Overtoni aken ehk kuidas kdigest viie sammu abil Giskonda
muuta

Joe Carter kirjutab sellest, kuidas Ameerika kristlaste tegevusetus ja
poliitiline Ukskdiksus on lasknud Overtoni aknaks nmetatava teooria abil
thiskonnas labi suruda terve hulga kultuurilisi alusvaartusi
Umberkirjutavaid muutusi. Ometi polnud resultaat thelgi juhul ette
maaratud, kui piisav hulk inimesi oleks 8igeaegseteageerinud.

Viimase poole sajandi jooksul on tehnoloogilinenaréa selle tulemuste
rakendamine hammastava kiirusega edasi likunutuk46 aastat, enne kui
veerandis Ameerika majapidamistest voeti kasutuselder, ja 35 aastat, kui
sama paljudesse kodudesse j6udis telefon. Molgildai ja internetiga aga
kulus vaid vastavalt 13 ja seitse aastat, kuni n@edsid sama suure hulga
inimesteni. Ka uued ideed ja kontseptsioonid ladaivhiskonnas Giha kiiremat

Joe Carter - 9. november 2015

vastuvotmist. Ideed, mis kunagi tundusid radikahlse vahem kui kiimne aasta jooksul muutunud m Geddiast
normaalseks. Kdige eredam naide on samasoolistahb96. aastal oli selle vastu 65 protsenti aiklestest, tdna
[2013] ndustub sellega 53 protsenti. 2003. aasikuus ei olnud Ukski osariik homoliite heaks kiithikkimme aastat
hiljlem on samasooliste abielu lubatud viiendikuarilsidest (kimnes osariik, Rhode Island, kiitistzava seaduse
heaks alles eile). [26. juunil 2015 kuulutas USAnikohus samasooliste abielu kehtivaks kogu riigis.]

Kuidas abielu iimberdefineerimise kava joudis UsEssdusandliku reguleerimise tasandile? Ja mikagusge nii
kiiresti? Et seda seismilist kultuurimuutust mdigiaame heitma pilgu paarikiimne aasta taguselduwitie

poliitilisele teooriale.

Overtoni aken — teooria, mida arendas 1990. adstste| praeguseks meie seast lahkulasgph P. Overton-
kirjeldab akent, mis avaneb avalikkuse reaktsioemadiihiskondlikele aruteludele. Overton uskuspektr sisaldab

koiki valikuid “voimalikkuse aknas’:

An Introduction to the Overton Window of Political
Possibilities
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By Nathan J. Russell, published on Jan. 4, 2006

Editor's Note: The concept of the Overton Window wa first developed in the mid-1990s by Joe Overtorf o
the Mackinac Center for Public Policy, and it was écussed regularly at Mackinac Center seminars. Foa
brief explanation of the concept, an interactive tol and answers to common questions about the Window
and the Mackinac Center, go tomwv.mackinac.org/OvertonWindow or click here. The essay below is the
earliest published Mackinac Center article on the ®@erton Window for a general audience.

(Prefatory Note: The late, esteemed Joseph P. Gwverterted enormous influence from 1992 to 2008 as
researcher, author and the Mackinac Center for RuBblicy’s senior vice president. Key his name ithtis
Web site’s search engine and you'll see nearlyeswiieferences to his work. He was killed in a @lerash on
June 30, 2003 but continues to be a source ofriaspin to the many around the world who knew hira.vuld
be 46 years of age today — Jan. 4, 2006. On thisndaare pleased to publish this essay by Nathasétias a
further tribute to Joe and his legacy. — LawrenceR#&ed, President)

What does a think tank do? Does it educate? Adequaticy? Should a think tank focus on short-temoag-
term goals?

AmongJoe Overton’snany contributions, he was instrumental in defirtime role of the Mackinac Center in
particular and think tanks in general. He underdtibat, regardless of how persuasive the think, temkmakers
are constrained by the political climate. Theref@eerton concluded, to be truly successful, thehitac
Center should not focus on direct policy advocéey,instead should focus on educating lawmakerstaad
public in an attempt to change the political climmat

To answer the inevitable questions about the rbéethink tank, Overton developed an explanati@t tthers
have since dubbed th®verton Window of Political PossibilitiesThough his theory has roots in complex
public choice economics, it boils down quite eafily

Imagine, if you will, a yardstick standing on e@h either end are the extreme policy actions fgrpatitical
issue. Between the ends lie all gradations of pdtiam one extreme to the other. The yardstickesents the
full political spectrum for a particular issue. Téssence of the Overton window is that only a portf this
policy spectrum is within the realm of the polifiggpossible at any time. Regardless of how vigstpa think
tank or other group may campaign, only policy atities within this window of the politically possgbwill meet
with success. Why is this?

Politicians are constrained by ideas, even if theye no interest in them personally. What theyamomplish,
the legislation they can sponsor and support wghileachieving political success (i.e. winning legion or
leaving the party strong for their successor)idsnied by the set of ideas held by their constiientthe way
people think. Politicians have the flexibility toake up their own minds, but negative consequenseg the
elected officeholder who strays too far. A poliicis success or failure stems from how well thegarstand and
amplify the ideas and ideals held by those whotetethem.

In addition to being dependent on the ideas tha fine boundaries of the political climate, poldits are also
known to be self-interested and desirous of olngitiie best political result for themsel&$.Therefore, they
will almost always constrain themselves to takintioans within the "window" of ideas approved ofthe
electorate. Actions outside of this window, whieoretically possible, and maybe more optimal imeeof
sound policy, are

politically unsuccessful. Even if a few legislatevere willing to stick out their necks for an actioutside the
window, most would not risk the disfavor of theimstituents. They may seek the good of those wétesd
them, and even the good of the state or natiorvetsode, but in pursuing the course they think istbmost will
certainly take into account their political futufiis is the heart of the Overton window theory.

So, if a think tank’s research and the principlesaund policy suggest a particular idea thatdieside the
Overton window, what is to be don8#ift the windowSince commonly held ideas, attitudes and presiomgpt
frame what is politically possible and create tivintlow,” a change in the opinions held by politidaand the
people in general will shift it. Move the windowwhat is politically possible and those policiesyously
impractical can become the next great popular egislative rage.

Likewise, policies that were once acceptable becpatitically infeasible as the window shifts awagrh them.
Think tanks can shape public opinion and shift@werton window by educating legislators and thelipubout
sound policy, by creating a vision for how thirggaildbe done, by conducting research and presentins, fared
by involving people in the exchange of ideas.

The example Joe Overton often used to illustratevimdow theory was the Michigan school choice ésduring
the 1980s and ‘90s. The political spectrum for etioa ranges from full parental choice on the feégt to a
complete government monopoly without private schpbbme schooling, charter schools or any othesaich
choice on the low end. On this spectrum the palitjgpossible range of options was very limitedidgithe
1980s. Politicians could advocate minor, incremiestianges for home schooling, and private schoelepart of
the status quo, but charter schools were defindatyof bounds for a politician to seriously consate.

As citizens became aware of education options lagid $uccess in other places, the political clinteame more
favorable and the window of political possibilitissMichigan began to expand to where politiciaoald
advocate home schooling, school choice and evetechshools without losing at the polls. Not onlgs the
upper limit of the window expanded, but the loweuhdary has also moved upwards as well — making it
politically unwise to push for restrictions on taeéucation freedoms that have been gained.

Home schooling is here to stay, charter schoolsvateestablished, and school choice continuesato ground.
In fact, in some parts of Michigan it is now evessgible to run for office on a platform that inchscthe
Universal Tuition Tax Credit— another Overton innovation — a situation thaswathinkable just 10 years ago.

Perhaps the Overton window theory is best summéduyugpquote from Milton Friedman in his prefacehe
1982 edition ofCapitalism and FreedoniThat, | believe, is our basic function: to deygklternatives to existing
policies, to keep them alive and available untl olitically impossible becomes politically ineadite."

A long-term focus on shifting the Overton windovoals a think tank to follow its ideals and perfoangenuinely
positive public service, instead of being consedito merely advocating those policies that areectiy possible.
When the window of political possibilities is movatbng the political spectrum, the impossible beesm
desirable and the simply desirable becomes imperafhis is the true influence of a think tank —agimg the
political climate of future legislative and legadlzhtes by researching, educating, involving anpirimsy.
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“Kujutlege soovi korral Uihele otsale toetuvat joantia. Kumbki ots kujutab &armust mistahes posesi kiisimuses.
Nende vahele jddvad kdik Uhest &armusest teisevadtvahevormid. Joonlaud esindab teatud kisimksgs
poliitilist spektrit. Overtoni akna mote seisneliese et korraga on poliitiliselt teostatav ainuiks osa kogu spektrist.
Ukskdik kui agaralt mingi méttekoda véi muu rihmikampaaniat ka ei teeks, saadab edu ainult neidusandlikke
algatusi, mis jaavad poliitilise teostatavuse alsea$

Overton t66tas oma mudeli vélja kirjeldamaks poliitilise kliima A Tre Serdon”
muutumist. Kuid ma usun, et selle abil saab valgust heita ka sellele, D

kui siigavad ja (enamasti) kahjulikud muutused on meie kultuuris ja

Uhiskonnas laiemalt aset leidnud. Kui eesmargiks seatakse

kultuuriliste institutsioonide 6dnestamine, siis koosneb kogu D

protsess alates moeldamatuse faasist kuni legaliseerimiseni viiest —~Chit ciehy dckates
astmest.

Esimene aste: mdeldamatust radikaalseks

Esimene samm on kdige lihtsam, juhul kui mingist kisimusest onnestub teha kinnismote voi akadeemilise simpoosioni teema.

Kuna professorid ja perverdid on lummatud koigest, mis seatud piire uletab, siis tuleb teil saavutada emma-kumma
rihma tahelepanu. Pole vahet, kellest alustate, sest auditoorium ja magamistoapoliitika ristuvad valtimatult.

Teine aste: radikaalsest aktsepteeritavaks
Selleks tuleb vilja moéelda ja kaibele votta eufemism.

Soovite tappa emaiisas olevat last? Aga nimetage seda “raseduse katkestamiseks”, ja sellest saab meditsiiniline
protseduur. Soovite abielu moiste alla arvata ka samasooliste liidud? Defineerige abielu moiste imber nii, et see
tahendab riigi poolt kinnitatud kahe (?) voodit ja tuludeklaratsiooni jagada sooviva inimese vahelist suhet. Aga arge
unustage nimetamast seda armastuseks — meie kultuuris saab eros’ega koike vabandada.

Moistagi tuleb ette moningaid tagasilooke, kuid neid, kes ei noustu radikaalse idee muutmisega aktsepteeritavaks, saab
hibimargistamise abil korrale kutsuda. Uhtse rivi hajutamiseks on vaja ainult ndelavalt tabavat solvangut. Naiteks
“sallimatuks” tembeldamine on tohusam kui kumminui, millega noorukeid taltsutada. Millenniumi polvkonnal on vahe
niisuguseid pohiveendumusi, millest ei olda valmis loobuma, et valtida sallimatu silti. Kahju kiill, kui Jumal teisiti arvab,
kuid eakaaslaste ebasoosingusse sattumine ei tule kone allagi.

Kolmas aste: aktsepteeritavast maistlikuks
Mis saab olla moistlikum, kui leida endale mingisugune jumal?

Ja kuigi ameeriklased voivad teenida Allahit, Jehoovat voi Jeesust, teenime me enamasti Ameerika ebajumalat —
iseennast. Just selle parast on individualismist saanud meie maal koige kiiremini kasvav kultus. Ameeriklased on
langenud iseenese kummardamisse, jutlustades individualismi evangeeliumi. Ja see on pragmaatiline ja heakskiitev
kuulutus. Nagu iiks selle iilemevangelistidest — Lady Gaga — litleb, olete te lihtsalt “nii stindinud”: “Ei loe, kas armastad
teda voi suure tihega T-e-d-a / aja kapad pusti / sest oled nii siindinud.”

Neljas aste: mdistlikust populaarseks
Selle sammu puhul on vajalik, et teemale antakse isikuline médde.

Kas te tunnete kedagi, kes kuulub LGBT kogukonda? On oma abielu lahutanud? Aborti teinud? Aga loomulikult —
taolisi inimesi leidub teie perekonnas, koolis, koguduses. Kas te vihkate neid? Kui mitte, kuidas voite siis ikka veel
nende kaitumist hukka moista? (Markus: jalgige, et raagite piisavalt kiiresti, et keegi ei hakkaks teie jutu loogikas
kahtlema.)

Nagu 6eldakse Raamatute Raamatus (v6i hoopis lihes Lady Gaga laulus?): arge moistke kohut, et Jumal ei moistaks teie
ule kohut. Te tahate ju inimestele meeldida, eks ole? Aga raakige siis seda, mis arvamusliidrite (naiteks nende, kes
osalevad tosielusaadetes) meelest peaks olema uldiselt omaks voetud. Siis olete populaarne ja teid ei saa siitidistada
sallimatuses.

Viies aste: populaarsest legaalseks
Tellige avaliku arvamuse uuring ja nididake seda poliitikutele, kes teevad koik lilejaanu.

Loomulikult ei noustu uhiskonnas koik inimesed koigi eelpool mainitud sammudega, kuid see ei takista mingil
kiisimusel normiks muutumast. Vaja on vaid seda, et enamik inimesi, kes kiill asja heaks ei kiida, ei votaks selle suhtes
mitte midagi ette.

Peaaegu kogu kultuuriliselt lammutav poliitika — abordi ja lahutuse lubamisest kuni homoabieludeni — on Ameerikas sel
viisil ellu viidud: kristlased, kes peavad neid kiisimusi “mitteaktsepteeritavaks”, kiidavad paraku oma tegevusetusega
muutused radikaalse individualismi suunas vaikimisi heaks.



Tegevusetus ongi 6ige sbna, sest enamasti on teigeddliku osavétmatusega. Naiteks: kui iga Ankeekristlane,
kes on enda s6nul abordivastane, loobuks hdaletanage toetava kandidaadi poolt (mistahes pd)isiss

muutuksid abordiseadused kahe valimistsikli joakdiisamuti, kui iga Ameerika kristlane, kes enéaw seisab
traditsioonilise abielu eest, keelduks toetamagisiamatuid lahutusi, oleks meie riigis tanapapafl vahem vaesust
ja purunenud perekondi. Ja kui iga Rhode Islandilkne oleks olnud valmis panema oma saadikuditarat abielu
Umberdefineerimise puldluse eest, siis polekstistihomoseksuaalide digusi laiendavat seaduse rkithagi
haaletusele pandudki

Kahjuks pole seda juhtunud ja lahiajal iimseltuditugi. Ameerika on vorpinud tohutul hulgal krisilakes on mihklid
ara seletama, miks nad toetavad asju, mis onsigia taielikus vastuolus, ja masendavalt vahe keglpskavad
pohjendada, miks meil tuleb jAdda Pihakirja dpgtugaiku tarkuse juurde

Ajalugu on niidanud, et piihendunud kristlased véivad Overtoni akna sulgeda ja muuta seaduseks tehtu taas
moeldamatuks (nt William Wilberforce). Kuid see néuab veendunud inimesi, kel on julgust ja valmidust olla
toe pirast polatud. Kas praegusel sugupélvel on taolisi voorusi? Véib-olla mitte. Kuid ma ei kaota lootust, et
meie lastelastel on.

Tolkinud Veiko Vihuri
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