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On the Necessity for A Morality-Driven State as An Alternative to Liberalism


INTRODUCTION

	The history of politics and political theory is, much like the history of humanity, one of change and conflict. In other words, political theory undergoes a process of evolution, much like living organisms; when one dominant system begins to prove insufficient to provide for the needs of a state or its people, one of two things occurs: the dominant system undergoes a change in its understanding and execution of its own ideology in order to adapt to the changing political climate, or an alternative emerges which changes the understanding of how a state and society ought to function, and replaces the previous dominant system. 
Take, for example, one of the oldest models of political theory - monarchism: best known in the form of the feudal model in medieval Europe, in which a progressive hierarchy of vassals, lords, and kings governed their land as the stewards of their superiors, progressed into the model of absolute monarchy once the necessity for and power of a centralized state began to expand. The model of absolute monarchy itself was challenged during the Enlightenment period, in which academics and philosophers began to articulate and advance ideals such as liberty, progress, toleration, fraternity, constitutional government and separation of church and state. (Outram, 2006) 
From this ideological conflict, the model of monarchy in nation-states was either adapted into a system of a constitutional, parliamentary monarchy and thus was able to survive; or, if the grievances of the public proved too great for the monarchist government to respond, the monarchic model was replaced entirely with that of democracy. For over a century, the model of democracy based on the ideals of liberalism has enjoyed its supremacy as the dominant paradigm in political theory, with few competing ideologies presenting a viable alternative to liberalism. Contemporary thinking in modern academia asserts that liberalism and liberal democracy are the greatest possible political systems, and any alternative systems are either impractical, infeasible, or regressive. One need look no further than the average unfavorable perception among political theorists and the average citizens in such liberal democracies of systems such as monarchism, socialism, populism, anarchism, etc. By and large, the benefits of liberalism far outpaces those of other political models, both in perception and in practice. 
This is not a justification or an endorsement of such systems of government; however, the problem nevertheless exists that the current political paradigm does not offer any room for deliberation of alternatives. How can we progress as a society, then, if we limit ourselves in such a way? In particular, when the current dominant system in which our political thinking is self-restricted is itself in possession of flaws which can prove detrimental not only to our social understanding, but also to the well-being of citizens themselves, if allowed to continue to its logical extreme.

	The ramifications of this can be observed in the rise of public skepticism in political institutions and the increasing polarization in contemporary political discourse. Most democratic nations lack the resources, capital, and motivation to foster a more deliberative democratic society whereby citizens can freely discuss and directly influence matters of public policy and social affairs, and as a result of this lack of engagement and agency, as well as the lack of responsiveness of government bodies to citizen concerns, large segments of the population have become disillusioned with the modern liberalist system and have begun to seek out increasingly radical political ideologies as an expression of their dissatisfaction and disenfranchisement with the democracy that, they perceive, has left them behind. 

At the core of this polarization is the public perception of an agonistic view of political science, wherein there is only democracy - specifically that based on the model of liberalism - and authoritarianism. Under such an agonistic worldview, to propose an alternative to democracy is to be in favor of a dictatorship; to be critical of liberalism is to throw out democracy altogether. This absolutist view is a hindrance to the serious deliberation on the state of democracy, and one that must be overcome if real and meaningful change can come to the global democratic system which is under threat at a social and institutional level from the spread of illiberal, populist governments.

	The foremost goal of this paper is to foster deliberation on alternative models to liberal democracy that may be more palatable to those who may otherwise become radicalized by far right or far left ideologies. For the purpose of this paper, then, I seek to address the problem of why liberalist democracy has become unconducive to true democractic expression via deliberation, as well as being harmful to the social well being of its citizens when taken to its logical conclusion. The thesis aims to offer a critique of modern liberalism as having become, or in the process of becoming, detrimental to the common good - ironically - as a result of its defense of individual liberty and pluralism. The primary challenge I seek to address in this paper, therefore, is what kind of political theory can be proposed and legitimized as an alternative[footnoteRef:0] to the liberalist paradigm, which can address some of the flaws and shortcomings of liberalism, such that it could attain a consensus-based legitimacy among a community or society willing to adopt it. [0:   Here, I must preface this with asserting that when I speak of an “alternative” to liberal democracy, I am not proposing a replacement for democracy altogether, but rather, a theoretical model of democratic governance that does not inherently adhere to the ideals of liberalism as its foundational principles. Such a model would still function much the same as a typical democratic state, but operating under different ideological principles and assumptions.
] 


My proposal for such an alternative model has to do with the relation between society, morality, and the state, with the argument that it is not only enough for the state to care for the physical and economic well-being of the nation and the protection of its citizens from domestic and foreign threats, but that the state should also uphold the social well-being of not only the individual, but society as a whole as one of its primary concerns.

In some cases, the affordance of certain rights comes at the cost of inflicting harm to others, whether it be physical or otherwise. One such example of such a necessity for the state to uphold the moral norms and values of a society include the recent events that have occured in the states of New York and Virginia, which, at the time of this writing, have passed or are in the process of passing bills which will allow abortion under any circumstance, including what is classified as “late-term abortions” - in other words, abortion past the moment of birth. The nationwide controversy and outrage that has ensued in the United States as a result of these laws have brought the question of public morality and values into political discussion once again. Similar discussion frequently occurs when the legalization or criminalization of matters such as prostitution, drug use, “atypical sexual activity”, or capital punishment are deliberated upon in legislative bodies. In matters such as these, the question arises of whether to prioritize the rights and liberties of individuals at any cost, or to restrict certain rights for the sake of preserving social order and the unseen “moral fabric” of a society. Additionally, the free market defended by classical liberalism may cause long-term harm to society as a whole, as in the case of private prisons creating greater incentives to incarcerate as many people as possible, regardless of how small the criminal offense. 

Upholding the moral values and social norms of a society is of even greater importance given the current political climate of increasing radicalization and polarization among discontented citizens and political parties. Political ideologies and parties, being secular institutions, take a relativistic and realist position on policy-making, and  One inspiration for this model can be found in integralism: a Catholic ideology that blends theology with political science, which proposes an organization of the state which rejects "the separation of politics from concern with the end of human life, holding that political rule must order man to his final goal." (Waldstein, 2016) Integralism proposes a fully integrated social and political order that merges the political, cultural, religious and national traditions of a society, and subordinates the state to certain moral principles - in the case of Western nations, those of Christianity - rather than the state being above or detached from those moral principles.

This paper will derive inspiration from and analysis of the works of political theorists such as Immanuel Kant, John Rawls, and Susan Fainstein, among others, to discuss what morality and justice entail in political philosophy, and how they can and perhaps should be applied to the political sphere. Other works to be examined include those of H.L.A. Hart and Isabelle Engeli et al, which deal more directly with the application of morality to law and politics. From these sources, the paper will attempt to extrapolate these ideals into a framework for a system which can provide a viable alternative to liberalism.

The first chapter of this paper will include an overview of liberalism and liberal democracy and a critique of its principles and practices, which, I will argue, prove to be detrimental to a society and its people

Whereas the first chapter deals with a critique on the impact and failings of liberalism and the liberal democratic model, the second chapter delves into the theory behind a possible alternative to the liberal democratic model, and formulate the framework behind this alternative by outlining the ideologies and theories that were used as inspiration for this model- primarily from populism, Fainstein’s Just City theory, as well as Catholic integralism. From these theories and ideologies, 

In the third chapter, I will delve more into the theoretical and elaborate further on the Rawlsian perspective regarding the establishment of a post-liberal Moral State; in particular, if the majority of society has given a consensus, then what can be said to be objectionable about that state? This provides the challenge for presenting both substantive and ethical justifications for the institution of such a Moral State. In this chapter, I will present practical illustrations of what such a society would entail in practice, and also explore how a hypothetical Moral State would differ from a liberalist state, in political, as well as social governance. As an individual, and as a society, what does one stand to gain from participating as a citizen in the Moral State? What do individuals and society stand to lose? In upholding traditional values and morals as a matter of public policy, the Moral State stands to benefit societies who desire or are in need of social cohesion, a sense of communal unity, and respect for human dignity.[footnoteRef:1] [1:   Throughout this paper, I will make reference to “advocates of the Moral State”; as this theoretical model at the time of this writing has but one advocate - myself - the reader can safely assume that these presently-nonexistent advocates refer, instead, to the future adopters of the model, in the, perhaps, wishful thinking of the author.] 



CHAPTER ONE: THE STAGNATION OF LIBERALISM

	If one were to ask a political scientist on what the ideal form of governance and society would be, it is with near certainty that most would invariably declare that liberal democracy, while perhaps not perfect, is the 


At present, the liberal democratic system throughout the world is in a state of crisis not seen since the Second World War and the Cold War. Many nations throughout Europe, Asia, and the Americas are bearing witness to the rise and spread of illiberal, nationalist governments which reject the established political and cultural leanings of the ‘international order’ of liberal democracy. Instead, these governments appear determined to portray themselves as anti-liberal as possible, and to undo the (allegedly) ill effects that liberalism has had on their nations, and have opted to pursue more populist policies in the pursuit of a return to the “ideal” state that their nations were once in, prior to the influence of liberalism. What’s more, many democrats are at a loss, since these are the outcomes that the people themselves decided upon. Rather than tyrants seizing power by force, the new anti-liberal leaders were elected into power by a populace that has chosen to reject liberalism.

This crisis of democracy came to a head in recent times as the result of external factors such as large-scale immigration, economic recessions, and - populists would argue - the weakening of  the local and national community in favor of international pluralism. Ultimately, however, at the crux of this crisis of democracy is the simple fact that, in the perception of increasing groups of people, liberalism can no longer address the needs and concerns of its people to a satisfactory degree; or, indeed, the belief that liberalism itself played a role in exacerbating their problems. So disillusioned are they, that many have turned toward polarizing figures promising change. In this chapter, I will seek to address common criticisms put forth by opponents skeptical of liberalism and liberal democracy to serve as the basis for why the need for alternatives to the model must exist and put forth the argument that, in order for the liberal model of democracy to persevere, it must be willing to adapt to the changing needs and demands of the people it claims to govern, or risk going the way of the monarch.

A serious and sincere deliberation must be held on finding and proposing alternatives to the liberalist model upon which liberal democracy is structured, such that one may find a model on which a reasonable population may reach a consensual consensus of legitimacy. 


Liberal Democracy and the Failure of Community

One of the most vocal and vehement critics of liberalist democracy and proponents of virtue ethics, Alasdair MacIntyre discusses at length the structural shortcomings that the system has on our society in his trilogy of political philosophic work, After Virtue (1981), Whose Justice? Which Rationality? (1988), and Three Rival Versions of Moral Enquiry (1990). The primary
contention that MacIntyre has with liberalism is that the modern individualism it espouses serves as a serious impediment that  prevents communities from pursuing common goods and from deliberating rationally and collaboratively about the best means to pursue the goods of the community. Out of respect for individuals’ personal freedom,  liberalism leaves them to fend for themselves both in political exercise and social interaction. Liberalism, MacIntyre argues, is an ideology that favors the wealthy and well educated but exposes the poor and under-educated to exploitation and manipulation. (Lutz, 2015)

For MacIntyre, ethics and politics begin with a develop-mental question: “How do we become independent prac-tical reasoners?” How does one become a wise and self-disciplined adult who can recognize consistently what is good and best to do and follow through reliably on those judg-ments? MacIntyre holds that the answers to these questions are to be found in the moral formation provided by commu-nities that seek the good together, that teach their members to recognize what is truly choice worthy and train their members in habits of judgment and action that liberate those members from the tyrannies of ignorance and unruly desires.

Liberalism asserts the freedom of the autonomous adult to pursue her or his own ends. Liberalism absolutizes private property, protects the individual from socially and politically imposed determinations of the good, and establishes government as the protector of individual autonomy. Liberalism denies any natural moral claim of communities on the adherence and assistance of their members. Liberalism separate assessments of moral duty from questions of moral develop-ment. In all of these things, liberalism undermines the role of the community in ongoing moral education and undermines the shared pursuit of the common good. Because of these deficiencies, liberalism fails by its own standards; as MacIntyre would say of Marxism, it could be said of liberalism that “the theory which was to have illuminated the path to human liberation had in fact led into darkness.”

The third and most significant shortcoming of liberal social democracy is that it dissolves “participatory community” by denying the common good. (MacIntyre, 2006) Liberalism promotes, both in theory as well as practice, a vision of the world as an arena in which each individual, in pursuit of attaining whatever they takes to be their “good”, needs to be protected from other such individuals and their competing pursuits by the enforcement of individual rights.  Any moral argument within liberalism thus cannot begin from a conception of a common good that is little more than the sum of the preferences of competing individuals. Liberal democracy, therefore, ought to be rejected, according to MacIntyre, as it is unable to build and support the kind of participatory community that can struggle together to recognize and pursue goods that transcend their personal preferences.” (2006) Liberalism therefore cannot be said to do anything other than fail by its own standards to serve as a foundation for democracy. 

MacIntyre, Alasdair. (2006) “Three Perspectives on Marxism,” in Ethics and Politics, Selected 
Essays, vol. 1. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 145–58. First published as 
an Introduction to the revised edition of Marxism and Christianity (London: Gerald 
Duckworth and Company, Ltd., 1995).
One of the greatest draws of liberalism is that it liberates strong-willed, educated individuals to pursue their goals and aspirations and to compete and succeed in doing so on their own terms. However, this competitive individualism found in liberalism also creates a social hierarchy in which the strong, affluent, and intellectual that achieve positions of authority in a society are separated from those of lesser means socially as much as they are physically. In other words, in the race to succeed in a liberalist, capitalist society, most are so focused on reaching the proverbial finish line, that they seldom think to go back and help those who have fallen behind.
This creates a challenge for the legitimacy of liberalism as the leading and guiding force of democracy. How can one be said to partake in a democracy, when they are told that not only do they themselves not have the authority to deliberate on the policies of the state, but that those chosen to represent and speak on behalf of them and their community do not share in the common experiences of their community.

Declining Faith in Democracy
If one were to look outside the window of a developed nation, one would be forgiven in making the assumption that the state of democracy in the West is relatively stable. Indeed, there are no grand wars, financial collapse, disease outbreak, famine, or military coups that could disrupt the established democratic order in such a way as to threaten its continued existence as in developing nations in other parts of the world. A few years ago, the World Values Survey, a large-scale international research project, asked more than 73,000 people in 57 countries if they believed democracy was a good way to govern a country – and nearly 92% said yes. Alarmingly, however, the same survey found that over the course of ten years, there has been a considerable increase in calls for a strong leader “who does not have to bother with parliament and elections” – and that trust in governments and political parties has reached an historic low.  (Van Reybrouck, 2016) The data indicates that although citizens generally like the concept of democracy in theory, they are increasingly skeptical or even contemptful of democracy in practice; in particular the politically gridlocked legislative systems common to most liberal democracies. In the past five years alone, the European Union’s official research bureau found that less than one-third of Europeans had faith in their national parliaments and governments. (sic) Throughout the Western world, political parties are among the least trusted institutions in society. Although a certain scepticism is to be expected, and perhaps even encouraged as part of a healthy and free society in a democracy, the degree and speed to which that level of skepticism has risen leaves one to ask whether or not citizens are beginning to abandon their tolerance for democracy.

The Necessity for Deliberation in Democracy

	Habermas's theory of discourse depends on the notion that social order ultimately depends on “the capacity of actors to recognize the intersubjective validity of the different claims on which social cooperation depends.” In conceiving cooperation in relation to validity claims, Habermas highlights its rational and cognitive character: to recognize the validity of such claims is to presume that good reasons could be given to justify them in the face of criticism. (Habermas, 1998) 

Habermas summarizes his idealized conception of practical discourse for deliberative democracy in the “discourse principle”, which states: A rule of action or choice is justified, and thus valid, only if all those affected by the rule or choice could accept it in a reasonable discourse. As such, it simply summarizes his argumentation theory for any question involving the various “employments of practical reason” (sic). In developing his democratic theory, Habermas has been especially concerned with two categories: moral discourse and legal-political discourse. In distinguishing these two types of discourse, Habermas tackles the traditional issue of the relationship between law and morality. Habermas's discourse theory of morality generally goes by the name “discourse ethics”.  Habermas's version of discourse theory islargely influenced by the Kantian tradition. Like Kant, he considers morality a matter of unconditional moral obligations: the prohibitions, positive obligations, and permissions that regulate interaction among persons. “The task of moral theory is to reconstruct the unconditional force of such obligations as impartial dictates of practical reason that hold for any similarly situated agent. Also like Kant, Habermas links morality with respect for autonomous agency: in following the dictates of impartial reason, one follows one's own conscience and shows respect for other such agents. Unlike Kant, however, Habermas takes a dialogical approach to practical reason, as his discourse theory requires. Kant assumed that in principle each mature, reflective individual, guided by the Categorical Imperative, could reach the same conclusions about what duty requires.” (Sic)

	Traditional liberal democracy is lacking in the matter of discourse and deliberation, in that it offers no means in which the citizens of a nation can participate therein in the discussion of policy, morality, or ethics as relevant to their lives and the state. The discussion of liberalism must be open to discourse and challenged if it is to remain a vibrant and legitimate political theory in practice.











CHAPTER TWO: The Moral State As An Alternative to Liberal Democracy

	If one is to presume and accept that the current liberalist-based model of democracy - which has endured and reigned for the past century as the dominant paradigm of political theory and international relations - has become insufficient or harmful to the administration of the needs of its citizens, and has produced a stagnation in political discourse, the question inevitably arises as to what can be done to remedy this problem, and what alternatives exist that may provide a suitable alternative to the liberal democratic model. In the t

Here, I will present my model for what I will hereafter refer to as the “Moral State”. As the name suggests, the primary factor that distinguishes the Moral State from its liberal counterpart is that, while a liberal democracy is concerned with ensuring the individual liberties of its citizens, and caring for their physical well-being - whether it be via health care programs, law enforcement, or military defense - the Moral State upholds first and foremost the obligation to care not only for the physical well-being of its citizens, but their spiritual and social well-being as well, by upholding the common good. Such a Moral State would enact policies that are in accordance with this common good, and concurrently reject policies that act against the common good. A Moral State bears similarities to other political as well as  religious models for how a state ought to function; among these are the Catholic model of integralism, Fainstein’s Just City theory, and populism. The Moral State integrates key aspects of each ideology in order to form a model of political rule in which the state bears a social duty and obligation to the citizenry and society which it governs, in order to create and maintain a social cohesion which is presently deficient in liberal democracies.
 

On Integralism, Church, and State

	Integralism is somewhat unique in that it is simultaneously a political as well as a theological ideology. Perhaps unsurprisingly, integralism remains a relatively obscure ideology, unknown to most people, and only discussed at length among Catholic intellectuals. However, the question of what integralism is is not one that is as easily answered as one may assume. Much in the same manner as the term ‘populism’ mean different things to different people, so too does the meaning of integralism vary depending on history, context, and one’s political, and in this case, theological stance.  
It is important, first and foremost, to distinguish the form of integralism of relevance to this argument - Catholic integralism - from other similarly-named political movements of the twentieth century, such as the Brazilian integralist movement of the 1930s, (de Araujo, 1988) or the Portuguese Integralismo Lusitano of the 1910s, (Ascensão, 1943) which for the sake of clarity ought to be better referenced as integral nationalism. Although Catholic integralism raises serious philosophical questions about the roles of the State and the Church, it is not intrinsically a political movement. 

The Southern Poverty Law Center, an American non-profit organization that identifies what it labels as ‘hate groups’, accuses integralism of comprising of radical, far-right Catholics who are antisemitic, misogynist, and sedevacantist - that is to say, they refuse to recognize the legitimacy of the Holy See. (SPLC) However, this information is to be taken with some degree of scepticism, as the SPLC has been demonstrated to show a left-leaning bias (Cooke, 2012) and has perhaps overzealously labeled many groups or individuals who express traditional values as ‘extremists’. (Thiessen, 2018) In any case, I seek to approach the subject of integralism in good faith, and analyze it from a neutral position.

In the simplest possible terms, integralism can be described as “a tradition of thought that rejects the liberal separation of politics from concern with the end of human life, holding that political rule must order man to his final goal. Since, however, man has both a temporal and an eternal end, integralism holds that there are two powers that rule him: a temporal power and a spiritual power. And since man’s temporal end is subordinated to his eternal end the temporal power must be subordinated to the spiritual power.” (Waldstein, O.Cist, 2016a) 

‘The end’ and the “final goal” referenced in this summary does not refer to the physical ‘end’ of death, but rather the philosophical ‘end’ that is the final cause or purpose of all actions and desires. Men and women work not for love of work for the sake of work (generally), but because they desire money; that desire for money is not a result of a love of money for the sake of money itself (presumably), but is driven for the sake of acquiring necessities, such as food and housing, and luxuries such as television sports cars; likewise, they do not acquire these goods for the sake of acquiring them - the desire for these goods are themselves driven toward survival or pleasure; the ‘final end’, however, is happiness. (IaIIae q1, a7) All men and women 

The second part of the integralist ‘creed’ is derived from the concept of Gelasian dyarchy, the model of worldly governance set forth by Pope St. Gelasius to the Emperor Anastasius: “There are two, august Emperor, by which this world is chiefly ruled, namely, the sacred authority (auctoritas sacrata) of the priests and the royal power (regalis potestas). Of these, that of the priests is weightier, since they have to render an account for even the kings of men in the divine judgment. You are also aware, most clement son, that while you are permitted honorably to rule over human kind, yet in divine matters you bend your neck devotedly to the bishops and await from them the means of your salvation. In the reception and proper disposition of the heavenly sacraments you recognize that you should be subordinate rather than superior to the religious order, and that in these things you depend on their judgment rather than wish to bend them to your will. If the ministers of religion, recognizing the supremacy granted you from heaven in matters affecting the public order, obey your laws, lest otherwise they might obstruct the course of secular affairs by irrelevant considerations, with what readiness should you not yield them obedience to whom is assigned the dispensing of the sacred mysteries of religion?” (Pope St. Gelasius I, 494)

This address by Pope St. Gelasius established the hierarchical ‘estates’ which ordered European society from the medieval period up until the early modern era. The ‘temporal power’ of the State was understood to be granted it authority by natural law, but was ultimately subservient to that which it was granted from - the 

“There must, accordingly, exist between [Church and State] a certain orderly connection, which may be compared to the union of the soul and body in man. The nature and scope of that connection can be determined only, as We have laid down, by having regard to the nature of each power, and by taking account of the relative excellence and nobleness of their purpose. One of the two has for its proximate and chief object the well-being of this mortal life; the other, the everlasting joys of heaven. Whatever, therefore in things human is of a sacred character, whatever belongs either of its own nature or by reason of the end to which it is referred, to the salvation of souls, or to the worship of God, is subject to the power and judgment of the Church. Whatever is to be ranged under the civil and political order is rightly subject to the civil authority.” (1890)
Integralism therefore argues that each of the two powers has a certain legitimate sphere, but the temporal power can only live properly if it is subordinated to the spiritual power, much like the body is subordinate to the soul. Furthermore, integralists argue that this integrated dyarchy should have juridical form; that is to say, that the earthly power of the State should explicitly and officially recognize the authority of the Church, and form its laws in agreement with Church law.

	From those three sentences, integralism sets forth a radically different vision for the role of politics and the state than any political system currently in place. Integralism rejects explicitly the liberalist model which dominates discourse and governance in Western civilization, which, it asserts, does not concern itself with the final end of its citizens - and thus is irreconcilably flawed - and proposes, instead, a dyarchical system in which the State rules the nation and its people as before, yet recognizes the authority of the Church in matters related to the ‘final end’ of its people, and the spiritual and moral well-being of the society, and codifies its laws to reflect as such.

The Moral State and the Relation Between the Spiritual and the Political

Similar to integralism, the Moral State proposes that the State has a duty to attend to, not only the temporal needs of its citizens, but the ‘spiritual’, or emotional and psychological well-being of its community. However, unlike integralism, the Moral State is not in and of itself an explicitly Catholic system, nor, necessarily, a Christian, or even a religious political theory. Moral State advocates would recognize the impracticality and infeasibility of such an exclusionary system as an alternative to liberal democracy. Integralism may very well be attempted, and perhaps even function to some degree of success in a society whose population is overwhelmingly Catholic, such as the Latin American states, or European nations such as Ireland, Italy and Poland; however, integralism is, by its very nature, doomed to fail, or, more likely, never even be considered to be attempted in any society that does not have a plurality of Catholic adherents. The Moral State, meanwhile, may be seen as a bridge of sorts between the secular liberalist system and the overtly religious integralist system, insofar as it can be modeled in form and function after any ideological system of beliefs from which a given society derives the core of its code of morality and ethics, whether it be from Christianity, Islam, Buddhism, Confucianism, or even from philosophical models such as Aristotle’s polis or Kant’s Categorical Imperative.

	The importance is placed not on which particular ideology a society, and by extension the Moral State, derives its common values from, but merely that a community does indeed have a set of common values that are shared among its people from which the Moral State can carry out ethically-informed policy. It stands to reason, then, that the more homogeneous a society’s belief system is, the more similar the Moral State appears to ideologies such as integralism, and may integrate state policy based on specific ethical doctrines such as those found in the teachings of the Catholic Church. Conversely, a more diverse and pluralistic society that sought to establish a Moral State would attempt to use a more broad basis from which to derive that society’s ‘moral code’.
	The Moral State does not, therefore, consider itself bound to a Gelasian dyarchical relationship in which it is subservient to any particular religion or institution[footnoteRef:2]. Rather, any relation to a religion, ideology, or culture is limited to what may best be referred to as a consultory or inspirational role, wherein the Moral State may confer or draw inspiration from established moral teachings and doctrines, in order to make an informed decision on a policy which may be related to a particular moral or ethical issue, in accordance with the common values expressed by a society. For instance, in a hypothetical Moral State that bases itself on Christian models of morality, it may elect to outlaw abortion, except in cases in which there is a significant risk to the mother’s life, despite the fact that the Catholic Church expresses the belief that abortion is immoral and unjustified in all cases. This seeming inconsistency comes about as a result of the society’s consensus that such an exception is morally permissible.  [2:  Indeed, the notion of a Gelasian hierarchy would make the Moral State untenable as a proposed alternative to liberal democracy, rather than a replacement] 


THE JUST CITY AND THE MORAL STATE: Capability and the Collective

The Just City, according to Fainstein, is made up of three components. First, the Just City is democratic in the sense that people would have more direct control over their living environments. Fainstein values democracy for the Just City, but warns of the possibility that local democracy can result in negative long-term outcomes for themselves and for surrounding communities - for example, when an economically embattered community elects to enact trade or immigration restrictions on its surrounding neighbors. Fainstein goes on to warn that, similar to democracy, initiatives to create diversity can easily result in unjust outcomes, as when poor residents are forced to relocate to remote and more expensive estates as part of efforts for social mixing. Third, the just city, according to Fainstein, features equity. Equality, for Fainstein, “acts like a magnet for all the objections based on rewards to the most deserving, on questions of the obliteration of incentives, on the trade-off between growth and equality, and on the unfairness of penalizing everyone above the median in the name of the greater good”. She therefore prefers the use of the term “equity”, which implies ‘fairness’, distributing goods and services based on the needs of each individual or group, rather than distributing the same amount to everyone, regardless of circumstance. (Fainstein, 2008)

Fainstein, when formulating her concept of the Just City, discusses the potential applicability of certain political frameworks for which to model the manner in which the state and the individual or community are to interact, with the primary foundation for most discussions of justice in political science beginning with John Rawls. Rawls’ difference approach, in which free, rationally thinking individuals, will choose a rough equality of ‘primary goods’ - in other words, things we want, no matter what our ideal life looks like (food, shelter, employment) - so as to ensure that they do not end up in an inferior position has some merit. The difference approach is based on the assumption of Rawls’ famous concepts of the ‘original position’ and the ‘veil of ignorance’  

The difference approach is ultimately insufficient for a political model that is more communitarian rather than individualist, such as the Just City or the Moral State. Rawls in his approach focuses entirely on the concerns of the individual, at the individual level, while neglecting the desire for other values beyond the material, and fails to acknowledge that society and the community are themselves a good that individuals may strive for. Residents choose to live in the Moral State in large part for the shared sense of community and values maintained by the state. Each resident acknowledges that a society in which decision-making is guided by a code of morality and ethics requires its citizens to sacrifice a certain degree of personal freedom and goods in order to maintain the public order 

Nussbaum’s capabilities approach offers a further avenue for establishing values appropriate to the Just City. In contrast to Rawls’ difference approach, capabilities do not describe how people function in practice, but rather what they have the opportunity to do. A person may choose not to exercise their capabilities if they choose not to, but “the opportunity must be available, including a consciousness of the value of these capabilities”. Nussbaum specifically lists life, health, bodily integrity, access to education, and control over one’s environment as essential ‘capabilities’ to which a person is entitled, indicates that a threshold level for these capabilities exists, beyond which basic human function is no longer possible, and that the capabilities are not interchangeable. (Nussbaum, 2000) Not concerned with solely the needs of individuals, the capabilities approach is far more community focused than its predecessor. 

The analogy Fainstein makes of the needs of small communities in conflict with the
ambitions of large-scale corporations and large corporations demonstrate that the actions of the company could never be morally justified if the capability of the individual or community was infringed upon as a result of those actions, no matter how profitable such a venture would be for a greater number of people. The capabilities approach serves to protect communities from having to choose between quality of life and financial gain. Fainstein also criticizes how the discussion of individual liberty neglects to answer questions that bear on the character of collective goods—such as a high-quality built environment—if they are considered to be unnecessary for the “development of individual capabilities or remedying inequality.” (sic) 

“Urban citizen participation mainly involves participants demanding marginal changes in the status quo or benefits that respond to their narrowly defined interests. The movement toward a normative vision of the city requires the development of counter-institutions capable of reframing issues in broad terms and of mobilizing organizational and financial resources to fight for their aims.” Fainstein, 2000) There is a need, therefore, to persuade people to look past their own narrow self-interest and realize that greater benefits can be had from the collective enterprise. Such a mobilization depends on a widely felt sense of justice and sufficient threat from the bottom to induce redistribution as a rational response. Enough of the upper social strata need to accept a moral code such that they do not resist, and will even support, reformation of the government to meet such an end. 

Fainstein makes a point in stating that the very act of naming has power; a community can bring justice a central part of urban planning, or morality a part of governance, if they continue to call such matters to attention in public discourse. “If we constantly reiterate the call for a Just City,” she says, “we change popular discourse and enlarge the boundaries of action. [...] Changing the dialogue, so that demands for equity are no longer marginalized, would constitute a first step toward reversing the current tendency that excludes social justice from the aims of urban policy.” (Fainstein, 2009: 35) In a similar fashion, inspired by Fainstein, I have named my theoretical model the ‘Moral State’ as a means by which the concept of a government enacting policy and legislation based on natural law and the common good may be instilled in the public consciousness as a feasible goal to work towards. 



CHAPTER THREE: Practical Applications and Justification for the Moral State

	Now that we have established the problem with the liberal democratic model and the stagnancy of its paradigmatic dominance, as well as formulated the framework for what can be called the ‘Moral State’, the question remains of what challenges can await those who would seek to implement such a model. Indeed, it is one thing to propose a political model that differs from the accepted standard of liberal democracy, but quite another to convince individuals and the greater society of its worth, not only in and of itself, but to those citizens, as well. Caution must be taken when one proposes or examines a political or ideological model that offers a seemingly utopian vision of society that is so radically different from the one of the present, such as Marxism, libertarianism, etc; not only must the examiner become aware of the empirical challenges and shortcomings of such a model, but the apologist must do so as well, lest they become too blinded by their utopian vision that they fail to see or to accept that their model cannot be justified in substantive or ethical terms to the greater population that does not share their views.
	In a similar fashion, the Moral State model must answer that question of justification in order to develop from a purely theoretical alternative that addresses the problems of liberalism, to perhaps a more viable and realistic alternative that may sufficiently address the problems that liberalism currently faces as well produces. 

The primary challenge for the Moral State faces for its normative validity is twofold; first, it must provide sufficient justification for its , and second, it must justify this consensus
In this respect, this chapter shall seek to provide this justification for the Moral State in substantive as well as ethical terms that can be accepted 

Justifying the Moral State
If there exists some fact that makes highly unlikely, if not impossible, for a normative consensus to be achieved, that fact must itself be understood as bad from within the normative theory itself. If we call such a fact a ‘consensus-hindering fact, as Krasnoff does, we can say that any normative theory must regard a consensus-hindering fact as an obstacle that must be addressed by the theory itself. (1998) How would a normative theory address a consensus-hindering fact? To begin with, it might require those who develop and propose the theory to take measures designed to remedy that fact. Suppose, however, that achieving such measures is extremely difficult, or perhaps even impossible: the consensus-hindering fact is one that cannot easily be changed or addressed; a ‘stubborn fact’. (sic) In such a case as this, it would be futile and ill-advised for the normative theory to attempt to change or overcome the consensus-hindering fact any further. A ‘stubborn consensus-hindering fact’ is “one that adherents of the normative theory can only cope with, by adjusting their recommendations to the reality of the fact. The theory could do this by recommending measures to minimize the effect of the fact on the achievement of a normative consensus. (sic)

The ‘stubborn consensus-hindering fact’ for the Moral State arises as a result of its basis for an ideal state endorsing and enforcing a common set of values being derived largely from traditional Western and Judeo-Christian values. In a similar manner to other populist ideologies or nationalism, the foremost obstacle for achieving consensus in the Moral State is the matter of cultural, religious, and ideological diversity among its citizens. Minority groups in the theoretical Moral State are likely to object to being forced to adhere to the standards set forth by a state which formally endorses beliefs that are not their own. As this diversity increases, the likelihood of the society achieving consensus to establish and maintain a Moral State decreases. What, then, can be done in order to justify the Moral State in a sufficient manner to alleviate the concerns of these social and ideological minorities? In such a case, it would be foolish for Moral State advocates to argue from a populist position of appealing to tradition or common identity, as those arguments implicitly exclude outsiders, such as objectors who would not share those beliefs to begin with. In order to achieve the consensus necessary for the Moral State to come into being, therefore, it becomes necessary to frame the legitimacy on a more rational and empirical perspective. In this respect, the following analysis provides a possible example for how this can be achieved, as well as a case example of how Moral State policy can be undertaken.



Blue Law and the State Enforcement of Religious Custom:
	As of now, the public implementation and acceptance of the Moral State is still merely a distant hypothetical scenario. It is often difficult for one who has lived in the liberalist paradigm, particularly in developed nations, to conceive of a society in which policy is enacted and enforced on a moral, rather than an economic or political basis.  However, one legal phenomenon of interest exists in the present, in Western nations throughout Europe and the Americas, which provides a sample of how the state can create laws and subsequently shape social custom based in the traditional morals and values of a society.  This phenomenon in question is the existence of ‘blue laws’, also known as ‘Sunday laws’. In the regions that enforce them, such laws go largely unnoticed, yet they have a significant influence on the daily, or rather weekly lives of its citizens.

Although the origin of the term is uncertain, ‘blue law’ refers to laws which are intended to limit or prohibit certain public activities for religious reasons. In most instances, blue laws are intended to restrict work, shopping, or to ban the sale of certain goods (such as alcohol, automobiles, etc) on specific days, most often Sundays and religious holidays. Blue laws are a unique phenomenon in otherwise secular liberal democracies, in that they are measures enacted and enforced by the state with the intent to promote the observance of a day of worship or rest in accordance with religious principles.

	Until recently, the Netherlands provided one of the strongest cases of blue law and the state enforcement of religious custom among Western nations, due largely to the influence of conservative Christian parties and the large population of conservative orthodox Calvinists in the Dutch Bible Belt. The 1996 Winkeltijdenwet, or Shopping Hours Act, is a Dutch law that determines when and for how long shops can remain open for business, and previously restricted the opening of shops on Sundays to only occur up to 12 times a year, on a monthly koopzongag, or “Shopping Sunday”, with exemptions for tourism in certain municipalities. (Winkeltijdenwet, r. 2019) The Shopping Hours Act replaced the even more restrictive 1976 Winkelsluitingswet, or Store Closing Act, which prohibited business on every Sunday of the year. In 2013, an amendment was passed to change the Shopping Hours Act to remove the criterion for tourism, and allow all municipalities to decide whether or not to allow shopping at any or all hours on Sunday. (Kamp, 2013) In the Dutch Bible Belt, however, strong opposition remains among parties such as the Christian Union have continued to campaign against Shopping Sundays, as it opposes their belief in rest on the Sabbath. (ChristenUnie, 2013) 

Blue laws have simultaneously seen the most legal challenge and support in the United States, where many states have at least some form of Sunday prohibition in place. Blue laws are often challenged in court by religious minorities and secularists who feel that such laws violate the United States’ laws of freedom of religion and expression. However, the United States Supreme Court has consistently upheld their constitutionality, with the landmark decisions on the matter being McGowan v. Maryland; Gallagher v. Crown Kosher Super Market of Mass., Inc.; Braunfeld v. Brown; and Two Guys from Harrison vs. McGinley, all held in 1961. In the case of McGowan v. Maryland, the Court found that blue laws served a practical, secular purpose of "provid[ing] a day of rest for working persons and an atmosphere of tranquility in which to enjoy it, provid[ing] a day of rest for all citizens (presumably encompassing both working and non-working), and set[ting] one day apart from all others as a day of rest, repose, recreation and tranquility - a day which all members of the family and community have the opportunity to spend and enjoy together.” (Dilloff, 1979) These purposes "have become  part and  parcel of this great governmental concern wholly apart from their original [religious] purposes or connotations." (sic) 

Over the years, and especially so in recent decades, blue laws have been gradually repealed or diminished, A study by MIT and Notre Dame researchers on church attendance and voter turnout in 2008 found that the repeal of blue laws led to “a statistically and economically significant decline in religious attendance”, (Gerber et al) as well as decreased donations to churches, and increased alcohol and drug use among religious individuals, which led to one of the study’s authors, Daniel Hungerman, to suggest that the blue laws may perhaps have been fulfilling their original, religious intent to keep citizens pious. (Coffman, 2009) 

	Poland, meanwhile, has demonstrated a reversal of this trend, with a population which, since the collapse of the Soviet Union, consists largely of devout Catholics. Since the election of the conservative populist Law and Justice Party as the ruling party, which campaigned on a platform of social conservatism and Catholic populism, new laws have been passed which uphold Poland’s traditional, conservative values; among which, the desire among its Catholic voters for honoring the day of rest on Sunday. In 2018, the Law and Justice Party, in cooperation with the Solidarity trade union, passed the Act on Limitation of Commerce on Sundays and Holidays as well as Certain Other Days was passed and came into effect on 1 March, 2018. 

The Act restricts the conducting of trade on Sundays and religious and state holidays. The law has implemented transitional phases to better ease the impact that these restrictions would have on previously unencumbered businesses; this consists of  work being allowed in shops on the first and last Sunday of each month until the end of 2018, and only on the last Sunday of the month in 2019; after which, full prohibition of Sunday work at commercial establishments will come into effect as of 1 January, 2020, (Stelina, 2018) with exceptions made for shops where the owner is the sole worker in the store, stores located in traveling points such as train stations, airports, ports, as well as florists, bakeries, post offices, and the sale of certain goods such as religious items, newspapers, and tobacco. In contrast with the United States, the Polish government has defended the legitimacy of its blue laws on both secular and religious grounds.

Morals and Reason: Providing Justification to Liberalists

The example of blue laws in Europe and the United States presents a fascinating microcosm into the successful application of the state in promoting and enforcing a society’s traditional, cultural, and religious values; just as well, however, they provide a possible solution to the question of how one is to overcome the ‘stubborn consensus-hindering fact’ problem of Rawlsian justification. In particular, the United States Supreme Court cases regarding the basis for the legality of blue laws provide a legal standard by which other policies by the Moral State may be better justified in a substantive and ethical manner. That is, ensuring that the religious or otherwise traditional values and customs that the Moral State would seek to promote also coincide with secular values that benefit the common good. In the McGowan case, it was acknowledged by the justices that although blue laws were clearly religiously motivated in origin, their greater worth in the present is in their secular value to society. (1961) Despite blue laws’ obvious Christian origins, labour unions, trade associations, workers and laborers of all faiths and backgrounds have historically and consistently supported the legislation of blue laws. (Goldberg, 2000) That the Christian support for a day of rest is rooted in religious scripture and church teaching is incidental to the rational argument for the right for the working class to retain such a day free from work for rest, leisure, and spending time with one’s family; as well as the practical benefit of ensuring that worker productivity does not decline as a result of continuous, non-stop work.

 In a similar fashion, one who would espouse a model for a Moral State to others who are used to the liberal democratic model may choose to appeal to tradition and religious belief as the foundational motivation for Moral State policy, but ought to argue for the secular values and benefits of pursuing such traditionalist policies in order to offer a more substantive justification to liberalists. 




WHAT’S THE DIFFERENCE?: The Benefits and Drawbacks of Moral State Policy

Let us assume for a moment, for the sake of argument, a fantastical hypothetical: Somewhere in the world, some small nation has amicably split itself in two, with both halves possessing equal amounts of natural and man-made resources and having equally favorable relations with its neighbors; however, one half has chosen to adopt the Moral State model, while the other remains as a liberal democracy.  If one were to observe the two hypothetical nations side-by-side, it would perhaps be quite difficult for the casual observer to notice any significant difference. However, closer observation, I believe, would begin to illuminate a picture of contrast which, while initially subtle, becomes all the more striking upon realization. While largely remaining more or less the same in daily matters of governance, the responsibilities, motivations, and concerns of these governments differ such that it affects the perceptions of its leaders and citizens. This is not to say that one system is inherently superior to the other, or that liberal democracy is in some way defunct. Rather, as I have suggested throughout this paper, the Moral State provides an alternative understanding of the duties and responsibilities of governance through an understanding of citizens as being social animals part of a community, rather than solely as individuals, which leads to different outcomes in policy.


Square Holes for Square Pegs:  The Moral State as Adaptive Theory 
As mentioned in the first chapter of this paper, one of the reasons for the current decline of liberal democracy in the Western world lies in the fact that many accuse liberalism of promoting an ideology of internationalism that comes at the cost of local or national identity. Additionally, liberalism has failed or has been subject to corruption in places such as the former Soviet bloc as well as African and Middle Eastern states, largely because these nations did not have a previous history of democratic support and infrastructure, and lacked the resources or inclination to promote such things. The failure of liberalism in this instance is its belief in a universal ideology that can be applied and supported by anyone, regardless of race, creed, or nationality. The democractic ‘backsliding’ that has occurred in these regions demonstrates that such an assertion may no longer be made with certainty.

In contrast, the Moral State holds a more layered stance in its ideological position. Although it can be said that the existence of ethics, virtues, and morality are a constant in almost every civilization and society, the particular morals themselves are not shared across all peoples[footnoteRef:3]. Morals and values differ across cultures and change over time; it is illogical and futile to attempt to implement the same model of the Moral State[footnoteRef:4] in every instance. Instead, the Moral State approach is adaptive rather than universal. Although the same general principle of a government that safeguards and promotes the common good and morals of a society, the specific values it may choose to defend and base its decision-making on may vary across cultures and nations. Thus, while liberal democracies are the same in appearances - i.e. rule of law, elected officials, representative government, etc - their function in practice may differ due to corruption, oligarchal structures, or international influences. Moral States, on the other hand, differ in appearance, but follow the same mode of function.[footnoteRef:5]  [3:  Some exceptions can be made here, as the value of life can indeed be said to be universal. However, even this ‘universal’ moral may be more nuanced than when taken at face value, as the debates over abortion and the death penalty have demonstrated.]  [4:  Again, this makes the assumption that the “dominant” model of a Moral State is one based on Western, Judeo-Christian values.]  [5:  For example, a Christian-based Moral State may obligate shops to remain closed on Sundays to respect the Sabbath day, whereas an Islamic Moral State may require businesses to give scheduled breaks to employees for the five daily prayers. The models differ in appearances, but follow the same principle of promoting the values of their society in decision-making.] 


Moral philosopher Sydney Smith’s analogy of the square peg in a round hole speaks of individuals who do not fit into the nice of their society, (1850) but it can be applied at the societal level as well, and is apt to visualize the difference between liberal democracy and the Moral State. The latter presents a board with round holes and assumes that every peg must fit into those holes. When presented with a square or triangular peg, it puts the peg in regardless, and while it may eventually fit inside, it is ill-suited for the peg regardless. The Moral State presents the same board, but the holes are cut to fit pegs of different shapes and sizes. A Moral State, therefore, has the benefit of being an adaptive theory that is responsive to the conditions of each society in which it is presented. This helps to make the model more resistant to radicalization by populists or fundamentalists, as it maintains social cohesion and membership in the community by endorsing the common good that is best suited for that society.


Family Matters: The Importance of the Family Unit to the State
Other examples of policies which can provide ethical justification for themselves as well as for the Moral State include formal and state-funded endorsement of the traditional family unit.

 Several studies have demonstrated the impact that absent or negligent parental figures have on the long-term mental health of children, with children belonging to families with missing fathers demonstrating a statistically higher probability of mental illness and a higher propensity to commit crime (Behere et al, 2017).  

In his work, The Underclass, Ken Auletta remarks, "one cannot talk about poverty in America, or about the underclass, without talking about the weakening family structure of the poor." (Auletta, 1999) Daniel P. Moynihan’s famous 1965 report for the US Department of Labor, The black Family: The Case For National Action, otherwise known as the Moynihan Report, is perhaps one of the most powerful findings on the impact that the family unit has on socioeconomic development.  Moynihan’s report investigated the roots of poverty in the black community in the United States and concluded that the high rate of families headed by single mothers with absent fathers significantly obstructed the progress of blacks toward economic and political equality. In his report, he makes five distinct findings about the nature of the black family unit in 1965, and one can imagine that the problem has only been exacerbated 50 years later:
1) In contrast to the white family, which has has achieved a high degree of stability and is maintaining that stability, the family structure of lower class blacks[footnoteRef:6] is highly unstable, and in many urban centers is approaching complete breakdown. [6:  For the sake of accuracy and disclosure: Written during the time of segregation and the Civil Rights movement, Moyinhan instead uses the term “Negro” in his report, which while grossly offensive by today’s standards, was the common parlance of that era, much as we today may casually use the term “black”. For obvious reasons, however, I will not repeat such terminology in this paper.] 

2) Nearly a Quarter of urban black marriages are dissolved.
3) Nearly One-Quarter of black births are now illegitimate.
4) Almost One-Fourth of Black Families are headed by females.
5) The breakdown of the Black Family has led to a startling increase in welfare dependency. (Moyinhan, 1965)
Moynihan proceeded to make the case that that the rise in single-mother black families was not caused by unemployment, but by a destructive trait in black urban culture, which could be traced to the separation of families during the period of slavery and violent repression and discrimination of black men in the American South under Jim Crow law. Lacking in father figures throughout most of their personal and cultural history led not only to the destruction of the black family unit on a personal level, but so such an extent as to impact them on a cultural level as well. The absence of father figures in the lives of black children denies them a role model and teacher figure that would pass down their knowledge and values to their sons, and has also resulted in feelings of isolation, rejection, and bitterness among black males, as well as feelings of emasculation, suggests Moyinhan, as black homes are dominated by the mother, and black women consistently outperform black males in academics. These factors come to a head to result in a disproportionately higher rate of delinquency among black individuals than is the case of whites.
“The combined impact of poverty, failure, and isolation among black youth has had the predictable outcome in a disastrous delinquency and crime rate. In a typical pattern of discrimination, black children in all public and private orphanages are a smaller proportion of all children than their proportion of the population although their needs are clearly greater. On the other hand blacks represent a third of all youth in training schools for juvenile delinquents. In predicting juvenile crime, Eleanor and Sheldon Glueck also found that a higher proportion of delinquent than nondelinquent boys came from broken homes. They identified five critical factors in the home environment that made a difference in whether boys would become delinquents: discipline of boy by father, supervision of boy by mother, affection of father for boy, affection of mother for boy, and cohesiveness of family. When the New York City Youth Board tested the validity of these five factors as predictors of delinquency, they found that, "in the majority of these cases, the father was usually never in the home at all, absent for the major proportion of the boy's life, or was present only on occasion." (Moyinhan, 1965)

Liberalism endorses the belief that the affairs of the family are a personal and private matter, and that there should be as little intervention from the state as possible. The state, it argues, should have little to no say in how people choose to live their lives in their own homes. 
However, such an individualist position, while respecting the personal privacy and freedoms of its people, ultimately proves to be even more destructive in the long term for society as a whole, as evidenced by Moyinhan’s findings. To claim that the family unit is not under the purview of the state’s affairs[footnoteRef:7] is to wash its hands of a destructive and self-perpetuating cycle of isolation, poverty, and violence that, at its root, stems from broken families and absent fathers. When a child, lacking the care and tutelage of one or both of their parents, slides into delinquency out of frustration, and later becomes a violent, possibly homicidal criminal, what was once a “personal matter” left alone out of respect for an individual’s right to privacy and choice becomes a public matter of concern for society which has been left to contend with the consequences of a criminal’ actions; this problem becomes exponential once it grows into a consistent pattern among an entire population, as has been the case in the black community in America. [7:  Except, of course, in instances of violent abuse, where the lives of the spouse or children are at risk.] 


With the understanding, therefore, that family structure is one of the greatest influences that impact not only an individual’s social development, but economic development as well, it is instead imperative for a political model that is concerned with the common good of a society and views people as part of a community rather than merely as individuals, such as the Moral State, to take an active approach in maintaining a stable family structure for its citizens. In doing so, the Moral State not only maintains the social well-being of its citizens, but also helps in part to 
  A Moral State would therefore implement policies that promote social cohesion and responsibility within the family, which may include but is not limited to measures such as larger tax breaks for two-parent families, basic income provided by the state to married couples, harsher legal penalties for child abandonment and adultery, funding for paid maternity leave, and state programs that promote the benefits and betterment of two-parent families.

Moral Panic: Risks Associated with the Moral State
Of course, given the potential advantages that the Moral State would have over liberal democracy in a society, one must of course also take into account the potential dangers and shortcomings of adopting such a system. We have answered the question of “Who or what stands to benefit from the Moral State?”, but now we must ask, “Who stands to lose from it?” Such a reflection is necessary to ascertain the validity of enacting a Moral State in reality, as well to reflect upon its shortcomings so as to properly address them in turn, so as to provide clarity for both potential critics and advocates. 

Like any political ideology that deviates from the mainstream of liberal democracy, one of the potential dangers of and to the Moral State is the threat of radicalization. This threat is all the more pertinent, as the Moral State incorporates elements of populism and Catholic integralism, both nominally right-wing ideologies. It is a constant and precipitous balancing act to maintain the social cohesion of a society, uphold the common good, values, and morality of said society, and knowing which values to prioritize and to what extent they should be enforced. Special care must be taken, therefore, in order to prevent the radicalization of the Moral State into a fascist dictatorship or a theocracy. 

Of the population groups that would be potentially disadvantaged from the institution of a Moral State, one of those most at risk are homosexuals and their children. Many traditional cultures and religions throughout the world condemn homosexuality as sinful, obscene, or a violation of natural law. Those holding these beliefs are against the notion of homosexual marriage, believing that it is a sacred rite reserved exclusively between a man and a woman, and those holding more extremist views may engage in discrimatory and hostile behavior against homosexuals. A government which is designed to promote and enforce the traditional morals of a society is particularly sensitive to the subject of discrimination against those judged to be, by nature of their existence, “immoral people”. A Moral State may or may not limit the scope of marriage to traditional, heterosexual couples, based on how strongly the culture a society feels on the subject; however, the principle of greatest importance that any Moral State must protect without exception is the sanctity of life. Regardless of how a society views homsexuality, a Moral State should never condone or permit the harming or killing of individuals, no matter their circumstance. In this instance, the Moral State must, if necessary, take a stance similar to that of the Catholic Church: namely, that while the act of homosexuality is considered sinful, being homosexual in itself is not. (Curran et al, 1998) [Homosexuals] must be accepted with respect, compassion, and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination in their regard should be avoided. (CCC, 2358)

Significant care must be taken in order not to conflate support of the traditional family unit - composing of a mother, a father, and their children - with universal condemnation of homosexuals, and their desire or their right to form families and adopt children. Many conservative groups disapprove of or outright condemn homosexuality as sinful, obscene, or degenerate, often citing Christian (or Islamic) scripture as reference for this belief. This presents a daunting challenge to the Moral State and its advocates: for a system centered around upholding the common morality and well-being of a society, does one uphold the historical tradition and religious mandate of the heterosexual family unit, or does one defend the right of homosexuals to pursue happiness? This question is a difficult one to answer along philosophical and theological grounds, and the question may perhaps never be settled conclusively, but rational and empirical research may provide greater insight and influence decision-making in what policy the Moral State ought to pursue in this regard.

In several nations, multiple peer-reviewed studies have concluded that children raised by same-sex parents perform just as well academically, emotionally, and socially as children raised by heterosexual parents, and these findings have been further replicated across independent studies. In particular, the American Sociological Association found that “children raised in same-sex parent families fare just as well as children raised in different-sex parent families across a wide spectrum of child well-being measures: academic performance, cognitive development, social development, psychological health, early sexual activity, and substance abuse.” (Manning et al, 2014) These studies have further found that the greatest impact on the mental health of children was based on the quality of parenting received, and the social cohesion of the parents, rather than the sexuality of the parents in question. (Knight et al, 2017) 

It is therefore somewhat hypocritical for a Moral State proponent to advocate the model based on upholding and safeguarding the unity of the family structure, while at the same time enabling what is tantamount to persecution of same-sex families, when doing so provides no substantive benefit to the children, and may instead cause significant emotional and psychological harm. Of interest to note is that, while this research refutes the conservative claim that homosexual poses a risk to children and, through the family, the community at large, they also serve to further rreinforce the obligation of the Moral State to promote and strengthen the family unit, regardless of sexuality. 

They may respond to his view that the enforcement by law of a people's morality is essential to the existence of a society, and accept his deduction that therefore "the suppression of vice is as much the law's business as the suppression of subversive activities"; (Henkin, 1963) 

	To a lesser but no less significant extent, any groups or individuals that engage in what is traditionally deemed deviant or indecent behavior or activities would suffer significant psychological hardships from living in a Moral State where their peers and those in power both determine their preferences to be unwelcome in their community. The Moral State admittedly offers little assistance with the social hardships that would be faced by these minority groups, except to otherwise prohibit the infliction of harm upon them or their property, just as it would for any citizen. It is also possible that those deemed “deviant” may suffer undue burdens based on their nature. For instance, assuming that tattoos were considered to be immoral and harmful to social harmony and were to be criminalized, the tattoo artist would be forced out of business by the state, and those who wear tattoos may end up paying fines until they are removed. 

	Likewise, those whose beliefs and ideology do not coincide with those of the society and the Moral State would suffer similar social tension as a result of their ideological incompatibility with the values endorsed by the Moral State. Although a Moral State maintains that all citizens are deserving of a life of virtue, compassion, and respect, it can do relatively little for those who are made to be uncomfortable. As mentioned in previous instances, the institution of a Moral State is improbable when there is too great of a diversity of beliefs and values in a given community. The best one could hope for in a scenario where the Moral States has come to fruition as an alternative to liberal democracy and has been implemented by different communities would simply be to move to another Moral State which endorses values closer in alignment to their own, much like how liberals and conservatives in the present day tend to move to and congregate in communities which reflect their own values, albeit with those values being enforced by social pressures rather than with legal enforcement.

CONCLUSION
	Now, after having presented the argument for greater deliberation in alternative forms of democracy to liberalism, the flaws present within the liberalist model, as well as providing the foundation for such an alternative in the form of the Moral State, it may be disheartening for some to know that I have no realistic expectations that such a political model will become a reality, no matter how much I personally would be interested in seeing the Moral State come to fruition. The Moral State “theory”, as it were, is simply that - a theoretical. The fact remains that in our current society, the liberalist model of democracy is simply too deeply entrenched within the consciousness of most political philosophers and common citizens for any serious contender to emerge. However, the purpose of the Moral State proposal, and indeed, this paper, is to begin a dialogue for serious deliberation on the matter of liberalism’s dominance in the political and cultural spheres, and to provide a rudimentary example of a model of political theory in which a society can function in a means that is distinct from liberalism, yet still remaining democratic at its core. It is an effort to provide a middle ground between 
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