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Introduction


Anthony Appiah welcomed participants to the workshop and to the Center for Human Values. Jonathan Haidt summarized the goals of the workshop with this poem from the 8th century Zen master Sent-Ts’an:
The Perfect Way is only difficult 
     for those who pick and choose; 

Do not like, do not dislike; 
     all will then be clear. 

Make a hairbreadth difference, 
     and Heaven and Earth are set apart; 

If you want the truth to stand clear before you, 
     never be for or against. 

The struggle between "for" and "against" 
     is the mind's worst disease.

Haidt interpreted the poem to mean that 1) moralism – an excessive and self-righteous tendency to see the world in terms of good versus evil -- is the normal human condition, found across eras and cultures; 2) moralism is an error, it blinds people to the truth and makes agreement and compromise (and therefore politics) much more difficult than it needs to be; and 3) moralism can be overcome, but only with great effort. Haidt suggested that recent advances in moral psychology and in other fields offered new hope for understanding moralism and for finding ways to overcome it. The goal of the workshop was to explore such new understandings and solutions. Four working sessions examined various aspects of moralism and politics.
Session 1, Ideology and Morality

Focal Question: Why do people support liberal or conservative causes? What motivates  partisan behavior?

George Lakoff (U.C. Berkeley, Linguistics; and the Rockridge Institute) 


Lakoff described his work in cognitive semantics and neural computation. Political and moral beliefs must be understood in terms of the conceptual systems that underlie them. The most important conceptual system for political thought is the family, because people generally think of the nation as a family. But when Lakoff and his students examined family concepts in political contexts, they discovered two discrete systems:  1) “strict father” families that aim to protect members from a dangerous world and strengthen them through discipline so that they can compete on their own, and 2) “nurturant parent” families that encourage children to develop their own potential to flourish in a world that is relatively safe. Conservatives beliefs and policies make sense when embedded in the Strict Father metaphor for the family (exemplified by James Dobson’s writings), whereas liberal beliefs and policies are united as expressions of on underlying Nurturant Parent metaphor for the family. 

Lakoff suggested that all people have both of these models available,  and many people will use one in most contexts yet invoke the other one in specific contexts (e.g., a self-described liberal may be a strict father at work). Most people are “biconceptual" to some degree, and therefore open to appeals and frame-shifting attempts from either side of the political spectrum. 

Lakoff also summarized his views on the origins of morality as a product of human experience. Morality is about well-being, and because we all have more or less the same bodies, we all quickly develop conceptual systems in which morality (wellbeing) is associated with pure foods (vs contaminated), health (vs sickness), control (vs chaos), fairness (vs unfairness), and caring (vs. harming). 

John Jost (NYU, Psychology) 

Jost spoke about his research on the personality correlates of ideology, and how these fundamental differences in thinking, feeling, and living make ideological disagreements so intractable. Jost presented several approaches to defining liberalism and conservatism, from which he extracted two stable dimensions that generally go together: 1) resisting change vs. advocating change, and 2) accepting or rejecting inequality. Conservatives tend to resist change and to prioritize traditional and religious forms of morality, which often countenance a good deal of inequality, whereas liberals are more likely to value change and to engage in activism that promotes change toward equality, particularly with regard to racial and ethnic minorities. Jost presented a psychological model in which needs to reduce uncertainty and threat drive some people – depending in part on their inherited or early-developing dispositions – to embrace conservative positions. But ideology is not just a stable expression of personality; Jost also showed results from studies in which experimental inductions (in the lab) or natural inductions of threat (as after the 9/11 attacks) led people across the spectrum to become more conservative. 

Jost ended his presentation with the warning that transcending moralism may be quite difficult: “Left and right are grounded in basic antinomies of human nature. Human beings need both stability and change, order and complexity, familiarity and novelty, conformity and creativity; these fundamental human polarities manifest themselves in the political world as left and right.” 

Jonathan Haidt (Princeton Center for Human Values, and UVA psychology)


Haidt presented his research on the “five foundations of intuitive ethics:” Harm/care, Fairness/reciprocity, Ingroup/loyalty, Authority/respect, and Purity/sanctity.  He suggested that each foundation is an evolved sensitivity to patterns in the social world, and that each sensitivity is linked to emotions that motivate people to respond in characteristic ways. He proposed that these five psychological systems provide the raw materials that cultures use to construct their moral systems, and that these systems are related to patterns of social and economic activity (e.g., farming tends to produce a more binding and family-based morality, whereas commerce produces a more autonomous and individualistic morality). Haidt presented the results of a large web-based survey showing that liberals place much more value upon virtues related to the Harm/care and Fairness/reciprocity foundations than upon the other three foundations, whereas conservatives value all five foundations more or less equally. He then showed how such a “two versus five” perspective can explain the mutual and moralistic incomprehension surrounding culture war issues such as gay marriage. He closed by suggesting that liberals and conservatives are each experts in a certain kind of wisdom: liberals are experts at protecting individuals, whereas conservatives are experts in the Durkheimian insight that structure, order, and stability are often (though not always) social goods with measurable benefits for individuals. 
The open discussion afterwards raised a variety of issues, including how to characterize the “strict father” parenting program of James Dobson. From a liberal perspective, Dobson’s extreme strict-father approach seems like child abuse while liberal parenting practices seem like the more beneficent and healthy “authoritative” parenting style. But as David Blankenhorn pointed out, from a conservative perspective the “nurturant-parent” style of childrearing seems, when fully implemented, like the not-so-healthy “permissive” parenting style that produces undisciplined self-indulgent brats. The discussion also made it clear that many terms would have to be better defined; for example authority (in Haidt’s model) is not the same thing as status; and many of the most important moral terms are what Lakoff calls “contested concepts” such as “freedom” or “justice;” they are important to everyone, but have different meanings to liberals and conservatives. 

Lessons for civil politics:

· Ideology has deep roots in the mind. Complex interactions among inherited personality traits, embodied experiences, exposure to threat and uncertainty, and enculturation create adults who have strong tendencies to resonate to conservative or liberal concepts and frames.
· Change is possible, but difficult. People do not choose their ideology based on their conscious beliefs about the world. Rather, emotions, intuitions, and “deep frames” constrain what people are willing to believe, or even think about. However, life experiences can push people to the right or left, perhaps by altering unconscious processes and commitments.

· Descriptions of other people’s morality are hazardous: People often contest and object to analytic approaches offered by theorists from the “other side.”

Session 2, Moral Passions in Practice

Focal Question: How do moral motives drive legislation, moral progress, and moral  misunderstanding?

Ryan Messmore (The Heritage Foundation) 

Messmore spoke about religion and the public square. He began by asking why debate about the role of religion in public life is often so vitriolic. He offered 3 reasons: 1) The forum for the debate (usually television news and talk programs, and talk-radio, none of which are conducive to deliberation and open-mindedness), 2) The tone of the debate (people seem to think that so much is at stake in a winner-take-all game; and both sides moralize so heavily that they believe compromise with evil is immoral), and 3) The terms of the debate, about which Messmore spoke at length. He pointed out that modern understandings of religion cast it as a set of beliefs, making religion something private and spiritual, something non-political that might seem out of place in the public square. But Messmore’s research shows that early Christians saw religion as a way of life among a people; the early word for “church” was “ecclesia,” which means town meeting, a meeting of people to discuss town business and public goods. Messmore suggested that we should stop thinking that there is just one public square (which promotes winner-take-all absolutism); rather, there are many public squares, many fora in which people meet to discuss and solve collective problems and internal disagreements. Seen in this way, the question is transformed from “Should religion be brought into THE public square” into “how does your citizenship in church relate to your citizenship in these other political spheres?”

The payoff for taking this view, Messmore suggested, is that people acting in one political sphere can look to other (often cross-cutting) political spheres for models and innovative solutions to problems. He gave the example of the health care debate: If we believe there is just one public square – the national one – then we are limited to thinking about one kind of large national solution. But if we also look at how communities, including churches, care for their members, we might find additional solutions. Seeing people as citizens of multiple communities, some of which are religious, might reduce the moralistic vitriol that currently emanates from both sides in the battle over religion and the  one all-important public square. 
Jim Ault (Documentary filmmaker and sociologist)

Ault discussed the transformation of the Republican party that began in the 1980s with the rise of the religious right as a political force. Like Lakoff, he raised the puzzle of why certain issues go together that seem on their face to have no connection (e.g., being pro-life and supporting the military). His ethnographic work among new-right conservative groups, juxtaposed to his earlier research on the narrow appeal of feminism, brought him to some novel understandings of the moral battle between Left and Right.


Ault’s key insight is the role of extended family networks of interdependence and obligation that structure the lives and the conceptual systems of many working-class communities, particularly religious communities. People in these communities frequently turn to kin for help with personal and financial problems, and they think that it is good and necessary for people to be bound up into such kin-based networks. Anything that weakens such structures and encourages individuals to live on their own, free from interdependence, is bad. This is why welfare is so evil for many conservatives: it stops people from relying on kin, it makes kin less generous, and it makes people dependent on the central government. Homosexuality is disliked in part because it is a rejection of the historic and biblically sanctioned interdependence of man and woman in creating and raising children. The military is honored in part because its ethos of personal sacrifice and interdependence is seen as supremely honorable, the very opposite of the selfishness that people on the New Right perceive as governing liberal lives. (Of course, liberals see their ethos as one that protects individual autonomy and choice, not selfishness.) 

Ault suggested that liberals have difficulty understanding this ethos as a moral ethos; liberals are too quick to invoke ideas about oppression of women, of power perpetuating itself, and of religion as an opiate. This reaction is moralistic and blinding; it is an obstacle to understanding, compromise, and progress in solving problems at all levels of government.

Jim Leach (Princeton, Woodrow Wilson School, and former Congressman)


Leach began by pointing out that the language used at the workshop so far is foreign to practitioners. But he did find Lakoff’s two models useful for categorizing leadership styles. He shared the story of Bill Clinton’s visit to his home state of Iowa during the devastating Midwest floods of 1993. After Leach praised the president in private for his empathy and sensitivity toward the flood victims he met with, Clinton responded: “Jim, I am good at floods.” His years of helping flood victims in Arkansas, combined with his preference for a Nurturant Parent leadership style, had well equipped him for this part of a President’s responsibility. The contrast to President Bush’s muddled response to the flooding of New Orleans could not have been more stark. Strict fathers are not good after floods. 


Leach next told the group that while in Washington he had discovered Newton’s 4th law, which was on display during the tenure of Newt Gingrich, a time of greatly increased moralism in Congress: Reaction is frequently greater than action. 

Finally, Leach offered some observations on the role of morality in American history. He pointed out that America was founded by moralists who were also moral philosophers. The competing philosophies of Burke (importance of institutions) and Locke (importance of freedom and individual rights) were well known in the early Republic. But nowadays Americans have become moralists without moral philosophy. The disagreements have gotten more personal, less principled. To help explain the bitterness in Congress, Leach offered two minicourses to the group, both helpfully contained in single sentences. Poli Sci 102: Candidates in presidential elections move to extremes in the primary, then scoot to the center for the general election, but it doesn’t work that way in congress. Sociology 101: The types of candidates who are prototypical for each party are not the sort of people who would like each other. Both of these courses help explain why the House of Representatives in particular is such an extreme exemplar of moralism and the ugliness it breeds. 
Bob Maranto (Villanova, Political Science)


Maranto first spoke about his research on transitions, when presidents come into office and change much of the leadership of government agencies. These new administrators then face a formidable task: learning the ropes quickly and developing a working relationship with the career bureaucrats who make the agencies work. Trust and the development of personal relationships emerge as crucial factors that make or break these transitions, which can easily be damaged by political polarization and resentment. 

Maranto then discussed the importance of education for democracy. He suggested that America needs – and has – a well-educated political class. With a few notable exceptions, he has been impressed by the education, intelligence, and competence of the political appointees and the top-level career bureaucrats who run the agencies of the Federal government. However, Maranto lamented the poor state of education of the public in regards to politics and current events. He charged that people worry about the wrong things, largely along party lines. He suggested that many of the issues people think are crises are in fact getting better (e.g., race relations, poverty, and the environment, although many in the group disagreed with his assessment that humanity will easily find ways to cope with global warming).  Maranto suggested that the fault lies with educators, including college professors, who should do a better job of teaching the basic facts about how American government works and how the government spends its money. Maranto closed with the charge that American universities lack diversity in political views in part because many departments actively discriminate against conservatives in hiring and promotion decisions. 
The open discussion highlighted the messiness and difficulty of dealing with diversity and difference in real life settings. Liz Harman pointed out that church communities may not be good models for other polities because church communities have an unusually large zone of shared agreement. Messmore countered that liberalism is a shared worldview in many places. Shawn Rosenberg suggested that Cass Sunstein’s notion of “incompletely theorized agreements” might be helpful in fostering cooperation despite deep disagreement (i.e., people can sometimes agree about practices while disagreeing vehemently – and leaving unsettled – the abstract theories they use to evaluate the practices). Several participants objected to Maranto’s criticism of higher education, pointing out that university professors just don’t have that much influence on public debate or on what American voters end up believing. And it’s not at all clear that knowledge of facts drives political activity, an issue that came up repeatedly in the 3rd session. Lakoff pointed out that the political Right has been extremely effective at using the media to get its frames out to the public, exerting much more influence than the professoriate. 

Lessons for civil politics:
· Family really, really matters. Different kinds of families produce different kinds of partisans. This might help explain why “family values” and family related issues are so contentious: people know that policies that affect family life will affect the values and character of the next generation.

· Religion should be thought of as a way of life, a way of relating, and a way of solving social problems. It is also (usually) a set of beliefs, but the beliefs may be more the result of ways of living than a cause of them. Analysis of religious conflicts might perhaps focus less on beliefs (which are often irreconcilably incompatible) and more on daily life, which might hold out more hope for mutual respect and compromise. 

· Direct personal relationships matter, and can often help people transcend moralism. Mere contact may not help, but when personal relationships develop (as between administrators and bureaucrats, or between congressmen from different parties), it can foster a sense of trust and decency that prevents disagreements from getting moralized. 

Session 3, Reasoning and Emotion

Focal Question: How and why do people change their minds about candidates and  issues? Are there ways to improve democratic deliberation?

Linda Skitka. (University of Illinois-Chicago, Psychology)

Skitka began by discussing the infamous and flawed study that suggested that “moral values” was the most common reason people gave for voting for Bush in the 2004 election. She then showed that “moral mandates,” or attitudes connected to moral commitments, drove a great deal of political activity on both sides of the spectrum. She told us about several studies that demonstrated the following:


1) Moral mandates predict who will vote: People who strongly agree with the statement “my feelings about my preferred candidate are deeply rooted in my core moral values and convictions” are more likely to vote, compared to  other respondents who had equally strong but less “morally mandated” preferences. 


2) Moral mandates predict how people respond to supreme court decisions. Skitka surveyed Oregonians before and after the supreme court issued its verdict supporting physician assisted suicide in Gonzalez v. Oregon. People’s prior ratings of the court’s legitimacy did not predict how fair and legitimate they thought the ruling was. Rather, the strength of their prior moral commitments was a strong predictor of perceived fairness, and of the court’s legitimacy afterwards. Ratings of legitimacy are in part post hoc responses to one’s feelings about a court ruling that supports or violates one’s moral mandates.


3) Having conflicting moral mandates in a small group makes that group less able to solve problems and reach agreement, compared to groups that have a diversity of views that are less morally mandated This study (cite?) has many direct implications for the study of moralism in government, public life, and anywhere else that people must work together across ideological lines. 

Larry Bartels (Princeton, Politics)


Bartels made the case that partisanship is a powerful force, generally more powerful than attitudes about issues. He showed that partisanship has been rising since the early 1990s. He analyzed ANES data to show that correlations between ideology (being liberal vs conservative) and party affiliation (Republican vs. Democrat) were surprisingly low until 1990 (r of approximately .30), but then began to rise in the 1990s (leveling off near .50) as the two parties became more strongly identified with specific liberal and conservative issues. Bartels’ work shows that people don’t choose their political party because it most closely matches their stands on a menu of issues; rather, people’s attitudes toward specific issues often come from their affiliation with a particular party. People endorse what their “team” endorses. 

Furthermore, partisanship acts as a distorting filter on reality; partisans interpret reality in whatever way will best support their side and indict the other side. For example, half of self-identified “strong democrats” claimed on the 1988 ANES survey that inflation had gotten worse under Ronald Reagan, when in fact it had dropped very sharply. If all of this is true, then it will be very difficult to combat moralism by giving people information (which they will distort) or by trying to get them to be less extreme in their positions on the issues (which are like the tail wagged by the dog of partisanship). Rather, the problem is one of group dynamics: How do we get people to tone down their sense that their team is locked in a struggle to the death with the other team? 

David Pizarro (Cornell, Psychology)


Pizarro presented his research on the role of disgust as a moral and perhaps political emotion. He reviewed some historical uses of disgust, for example in Nazi children’s books with cartoons that helped children identify and feel revulsion for Jews. In several surveys he found correlations (ranging from r=.21 to r=.29) between people’s scores on the Disgust Scale and their ratings of their own ideology. Conservatives are more sensitive to disgust, on all subscales of the disgust scale including the very un-political “core disgust” questions (about dirty toilet seats and cockroaches, etc.). Alternatively, one could say that high scores on the Disgust Scale predicted opposition to gay marriage, abortion, and a variety of other issues that have become prominent in the culture wars. This relationship held for anti-gay attitudes measured implicitly (using the IAT) as well as explicitly (on survey questions). Pizarro raised the question of whether people became conservative because they found themselves reacting emotionally to homosexuality, abortion, and other disgust-prone issues, or whether conservatives placed more emphasis on the value of disgust, and did more work to recruit disgust in support of their issue positions. Pizarro called this latter choice, which he favored, the “Leon Kass effect,” after the ethicist who writes about “the wisdom of repugnance.” If conservatives have been more successful in making disgust a moral emotion, then we would expect some asymmetry between what it would take to overcome moralism from the right and the left. Disgust presents a special difficulty because it paints its objects as untouchable. Disgust is harder to overcome or undo than anger. 
Shawn Rosenberg (UC Irvine, Political Science)

Rosenberg reported the results of studies in which he observed groups of adults talking about various questions, contrasting discussions of non-political issues (e.g., chemical reactions) and political issues (e.g., domestic policy and how it gets made; or issues related to the local school). He then coded the statements made to examine the quality and structure of reasoning. What he found was disheartening. Theorists of deliberative democracy identify three types of discourse: 1) conventional (speakers make claims about the causes of or solutions to a problem, but the speech acts do not generally refer to each other, challenge each other substantively, or build to a solution). 2) cooperative (speakers work together to construct a shared understanding of a problem and its solutions; speakers engage with and critique others’ justifications), and 3) collaborative (speakers use the discussion to reflect upon a problem in its broader context, and to help each other develop the resources to understand that context). The last two types are the ones that many deliberative democracy theorists assume to be common. Yet in the situations Rosenberg studied, which were  highly favorable to deliberation, discussions were overwhelmingly conventional; collaborative discourse never occurred, and cooperative discourse was very rare. People made statements and gave reasons to support their statements, but they generally did not engage with the statements and reasons of others. There was little evidence of or opportunity for attitude change, increase in cognitive complexity, or for transformation through discussion and reasoned argument. Rosenberg concluded that theorists who hope that increasing opportunities for political deliberation will improve American democracy are misguided. Such theorists underplay the importance of emotions and group processes in the formation and change of attitudes.  
The open discussion ranged widely over the many weaknesses and few strengths of people’s ability to reason and deliberate about political issues. Gilbert Harman described his use of a novel approach to the abortion debate (by Ronald Dworkin) which appeared to elicit consensus on this most divisive issue in a large lecture class. But Jon Haidt recounted the results of an in-class study in which groups of 4 or 5 Princeton students with diverse attitudes about abortion discussed a specific proposal for a compromise on abortion laws. As described by several students from that class who were participants in the workshop, the discussions led to almost no persuasion despite conditions very favorable to such change. Rather, people generally went to “battle stations” and entered debate mode, despite explicit instructions not to do so. Shawn Rosenberg suggested that despite the lack of explicit change, it is possible that such discussions still have some benefit, such as leading people to understand and respect the opinions of others more than they did before. However, the group also discussed the classic social-psychological work on attitude polarization, which would suggest that the effects of such discussions might be merely to better arm partisans for future debates. 


Jim Ault then offered examples of how moral deliberation occurs in the context of village-like life, where “everyone knows” what’s going on and evaluates new events with respect to a broad network of shared tacit knowledge. He suggested that people might be bad at moral thinking when taken out of such settings and asked to reason explicitly with other people who do not share their tacit knowledge. He suggested that in such cases moral discussion might still be productive if it focuses on concrete cases that allow people to empathize with each other, rather than focusing on principles and abstractions that do not produce emotional bonds between the discussants. 

Lessons for civil politics:
· Issues are not primary in driving moralism; tribalism and the team sentiments of partisanship are primary, and they sometimes drive issue positions. This fact may resolve the paradox that pollsters say that polarization has not increased (because the left and right are not further apart on most issues than they were 30 years ago), yet people believe that American politics and society is more polarized because it has in fact become more partisan (as Bartels and Leach told us); it has become more moralistic about its disagreements. 

· The approach to thinking taken by many academics in psychology (e.g., Kohlberg) and political science (e.g., Deliberative democracy theorists) is too cerebral, too abstract, too global. If you pin your hopes for overcoming moralism on teaching people to reason better, or creating more conditions for collaborative discussion, you will fail. You are trying to build on a major human weakness

· Yet people are good at solving many problems in their social spheres, because real human cognition is tacit, local, and particular. Efforts to encourage dialogue and reduce moralism should build on this strength. Rather than trying to persuade with arguments and principles, focus instead on people’s extraordinary ability to empathize and to immerse themselves in stories.  

Session 4, How can we live together?

Focal Question: How can we best live together despite moral, political, and religious
       diversity? How can we strengthen moral community while minimizing moralism?

Richard Redding (Villanova, Law School)

Redding argued that we should expand our conception of diversity to include sociopolitical diversity. We currently take a great deal of care, in academe and elsewhere, about race, gender, and sexual orientation. We try to increase diversity where it is lacking, and we are sensitive to ways that our language, institutions, and policies may discriminate against women, non-Whites, and gay people. We do this because we think that race, gender, and sexual orientation are important parts of people’s identities which they did not choose, which they value, and which sometimes give rise to discrimination. Redding suggested that all of this is as true about sociopolitical identity as it is of race, gender, and sexual orientation. He reviewed evidence showing that 1) Socio-political orientation is heritable, 2) People form judgments—implicit and explicit—about others based on their politics, 3) these biases and prejudices are often stronger than those that Whites show against African Americans, and 4) higher education systematically and pervasively discourages conservative students from continuing and entering academe (at least in the humanities and social sciences). Redding concluded that there is both a moral and a practical imperative to include sociopolitical diversity in our conceptions of diversity, and also to increase sociopolitical diversity in the academy. (However, he was reluctant to endorse direct affirmative action, preferring instead to encourage departments to more actively seek out people who study social issues from a conservative perspective.) 
David Blankenhorn (Institute for American Values)


Blankenhorn began by questioning the term “moralistic politics.” When he first saw the term he thought it implied that there was too much morality in politics, or that morality should be taken out of politics. But like other participants in the workshop he thought that politics is ultimately about competing moral visions. It is about how to resolve conflicting moral goods. The real problem, he suggested, is that there used to be a common “moral canopy” under which political/moral disagreements could take place. The common moral canopy had roots both in America’s Christian/biblical tradition and in its enlightenment tradition. Both traditions supported a common vision including the idea that all people possess equal human dignity, and that people should be treated as ends, not means. When people share certain transcendent ethical norms, it leads to a greater degree of comity and civility. There is an agreed-upon playing field, with rules of fair play. Blankenhorn suggested that this moral canopy has frayed in recent decades. Political conflicts and partisanship now seem to follow an “alls fair” ethos in which the dispute itself is glorified, as happens on many political talk shows. There is no longer the sense that we all share some basic values or a common identity. So in a sense we need MORE morality in politics, to the extent that we need to recover some shared morality to lessen the corrosive effects of moralistic politics.


Blankenhorn offered four suggestions: 1) Be the change we seek. Whatever we do as a result of this workshop, we should do it in a way that models civility. 2) Shun political fight shows on radio and TV, such as O’Reilly. People should refuse to take part, and should explain their refusal to others. (As Jon Stewart said to the hosts of Crossfire: “stop, stop, stop hurting America.”). 3) Issue public appeals, joint statements signed by prominent liberals and conservatives that send the message: we’re tired of this, we need to stigmatize name calling and start behaving more civilly. 4) Create a publication, perhaps on-line, that would identify the most egregious name-callers and encourage or praise cases of better behavior. Shame is a useful moral emotion. (In discussion afterwards, Linda Skitka questioned whether criticizing others would be an effective way to encourage civility. She suggested creating a more positive forum where people could praise good behavior, and good ideas they find on the “other side,” thereby being the change we seek. Blankenhorn emphatically agreed). 
Anthony Appiah (Princeton, Philosophy and Center for Human Values)


Appiah began with a story about his early exposure to conservatism in the person of his grandmother’s neighbor, a far right member of the British Parliament who was extremely kind to Appiah throughout his childhood. As Appiah reached adulthood he disagreed with this man on many matters, but it was impossible to demonize or even dislike this man who had done so much for him. Appiah lamented the fact that such friendships or even acquaintanceships are now often hard to come by. When they do happen, you generally recognize the humanity and decency of the other side; when they don’t happen it’s all too easy to retreat into your circle of like-minded friends and your righteous and moralistic political views. 

Appiah agreed with Redding that the lack of political diversity in universities was an impediment to academic progress: “We have a better shot at getting the right answers if we have people who are invested in different ways.” He gave the example of the enormous benefits to the social and life sciences when women entered those fields in large numbers. Women had a different stake (on average) in questions about motherhood, and about sex differences in ability. They asked different questions, conducted different lines of research, and reached conclusions that often overturned previous ideas. In short: a diversity of “stakes” is beneficial for the health of an academic field. Like Redding, he was wary of asking departments to hire on the basis of a candidate’s personal politics, but also like Redding he thought that favoring candidates who use a different and underrepresented perspective in research is proper. 


Appiah closed with a discussion of the crucial importance of the situation, and of institutions, for bringing out the best and the worst in people. He was intrigued by the earlier presentations of Larry Bartels and Jim Leach showing that partisan identities have become more important. Appiah then pointed out that if views on issues often follow one’s identification with a party, then it becomes quite important for the health of a democracy how people are recruited to those parties and then “sold a bill of goods.” And unfortunately, the electoral system in the USA is now so gerrymandered that moderates are increasingly shut out and moralistic extremists do well. Jim Leach, a moderate republican, survived for so long in this polarized congress because he was from Iowa, a state whose constitution mandates that electoral districts be natural social units. Appiah stressed the importance of electoral reform for reducing moralism. 
The open discussion reiterated the importance of personal relationships in dampening moralism. George Lakoff recalled his childhood exposure to diverse and often conservative views as his mother took in boarders, often military men. Bob Maranto pointed to factors that have decreased the ability of congresspeople to socialize across the aisle, such as the increased time now devoted to fundraising and the trend encouraged by Gingrich of not living in Washington but just flying in for a 3 day workweek. 


David Blankenhorn then asked if there would be any public expressions of the conference, and the rest of the session was spent discussing ideas for action. These ideas are listed at the end of this report. 

Lessons for civil politics: 

· Sociopolitical identity is an aspect of personal identity that may be as worthy of respect as other forms of identity. This stance could greatly increase respect and reduce moralism, however it is likely to be more influential with liberals then with conservatives. 
· America’s motto is e pluribus unum. In our efforts to protect the “pluribus” we must not forget the “unum.” Civil politics requires some sense of shared identity and shared morality – the canopy under which moral disagreements can be hashed out.  

· Relationships are crucial. Partisanship and moralism thrives when people can be separated into opposing teams that have little contact, or only hostile contact. The Japanese model of doing business may be helpful: Japanese believe it is crucial to socialize and develop trust first, before getting down to business. Business will then flow more smoothly. The same may be true in any setting where people must work together despite differing interests.

· The most important single change that would reduce moralism and foster civil politics is electoral reform, including especially changes in the 49 states other than Iowa that allow political manipulation of congressional districts. 
Specific Ideas for Action

Here is a list of ideas generated throughout the day, and especially in the final discussion:
A) Research and information gathering: 

· Find other groups with similar agendas. Learn from them, promote them. Organizations focused on moral/political differences include: the Public Conversations Project (www.publicconversations.org) 
· Review the literature from the large field of conflict resolution and mediation. See, for example, The Conflict Research Consortium at the University of Colorado (conflict.colorado.edu) and the Conflict Resolution Information Source (www.CRinfo.org). 
· Review the literature on civility. See for example the “National Civility Center” (www.civilitycenter.org) and several recent books on civility. 
B) Concrete products:

· Create a website with an illustrative name: www.CivilPolitics.org. Direct people to it by mentioning it when we write for popular audiences, or do interviews with major media.
· Draft a public statement with lofty appeals to our better instincts. Get prominent people from both sides of the spectrum to sign it. Bring in people from the business community. Post it on the website, and eventually publish it in newspapers, try to generate news coverage

· Gather and create resources for those who want to promote civil politics. Make them all available on the website. Such materials might be especially useful for high school civics classes, which explain how government works, but may not do much to help students understand and respect the moral visions that motivate political action. Be careful that these materials do not sound like liberal efforts to “teach tolerance,” lest they be dismissed out of hand by conservative groups and school districts. 
· Produce a documentary video about people on both sides who come together, share stories about themselves, develop empathy and personal relationships, and overcome their differences. The video would not focus on abstract principles, but on human beings with whom one can identify and empathize. It would create the right intuitions before giving reasons and principles. (Jim Ault has a proposal for such a video, and is looking for funding)
· Produce a short 5-10 minute video, perhaps even an animation, that illustrates  liberal and conservative moralities in intuitive and sympathetic ways that liberals and conservatives would each agree is fair about their own side. Jon Haidt will do this to incorporate into his academic talks about the “Five Foundations.” He will then post the video on YouTube where it can be used in civics classes or in many other ways.

· Hold a conference in 2008 that brings together people and organizations currently involved in overcoming moralism and in conflict resolution more generally.

C) Policy changes to promote

· In universities: raise the issue of sociopolitical identity as a diversity issue; talk publicly about the benefits of such diversity, and the moral problem of hostile climate that results from a lack of diversity

· In the next presidential cycle: raise the issue of moralism, praise candidates who promote morality without moralism, and (gently) chide those who engage in character assassination and in questioning opponents’ motives, rather than policies.  Offer a “moralism index” or a “demonization index” that the press might pick up on – e.g., Hillary Clinton would get a much higher score (based on her past actions more than on her present public persona) than Barack Obama, and we could publicize this as a mark against Clinton. 

· In state legislatures: support electoral reform and non-political redistricting efforts. Gather together the academic research, and then write op-ed pieces clearly linking some of our nations’s woes to the redistricting that happened in the last 20 years. 

