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I showed how this vision of society rests exclusively on the
Care and Fairness foundations. If you assume that everyone
relies on those two foundations, you can assume that people
will be bothered by cruelty and injustice and will be motivated
to respect each other’s rights. I then contrasted Mill’s vision
with Durkheim’s:

Now imagine society not as an agreement among indi-
viduals but as something that emerged organically over
time as people found ways of living together, bind-
ing themselves to each other, suppressing each other’s
selfishness, and punishing the deviants and free rid-
ers who eternally threaten to undermine cooperative
groups. The basic social unit is not the individual, it is
the hierarchically structured family, which serves as a
model for other institutions. Individuals in such socie-
ties are born into strong and constraining relationships
that profoundly limit their autonomy. The patron saint
of this more binding moral system is the sociologist
Emile Durkheim, who warned of the dangers of ano-
mie (normlessness) and wrote, in 1897, that “man can-
not become attached to higher aims and submit to a
rule if he sees nothing above him to which he belongs.
To free himself from all social pressure is to abandon
himself and demoralize him.” A Durkheimian society
at its best would be a stable network composed of many
nested and overlapping groups that socialize, reshape,
and care for individuals who, if left to their own devices,
would pursue shallow, carnal, and selfish pleasures. A
Durkheimian society would value self-control over
self-expression, duty over rights, and loyalty to one’s
groups over concerns for out-groups.
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I showed that a Durkheimian society cannot be supported
by the Care and Fairness foundations alone.® You have to build
on the Loyalty, Authority, and Sanctity foundations as well. I
then showed how the American left fails to understand social
conservatives and the religious right because it cannot see a
Durkheimian world as anything other than a moral abomi-
nation.” A Durkheimian world is usually hierarchical, puni-
tive, and religious. It places limits on people’s autonomy and
it endorses traditions, often including traditional gender roles.
For liberals, such a vision must be combated, not respected.

If your moral matrix rests entirely on the Care and Fair-
ness foundations, then it’s hard to hear the sacred overtones in
America’s unofficial motto: E pluribus unum (from many, one).
By “sacred” I mean the concept I introduced with the Sanctity
foundation in the last chapter. It’s the ability to endow ideas,
objects, and events with infinite value, particularly those ideas,
objects, and events that bind a group together into a single
entity. The process of converting pluribus (diverse people) into
unum (a nation) is a miracle that occurs in every successful
nation on Earth.* Nations decline or divide when they stop
performing this miracle.

In the 1960s, the Democrats became the party of pluribus.
Democrats generally celebrate diversity, support immigration
without assimilation, oppose making English the national
language, don't like to wear flag pins, and refer to themselves
as citizens of the world. Is it any wonder that they have done

so poorly in presidential elections since 1968?* The president
is the high priest of what sociologist Robert Bellah calls the
“American civil religion.” The president must invoke the
name of God (though not Jesus), glorify America’s heroes and
history, quote its sacred texts (the Declaration of Indepen-
dence and the Constitution), and perform the transubstan-
tiation of pluribus into unum. Would Catholics ever choose a




