Chapter 3

What is
Democratic Freedom?

Liberal democracy istheinstitutionalization of human
rights—-it isthe most practical solution to the freedom of
each being compatible with the freedom of all.
----Thisweb site

Whatever freedomsyou have cannot exist in a political vacuum. There must be some
way of assuring and protecting your rights--your freedom, and gover nment isthe
answer . Even libertarians generally accept this, although they are the most ardent
proponents of the maximum freedom, and believe that while government isevil, it is
necessary or inevitable.

But not just any gover nment will do. It must be one that not only commands your
obedienceto itslaws, but onethat in itsvery organization embodies what being free
meansto you. Thisisdemocracy. As a concept, " democracy” hasnot only developed
many meanings since itsfirst use by the ancient Greeks, but also meanings once well-
established have changed.
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Philosopher s of the Enlightenment, such as
Immanuel Kant and John L ocke, disliked
direct democracy, although otherwise they
favor ed freedom. For onething, it was
impractical for nations of millions of people,
or even for cities of hundreds of thousands. Clearly, a representative system was
necessary. For another, they felt that democr acy, as so under stood, was mob rule,
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gover nment by theill informed who would ssmply use gover nment to advantage
them.

Thisdistrust was evident in the eighty-five essays of The Federalist Papers (1787-1788)
written by Alexander Hamilton, James M adison, and John Jay on the proposed
Constitution of The United States. They assumed that people behave to fulfill their
self-interest and wer e generally selfish, making a direct democracy as a meansto
achievejustice and protect natural rights danger ous. Nonetheless, they believed
strongly in the " consent of the governed,” and argued for a republican form of

gover nment in which elected representatives would reflect popular will. Thiswas a
general view among the author s of the Constitution, who believed that by establishing
arepublic they would institutionalize the central ideas of their Declaration of
Independence (1776):

... Wehold these truthsto be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable Rights, that among these are
Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness. That, to secure theserights, Governments
areinstituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the
governed. . ..

Constitutionally, therefore, the founder s of the United States established a republic,
not a democr acy--as political philosophersthen defined democracy. A republicis
based on the consent and will of the people, but through a buffer of elected
representatives and indirect election, as by the President and Vice President of the
United Stateswhom an electoral college elects, with the elector s chosen by the voters
of each state and their number depending on the number of senatorsand
representatives each state sendsto Congress.

That the United States was created as arepublic and that we now call it a democr acy
has caused consider able confusion. In the writings on my web site | refer to the
United States as a democracy, and ther efor e have received well over a dozen e-mails
informing methat it was not a democracy, but arepublic. The problem isthat in the
Twentieth Century the under standing of democracy asthe direct participation of



“The Signing of the Constitution of the United States” By Howard Chandler Christy,
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citizenswas transformed to mean any gover nment in which the people elect their
repr esentatives. Democracy now generally means a republican or representation
gover nment.

With this contemporary under standing of the term democracy, what areits
characteristics. One necessary and sufficient set of characteristicsinvolvesthe
electoral system through which people choosetheir representatives and leaders, and
thus give their consent to be governed and communicate their interests. The manner
iswhich democracies conduct their electionsvary from oneto another, but all share
these characteristics: regular electionsfor high office, secret ballot, a franchise
including nearly the whole adult population, and competitive elections.

Having a near-universal franchiseisan entirely modern addition to the idea of
democracy. Not long ago, gover nmentsthat wer e called democratic excluded from the
franchise all slaves and women, as did the United States through much of its history
(former American black, male slaves got theright to vote after the Civil War; women
did not get thisright until 1920, when Congr ess passed the Nineteenth Amendment),
aswell asall non-dave maleswho did not meet certain property or literacy
requirements. We now consider it perverseto call democratic any country that so



restrictsthe vote, asdid the apartheid regimein South Africathat limited voting to
minority whites. Real competition in the electionsis a key requirement. Many
communist nations had all the elector al characteristics mentioned, periodically
electing legidlator s hand picked by the Communist Party, and who ssmply rubber -
stamped what the Party wanted. Competitive meansthat those running for office
reflect different political beliefsand positions on theissues. If they do not, asin the
communist nations, then the government isnot democratic.

Table 3.1
Freedom = Liberal Democracy

Characteristics of Liberal Democracy
Electoral
secret ballot
regular elections for high office
competitive elections
near universal franchise

Human Rights
organize political parties/groups
open government
freedom of speech/free media
freedom of religion
freedom to form unions/businesses
fair trial/rule by law

Besidesitselectoral characteristics, one kind of democracy has characteristics, which
while neither necessary nor sufficient for democracy to exist, are crucial to your
freedom. These involve the recognition of certain human rights discussed in the
previous chapter. Oneisthe freedom to organize political groupsor parties, even if
they represent a small radical minority, and for the party to nominate their members
torun for high office. Another right isthat to an open, transparent, government, in
particularly knowing how one'srepresentatives voted and debated. Also therearethe
rightsto freedom of speech, particularly the freedom of newspapers and other



communication mediato criticize gover nment policies and leader s; freedom of
religion; and the freedom to form unions and or ganize businesses.

One of themost important of theserightsisto afair trial and rule by law. Abovethe
statethere must be a law that structuresthe gover nment, elabor ates the reciprocal
rights and duties of gover nment and the people, and which all governing officials and
their policies must obey. Thisisa constitution, either asa single document asfor the
United States, or a set of documents, statutes, and traditions, asfor Great Britain.

If a democracy recognizestheserights, we call it aliberal democracy. If it does not, if
it hasonly the electoral characteristics, but suppresses freedom of speech, leader s put
themselves above the law, representatives make and vote on policiesin secret, then we
can call it a procedural, or better, an electoral demaocracy.

For American readersparticularly thereis conceptual confusion over theterm
“liberal." Inthe mid-seventeenth to mid-nineteenth centuries, political philosophers
emphasized the root meaning of liberal, which isfrom the Latin liberalisfor free man
and the French liber for free. It stood for an emphasis on individual liberty--on the
freedom of a people versusther government. A liberal slogan of the timewas" the
gover nment that governsleast governsbest." It was hammered out in England's
Glorious Revolution of 1688, the French Revolution, and the American Revolution,
and articulated in the works of John L ocke, Adam Smith, and John Stuart Mill. This
emphasis on freedom from gover nment regulation and controls we now call classical
liberalism, and presently arereflected best in political philosophy of American
conservatives. Libertarians also trace their philosophy back to classical liberalism,
but thisistrueonly regarding the classical liberals emphasis on economic freedom
and human rights. Classical liberals, but unlike modern libertarians and liberals,
believed that the government had a strong moral role. Conser vatives show their
affinity for thismoral role by their support for laws against dope, prostitution, and
gambling

In modern timesliberal has evolved to mean a belief that government isatool to
improve society and deal with the problems of poverty, discrimination, and
monopolies, among others, and to improve public health, education, social security,
the environment, and wor king conditions. Thereisno less an emphasis on human
rights, a dedication which is shared by Democrats and Republicans, conservatives
and modern liberals, but the liberal today no longer accepts minimum gover nment,
nor seesthe government asthe danger classical liberals perceived it.

In"liberal" democracy, however, it istheroot definition of liberal that is meant, and
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which may beonly electorally representativein its characteristics, or also liberal.
Table 3.1, above, summarizes these two kinds of democracies.

*k*k*%k

Sofar, all | have given you about democracy is concepts and abstr actions, which may
roughly connect to your experience. It istimefor an example that well illustratesthe
nature and working of liberal democracy. Such istheimpeachment and trial of
William Jefferson Clinton, the President of the United States, in 1998 to 1999.

The Clinton impeachment was a deeply divisive, partisan political battle, and most
Americans developed strong opinions supporting or opposing it. After all, thiswasa



matter of whether the nationally elected President of the United States would befired.
As| will review events leading up to the impeachment and the impeachment itself, my
only interest isin what Clinton's presidency says about liberal democracy, not in
arguing for or against the President, the impeachment, or histwo campaignsfor the
office.

To begin at the beginning, Clinton was born in Hope,
Arkansas, in 1946, a few months after hisfather died.
When he wastwo years old, he lived with his
grandparentsin Hope while his mother studied nursing in
New Orleans. Two yearslater hismother married a car
salesman, and Clinton joined the new family. His
stepfather was hardly a good role model for the young
boy: he physically mistreated Clinton's mother and was
an alcoholic.

While Clinton was fourteen, he

joined a youth program to learn about government, and as
a delegate was part of a group that went to Washington,
D.C. Whilethere, President John F. Kennedy invited the
group to meet with him in the White House. Thiswas an
unfor gettable experience for teenage Clinton, who was very
much impressed by Kennedy. He even shook his hand,
mor e important for the futurewasthe fact that the
experience decided young Clinton on politics as a profession
and sparked hisambition to be president.

Boy Clinton

Clinton was an excellent student, and much involved in

student politics. He completed high school, got a degreein international affairsfrom
Georgetown University in Washington, D.C., and won a two-year Rhodes scholar ship
to Oxford University in England. On hisreturn to the United States he attended Yale
Law School and received hislaw degreein 1973. During thiswhole period, from the
time he attended Geor getown to getting hislaw degree, hetried to learn politics
firsthand. He worked in the office of Senator William Fulbright of Arkansas, and in
the presidential campaign of Senator George McGovern in 1972. He also took part in
demonstrations against the Vietham War.

Note several thingsabout Clinton'srise so far. Oneisthat his humble beginnings did



not prevent him from actually meeting
and shaking handswith the President of
the United States--not only the highest
office of the country, but also the most
power ful in the world. Second, he could
obtain work in the office of an American
senator and take part in the law making
of America's highest legidative body. In
addition, without fear of retribution or
any negative consequences, he was also
ableto help Senator M cGovern wage his
election campaign to defeat that of the
incumbent, President Richard M. Nixon.

Most revealing about liberal democracy, Clinton felt freeto join public
demonstrations, even in England, against a war his country was conducting. As
exemplified in thefirst chapter by Sudan, Saudi Arabia, Burma, and China, in many
partsof theworld this could get you arrested, tortured, and even executed by the
regimeon your return to your country, aswell asit retaliating against your family
and even killing them. In some other countries, thiswould cause your harassment by
authorities, and possibly the end of any possibility of future political office. But living
in aliberal democracy, Clinton had nothing to fear from a secret police. He could
learn the art of politics from personal experience and prepare himself for running for
political office, while also exercising hisright to public protest.

After receiving hislaw degree, Clinton worked on the staff of the U.S. House of
Representatives Judiciary Committee, and then in 1974 the University of Arkansas
appointed him to their Law School faculty. In thisyear he began hisformal palitical
career by running for Congressasa Demaocrat, and lost. But in 1976, he decided that
he would be mor e successful if he worked up from alower rung on the political
ladder, and was successful campaigning for the office of the Attorney General of
Arkansas. Hethen used this position to run for the highest state office, and at age
thirty-two, the people of Arkansas elected him Governor.

However, he had yet to learn the democratic limits of this high office. Because of his
reform policies, along with atax he had imposed, Arkansans kicked Clinton out of
officein the 1980 elections. Yet, he had lear ned well how to manage democratic
politics. After Clinton showed public remorsefor his" mistakes' in office (and after
running a carefully calculated campaign), Arkansansreturned him to the
governorship in 1982. They also reelected him three mor e times.



To Clinton thiswas all
preparation to run for
president. He had
passed up the
opportunity todo soin
1988 because of rumors
about hiswomanizing,
but in 1992, he felt that
he stood a good chance
of being nominated by
the Demaocratic Party.
Much stronger
candidatesfor the
nomination had refused
torun, believing that
the huge popularity of
President George Bush
resulting from hisvictory in the 1990-1991 Gulf War made hisreelection to the
presidency certain. Clinton thought, however, he could stress poor economic
conditions, the " Reagan-Bush deficit," and the need for change. And to the surprise
of many who did not see him as a national figure, he did win the nomination. Then,
with the motto, " It'sthe economy, stupid,” hewon the presidential election with 43
per cent of the vote. Both sidesto this election used their freedom of speech to the
maximum, with Clinton's opponents focusing on his womanizing, histaking part in
anti-Vietnham War demonstrations whilein England, and his alleged draft dodging
along with a subsequent cover -up.

the oath of office to President EIII l:ilntnn 1993

What is also noteworthy about this election isthat out of nowhere, avery rich
business executive, H. Ross Perot, was able to capture public attention asan
independent, even running ahead of President Bush and Governor Clinton in
popularity at one point in the campaign. He finally got 19 percent of the presidential
vote. Had he not made several misstepsin his campaign and been politically
inexperienced, he might have even won the three-way election.

Since democr atic campaigns are a running test of a candidate's char acter, experience,
strength, and capacity for office, those who try to run for the highest offices without
prior political experience seldom succeed. Nonetheless, sometimesthey do, asdid
Jesse Ventura, a professional wrestler, actor, and talk show host, who on less than
$400,000 won a three-way election campaign for governor of Minnesota. In liberal
democr atic elections, outsider s are a constant threat to established parties and
candidates, asit should be when the consent of the governed rules.



Who you elect isa matter of your perception and interest; how well off you arein
your job and income; and your judgment about the candidate's character and
promises. And you ar e freeto exercise your judgment, no matter how biased,
anywher e along the campaign trial, whether in voting for the candidatesin caucuses
or party conventions, or in voting for the final nominee, or in running yourself asa
party nominee or an independent.

During President Clinton's 1996 r eelection campaign, economic conditions wer e good,
and Clinton and hissupportsran an excellent public relations and political campaign
against Republican Senator Robert Dole and independent candidate Perot. Fearing a
voter back lash over excessive negative campaigning, and misreading that the public
already was upset by several scandals surrounding Clinton and his White House,
Republicans did not capitalize on them. Near the end of the campaign, public opinion
polls made clear that these scandals would play littlerolein the coming election,
making Dole cry out in frustration, " Wher €' sthe outrage?' Moreover, Republicans
made some disastrous political mistakes, the wor st of which wasto allow Clinton and
his supportersto establish in the public mind that the Republican-dominated House
of Representatives had shut down the government in an argument with the President
over the budget. They also allowed the Democr ats to convince the public that the
Republicans had no compassion for working families, children, and the elderly.
Clinton easily won reelection in 1996 with 49 per cent of the vote.

Whilethe Clinton story gives usinsight into the nature of liberal democratic elections
and the publics participation in, and deter mination of, who governsthem, it is
President Clinton's second term that provides a key under standing of thiskind of
government. These would be tumultuous and most historic yearsfor the country.
Even in hisfirst term, President Clinton's opponentsforced him to respond to
allegations of wrongdoing committed while he was Governor of Arkansas, involving
investmentsthat he and the First Lady, Hillary Rodham Clinton, had madein the
Whitewater Development Corporation, an Arkansasreal estate development firm.
Revelations and questions about this, and associated affairs having to do with a
savings and loans firm, Madison Guar anty, eventually led to an official federal
investigation by an Independent Counsel, Robert Fiske.

Because of the Nixon Water gate scandal, Congr ess had established this office of
Independent Counsel. Presumably the Independent Counsel would be free from the
assumed conflict of interest a Justice Department would havein investigating the
President or members of his cabinet, since the President appointed the top people at
Justice. Besidesthe Fiske investigation, the House and Senate Banking committees
also held hearings on the Whitewater affair.



Notice that democratic leader s cannot escape the law, even regarding what they might
have done befor e being elected or appointed to office. Prosecutor s may investigate
their past and present activities, for ce them to testify beforea grand jury, indict them,
and even bring them to trial. This contributesto what keeps democracies limited,
which istheir checks and balances system. This meansthat the executive leaders,
legidature, and courtsarein constant competition against each other for power and
influence, and watch each other for opportunitiesto gain advantage or weaken one
another. Thisbalancingis particularly true when there are political partiesclosein
power. If, asduring all but two years of the Clinton presidency, the opposing party
controlsthe legidature, it actsas an ever-vigilant watchdog over the executive.
Scandals play a major rolein this, and provide the opposition with ammunition to
weaken their opponents. Thiswould become particularly clear in the later
impeachment of the President. All this contributesto keeping democratic leaders
responsible, prudent, and limited in their power.

However, wher e one political party dominates a state, controlsthe legislature,
executive, and courts, and has a sympathetic media, then there usually will be
political corruption. When thereisa strong opposition party to exploit the corruption
of the governing party for electoral gain, incumbentswill be mor e car eful about
obeying theletter and spirit of the law. Moreover, when demaocr atic states have a
dominant party controlling all government bodies, with only a weak opposition to
appeal to public outrage over high taxes and gover nment intervention, they tend
toward Big Gover nment. Such, for example, has been the case with Hawaii, which
Democr ats have wholly governed in the last four decades with hardly any meaningful
Republican opposition.

Clinton did not haveit so easy. He has always faced a strong Republican Party, and in
all but two of the years of histwo terms, they controlled both the House and Senate.

As mentioned, there wer e several scandalsinvolving the President and his White
House during hisfirst term. Although these did not prevent hisreelection, they
helped create a dominant view among conser vatives that he and his administration
wer e politically corrupt, and that he was engaged in a systematic abuse of power. The
first White House scandal occurred when his aides suddenly fired seven long-term
employees of the White House travel officein 1993. Thisfiring wasdonein arush,
with unjustified and later disproved accusations of fraud made against the White
House employees, and the FBI used to investigate them. Apparently, these accusations
and the investigation wer e only an excuseto cover the wish to replace them with
Clinton friends and supporters. The First Lady officially denied any involvement in
this, although there was evidence to the contrary. Because of the possibility that she
was lying and that the presidential aides had misused the FBI, Attorney General



Reno requested that a three-judge panel appoint I ndependent Council to investigate.
Thisturned out to be Republican Kenneth Starr, anamethat in a few yearswould
become almost as well-known as President Clinton's. Judge Starr had served in
President Reagan's Justice Department, had been a federal judge, and had served as
Solicitor General under President Bush. A three-judge panel had already appointed
him to replace Independent Counsel Fiskein theinvestigation of Whitewater. Years
later, hewould clear both the President and First Lady of indictable wrongdoingin
this.

Another scandal involved the apparent suicide of the Clinton's close friend and
Deputy White House Counsel, Vince Foster, who had handled the Clinton's taxes and
Whitewater matters. Upon hissuicide, Clinton's aidesremoved files from Foster's
office beforeit police could search and seal it. Thisraised the question about a serious
cover -up of Whitewater wrongdoing. Asthough Independent Counsel Starr did not
have enough to investigate, the three-judge panel also asked him to deter mine
whether Foster's death was a suicide and whether White House aidesillegally
removed filesfrom his office. In hisreport to Congress on hisinvestigation, Starr
affirmed that Foster had committed suicide and that the President and First Lady
had not carried on a cover-up.

Y et, another scandal wasthe discovery that the White House had requested from the
FBI, and had been holding without official justification, as many as a thousand secr et
FBI files, many on top Republicans and opponents. Controver sy, especially in 1996,
swirled around how the White House used these files and who was responsible for
this. A three-judge panel also turned the matter over to Independent Counsel Starr to
investigate. Theresult wasthat after several yearshe cleared the President and First
L ady of any responsibility for this matter. Nonetheless, that these files were under
White House control and that aides possibly exploited them in their campaign against
President Clinton's opponents helped feed the outrage that later would lead to
Clinton'simpeachment.

Further scandalsintensified the feeling among conser vatives that the White House
was politically corrupt, but the one that finally led to impeachment involved Paula
Jones, aformer clerk in the Arkansas State gover nment. Encouraged and surrounded
by President Clinton's opponents (called " Clinton-haters' by President Clinton's
supporters), she alleged that while he wasthe Governor of Arkansasin 1991, one of
his State Trooper sinvited her up to the governor's hotel room, and that when she was
alonein the room with the gover nor, he dropped his pants and asked her for oral sex.
The White House and Clinton supportersresponded aggressively to these char ges,
and tried to undermine her credibility. James Carville, a Democr at political



consultant credited with guiding Clinton's presidential
election campaign to victory in 1992, and his chief defender
against all accusations of abuse of power, called Jones

" Arkansastrailer trash."

Angered by the personal attacks on her, shefiled a civil suit
of sexual harassment against President Clinton, and
demanded $700,000 and a personal apology. Working
through hislawyers, Clinton appealed the suit, and asked for
a delay until after histerm was over. But the Supreme Court
ruled that the suit should go ahead. After morelegal twists
and turns and appeals, including Paula Jones upping her
demand to amillion dollars, President Clinton settled the casein 1999 by sending her
a check for $850,000, and with no apology.

Paula Jones

Noticefirst that no matter how powerful the President is, no matter how much
support he has, alowly citizen can sue him in court. But asimportant, despite the
power the President has, the sour ces of the White House at his disposal, his small
army of lawyers, hisbroad support in the media, and his popularity, the courts can
forcethe President to defend himself in court according to the law. Keep in mind that
in military terms he was the most power ful head of any country in the world.
Moreover, he, hislawyers, and his supporters, used the major media that were on his
side, every technical legal device ever written into the law, and any possible wayward
inter pretation of the law, to claim that Jones had no right to sue him. Thisisto be
expected from any high official caught in such a sexual sandal. The absolutely critical
point hereisnot what Clinton and all did, but that it all wasto no avail. In aliberal
democracy thelaw rules. In this case, no matter histwists and turns, the law came
down against the President of the United States and on the side of this unknown clerk
from Arkansas.

While this suit wasin process, Clinton began an eighteen-month affair in the White
House and his Oval Office with 22-year-old Monica L ewinsky, a White House intern.
Although President Clinton disputesthat he had sexual relationswith Lewinsky, she
did give him oral sex, a fact later proved by a DNA test of the semen on a blue dress
she wor e during one of these meetings.

L ewinsky confided details of this affair to afriend, Linda Tripp, who began to
secretly tape their telephone conversations. Tripp later explained that she did this
because L ewinsky had asked her toliein a deposition for which Trip had been



subpoenaed
in the
Jones
suit.
Jones
lawyers
were
tryingto
show that
what
=’ allegedly
President Clinton hugging Lewinsky happened
to Jones
was but a pattern of sexual misconduct by President Clinton, and had subpoenaed
L ewinsky, who told Tripp shewould lieto protect her lover. Tripp had worked in the
White House, and there had seen Kathleen Willey, a White House volunteer, shortly
after Willey left an Oval Office appointment with Clinton in 1993. Willey told Tripp
that Clinton had kissed and fondled her, and therefore Tripp wasimportant to the
Jones defense; but if shetold thetruth in the deposition, she believed, the White
House would try to ruin her credibility.

After she gathered twenty hours of tapes of L ewinsky, she turned them over to
Independent Counsel Starr, whose investigative load was alr eady heavy. Judge Starr
took thisinformation to Attorney General Janet Reno, who then asked the three-
judge panel responsible for appointing independent counselsto appoint Judge Starr
toinvestigate the L ewinsky affair. Thereisnothingin the law against sexual affairsin
the White House, but the President might have broken several laws on other matters,
including possible sexual harassment of L ewinsky, asking her toliein court, and
bribing her to keep quiet.

By decision of the Supreme Court, President Clinton also had to givea pretrial
deposition in the Jones suit, with all of it being videotaped. In January of 1998, with
Jones sitting across from him, Jones's lawyer s then questioned him for six hours. He
had no idea that they knew about his affair with L ewinsky, and was quite surprised
when they brought it up. Given a broad definition of sexual relations, approved by
thejudge sitting in on the deposition, President Clinton denied under oath that he
had sexual relations as so defined with L ewinsky, and claimed that he did not
remember ever being alone with her in the White House.

Within days, news of the L ewinsky affair and the deposition swept the country. For
weeks commentator s, analysts, and politicians of all flavor s discussed, argued,



dissected the news. Some top commentator s thought President Clinton would have to
resign within week or so. The media exploited the slightest rumor, and bit playersin
the scandal, no matter how remotely involved, had their fifteen minutes of fame
befor e television cameras. No two lawyer s seemed to agree on the law covering this
affair or possible impeachment, and sometimes directly contradicted each other. It
seemed that the law was a mess. But the law allowsinter pretation, and often the
expertise of different lawyersdiffers. All thisis subject to partisanship, and nothing
arouses partisan passions morein a democracy than a dispute over whether the head
of government should resign or the people should fire him.

Meanwhile, President Clinton denied to his
supportersand White House staff that there
was any sex involved with Lewinsky. And, of
cour s, Clinton's defender s, especially those in
the major media, tried to muddle the
investigation by constantly claiming thiswas an
investigation of sex, rather than of perjury or
abuse of power. Within days Clinton tried to
defend himself and on television, wagging his
finger, made his now famous declar ation that
we all have seen athousand times. " But | want
to say onething to the American people. | want

you to listen to me. I'm going to say thisagain: | President Clinton's speech
did not have sexual relations with that woman, to the nation: “| did not have
Miss Lewinsky. | never told anybody to lie, not sexual relations....

asingletime--never. These allegations ar e false.
And | need to go back to work for the American people.”

In July the Independent Counsel finally gave Monica L ewinsky full immunity for
testifying against President Clinton, and she gave him her blue dresswith President
Clinton's semen stains. Before Judge Starr's Grand Jury she provided details about
her sexual relationswith President Clinton, but also claimed that he had not asked
her tolie, or to keep quiet about their relationship.

Shortly thereafter, President Clinton also had to answer questions before the Grand
Jury. Independent Counsel Starr did this by a closed-circuit television hookup to the
White House, which he also videotaped. President Clinton answered many questions
on the Lewinsky affair and infor mation she had provided, but would not answer any
questions about sex. However, after President Clinton finished histestimony, he went
on national television and admitted an " inappropriaterelationship” with Lewinsky



and that hiscomments and silence had given a " falseimpression." Then, in lieu of an
apology, hesaid: "I deeply regret that."

In September 1998, Independent Counsel Starr gave hisreport
on this scandal to the House of Representatives, asrequired by
law. It was, in effect, a 453-page indictment of President
Clinton, listing eleven allegedly impeachable offenses. The
House almost immediately released the full report to the public,
along with thousands of pages of evidence soon ther eafter.
Within days, the House Judiciary Committee also made public
the full videotape of President Clinton's testimony beforethe
Grand Jury.

Judge Kenneth
Starr

Thisopenness well illustratesthe transparency of aliberal

democracy. Opponentsor proponentswill disclose all that is politically important,
including dirty laundry, about some palitician, legislation, or policy. Thisisacrucial
role of the opposition, and the reason why having a strong opposition isa basic
ingredient of liberal democracy. They want to embarrass and weaken the party in
power sothat they can turn into law their favored legislation and win the next
election. Even supposedly secret testimony, conver sations, and reports ar e exposed
thisway--asisamass of trivia. Surely, partisanson all sideswill spin whatever is
disclosed to show its best or worst side. But it ispublic, and people are free to make of
it what they will.

Thepublic release of the Starr Report, asit became known, was a serious blow to
President Clinton's prestige and changed a partisan political conflict into a super-
charged political fight over President Clinton's future. Over a hundred newspaper
editorials eventually called for hisresignation; he was publicly mocked; televison and
theInternet covered the affair day and night; cartoonists never had it so good; late
night comedians made constant fun of him; and Clinton joke after joke madethe
rounds through e-mail and the I nternet.

Palitical humor and jokes play an important function in a democracy. Although
meant to be funny, they express public dismay and point to what high behavior about
officialsis of special concern. In a democracy it is better for a politician to be
criticized by professors of political science than have well-known comedians earn
their popularity at his expense.

What saved President Clinton wasthe loyalty of Democr ats, who circled Party
wagons around him, and a politically astute offensive by the President and White



House aides. Judge Starr became a tar get of constant demonizing attacks, as by the
accusationsthat hewas" sex crazed, and a extremeright wing zealot" ; and by legal
action against him, asfor leaking Grand Jury testimony (later dismissed by the
courts). While polls gave the President a job rating above 60 per cent, that of Judge
Starr'swasin the 20s. Other opponents, such asLinda Tripp, wereno less
demonized. President Clinton's supporters wer e vehement--" It's only about sex, and
nobody's business,” " President Clinton told the truth; thisisa conspiracy of Clinton
haters,” and soon. It was all, the First Lady claimed, a " vast right-wing conspiracy."
Meanwhile, the other side claimed that " Clinton always lies, and is deceitful,” " what
he did in the Oval Officeisa disgrace to the presidency; he has systematically abused
power" whilein office, and so on. President Clinton's previous scandals were
revisited, and Arkansas State Trooper s wer e even brought out of obscurity to be
interviewed regarding their claims of helping him in his sexual escapades while
Governor.

And the President’s supporters made a concerted effort
to uncover sexual affairsof major Republican
supporters of impeachment in the House, per haps for
revenge, but surely to show that " everyone doesit."
They forced Speaker-designate Bob Livingston to
confessto an extramarital affair and resign, even asthe
full House wasto begin their deliberationson the articles
of impeachment. They also made public a decades-old
affair by Representative Henry Hyde, Chairman of the
very House Judiciary Committee to consider the
President's impeachment.

When the Republican-controlled Judiciary Committee began consider ation of a
resolution calling for a formal impeachment inquiry, the fight was now formally
joined and in deadly earnest, but still constrained by the Constitution and House
rules. This began the long, complex political processfor removing President Clinton
from office. Other than wartime, thislegal process of removing a democr atically
elected chief executive in midterm isthe most dramatic theater people in democracies
experience. Everyone soon knows almost everything public and private about the cast
of characters; the acting is superb; the speeches and exhortations moving; and the
appealsto mind and heart well studied. Each day is a new scene, the plot isclear, and
only the end isin doubt.

A successful impeachment by the House islike an indictment brought by a prosecutor
beforea court. It describesthe particulars of an alleged wrongdoing. Then beforea



judge a court holdsthetrial on the indictment, with both prosecutorsand defense
lawyer s presenting evidence and arguments. For impeachment, the court isthe
Senate.

The Constitution specifies" treason, bribery, or other high crimesand
misdemeanors’ asthe groundsfor impeachment, but what high crimes and
misdemeanor s areis subject to considerable legal interpretation. Only a majority vote
of the House is enough to approve articles of impeachment, and this had only
happened once before, in 1868 against President Andrew Johnson. | mpeachment was
also considered in 1974 when the House Judiciary Committee approved three articles
of impeachment against President Richard Nixon, but befor e the full House could
debate them the audiotapes on President Nixon's conver sationsin the Oval Office
werereleased. They werethe " smoking gun" evidencethat he had participated in the
cover -up of the Watergate affair; soon his support collapsed in the House, and he
resigned.

Once the House votes on impeachment, the Senate holds atrial on the impeachment
articles, asnoted. All senatorssit asthejury, and the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court presidesover thetrial. The senators hear witnesses and can ask them
questions, and at the end of thetrial, they voteregarding removal of the President.
Two-thirds of the Senators must approve removal for it to occur. Werethisto
happen, the Chief Justice would swear in the vice-president asthe new president. The
Senate vote on Andrew Johnson'sremoval was one vote short of two-thirds.

The House Judiciary Committeereported to the full House on itsrecommendation to
investigate the impeachment of President Clinton, and in October 1998, the
Republican House voted to conduct thisinvestigation. Hearings by the House
Judiciary Committee on impeachment began soon afterwards and wer e fully
televised. A variety of witnesses gave testimony befor e the committee, including
Independent Council Starr. He came down hard on President Clinton, claiming he
intentionally deceived. Opposition to impeachment came from a variety of sour ces,
most of them claiming that what Clinton did was not impeachable, though morally
reprehensible. Many legal and constitutional scholarsargued that hisbehavior did
not meet the Constitutional basis for impeachment. Some argued that yes, helied in
hiscivil deposition, and yes, the Independent Counsel can (and some said should)
indict him for this after heleft office, but that it was not an impeachable offense.
Chairman Hyde also sent President Clinton eighty-one questions to answer in place of
direct testimony.

At the end of the hearings, the Republican member s presented the committee with
four articles of impeachment, claiming that the President committed perjury before



the Grand Jury, perjury in the Jones case, obstruction of justice in the Jones casg;
and provided false responses to the eighty-one questions. The Committee approved
thearticleson December 11 and 12. All Republicans voted for three of the articles, all
but one voted for afourth; no Democrat voted for any. The Committee then passed
the approved articlesto the full House for debate and a final vote.

This American drama did not paralyze international relations and foreign
adversaries, in particularly Saddam Hussein, the dictator of Iraq against whom an
American-led coalition fought the 1990 Gulf War. Possibly seeing a weakened
President, Saddam refused to allow any further weaponsinspections by the UN in his
country, inspections he had agreed to when he was defeated in the Gulf War.
Coincidentally or not, President Clinton launched air strikesagainst Iraq in
retaliation just when the full House scheduled the opening debate on his
impeachment. Republicans questioned the timing of this, and the Democrats
demanded that the House put off considering impeachment until the President ended
military action. But the Republicans werein control, and the continuing raids did no
mor e than delay House proceedings for a day.

On December 18,
thefull House
began an
acrimonious
debate on the
impeachment of
President
Clinton. The next
day, the House
passed 228 to 206
thefirst Article
of impeachment,
perjury before

I ndependent
Counsdl Starr's
grand jury. It
also passed the
Third Article,
obstruction of
justicerelated to
the Jones case,
with the vote of 221-212. The other two articlesfailed to pass. It was now up to the
Senate to deter mine whether these two articles wer e enough to remove the President

House Democrats briefly walk out of House Chambers to protest
Republicans blocking censure as an alternative to Impeachment



from office.

The Senate trial began on January 7, 1999, and was televised throughout. As dictated
by the Constitution, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, William H. Rehnquist,
presided over thetrial, and thetrial started with areading of the charges. Then the
Chief Justice sworein the Senators, and each signed an oath book promising to do
"impartial justice," goingone at atimeto thefront of the chamber to do so. There
was 55 Republican and 45 Democr atic Senators. If all Republicans voted for removal,
12 Democrats would have to join them to get the 67 votesrequired.

Thirteen Republican House members, headed by
Chairman Henry Hyde, prosecuted the case for
removal. In sum, they accused President Clinton of

" willful, premeditated, deliberate corruption of the
nation's system of justice through perjury and
obstruction of justice." Charles Ruff, main White
House Counsdl, led President Clinton's defense with a
team of seven lawyers. Their main argument was that
the Republicans provided no morethan " an
unsubstantiated, circumstantial case that does not meet
the constitutional standard to remove the President

from office."

Both sides presented their arguments and evidence in three days, and the senators
had two more daysto ask questions. Asthetrial progressed, Democrats and
Republicans used one partisan maneuver after another, although with less bitterness
than in the House debate. The Democratstried unsuccessfully to dismissthe case, and
both sidesfought over whether there would be witnesses, how many witnessesthere
would be, and who they would be. They argued over whether the witnesses would give
testimony in the Senate chamber or by deposition. Most important, this partisan
struggle ended in a Senate vote not to hear M onica L ewinsky'stestimony in person,
asthe Democrats wanted, but by video clips of a deposition she gave under
questioning by House prosecutors. They also voted to question other witnesses by
deposition.

Finally, on February 8, thistwelve-month historic political crisisin American politics
was almost at an end. Each side had three hoursto present their closing arguments,
then for three days the senator s debated behind closed doors. And on February 12, in
the Senate chamber and befor e television camer as, the Senate voted. All Democr ats



and 10 Republicans voted President Clinton not
guilty on alleged perjury, 55t0 45. On alleged
obstruction of justice the vote was split, 50 to 50.
President Clinton would remain in office.

Y ou cannot isolate the
House impeachment
and this Senatetrial
from the national day-
by-day, 24-hour
discussion and debate
over thefate of the
President. All this provided Representatives and
Senatorswith an amazing input of knowledge, insights,
legal opinions, and inter pretations. In thisway,
witnesses wer e almost redundant. M ost important, asthe impeachment approached
conclusion in the House, and then asthe Senate trial progressed, public opinion not
only continued to support President Clinton, but his number s actually improved.
During Senate deliber ations, some polls showed over 70 per cent support of the
President. Moreover, polls showed that the people wanted to get this over with asfast
as possible; felt that the Republicans wer e unnecessarily delaying the proceedings,
and intended to punish Republicansin the next election if they removed President
Clinton. Generally, answer sto specific questionsin the polls showed that arguments
supporting President Clinton persuaded mor e people than those demanding his
removal. The Senatorswere, after all, politicians, and doubtless wer e influenced in
their votes by all this. Indeed, David P. Schippers, Chief Investigative Counsel for the
House Judiciary Committee for the impeachment, claimed in hisbook Sell Out that
dueto the overwhelming public support for Clinton, the Republican Senate

leader ship had decided against trying to fire Clinton, and had organized thetrial to
get it over with as soon as possible.

*k*k*%x

What doesthisvivid example of the nature and wor king of one democr acy tell us
about liberal democracy itself? It is self-government. It says what you have read
about the Clinton campaigns, scandals, and hisimpeachment. Throughout the history
of the Clinton Presidency, as an adult American you could have campaigned and
voted for Clinton or hisopposition in the Presidential elections of 1992 and 1996. Y ou
could also have campaigned and voted for the Representatives and Senator s that
voted on hisimpeachment and removal. Regarding his scandals and impeachment,



you could have made your voice heard by writing lettersto the editor s of newspapers,
posting your opinionsfor or against him on theinternet, or telephoning a radio talk
show. You could have set up a web page to expressyour view or have done so through
internet chat groups. You could have organized demonstrationsor participated in
them, built an organization to work for or against him, and contributed money to one
sideor theother.

Note also that thereisademocratic cultureinvolved. Thisdictates that compromise
and negotiation will settle disputes with a tolerance for differences. If the conflict is
profound and the stakesvery high, if thereisno solution other than one side will lose
and the other side will win, then democratic procedures must be used that are within
or dictated by the law. Such was the impeachment and trial of President Clinton. But
consider. The President had vast public and secret resources at hisdisposal, such as
the secret service, the FBI, and the CIA. As Commander-in-Chief of all American
military for ces, he had them at his command. Could he not have used this power, if he
so desired, to have the Army surround Congress and the Supreme Court and dictate
the outcome of their impeachment proceedings? That thiswas not even thought of by
anyone in the media, that there was not the slightest rumor of this, that even his most
extreme political enemies never thought this a possibility, showsthe strength of this
liberal democracy.

But still, consider. Say that the President did issue such orders. What would happen?
Thereisno doubt about the answer : he would be disobeyed. His orderswould haveto
go through the military Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense, and then
down the command structure. The respect for the Constitution isso deeply ingrained
in the military and those who ar e appointed to high office, democratic norms and
customs so unconsciously held, that instead of obeying the President, hisvery attempt
to use the military unconstitutionally would be reported to Congress and become an
article of impeachment. Alter natively, suppose that he had secretly plotted with a
group of generalsor colonelsto usetheir troopsin a coup against the Constitution. I f
anything like this had been launched, it would have been soundly defeated for three
reasons. First, thisjunta could only have been a very small group, and thus militarily
outgunned. Second, even ordinary soldier swould not have obeyed the commands of
their officers, because thiswould too clearly be an utterly monstrous and treasonous
antidemaocr atic action. And third, even if this were successful, the people would rise
up in rebellion against thistotally antidemocr atic usur pation of power.

One mor e exampleisthe outcome of the year 2000 American presidential election. It
iIsworthy of even mor e extended treatment than that | gaveto Clinton's
impeachment, but it was only concluded within two days of thiswriting. The



Democrat candidate, Vice President Albert Gore,
got a majority of the national vote and came within
a couple of hundred votes of winning Florida's
electors, which would have given him the 270
electoral votes needed to become President. Asit
was, with Florida's slim margin giving the
Republican candidate, Governor George Bush, its
electoral votes, he won the presidency by only 271
electoral votes. Because of the importance of the
Florida electors and the very slight margin of Rave Hecider To TonTeer
victory for Bush, Gore refused to concedethe this Inaccurate and incom-
election and he, his supporters, and the Democr atic PR

Party waged a public relations and legal onslaught

on the ballots cast in Florida, particularly in highly democrat counties. They argued
that all the ballots had not been counted, the voting machines had malfunctioned, or
that the ballots were too complex for many voters.

| need not go into thelegal and political
victories and defeatsin this campaign to
overturn the Bush'svictory, except to note
that we all learned a new vocabulary about
machine ballots, including chads, pregnant
chats, tri-chads, hanging chads, swinging
chads, dimples, etc. Sufficeto say that after
two Florida Supreme Court victoriesfor Vice
President Gore and two United States
Supreme Court decisions vacating or
overturning them, Gorefinally lost hopein
getting the recount of ballotsthat he wanted.
Over amonth after the election, Gorefinally
and graciously conceded the election to Bush.

Munu in Falm Beach County,
Florida

Thiswasthe closest election in American
history. And yet, and thisisthe point to thisexample, in spite of the heated partisan
rhetoric, the claimsthat the election had been stolen, there was no violence. There
was no violent demonstrations, no riots, no necessity to call out the army, and no
coup. The decision of the Supreme Court was accepted; law had triumphed over the
desirefor power. Thisisalmost unbelievable, considering that this election wasto
deter mine who would be the most power ful leader in the world, and which economic
and social policies would dominate the country. But it isthe way liberal democracy



functions.

Thistype of gover nment standsin sharp contrast to the
alternatives, such asrule by a king, asin Saudi Arabia;
dictator asin Sudan; the military, asin Burma; or an
elite, asin China. It isinconceivable that any of these
rulerswould be questioned by a court, undergo
examination by the people's representatives over some
scandal, stand trial whilein office, or stand aside and
led some other person rule because of a court decision.
It isnot possiblethat in these countriesor otherslike
them you would be ableto criticize or demonstrate
against your rulerswithout serious and possibly lethal
repercussions. The police or security forces might even
arrest and tortureyou and your family if they find in your home papers, documents,
letters, or e-mail that criticizesthe government. It isnot only likely, but does happen
in such countriesthat when the people threaten the power of their dictators, the
dictator s use tanks and machine guns against them.

*k*k*%x

All this being under stood, so what? Are not there only a small number of
democracies? Arethere not even fewer liberal democracies likethe United States,
almost all beingin Western Europe? In fact, isnot my characterization of liberal
democracy too Western, hardly fit for nationsin Asia, South American, and Africa?

The answer isno to each of these questions. Aslisted in Table 3.3, out of 192 nations

in 1999, 120 wer e democr atic and contained 58 per cent of the world's people. This
number of democraciesisa sharp increase from the sixty-nine that existed in 1985,
and well shows that the world is becoming increasingly democratic. Democracy is
now the world's dominant form of gover nment, and with the death of fascism through
World War 11, and of communism with the end of the Cold War, democracy has no
real competitorsfor hearts and minds. Were you born today, the odds of you being
born in a democracy are slightly greater than 50 per cent.

Asthe Table 3.3 shows, thirty-five of these democracies wer e only electoral, some so

marginal asto make it a tossup whether we should call them democracies. All thirty-
five, including Columbia, Turkey, Brazil, Ukraine, and Russia, restrict some of the
basic rights against gover nment that characterize a liberal democracy. An
impeachment like that of President Clinton might still take place in most of them, but
not with the same vigor, concern for the law, and intimate involvement of the public.


Rudy Rummel
As of January 2002, there were 86 liberal democracies and 121 democracies overall.


TRBLE 5.5. Democracies and Nondemocracies in 1999+
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In these countries your freedom of speech or religion or association may be under
pressureor even compromised.

Just to mention some of their problemswith human rightsin these countries, in
Columbia the courtstend to be corrupt, and extortion iscommon. Colombian drug
lords have consider able influence, and may even have dictated some of the laws.
Violenceis endemic; all sdes commit atrocities, including the murder of officialsand
activists.

In Turkey the military has undue influence, and security for ces have often killed
those suspected of terrorism or of supporting a Kurdish rebellion. The gover nment
limits freedom of speech. Y ou may not, for example, insult gover nment officials.
Government organized groups, or sympathizers have attacked and threatened human
rights activists. They may even be responsible for the murder of journalists and
newspaper ownersor their disappearance. Appeal to the highest court over politically
sensitive judgments may be useless, and the courts themselves seem to be under
military control.

In Brazil, the courts are weak also, and the government isriddled with corruption.
Mor eover, lawlessness is widespr ead and violence against women and children is
common, whilethe police and courtsdo little about it. Ranchersin someareasare
freetoforcerural laborerstowork against their will. Indians are discriminated
against, violence against them iscommon, and some of their leadersor supporters
have been murder ed.

In Ukraine government corruption iswidespread aswell, and bribery a way of
getting or preventing gover nment action. Consistently, political pressure on the
courtsand intervention in their processiscommon. Starting and running a business
is often difficult, since you must compete with an in-group of present and former
member s of the palitical establishment. The gover nment limits freedom of speech.

Y ou cannot, for example, attack the honor and dignity of the president.

And in Russia (see map and statistics, and world map), the election of Vladimir Putin

to be president showed that thereisaregular and contested election system through
which opponents may challenge the top leader ship, and possibly replace them. Many
political partieswere activein the election, including the Communist Party. Thereis
also a national parliament with representatives elected similarly in fair and
competitive elections. The diverse political partiesrepresented, such asLiberal
Democrats, Agrarians, Communist Party, Democratic Choice, and Home-is Russia,
well show how competitive the election was.
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However, gover nment subsidies to newspapers, their owner ship by those well
connected to the gover nment, along with local political pressures, compromise the
independence of the press. The government also restrictsreligion. It legally favors
only those religionsthat have existed for more than fifteen years and have nationally
or ganized themselves. M or eover, the gover nment recognizes only political partiesthat
have at least 100 members and forbids partiesthat would use violence, seek
independence for any Russian republic or territory, or promote hatred of ethnic,
racial, or religious minorities. Of particular importance, presidential and legidative
pressuresinfluence the courts, and the treatment of prisoners before and after trials
remain disgraceful. And the new FSB, the gover nment's security arm that replaced
the KGB, continuesto exer cise excessive power in domestic affairs. Corruption in
gover nment and businessis pervasive, per haps the wor st among democr acies. M afia-
like, criminal or ganizations seem to operate with impunity, and the protection of
private property and the independence of businesses ar e spotty. People are freeto
move within the country, but they must register with the government within seven
days of moving to a new local to work and live.

All thisrestricts and compromises basic human rights. In short, like the other
countries mentioned above, Russiaisnot yet aliberal democracy. Nonetheless, aside
from the serious human rights problems of these countries, asa citizen of any of them
you still could voteregularly by secret ballot in competitive national elections. Y ou
could vote the top leader ship out of power. Thisiswhy these countriesare still
democr acies, although only electoral ones.

Eighty-five of the democracieslisted in Table 3.3 areliberal democracies. These

comprise 44 percent of all countries and 39 per cent of the world's population. This
showsthat the institutionalization of freedom in liberal democracy isnot rare, nor is
it limited to Western European states. Liberal democracies span the globe. Among
them are Barbados and Jamaica in the Caribbean, the Mar shall Islands and
Micronesia in the Pacific, South Korea and Mongolia in Asia, Thailand and the
Philippinesin Southeast Asia, India in South Asia, Mauritiusin the Indian Ocean,
Israel in the Middle East, Botswana and Namibia in Southern Africa, Mali in
Western Africa, Maltain the Mediterranean, Bulgaria and Hungary in Eastern
Europe, and Cape Verdein the Atlantic. Thisvariety of cultures, races, ethnicities,
and geogr aphy should dispel the notion that liberal democracy is a peculiarly
Western type gover nment that the West istrying to push on therest of the world.

Of course, freedom isan ideal, and even liberal democraciesimperfectly fulfill it,

although they do much better than other types of government. After all, with all their
biases and prejudices, human beings govern liberal democracies; and voters ar e often
poor ly informed and sometimes demagogues mislead or exploit them. Sometimes and


Rudy Rummel
As mentioned in the previous note, the number for January 2002 is 86


mor e than you like, officials do step on your rights; and they passlaws and rulesthat
in oneway or another limit your freedoms. But when this happens, you have the
power to do something about it. Your freedomsremain more than paper
constitutions, political pronouncements, and strutting flag-waving. If you doubt this,
consider again the impeachment of President Clinton. Thisimpeachment and
associated political fight could not have happened in theway it did unless citizens of
thisliberal democracy already had and could exercise the human rights defining their
freedom.

Even in those democraciesthat were more or less socialist economic systems, such as
in Denmark, Norway, India, and Israel, their governments protect these rights. L ook
at Sweden, for example, which sometimesis called " The People's Republic of
Sweden," aplay on what communist parties call their own nations, to depict Sweden's
socialist policies.

Likethe United Kingdom, Sweden (see map and statistics, and wor ld map) isa

constitutional monar chy, with a democr atically elected parliament. The people also
elect itsPrime Minister to Parliament, and heisusually the head of whichever party
getsthe most parliamentary seats. King Carl Gustaf XVI hasno formal political
power and only a ceremonial role. Sweden has an extensive and compr ehensive
national welfare and national health insurance system. Doctorswork for the
government and hospitals are gover nment run, with health care covered by taxes. I f
you are sick or must stay hometo take care of sick children, the gover nment will
make up for most of theincome lost. Bear a child and get a year of gover nment
mandated leave from work with pay. You will also get gover nment allowances for
your child and support if your children continuetheir education after they are 16
yearsold. You and your employer also must contribute to your retirement benefits,
which you receive when you are 65, and which is supplemented by added employee
fees.

Sweden has an industrial policy that seesthe government as necessarily involved in
and in some ways dir ecting the economy. There ar e stiff laws covering the hiring and
rejection of job applicants; and if hired, their firing. Gover nment closely regulates,
subsidizes, and sets price cellings on the purchase of a home or renting one; it strictly
enfor cesregulations on home building. And it stimulatesinvestment, and provides
special tax benefitsto steer businesses in the government-desired direction. Also, as
part of itsindustrial policy, the Swedish gover nment favors and encour ages very
strong unions, and lar ge centralized business associations. Thishasled to the
economic dominance of large cor por ations and unions.

Because of gover nment welfar e policies and involvement in the economy, people pay
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over an average of 50 percent of their income in taxes, while businesses could pay as
much as 65 per cent. One measur e of the cost of gover nment regulation, and the
opportunities people and businesses lose because of it, isthat about 35 percent of all
wor kerswere working for government in 1992. An even better measureisthat the
gover nment alone creates one-third of the market value of all Sweden's goods and
services. Another third value results from gover nment redistribution of income, such
as by its national welfar e policies and national health program mentioned previoudly.
Thisshrinksthe private economy'svalueto only a third of all Sweden's products and
services. By contrast, thisvalueis about two-thirdsfor the United States.

Regardless of Sweden's welfar e statism and itsreputation for socialist policies, asa
liberal democracy the gover nment protects your freedom--human rights--to speak
out, protest, demonstrate, and or ganize against these policies, and vote out of power
those who support them. Asa Swede, you even would enjoy a fair amount of
economic freedom. Among 123 countries whose economic freedom was ranked for
1999 by the Economic Freedom Networ k, Sweden ranksin economic freedom about
22 out of 111 nations, and the Network ratesit with 8 out of 10 possible points. The
United Statesisranked 4, with 9.1 out of 10 points. In further comparison with the
countries| described in Chapter 1, the Network ranks China 87, and places Burma at
the bottom among all 111 countriesin economic freedom. The Network did not rank
Sudan or Saudi Arabia.

The case for democratic freedom isstrong, as| havetried to show in thisand the
previous chapter. But | can make an even stronger case. I n the following chapters, |
will show that freedom isnot only a human or natural right, certified by international
agreements, and supported by moral reasoning, that it isnot only a socially just
metasolution to human diversity, but that it isalso a moral good. This meansthat the
social and political consequences of freedom are such asto makeit a supremevaluein
itself.

NOTES

* Written for thisweb site. | am indebted to Judson Knight for his careful editing and
helpful comments on a draft of this chapter.
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