ‘Wptyw

kryzysu gospodarczego w Europie na polityke zewnetrzng Unii Europejskiej’, Warszawa 2013, Zeszyty Natolinskie, No. 52; J. Kloczkowski, O. Krutilka, A.

Wotek (eds.), Kryzys Unii Europejskiej, Krakow 2012; A. Koziriski, ‘Unia Europejska rozwija sie od kryzysu do kryzysu’, Polska The Times, 18 April 2014 (http://
www.polskatimes.pl/artykul/3407375,unia-europejska-rozwija-sie-od-kryzysu-do-kryzysu,id,t.html; accessed on 30 March 2017); M. Magierowski, Zmeczona.
Rzecz o kryzysie Unii Europejskiej, Krakow 2013; Kryzysy w procesie integracji europejskiej i sposoby ich przezwyciezania, K. A. Wojtaszczyk and J. Nadolska
(eds.), Uniwersytet Warszawski, Wydziat Dziennikarstwa i Nauk Politycznych, Instytut Europeistyki, Warszawa 2015 (https://depot.ceon.pl/bitstream/
handle/123456789/8674/Witkowska%20 02015%20-%20Kryzys%20demokra Ow%20UE-przyczyny? Ouwarunkowania% 20scenariusze.
pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y; accessed on 30 March 2017); M. Stolarczyk, ‘Implikacje kryzysu Unii Europejskiej dla dalszego procesu integracji’, Krakowskie
Studia Miedzynarodowe, Krakowska Akademia im. Andrzeja Frycza M nskiego, Krakow, 1X: 2012 No. 3; D. Sobkow, ‘Unia Europejska: od kryzysu do kryzysu’,
Wolna Polska (http://wolnapolska.pl/index.php/Gospodarka/2012010315057/unia-europejska-od-kryzysu-do-kryzysu/menu-id-175.html; accessed on 30 March

2017); H. Tendera-Wtaszczuk (ed.), Kryzys Unii czy kryzys w Unii? Kierunki dyskusji nad przysztoscia integracji europejskiej, Warszawa 2014; eadem, ‘Przysztosc
integracji w $wietle analizy Zrodet kryzysu idei europejskiej’, Annales Universitatis Mariae Curie-Sktodowska, Lublin 2015, Vol. XLIX, 2; J. Zielonka, translated by
E. Gotebiowska, Koniec Unii Europejskiej?, Warszawa 2014 (title of the English original: Is the EU doomed? Cambridge 2014).

6 Cf. the ‘Rada UE’ [‘The Council of the EU’], ‘System gtosowania’ [‘Voting system’] and ‘Wiekszos¢ kwalifikowana’ [‘Qualified Majority’] entries (http:/www.
consilium.europa.eu/pl/council-eu/voting-system/; http://www.consilium.europa.eu/pl/council-eu/voting-system/qualified-majority/; accessed on 8 April 2017).




Some advocates of deeper political integration believe
that Jean Monnet, one of the EU’s founding fathers,
considered crises to be an inevitable consequence

of conscious integration efforts at the economic and
legal levels. Theoretically these crises are supposed

to force political adjustment processes that make it
possible to overcome them. In other words, political
integration was to be achieved indirectly as a
necessary consequence of non-political crises. The
introduction of the euro resulted in a hindrance to
political integration since it created a distinct group

of Member States that adopted the single currency.
But subsequent crises (e.g. the financial, energy or
migration ones) were impulses that, on the one hand,
necessitated institutional reforms. On the other hand,
they also provided an opportunity to promote closer
political integration and the centralisation of Union
management, which is one possible way to introduce
such reforms but not the only one. Meanwhile external
factors, such as Russia’s aggressive policy (especially
in eastern Ukraine) or China’s economic and political
expansion, have provided arguments for strengthening
the common foreign and defence policy.

However, the problem lies in the fact that in this case
as well, differences in interests between the largest
(and at the same time old) and the new Member
States of the EU emerge; on some issues, however, the
latter are joined by the old EU Member States, such
as Austria in the case of the Union’s policy towards
migrants, who are generally referred to as refugees.

In addition, it is quite clear that tensions between
France and Germany, which are caused by their rivalry
for political domination within the complicated EU
decision-making system, provide the background

for subsequent crises. The awareness that mutual
cooperation is required clashes with the awareness of
differences in interests, both economic and financial,
and with the divergent political goals pursued in the
international arena. In the latter area, Germany and
France aim, primarily in their relations with Russia

and China, to reduce the influence of the US in world
politics. This is especially the case in Eastern Europe

where Poland, the Baltic States and Romania wish

for a strong US military and economic presence. The
aforementioned major EU countries seek to expand
the scope of an independent Union policy, particularly
vis-a-vis Russia, and to limit American influence at the
same time.

In this manner, Monnet’s method becomes applicable
again, irrespective of whether the crises are an
unpredictable result of the decisions being made

or whether they are treated as a tool to enable
significant institutional and structural changes.” As
seen by theorists such as Jirgen Habermas or Gerard
Delanty, closer political integration is associated

with the need for post-national citizenship and for a
post-national identity. And with profound institutional
and mental changes, permanent European attitudes
will form a European identity.2 However, the question
should be asked whether such changes in identity are
at all possible at the level of individual communities
that certainly perceive themselves in civic categories.
Or should they be made at the national (nation-state)
level, for the supranational identity is a vague concept
and the post-national one is an abstract idea that is
devoid of all content and emotional substance.?

Doubts of this kind underpin the concept of
integration understood as cooperation between
national states within a non-federal EU. Proponents of
this concept often point out that the founding fathers
of the Union, and especially Jean Monnet, envisaged
precisely this model of integration. In this way they
set the original integration concepts and the early
stage of their practical implementation against the
current phase of EU development from the Treaty of
Lisbon until today.

In the area of political programmes and their practical
implementation, one can see the impact of different
and contradictory concepts of integration - from
deep integration that results in the creation of a
supranational federal state to shallow integration that
is based on ties between sovereign nation states and

7 Cf. A. Smolar’s statement for Polska The Times, ‘Kryzysy od dawna stymulujg Unie’ (http://www.polskatimes.pl/artykul/3407375,unia-europejska-rozwija-sie-
od-kryzysu-do-kryzysu,id,t.html; accessed on 30 March 2017). Strictly speaking, Monnet’s method consists in gradually achieving political integration between
European states as a result of developing ever closer economic cooperation, especially after the establishment of the single market (T. G. Grosse, Walka z
kryzysem strefy euro i o wtadze w Europie (2010-2012) [in:] J. Kloczkowski et al. (eds.), Kryzys Unii Europejskiej, op. cit., p. 36.)

8 Cf. G. Delanty, Odkrywanie Europy. Idea, tozsamosc, rzeczywistos¢, Warszawa-Krakow 1999, J. Habermas, Obywatelstwo a tozsamos¢ narodowa. Rozwazania

nad przysztoscig Europy, translated by B. Markiewicz, Warszawa 1993.

9 Cf. M. Kuninski, Czy Europejczycy mogg by¢ dobrymi obywatelami Unii? A. Nogal, Czy potrzebny nam jest nardd europejski?, J. E. Zidtkowska, Czy
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on a limited framework of supranational institutional
linkages defined by treaties.

As concerns the position of the current main
opposition party (the Civic Platform [Platforma
Obywatelska], which was part of the ruling coalition
from 2007 to 2015 together with the Polish People’s
Party [Polskie Stronnictwo Ludowe]), it was leaning
towards the deep integration concept, although with
some reservations related to the objections raised
by the Polish People’s Party. Prime Minister Donald
Tusk’s 2008 declaration about joining the single
currency zone in 2011, although never implemented,
clearly indicated that the then-Polish government
was determined to make Poland part of the decision-
making process that led to the faster and deeper
integration of some Member States through joining
the so-called hard core of the EU.

In the period preceding Poland’s EU membership, the
political milieu of the Freedom Union [Unia Wolnosci]
party, from which the Civic Platform was to emerge
later as a result of internal disputes, formulated its
position towards European integration cautiously
and with certain reservations. In 2002, Tadeusz
Mazowiecki stressed the importance of national

diversity, which undermined the sense of creating

a top-down supranational state-like framework.

He pointed out that ‘the imperfect shape of the
Union’ was determined by Europe’s historical and
current diversity, as well as in terms of differences

in development levels. He also recalled Charles de
Gaulle’