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WHERE ARE WE GOING

By the end of this chapter you will have to respond to the questions for inquiry listed below and demonstrate a contextual understanding of the vocabulary, concepts, people and events listed.

Chapter Issue:

To what extent can classical liberalism 
impact a society?
Question for Inquiry #1:

What factors were most important in bringing about the emergence of classical liberalism?
Question for Inquiry #2:

How did classical liberal thought evolved into the principles of liberalism?
Question for Inquiry #3:

How did classical liberalism influence 19th- century society?
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Two Treatises of Government



I hope my book demolishes the main authoritarian/totalitarian ideology of the day. The doctrine of the divine right of kings,
 and absolute arbitrary power over human subjects, is for a time long past and must change. However, there must be limits on government.  Far from God and natural law ordaining all-powerful hereditary dictatorship, the only legitimate form of government is one established by the consent of the people and committed to upholding their fundamental human rights to life, liberty, and property. 



















I hope my book has helped to justify the Glorious Revolution that has established parliamentary government in my homeland. A limited monarchy has been born in England and I hope my words and will inspire other revolutions throughout the world. I hope I can help to support the notion that human nature is not necessarily evil, promoting the realization that human beings can indeed govern themselves. If more governments move to support the rights of individuals and allow them to protect that which is theirs, then my work will have been worthwhile.
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The Spirit of the Laws
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The Wealth of Nations
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On Liberty
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Use the following information from another Oxford textbook (Understandings of Ideology) to answer the question that follows:
[image: scan0012][image: scan0011]



[image: scan0011]



































[image: scan0014][image: scan0015]









[image: Figure 31]Excerpt from Exemplar of Liberty: Native America and the Evolution of Democracy 

By Donald A. Grinde, Jr. Rupert Costo Professor of American Indian History University of California at Riverside and Bruce E. Johansen Associate Professor of Communication University of Nebraska at Omaha. Original Artwork by John Kahionhes Fadden 

The founders of the United States knew more about how American Indians governed themselves than we do. The perceptions of the founders were selective, and subject to embellishment, but they had the advantage of observing native societies in their full flower. We have only their written recollections, along with surviving shreds of the native peoples' own oral histories, analysis by contemporary scholars, novelists, and movie makers who, like all of us, look at the past through filters of time and predisposition. 
We do know that America's indigenous cultures had been forming, evolving, and dissolving for many thousands of years before permanent European settlements began in North America. But we do not know for how long. Modern archaeology keeps pushing back the date it finds acceptable for the beginnings of native occupancy in the Americas. A few years ago, a five-figure date was considered risky. Speculation now flirts with a quarter million years, reminding us once again that pre-history holds much yet to be discovered, and realized. Perhaps in time, the consensus of scholarship may come to agree with many Indian nations' origin stories (as well as the speculations of Thomas Jefferson) that have them originating on American soil, rather than immigrating from Asia. 
Even the Puritans, most of whom envisaged the Indians as half-human children of the devil, had no qualms with borrowing native foods, building styles, and other lifeways. The fact that the Puritans had laws against "Indianizing" -- usually forsaking colonial settlements to live with native people -- meant that there must have been a sizable amount of it among them. Spanish priests argued over whether Indians had souls as the Conquistadores lived off the bounty of their civilizations. Cortez admired the splendor of the Aztecs before destroying it. 
It took some time for the English and Spanish shepards of the soul to realize that America's native peoples were, indeed, fit for the "yoke of Christianity." Similarly, it took decades for secular authorities to realize that the native peoples were not simply wild men and women of the woods, that they lived in organized societies, and ordered their social, political and economic affairs. The Enlightenment matured as the English immigrants to America came to know the New World's native peoples. Without their example, concepts of "natural law" might never have evolved as they did. Certainly, the Enlightenment would have worn a very different face had America's native peoples not been discovered by Europeans. 

Coming from societies based on hierarchy, early European explorers and settlers came to America seeking kings and queens and princes. What they sought they believed they had found, for a time. Quickly, they began to sense a difference: the people they were calling "kings" had few trappings that distinguished them from the people they "ruled," in most native societies. They only rarely sat at the top of a class hierarchy with the pomp of European rulers. More importantly, Indian "kings" usually did not rule. Rather, they led, by mechanisms of consensus and public opinion that Europeans often found admirable. 
During the 170 years between the first enduring English settlement in North America and the American Revolution, the colonists' perceptions of their native neighbors evolved from the Puritans' devil-man, through the autonomous Noble Savage, to a belief that the native peoples lived in confederations governed by natural law so subtle, so nearly invisible, that it was widely believed to be an attractive alternative to monarchy's overbearing hand. The Europeans' perceptions of Indian societies evolved as they became more dissatisfied with the European status quo. Increasingly, the native societies came to serve the transplanted Europeans, including some of the United States' most influential founders, as a counterpoint to the European order. They found in existing native polities the values that the seminal European documents of the time celebrated in theoretical abstraction -- life, liberty, happiness, a model of government by consensus, under natural rights, with relative equality of property. The fact that native peoples in America were able to govern themselves in this was provided advocates of alternatives to monarchy with practical ammunition for a philosophy of government based on the rights of the individual, which they believed had worked, did work, and would work for them, in America. 
This is not so say they sought to replicate native polities among societies in America descended from Europeans. The new Americans were too practical to believe that a society steeped in European cultural traditions could be turned on its head so swiftly and easily. They chose instead to borrow, to shape what they had with what they saw before them, to create a new order that included aspects of both worlds. 

Ralston Saul, J. (2008). A fair country: Telling truths about Canada. Toronto, ON: Viking Canada.

[image: a_fair_country-john_ralston]Chapter 1: What shaped us

We are a métis civilization.
What we are today has been inspired as much by four centuries of life with the indigenous civilizations as by four centuries of immigration. Perhaps more. Today we are the outcome of that experience. As have Métis people, Canadians in general have been heavily influenced andshaped by the First Nations. We still are. We increasingly are. This influencing, this shaping is deep within us. 
When I dig around in the roots of how we imagine ourselves, how we govern, how we live together in communities—how we treat one another when we are not being stupid—what I find is deeply Aboriginal. Whatever our family tree may look like, our intuitions and common sense as a civilization are more Aboriginal than European or African or Asian, even though we have created elaborate theatrical screens of language, reference and mythology to misrepresent ourselves to ourselves. 
Our leaders endlessly mull over our institutional and cultural inheritance from British parliamentary democracy, British and French justice, the Enlightenment, British liberalism, Western individualism with its important variations, U.S. populism, Judeo-Christian moral questioning, Athenian principles of citizenship and democracy, Western European philosophy, Western social democracy, Western capitalism, in particular its U.S. form. Frankly, once you get below the surface, I see very little in the way we use all of these that would ring familiar bells in Britain, France or elsewhere in Europe or in the United States. 
Then, as if to offset all of these efforts made to conform intellectually, emotionally and structurally to the Western canon of ideas and actions, we set aside some time to praise ourselves for the great mix of cultures with which we so comfortably live. We point out that our friends and allies around the world are having trouble with similar situations. This talent, we seem to be saying, for living comfortably with diversity, is our particular contribution to Western Civilization. Yet we never seriously asked ourselves how that came to be.After all, if our civilization has been built out of the Western inheritance, how is it that the rest of the West is struggling precisely where we find the challenges quite easy? 
Stranger still, in this process of examining our Western inheritance, and vaunting it, there is scarcely a nod, let alone a meaningful nod, in the direction of the First Nations, the Métis, the Inuit. There is no intellectual, ethical or emotional engagement with what their place might be at the core of our civilization. On the single issue of immigration and citizenship diversity, we seem unable to notice the obvious—that it is a non-racial idea of civilization, and non-linear, even non-rational. It is based on the idea of an inclusive circle that expands and gradually adapts as new people join us. This is not a Western or European concept. It comes straight from Aboriginal culture. But then, why bother to invoke the First Nations idea of the circle as a concept of inclusivity when you can fall back on Kant or John Stuart Mill? At best we manage a pro forma phrase about Aboriginals as one of our founding peoples. 
Of course, we do worry about their situation from time to time; that is, we feel sympathy for them, particularly their children, some guilt about them, them over there, outside of our lives in small, isolated, unsustainable communities, usually reserves, or the poorest parts of our cities. But then we remind ourselves that these difficulties, even tragedies, are all caught up in complex negotiations involving civil servants and lawyers over money and land—land most of us have never seen, will never see. We are careful not to ask ourselves whether those indigenous people over there want our sympathy or are interested in our guilt.We don’t ask ourselves whether sympathy and guilt are appropriate reactions. Of course, the Canadian government was right to apologize in 2008 for the destructive residential school system. It should and could have done it in the 1980s or 1990s. And Canadians were right to believe that the apology should be made. It was an act of dignity as befits an adult nation. Yet we don’t seem to find it odd that non Aboriginals concentrate, when it comes to Aboriginals, only on what doesn’t seem to work, so that we have no idea what or how much does work or how well. As Sandra Laronde of Red Sky Theatre puts it, “We are more than our issues.” 
Perhaps sympathy and guilt are inappropriate and paternalistic and insulting. Perhaps our sympathy is just a cleaned-up version of the old racist attitudes. 
Perhaps those people, those Aboriginals, aren’t over there at all because we ourselves are in the same place. Perhaps in some way or many ways, we also are Aboriginal. I don’t mean in any legal sense. Perhaps the sympathy and guilt expressed toward Aboriginals are actually signs of non-Aboriginal self-denial—the sort of denial that makes us dysfunctional because we cannot embrace who we are. In colonial terms, this sort of denial is an expression of self-loathing.
And so through a maze of what non-Aboriginals believe to be problems, failures, poverty, communities out of sync with our urban view of ourselves, we see them over there, as we have for a century. We see them insisting on old treaties and bad land, which we forget that we made sure they signed and lived on. And when that land turns out to involve oil or some other wealth, we use every legal and administrative tool available to limit their ability to benefit from it. How could they possibly benefit, being such failures? Lost in this maze we cannot see how much of what we are is them, how much of what we think of as our way, our values, our collective unconscious, is dependent on what we slowly absorbed living with them or near them over the centuries. 
Throughout the Western world in the second half of the nineteenth century, middle-class, pew-chained and empire-obsessed civilizations gradually slipped toward the paranoid fears of the twentieth century. Fear of what? Fear of the loss of purity—pure blood, pure race, pure national traits and values and ties. This delusionary indulgence in a purity that had never existed went further in some places than in others. But it flowered everywhere, and gradually, from the late eighteenth century on, it led to an infantile rewriting of history as one of singular peoples—singular and exceptional. These singular peoples were therefore exempted from ethical principles when it came to dealing with impurity, that is, with people not of their pure clan. Even that proved an impossible challenge, given the reality of racial impurity. And so children of the Enlightenment around the world wrapped themselves in the psycho-sexual pleasures of fear. They turned their back on the central premise of humanist philosophy and set about fearing the other, then killing the other in a multitude of ways. The mixing of the Enlightenment and nationalism throughout the Western-dominated nineteenth century produced something that swelled like a planetary boil, because a handful of empires dominated everywhere. And then we lanced it in a killing frenzy of two world wars followed by a multitude of localized but equally violent clashes. 
Was there a particularity to Canada’s participation in this experience? Behind the fears of Protestants versus Catholics, English-speaking versus French-speaking, those who imagined themselves as pink or white versus all of those Ukrainians and Jews and Chinese and Japanese, was there a deeper, unspoken fear? Did those Canadians who had got hold of so much of the country—both physical and mythological—fear above all the possibility of a real other whose place this was and in whose shadow they—and eventually we—would have to find our reality? In spite of the posturing and myth manufacturing of those who dominated for approximately one century out of our four, perhaps that real other, the Aboriginal, was as present as ever, with us, within us. And were we not so much one of those singular European races, but something quite different? Perhaps the other we denied and feared was actually the possibility of becoming something more complex, an integral part of that other.
So it is both curious and troubling that we cannot bring ourselves to talk about how profoundly our society has been shaped over four centuries in its non-monolithic, non-European manner by the First Nations. Our immigrant society was fragile, tiny and poor everywhere in Canada until well into the nineteenth century. This was true even of the concentrated older enclaves of francophones and anglophones in the Maritimes and the Canadas, people who had long before stopped thinking of themselves as immigrants. In some areas it was still fragile late into the nineteenth, even into the twentieth, century. In part because of this reality, the relationship between the First Nations and the immigrants varied from region to region. And so the new Canadians, even those who had been here for two or three centuries, were in different ways still dependent on the First Nations for their survival. 
[image: Figure 4]Over the first two hundred and fifty years of settler life in Canada, the newcomers had at best reached the level of partnership with the Aboriginals. New France, the Hudson’s Bay Company and the North West Company consciously built their place here on the indigenous ideas of mutual dependency and partnership. The Loyalists were part of that process. In more northerly parts of the country, that general idea of partnership went on well into the twentieth century. In the Arctic, our mixture of dependency and partnership was never completely extinguished. And already the Inuit are more or less back in control.

In what ways have Aboriginal peoples contributed 
to the early development of liberalism?

(you may also want to read p.116 and pages 304-306 in the textbook)






















Think back to your criteria for historical significance. Why do you think the following historical events (Enlightenment [Age of Reason], French Revolution, American Revolution, industrial Revolution) are significant in the context f classical liberalism and democracy? Use the textbook, and your recollections from social 20-1, to explain the significance of the events in the context of classical liberalism.
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[image: Earth Light Bulb Sm]Use the information below to help you explain the most fundamental 
differences between classical liberalism and modern liberalism.





[bookmark: _GoBack][image: scan0011]What Is Classical Liberalism? By John C. Goodman
     
Prior to the 20th century, classical liberalism was the dominant political philosophy in the United States. It was the political philosophy of Thomas Jefferson and the signers of the Declaration of Independence and it permeates the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, the Federalist Papers and many other documents produced by the people who created the American system of government. Many of the emancipationists who opposed slavery were essentially classical liberals, as were the suffragettes, who fought for equal rights for women.
     Basically, classical liberalism is the belief in liberty. Even today, one of the clearest statements of this philosophy is found in Jefferson's Declaration of Independence. At that time, as is the case today, most people believed that rights came from government. People thought they only had such rights as government elected to give them. But following the British philosopher John Locke, Jefferson argued that it's the other way around. People have rights apart from government, as part of their nature. Further, people can form governments and dissolve them. The only legitimate purpose of government is to protect these rights. 
     People who call themselves classical liberals today tend to have the basic view of rights and role of government that Jefferson and his contemporaries had. Moreover, they do not tend to make any important distinction between economic liberties and civil liberties. 
     On the left of the political spectrum, things are more complicated. The major difference between 19th century liberals and 20th century liberals is that the former believed in economic liberties and the latter did not. Twentieth century liberals believed that it is not a violation of any fundamental right for government to regulate where people work, when they work, the wages they work for, what they can buy, what they can sell, the price they can sell it for, etc. In the economic sphere, then, almost anything goes.
     At the same time, 20th century liberals continued to be influenced by the 19th century liberalism's belief in and respect for civil liberties. In fact, as the last century progressed, liberal support for civil liberties grew and groups like the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) began to proudly claim the label "civil libertarian." Since liberalism was the dominant twentieth century ideology, public policy tended to reflect its beliefs. By the end of the century, people had far fewer economic rights than they had at the beginning. But they had more civil rights.
http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/whatisclassicalliberalism.pdf


image3.jpeg




image4.jpeg
fz) Lowrg i A .Co MAMON’

lth]THE(’(LL szASTICALE

and CIVIL .

By Tzzomas HopsES i
o MALMESBVRY -

”E MATTE R, FORM 1

| Y
‘
o b 7
‘ S
|
| N4 :
A A H E H
AN i =1
it ey L7
i \ fl
fp \ ; | =
AT 2 S
I

-

4
'(/‘m/a) for f’[/l[)/ enr € f‘"‘"e

{ [) 9/70071 )

4





image5.jpeg




image6.jpeg




image7.jpeg




image8.jpeg




image9.jpeg
 Figure 4-3 The traditional lands of the

SIX NATIONS CONFEDERACY C. 1650 Haudenosaunee Confederacy spread across what
/-’Zr» s today northern New York, parts of southern Q
,\/’@\l‘v 1 Ontario, and northern parts of Pennsylvania and 0ria.
N CANADA - &q“\ Today, some members of the Six Nations live
/(/ N portions of these lands in northern New York a
- southern Québec and Ontario.

g
- 7. UNITED STATES
= A

! L\ Kanenliehia
| 1 1 !
| i iy |

1 \\ //
‘ Lake Ontario ! V) |
| el /
» !
| S
Fong smiae

/I T2 g 0 ( L

dese Al ey ‘I i

Gl o

Lake 2 J 0§ <t
Erie o dd
(5 e
\& 2 TehatiskarGiros,/

£
v
)
N
-

0 50 100 km
i e o

The Haudenosaunee Confederacy

The Haudenosaunee Confederacy (also known as the Iroquois Confederacy)
was formed between 1400 and 1600. It began as an alliance of the following
five Haudenosaunee nations:

o Kanien'kehd:ka (the Mohawk)

o Oneniote’d:ka (the Oneida)

¢ Ononta’kehd:ka (the Onondaga)

o Kaion'kehaka (the Cayuga)

¢ Shotinontowane'd:ka (the Seneca)

Later, a sixth nation joined: the Tehatiskar6:ros (the Tuscarora).

The Haudenosaunee Confederacy is often referred to as one of the first
and longest lasting participatory democracies in the world. Each nation of
the Confederacy has its own council and chief, who are selected by the Clan
Mother and address each nation’ internal affairs. The Grand Council deals
with issues that affect all the nations in the confederacy. Al chiefs of the
Confederacy are equal in rank and authority. As members of the Confederacy,
all nations of the Haudenosaunee share a common goal: to live in harmony.

In contrast, at the time of first contact between Europeans and First
Nations peoples, most societies in Europe did not practise democracy or
social equality. For them, power and the right to rule were exclusive to
royalty, nobility, and the Church. The role of the citizen was to follow the
laws established by their rulers.
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Aboriginal Peoples and the Early
Development of Liberalism

Question for Inquiry

1. In what ways have Aboriginal peoples contributed to the
early development of liberalism?

In this section ...

The . The Great Law The Influence
Haudenosaunee of Peace 5 of the
Confederacy Haudenosaunee

Figure 4-2 A cluster of arrows represents »
the unity of the Haudenosaunee people
(formerly five First Nations but later six
with the addition of the Tuscarora nation).
Each arrow is unique, representing one
nation of the Confederacy. The arrows
symbolize the strength of each nation
individually, and the greater strength of all
the nations collectively. One arrow by itself
can easily be broken, but together they are
too strong to break.

y

Like many ideologies, liberalism has shifted and grown in response to
changing historical conditions. However, some key values of liberalism
resurface again and again; for example, the importance of the rights and
[reedoms of the individual and the idea that people have the right to decid
who leads them. In this section, you will explore some of the key values of
the Haudenosaunee Confederacy and its constitution, the Great Law of
Peace, and consider to what extent these values may have contributed to
the origins of liberalism in the United States and in Canada.
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Aboriginal Peoples and the Early
Development of Liberalism

Question for Inquiry

1. In what ways have Aboriginal peoples contributed to the
early development of liberalism?

In this section ...

The Great Law The Influence
> of Peace of the
: Haudenosaunee

/

Like many ideologies, liberalism has shifted and grown in response to
changing historical conditions. However, some key values of liberalism
resurface again and again; for example, the importance of the rights and
freedoms of the individual and the idea that people have the right to decid
who leads them. In this section, you will explore some of the key values of
the Haudenosaunee Confederacy and its constitution, the Great Law of
Peace, and consider to what extent these values may have contributed to

the origins of liberalism in the United States and in Canada.
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9 PAUSE AND REFLECT

Why do you think the Haudensaunee
Confederacy emphasize these three
principles? To what extent do these
principles reflect your own beliefs
and values?

bA-DlNG GUIDE

To help you consider historical
change, use the following questions to
evaluate relationships among ideas:

- How would you define your
understanding of the historical
event or change?

= Who are the people involved and
what are their perspectives on the
historical event or change?

- What are the causes and effects of
the historical event or change?
Consider both the past and the
present.

- To what extent are the effects
significant for a large group of
people or society? Consider both
the past and the present.

The Great Law of Peace

The Great Law of Peace is the constitution of the Haudenosaunee
Confederacy, which has been passed orally from generation to generation.
Originally, it outlined the path to harmony and unity among the warring
nations, divided powers between different levels of government, and
established the equal participation of the people, including women, in the
government. It guaranteed certain rights and freedoms, including freedom
of speech, freedom of religion, and the rights of the individual.

The Great Law of Peace guides all aspects of governance and society.
The Haudenosaunee Confederacy shares the following thoughts about its
constitution:

Outlined in the Great Law, also known as Gayanashagowa or The Great
Binding Law, are many of the teachings provided by the Peacemaker. Within
the text are three main principles which stand out to govern the rest: peace,
power and righteousness [being virtuous or moral]. Each principle depends on
the other to support the framework of the constitution. The peace element
signifies one’s own peace and being of a good mind and the ability to use our
minds to negotiate rather than going to war. This peace allows one the good
mind needed for the next principle, power... The main idea is that peace is the
overall will of the Creator and using the tools of peace, power and
righteousness it can be attained.

—Source: “Main Principles.” The Haudenosaunee Confederacy,

http://www.haudenosauneeconfederacy.com/mainprinciples.html.

The Influence of the Haudenosaunee

It has been argued by historians and researchers that some of the ideas and
values expressed in the Great Law of Peace may have influenced the writers
of the American Constitution in 1787, which in turn would influence the
Canadian Fathers of Confederation 80 years later.

Some historians say that the men who wrote the American Constitution,
in particular Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Jefferson, had a great deal of
contact with the Haudenosaunee people and expressed their admiration for
Haudenosaunee society. They also cite important similarities between the
American Constitution and the Great Law of Peace, such as the ideas of
elected leaders, of leadership on the basis of merit, of living by the rules
that are set out in a shared constitution, and of the concept of equality.

Some historians disagree with the evidence provided and feel that the
main influences on the American framers of the constitution were
European.
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The Influence of the Haudenosaunee ==

The following excerpls express various opinions about the
exlent to which the Great Law of Peace and the Haudenosaunee
Confederacy may have influenced some of the ideas and values
reflected in the American and Canadian constitutions and societies.

“I'm fairly certain that the structure of the United States government descends from a
confederacy... | don't think it's an accident that the first proposal for a government
for the colonies looks strikingly like the structure of the Confederacy of the Six
Nations of the Iroquois, even down to the number of representatives and what their
powers and limitations would be and all that. I’s impossible to imagine that all of
those could be coincidences. It seems as though the Americans were watching,

especially Benjamin Franklin, who took a big interest in the Indians.” A Figure -4 An artist's depiction of

the meeting between Iroquois chiefs
—John Mohawk (Seneca leader, scholar, and spokesperson for the Six Nations i fot?nders of the Snited Sos

Iroquois Confederacy), quoted in “Haudenosaunee Culture: The Great Law as of America in 1776.
a Model for US Democracy.” Warrior in Two Worlds,
httpy//www.pbs.org/warrior/content/modules/great pdf.

OnJune 11, 1776 while the question of independence was being debated, the visiting
Iroquois chiefs were formally invited into the meeting hall of the Continental Congress.
There a speech was delivered, in which they were addressed as “Brothers” and fold of
the delegates' wish that the ‘friendship” between them would “continue as long as the
sun shall shine” and the “waters run.” The speech also expressed the hope that the
new Americans and the lroquois act “as one people, and have but one heart.” .. With
the Iroquo’s chiefs inside the halls of Congress on the eve of American Independence,
the impact of Iroquois ideas on the founders is unmistakable.

—Donald A. Grinde, Jr, and Bruce E. Johansen, Exemplar of Liberty, Native o According to these sources, in what

America and the Evolution of Democracy, Chapter 8 (Los Angeles: ways may the Haudenosaunee
American Indian Studies Center, UCLA, 1991), Confederacy and the Great Law of
http://www.ratical.org/many_worlds/6Nations/index himl. Peace have influenced the
constitutions of the United States
Canada, too, has a tradition of participatory governance, one especially enshrined and Canada (for example, some of
[believed to be important] in the history of our First Nations....Some believe the their ideas, values, basic principles,
origin of the Iroquois Confederacy goes as far back as the 12th century, although it rights and freedoms, or the concept
certainly oes back atleast to the 15th. Tribes would choose a peace chief, a war of participatory democracy)?

chiefand a council of elders. Women did not get the vote in Canada until 1918, but
ihe Iroquois were a malriarchal society, with women choosing the representatives
who attended the councils. Representatives of the Six Nations Iroquois Confederacy
even attended the congress of 1776 in Philadelphia, where they exchanged ideas on
governance with Benjamin Franklin.

To support your response, make 2
list of evidence that you believe
most strongly supports this belief.

—Tom Axworthy (chair of the Centre for the Study of Democracy

at Queen's University), “How our democracy evolved.”

The Kingston Whig Standard, September 27,2008,
http://www.queensu.ca/sps/publications/op_eds/20080927-Axworthy pd.
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From Classical to Modern Liberalism

With such things as the work of labour unions, the extension of voting
rights, the creation of government social programs, and the recognition of
the rights of women and other groups, liberalism evolved into what is often
referred to as modern liberalism. During the Industrial Revolution, many
Western governments focused on classical liberal values, such as the
importance of the individual (especially the industrialist and entrepreneur).
By the late 1800s and early 1900s, some of these governments began to
focus on modern liberal values, such as providing greater equality of
opportunity for all individuals. The development of modern liberalism is
illustrated in Figure 5-18.

Classical Liberalism =g Effects =—=p Modern Liberalism

- involves no government
intervention in the
economy (hands-off)

- proposes that the only
function of government
is to protect individuals’
natural rights to life,
liberty, and property

- emphasizes economic
liberalism and promotes
the freedom of risk
takers, such as business
owners

Examples: Adam Smith’s
“invisible hand,”
capitalism, free-market
systems, laissez-faire
policies

- allowed people the
freedom to innovate and
increase production

contributed to the
development of great
wealth for some

contributed to the wealth
gap between people
who were rich and those
who were poor

contributed to the
development of
ideologies that opposed
capitalism, such as
communism and fascism,
and led to the
development of a new
(modern) liberalism

contributed to the
Depression of the 1930s

Examples: new
businesses, inventions
and technology, the
success of the “nouveau
riche” (e.g., business
owners and merchants),
the rise in child labour,
the extreme poverty of the
working class

- involves significant
government intervention
attimes (hands-on)

proposes that people’s
rights should be included
as a part of the political
and economic systems in
a society, including that
all individuals should be
valued equally

proposes the
development of
government programs to
help disadvantaged
individuals and eliminate
the causes of poverty,
crime, and abuse

promotes sharing the
benefits of economic
development and having
some consideration for
the environment

Examples: the creation
of public education,
welfare, public housing,
unions, rights movements,
civil rights legislation,
labour standards

and labour laws,
protection of the
environment
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