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INTRODUCTION 
(PoLJTICAJ. TuoucnT-WUAT _IT I5 ASD \Vm· IT MA.1Tf.RS) 

POLITICAL Thought is thought about the State, its structure, 
its nature, and its purpose. Irs concern is with nothing less 
than "the moral phenomena of human beha,•iour in 

society." It seeks not so much an explanation of the existence of 
the State as a justification of its continuance. What is the State 
and why should I obey it? What arc the proper limits of its 
authority and when may I refuse to obey it? How is the author­
ity of the State with which I cannot dispense to be made com­
patible with the liberty without which I am less than a man? 
These arc the questions which political thought is for ever 
striving to answer. 

To these questions it can ne\·cr give definite, once-and-for-ail 
answers that will convince everyone. For it is so difficult to separ­
ate the purpose of political life from the purpose of life itself 
that the answers we give to these questions, or political theory, 
in the last :malysis depends upon our conceptiOns of right and 
wrong. And because it is thus a branch of ethical theory it can 
never convince all, for there h:.s always been :.nd presumably 
:.!ways will be fundamental disagreement over first principles. 

Hence it is better to speak of political thought than of poli­
tical science. There was deep wisdom in Maitland's comment: 
"When I see a good set of examination questions headed by the 
words 'Political Science,' I regret not the questions but the title." 
For science demands gcneml bws by the aid of which we can 
reach exact results. Yet the student of politics seeking such b.ws 
would be like the alchemist vainly searching for the elixir that 
would turn everything into gold. For as Graham Wallas s:lid: 
"He c:.nnot after twenty generations of cduc:Jtion or breeding 
render even two human beings sufficiently like each other for 
him to prophesy with any approach to certainty that they ,~ill 
behave alike under like circumstances." We must say, then, wtth 
Burke that there is no science of politics any more than there 
is a science of a:sthetics. for "the lines of politics are not like the 
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lines of m:..thematics. They are broad and deep as well as long. 

~:ebea~~:i~~~v~~f~~~~v~j~~h;~li~~~t~ts:;:,o;,i~h~i;:~~ ~~;i~~~ 
inc:..pablc of exact delinilion." 

But if, to quote Sir Ernest Barker, "each professor of political 
thought is apt to feel about aU the other professors, if not about 
himself, that they argue from questionable axioms, by a still 
more questionable process of logic to conclusions that arc un· 
questionably wrong," what, it may well be asked, is the value of 
political thought? Answers of an extreme nature have frequently 
been given to that question. One is that it has no value, that it 
is arid and abstract, that as Bacon says, "like a virgin consecrated 
to God, it is barren." It is, it is maintained, a convincing illustr:l· 

~~c~r 0~a~~~~f~cr~~t~li~! ~~i\~sd~~e~~~v~~~~ ~:~;l~fninn~i~h~~ 
they cannot see. It is, as Burke tells us, "the great Serbonian 
bog 'twixt Dalmatia and Mount Cassius old, where armies whole 
h:1vc sunk," Another is that it is damnably dangerous, de:1ling 
darkness and devoted like the devil to disaster. The words of the 
?ld Testament preacher, "In the day of prosperity rejoice, and 
m the day of adversity consider," have been interpreted to mean 
that consideration is either the prelude to or the proof of adver· 
siry. "Happy is the nation which bas no political philosophy," 
Leslie Stephen wrote, "for such a philosophy is generally the 
offspring of a recent, or the symptom of an approaching, revo­
lutio.n." "One sure symptom of an ill-conducted state is the pro· 
pensuy of people to resort to theories," said Burke; and Hegel 
added that "the owl of Minerva takes Aight as darkness falls," 
Men of the camp and cabinet agreed with men of the cloister. 
Napoleon and Mctternich imputed the disasters of the age to the 
~urrency. of too facile generalisations in political philosophy, and, 
hke their 2oth<entury totalitarian successors, drew the con­
clusion that an open se:~son should be declared on owls. Yet a 
third answer to the question what is the value of political 
thought is that it is the distilled wisdom of the ages which one 
has only to imbibe sufficiently to be tr:mslated into a rosier 
world where men stumble not and hangovers arc unknown. 

A less extreme answer to the question why should we study 
pol~t~cal thought is, however, possible. Reasonable students of 
pohucal thought who neither belie\'C that they arc dealing with 
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dynanlite nor disturbing the dust will not set their sights too 
h•gh. l'hcy will not expect to graduate automatically in wisdom, 
10 lay bare in solitude all the secrets of political power, and to 
emerge from the study to handle the reins of authority, not with 
th~ fumbling touch of the amateur but with the assurance and 
skill of the master. They will know th:lt philosophers, as history 
shows,_ have revealed as little aptitude for kingship as kings have 
~or. p~i]osophy. But to shun absurd pretension is not to admit 
JOSISillficance, and no one need apologise for indulgence in the 
study ~f man in his social and political relations. And if that 
study IS not neccss:uily a guarantee of wisdom, it might at 
least be expected to be some protection against folly. There is 
no sove_reign inoculation against nonsense, for men, as Hobbes 
saw, chng to their privilege of absurdity. Nevertheless, the 
stud~nt of political thought has met and seen exposed the 
spccto_us solution, has encountered :tnd been m:tde to see in its 
true hght the cl3ptrap, knows the terrible power of words to 
do:1k reality, and is aware of the duty that lies upon him of 
penetrating to that reality in spite of the torrent of words which 
may drum on his cars :lnd drum up his emotions. "Do you not 
fcc! sovereignty coursing through your veins?" a French Re\·o­
luuonary orator asked his hearers. No doubt many of them 
thought that they did, but the student of political thought might 
have ?een expected to content himself with Harvey's theory of 
th~ Circulation of the blood. "We don't want higher bread 
pnces, we don't w:tnt the same bread prices, we don't 
want lower bread prices," the Nazi orator raved, and his 

~~::;s~~etedgr~ftd ili'!:~ f~~gi~~~t ~;~:~n~-Ss~~i~~i~~ b:f"~ofi~\~~ 
thought tnight be expected to have been at once less hard to 
please and more discriminating. For he would have learned to 
beware of "things that featly blear our eyes," would be aware 
with Thucydidcs of "the usc of fair phrases to arrive at guilty 
ends." Moreover, the very harshness of the 2oth century will 
confirm for him the truth of Aristotle's remark that the poli· 
tical art is the most important of all arts, and he cannot there. 
fore belie\'c that its study will be the least significant of studies. 
Rather will he turn with renewed interest to the masters, eagerly 
conscious of the fact that to go to school with the great is never 
an experience to be avoided but a prh•ilege to be sought. 

Answers to the question: "What is the State and why do men 
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obey it?" have been of two kincls,[One is that the St:J.IC ~an 
org:mism of which men themselves arc parts and which is bt 1 ere. 
fore greater than they arc. It is real ::and they arc merely a 5 r{c­
tions. 'The other is that it is a machine which men created or 
their own purposes and which is therefore no other than tcy 
are. They are real and it is mcrdy a device. Both vieWS ~rc. 
dealt with in this book. At different periods in history, no\£ \ 1c 
one, now the other has been generally accepted. The idea $ 1.1c 
~tate :ls an _organism was hit upon by the Greeks. By the ,;~~c~ 
It was apphed to humanity as a whole. It was then taken O\ by 

~h~i~!i~h~h~~~~d ~~o:h~h~~c1~f ~~d~~i:~ffi~ ~~~~ol~~i;~r~:;~ 
17th century, which led to the development of the "mcchnn!Stlc 
View of the State. This view was maintained througho~t the 
Enlightenment of the 18th century, to be rejected ag:un by 
Rousseau and by the German Romantics who stressed the 
"organic" view as against the "bloodies's" and "soulless" 
mech::mi~tic doctrine. Once again came the swing of the P.cn­
~ulum, 1f .for no other reason than that political and c.cclcsl:ls­
ucal reactionaries, such as Ad:lm MUller and de M:ustrc, so 
en~hus~astically embraced the organic doctrine in the hope of 
u~H~g It to repress the new liber:ll forces which they so much 
dJshkcd. The mechanistic view yet ng:1in cnme into favour, only 
to be stro~gly ~ttackcd by the organic ,.jew strengthened. by 19th­
c:ntury biolo~Jcal theories nnd Oy 2oth-century totalitarl:l~ pr.:lc­
uccs. Both Views still persist :1nd still contend for domination 
over the minds of men. 

T.his division of political thinkers into upholders of the or­
game and mechanistic views of the St:lte is not however, tht: 
onl.y possible classification of such thinkers. A further classifi­
c:ltiOn may prove yet more helpful, one which stresses the d~f­
ference as well :lS acknowledges the similarities between Arls­
t~tlc nn? Hegel, and Plato and Rousseau. This would allot poli­
uca! thinkers to three different traditions. The first is the 
Rnuonal-Natural tradition. According to this, Society and the 
State c:ln be unde-:stood only when they are related to an abso­
lute standard, wh1ch exists in nature and which is therefore 
outside human control, but which, nevertheless, can be known 
by. men ~~rough the usc of their Reason. Society, according to 

t;~s~r:~~~o~~P~~s:n~~~: a~~c ir~~~e~~a~~~~e~n~rv :~~~~~~c~v~i'~~ 



ISTRODUCTIOI' Xi 

::md institutions arc good, we have only to :tsk if they :trc close 
copies of the existing natural standards. The second is the trndi· 
tion of Will and Artifice. According to this, Society and the 
St:tte arc ;Jrtificial and not natuml. They arc genuinely free 
creations of man and not a copying of something that already 
exists in nature. Therefore, according to this tradition, it is not 
the Reason of man but the Will of man that is required to pro­
duce the State, and human will has freedom to alter society. 
The third is the tradition of Historical Coherence. According to 
this, both of the other traditions arc defective. Since natural 

~~t5ur~fv~ra~iti~~. ta~~fnt:~n:,u~~ ~~~:lyso~!~:l~r t~~ti:~~\0~:; 
natural. And since man's will is always limited by the will of 
others and by what has been willed previously, the tradition of 
will and artifice, it declares, attributes too much importance 
both to will and artifice. Hence the traaition of Historical 
Coherence attempts to combine the earlier traditions, to fuse 
Reason and Will as in Rousseau's "General Will" and Hegel's 
"Rational Will." It emphasises the importance of historical 
growth and denies that absolute standards exist. Goodness and 
justice, it 3\'ers, consist of the coherence of the part with the 
whole, and if we want to know what is goodness we must seck 
conformity not with the will and desire of society at any given 
moment, but with the standard of coherence in that society as it 
has developed historically over the years. The State, according 
to this tradition, is not a copy of the natural world. But to some 
extent it can be seen as natural because it is the result of an 
historical evolution that can be thought of as part of nature. To 
some extent, however, it can be regarded as artificial, for it is 
the result of men not following but transforming nature. All 
believers in the State as a machine belong to the Will and Arti­
fice tradition. Believers in the State as an organism may belong 
either to the Rational-Natural tradition or to the tradition of 
Historical Coherence. 

ex;~i~;;?:n °;£ ~~~ ~i~~~at~~~~~~l t~ri:di~~onk o~~~~n~;~~~s. al~ 
~~s~~ ~~~e t~~d~i~~ a~fd ~~~~~~:a~r~~i~~~~n~~ ~htt~~t~8~~n~~J' Ia9~~ 
centuries. It moves to the consideration of .._ political thought 
that is essentially hybrid, of the thinking of the Communists, 
beginning with Marx, who belonged to the tradition of Will 
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:md Artifice to which the State is a machine, and ending with 
Stalin, who would seem to be most :lt home in the tradition of 
Historical Coherence according to which the State is an or­
ganism. The book concludes with a brief discussion of the possi­
bility of the peaceful co-existence of the varying views of the 
State thus outlined. 



HOW IT ALL BEGAN 
(THE GREEKs, PLATO, ARISTOTI.E, AND TilE 0RCANIC VIEW OF 

THE STATE) 

The Debt of Political Thought to the Greeks 

POLITICAL Thought, as we know it in the West, was the 
invention of the Greeks. Before the Greeks governments 
and subjects had of course existed, but hardly politics as we 

understand them. Not all Eastern despots devoted themselves, as 
did the Burmese kings, to those great tasks of true kingship­
building pagodas, collecting vassals' daughters, and raiding their 
neighbours for white elephants, occupations little calculated to 
produce great political thought. Not all Eastern rulers and 
thinkers have been indifferent to the welfare of society just as 
not all Western rulers and thinkers have been concerned with it. 
One of the earliest of all leg:~ I codes resulted from the deterrilina· 
tion of Hammurabi, god-king of Babylon, to "uphold justice 
in the land." Ancient India speculated much on the function 
of kingship and the proper education of kings, even suggest· 
ing that they should, as it were, work in the mills before tak· 
ing over the management. Chinese thought about man and 
society was as profound and as subtle as any such thinking in 
theW est. 

But Eastern thought was thoroughly authoritarian. The laws 
of Hammurabi were the laws of God, to be obeyed, and not ques­
tioned by mortal men. Similarly the justice sought by old Testa· 
ment Jews was the justice of Jehovah, not the justice of Man. 
Indian and Chinese thought, while more secular, was not less 
authoritarian. Indian thinking accepted only the possibility of 
absolute monarchy and no one has ever insisted more than did 
Con~ucius on the necessity of establishing a universal orthodoxy. 
He justified, for insta.nce, the execution of Shao·cheng Mou: 
"His dwelling serves as a gathering place for his disciples, form· 
ing a party; his theories serve to beautify unorthodoxy and plea.sc 
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the multitude; his stubborn arguments arc sullicicnt to up~ct the 

:.iifl~~na~~~~;s~:~ca~~~..,u~~~ci~~~f~~~~~~.~~.e~r;y~l~~ ~~ !!~~ 5i•~ 
office," he taught, "has no concern for administrative duties." 
Hence there developed that traditional Chinese readiness to leave 
politics to the Superior Men who were Confucius's ideal. Anti we 
can read of the general criticism directed against a chance 
traveller who dared to mention politics after dinner at the inn­
"thc mandarins have to attend to affairs of State; they arc paid 
for it. Let them earn their money then. But don't let us torment 
ourselves about what docs not concern us. \Vc should be great 
fools to want to do political business for nothing." No Greek 
could have said that, and it is not surprising that Chinese politic:~! 
thought, profound as it is, has a passivity which is alien to the 
West. It is this clement of passivity that is so char;lctcristic of 
~astern thought. An iclea, however exalted, of the public good 
15 not sufficient for the development of political thought as the 
West. understands it. Freedom to discuss it, and eagerness to dis· 

~r~ek~ :~~o~b~~~l[n!t;h:c~.also essentials, and it was left to the 

Grtck Characteristics 

h Indhed, in all that is required for the development of political 
1 ou, t the Greeks were both first and supreme. "You Greeks 
arc a ways boys; there is not an old man among you; you arc 
f~ung, In your souls," saicl the Egyptian priest in Plato's 
c~;~o~:~s. He was right. They never lost the boy's insatiable 
Th I Y· The~ were a race of seekers after unknown truths. 
Z a cs, An~x1mander, Pythagoras, Heraclitus, Parmenides, 
X eno, hll speculated about the ori~in and nature of the universe. 

ro~k~.P H;r~~:~~:d,~~n~~J~o~hJo~v ':~o'~~r:o~fs55~~Jncl~:a~~~i~~d 
~:s~~~~ .~nd_ abou_t everything under the sun. "All men want 

- k 'n ~~Ld ~nstotle, and he added, "the feeling of wonder 
-"h~lo~o ~ e ,true ptiilosopher, for this is the only source C?f 
P b dp hY·1 For ages before the Greeks men had successfully 
Bur e ht eh onging to know which Aristotle ascribes to ali men . 
. u~ w at c Wrote was true of all Greeks, and it is because it 
15 i· at _G..!~~:e is one of the mainsprings of_ Wes~crn ci\•ilisation . 

. 0~~ty, the Greeks albcd g_~_~af ffi1i:k:l.fti'e~i!J!~ht:f 
_beheved that ltfe and the world were. rational ;:an~ .. !!li!L~C: .. 



IIOW IT ALL BEGA:->" 3 
laws that go\·erned them might be apprehended by man. 'Ibq 
Were the first to c:tll the Unh·erse a "cosmos," an "order,"_ ;:tnd 
so rule~_1t~;.-1-f~.;er sees b-e-hii.d the gods an order to w~idi 
C\·Ciltfiey must conform, and it is bcc:tuse the Greek tragedt:tns 
shared his view that Whitehead called them the true founders 
of scientific thinking. No people was ever better at disentangling 
the essential from the accidental, for it was the law rather than 
any particular application of it that might be to their immediate 
advantage that fascinated them. Indced, there is a Pythagorean 
pro\·erb: "A new diagram, that means a step forward, but we 
do not draw it to make a threepence." And no people was e\'er 
b~tter at seeing the universal in the particular, as the speeches 
Wtth which Thucydides studs his History show. 

Their attach~c_tual truth was as great as their 
cu~~ and dieirJaith __ in_teaspn. In ordinary life they ne\'er 
felt It necessary to tell the truth if it appeared to them that a lie 
would do better. To win a momentary adl'antage they might 
hope to deceh·e others. But in all that mattered in life they 

~~~~~n~~~~h~v~~~ ~~efte~~~s t~~~~~~:~~. ~~j tl~~~i~~:dul~\~~~ ;,~i~ 
with Pha:dra in Euripides' Hippolytus: 

"Tllis is the ll'llfh I sa(() then, and s.:e still, 
Nor i.r there any mogie that can stain 
The (()hite truth for me, or make me blind again." 

They had a great instinct for criticism. "Th_e unex:Jmined 

!:~J·:~:~~oi~~~~Je:il~i!P~OnJ~~~b;e;~~~~:;fi~~~~die~c~~ 
Tk~: ~~~s3~~~nd~fin~~~~si~\~e~d ili~~~~d th~;v:!~e ~sWc~~~~~ 
drink the hemlock. Aristophanes laughs at "that nath·c W3Y of 
ours, that 'just what me3n you?' that always pops out"; but it 
is doubtful if he thought it such a bad way at that. 

Their great instinct for criticism of everything, including 
themselves, was insepat3blc from their great bith in ration<~! 
discussion. "The great impediment to action is, in our opinion, 
not ~iscussion, but the W3nt of that knowledge which is gained 
by discussion preparatory to action," Pericles said, and those 
words that he uses of the Athenians can in some measure apply 
to all Greeks. "No gre:Jter calamity could come upon a people 



4 POLITICAL TliOUCHT 

than the prh·ation of free speech," Demosthencs ~ays, ami Euri­
pides proclaims: 

"This is tru~ liberty, tfJh~n frc~-born nun, 
Having ta ad vis~ 1h~ public, may spcal( free." 

Such was their faith in rational discussion that Aristotle can 
say: "the many of whom each individual is but an ordinary per-

£::• ;o~~~ \~e~e;a~~c~g~~c~ndi~d:eJJ;t~[ ~~~t~:~~-~l~?;n :~~ 
never fear the irrational behaviour of the crowd. Indeed, it can 
even be argued that Rhetoric-the characteristic invention of an 
argumentative people-was their most typical art. Certainly not 
the least of what we owe to them can be ascribed to their great 
regard for intellectual truth, their great clarity and steadiness of 
vision, their great instinct for criticism and their great enthusi­
asm for rational discussion. 

Above all, they were great ~.!!!ili,ts. Cicero was justified in 
telling his son who was starting for Athens: "You arc going to 
visit men who nrc supremely men." Man is the centre of th~lr.. 
~uz.hts,. as their r~Jj~ ~1-~a_r~y .ffiows._ "One is the race of 
g~-ari"d men," says Pindar-a view which exalts men as much 
as It reduces gods. Their sculpture and painting concentrated on 

!~~!;o~}e7he~~ ~~~~~~"frot~e ~~r;~~ ~~:~rJsh~s i~~~~~T~~~~~ 
ph1lo~~phy \"cry typically moved from the problem of t~e 
cosmos to the problem of man. "The noblest of all investiga· 
rions is the study of what man should be and what he should 
p_~rsuc,:• Socrates maintained, and Plato and- Aristotle agreCil 
With htm. In all Greek literature there is nothing more Greek 
than Sophocles' noble line: "A wondrous thing is man-none 

;ds~ kfn~~:os~i·;:~·;~~~c~:~~i~~s;;~~~h~a~~e~~~~~!! said, "made 
. \~'l_th th.eir great interest in man they could not but be great 
~nd~v~dual~sts. Indeed, for evil as well as for good, no grcntcr 
mdiVlduahsts have ever lived. The right to think their own 
thoug~ts, the right to speak them publicly, the right to net 
accordmg to conscience so far as the welfare of others allows, 
~vere for them the most precious of rights. In the end individual­
ISm destroyed them. Yet their discovery of the individual, their 
realisation that a man's chief contribution to national life is his 
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personality developed to the highest degree, is perhaps their 
supreme gift to the generations that came after them. 

But if they were great individualists they were keenly aware of 
the importance of socic~cy refused to be stifled by 
tradition they were not indifferent to it. In their regard for the 
"nomoi," the old laws, and in their reluctance to countenance 
any changes in them they were a veritable r:1ce of Burkes. Had 
they been less interested in the individual or less concerned with 
the community, their fascination for us would have been much 
less than it is. Others have been great indi,•idualists or great be· 
lievers in the State. No people has ever joined as they did such 
keen regard for the individual and such deep concern for the 
State. It is as much because of this as becau-se of _their eager 
clirlosity, th~ir passionate belief in reason, their scientific spirit, 
their fresh, critical outlook, and their humanism that the Greeks 
have continUed to be the inspiration of so many succeeding 
generations. 

The Language 
If these were the. qualities that made the Greeks the m:tsters 

;!g~li~~:~ ~ha~u~!· Ptl:;lcc~v~.~~i~~~t~~:tili~n ~~~~~i~nth0eJr t~~~~ 
qualities. Greek is the finest of all languages in which to express 
abstract terms, for it is at once the clearest, the most flexible, 
and the most subtle instrument of expression ever devised. 
Whereas English would have to content itself with a seric=s of 
consecutive sentences, Greek groups ideas into one long period, 
so intelligibly and with such complete command of structure 
that it seems almost architectural in character. A Greek sentence, 
said the disgruntled schoolboy, is like nothing so much as a lot 
of little pieces of string, all tied together in one enormous knot. 

~h~~gr~;r ;:,~~fo~~~f;~e:n~elroeti~~~~~~~k c:~ri~~s :far~o~~hr. 
9r~_r_and ~<;_~_U is d~vigorous and si.!!!Pki it 

:r;~~~t~n ~~ic~r~~ri~~ _S:ai~ ~~fi~~is~n~~~il*~tQ_~t a~I~ 
many shades of meaning as yet untranslated. No one could say 
of the Greeks, as Lowell said of the Germans, that they used 
"fog ns an illuminating medium." For their language is unkind 
to the traffickers in nonsense, as French was unkind to the 
propagandist of the Croix de Feu and German kind to tJazi 

P.T-2 \-
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ravings. When we ;~dd for good measure that Greek i~ a tongue 
of outstan_ding delicacy and beauty. of sound, we wall !'?t be 
tempted, 10 speaking of the qu:~.hucs of the Greek spmt, to 
forget the language which expressed it and preserved it, and 
which, it is fair to add, played its pnrt in forming it as well. 

The Polis 
Brilliant in spirit and fortunate in language, the Greeks, by 

accident or by some singularly gracious gift of the g?ds, hit 
upon that organisation of life which focused as nothmg else 
could have ~one thdr great cncrgy,an_d a~lowcd them to make the 
most of thc1r great gifts. That organ1sauon w:u wh::tt the Greeks 
knew as the Polis, a term for which there is no exact translation 
but which we render most in:adcquatcly as the City St:ttc. It 
was much more than we mean by a city ~nd a great deal more 
than we understand by a State. 

The Polis was, of course, inseparable from the City. Fr:tnce, 
not Paris, is the State. But Athens, not Attic:t, w:ts the Polis. It 
was ~mall-about the size of a sm011l English county. Only three 
Pole1s had more than 20,ooo citizens-Athens and Syracuse :tnd 
:"crag:u. Polcis of to,ooo citizens were not numerous. Rich and 

· · n some 
districts ~here were as many as four 
twelve m1les, Aristotle analysed the 
and we may be sure that there were at least ten times as many. 
All ~ept their populations restricted. Hesiod even appe:tled for 
the Sl.ngle-~hild family, and public opinion never frowned upon 
abort~on, Infanticide, exposure, and homosexuality. Nor was it 
consciousness of the niggardliness of nature alone that made the 
G.reeks deplore large populations. They desired to live "in the 
l~1sure of free and abstemious men"; and they wanted a suffi· 
c1cnt number of citizens to make cultural life feasible, but not too 
many to make direct participation in government impossible. 
They strongly agreed with Aristotle that "ten men arc too few 
for a city; a hundred thousand arc too many." 

Above all, the Polis was free. Its liberty W:ts the brc~th of life 
to the Grcc:ks. The Melians, saying in the face of overwhelming 
Athenian might : "it were surely great b:tscness ::~.nd cowardice in 
us who arc still free not to try everything th:1t can be tried be· 

:~c. t:'oms~!~agns10wf:u~rf:~f:h:;Hv?sP:~!~e ~~~:~·n skin~e[~ 
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palliation of the execution of the two Persian emoys at Sparta, 
saying, "you have never tasted liberty ... if you had you would 
urge us to fight for it, not from afar with ja,·clins, but with axes 
at close quarters." It is, indeed, because the sovereignty of the 
Polis was so fundamentnl to it that the Greeks never formed a 
nation-the \"cry idea of the Polis being as much opposed to it 
as the idea of caste in India. The better is the enemy of the 
good, and in nil that makes life thrilling and whole the Greek 
was convinced that he had the best. 

Its size and so,·ercignty made the Polis the most intimate anJ 
intense form of political grouping that has C\'er existed. Its im· 
pact upon its citizens w:1s much more direct than the impact of 
a great modern State can e\'er hope to be. This is obviously so 
in a democratic Polis where the citizen was a member of the 
Sovereign Assembly, where he might be chosen by lot to be the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, where he could reckon on holding 
office every so often, where he might find himself in command 
of a c:1mpaign as one Athenian le:~ther-merchant did after ex­
pressing trcnchant criticism of the conduct of operations. But it 
is no less true of the non-democr::ttic Polcis. There the citizen's 
sense of belonging to the Polis, of being a member not a subject 
of it, was as acute. There his sense of living in immediate con· 
tact with it was as strong. There his de,·otion to it was as ::trdent 
-in its way Simonides' epitaph on the Spartan de::td at Thermo­
pyl:r, "Go, stranger, tell the L::tced:rmonians that we lie here 
obedient to their commands," is as eloquent ::ts the famous 
Funeral Oration of Pericles. To the Greek, therefore, the Polis 
had a much more concrete meaning than the State has for us. 
In it things that appear to us abstract and we::trisome necessities 
were vivid and immediate, so th::tt even the paying of income 
tax became less objectionable because less remote. Hich men in 
the Polis were not required to p::ay supertax but were expected to 
produce a play, or to commission a warship, and however 
strong their reluctance to part with money may have been, it is 
not unreasonable to believe that they felt more s::atisfaction in 
contemplating the plays they had produced or the warships they 
had fitted out than those who pay surtax today do in contem­
plating their tax returns. 

As a result of this intimacy and directness, the Polis had a 
much fuller meaning for the Greek than the State has for us. 
He identified it with all hum:~n \•alues. It w:~s so much a part of 
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his life that it was impossible to think of him apart from it, so 
that the Greeks never found it sufficient to know a man's name 
and his father's but always required the name of his Polis as 
well. The Polis was so much a part of his life that it was im­
possible to think of it apart from him, so that the Greeks did not 
speak of Athens, Sparta, or Mclos, but always of the Athenians, 
the Laccda:monians, and the Mclians. No Greek belief was 
stronger than that it is only in the Polis that men worthy of the 
name can live. Indeed, the Greek word "to live" means also "to 
take part in communal life." (It is interesting to note in the 
modern Greek word "politeuma," which means culture, pcrh:~ps 
the last trace of this old conjunction of life and politics.) And 
th~ name they gave to a man uninterested in the Polis was 
"idiotes"-from which comes our word "idiot." For life to be 
worth living must have meaning, and only in the Polis, they 
were sure, did it acquire meaning. The life of the Polis, they 
believed, was essential to the whole man. When Aristotle said 
tha_r ~an is a political animal, he meant that it is the charac­
temuc of man to li,•e in a Polis; and if he does not, he is not 
truly man. The Polis alone made the good life possible and was 
therefore the greatest education in virtue that man could ever 
know. This is what Simonides meant when he said: "The Polis 
teaches the man." It was Church, University, State all in one. 
There where the Polis was not, slavery and barbnrism reigned; 
here where it added colour and passion and intensity to life, man 
could alone fulfil his nature . 
. From life so. intensely lived and sovereignty so ardently cher­
Ished sprang nvalry and bitter enmity both within and without 
the Polis. "Stasis," or virulent faction, was its great internal prob­
lem, so tha_t revolutions were as frequent as in our lifetime they 
have_been 10 South America-and much more significant. Wnr 
was ItS great external problem, so that no civilisation, perhaps 
not even our ?Wn, great as is its claim in this respect, has shown 
more conclusLvely than the Greek how wolfish man can be to 
man. Yet the very defects of the Polis were an added stimulation 
to the. Greeks. The knowledge that any action of his Polis to­
day m1ght lead to defeat in war and to enslavement or death to· 
morrow; and the very rapidity of the constitutional ch:tnges that 
took place before his eyes quickened his interest in political life. 
And if in a world of antagonistic Polcis de:lth was never far 
away, there was also glory in it-as the Blackfoot chief said 
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when, from the peace of the reservation, he sighed for the days 
of tribal warfare. If in spite of the smallness of the Polis there 
was never anything parish pump about the mentality of the 

~;~~~s,c~~~~~ '~~o~o~l~~tte b~c:r~s~~~~~;~~~!;~~~hde~~si~~s~on· 
The Variety of their Political Thought 

Such a vivid and intense life in the Polis, such a concentrated 
experience of political change, when allied to the great intellec­
tual virtues of the Greeks, could not but produce great political 
thought. Hence it is fitting that we pay our tribute to them 
whenever we usc the word "political," a derivation from the 
Polis, for whatever else of the Polis has vanished from the 

d~~~;rrg~!~~n;1f£~~~~~ ~;~5:olitical thinking remain as its un-

In their political thought they could not of course step outside 
their age any more than we c:m step outside ours. And it may 
be suggested that if the Polis did so much to m::tkc possible their 
political thought, it also did something to limit it. Only with 
the Stoics, who were not the truest of Greeks, did ideas of the 
Cosmopolis or World-State emerge. Yet only in minor ways can 
it be said that Greek political thinking w::ts restricted by the 
Polis. Indeed, it would be truer to say that it was coloured by 
it rather th::tn confined by it. For the Greeks found all the main 
answers that have been given to the question why should men 
obey the State. 

We will find in them the view we associate with Marx that 
class determines the form of the State and that class is itself de· 
tcrmined by economic interests. Plato tells us that "any city, 
however small, is in fact divided into two, one the city of the 
poor, the other of the rich." Aristotle likewise says that the 
economic structure of the State will condition its nature. Here, 
too, we will find the view of the State as a machine, a product 
of man's will for his own convenience, "a guarantor of men's 

~~~~~tl~g~it~~~k~J~ ::i~~~~ed~ ~~~iJ~rfr~li;, ~h~~~~:o~is:~~~ 
the view of the State as contract. Glaucon, in the Repttblic, 
;peaks of "the common view" that men "m:1ke a comp:1ct of 
mutu:1l abstinence from injustice"-a view which the Epicureans 
shared. Here is the view of the State as force. Thrasymachus, in 
the Republic, says that "Justice is simply the interest of the 
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stronger." The Athenian ambassadors, in Thucydidcs, tell the 
Mdinns : "You know as well as we do that right, as the world 
goes, is only in question between equals in power, while the 
strong do what they can and thc weak suffer what they must," 
and add, "of the gods we believe, and of men we know, that by 
a ncccss:try law of their nature they rule wherever they can." 
Here is the view of the State :1s will. Aristotle says of the 
Politeia : "Its intrinsic strength should be derived from the fact 

~~\11t~t ~~::l~~i~:~c~f~~a;o;;o~fc~1~s~~::ii~~)"b~t (~~~c;~t~~ 
there is no single section in all the State which would f::l.vour a 
change to a different constitution." In the belief of the Epicu· 
rcans that the State exists to secure the largest possible private 
good which is identified with pleasure, we can sec a fore­
shadowing of the Utilitarian State. And is it fanciful to sec some· 
thing of Rousseau's distinction between the Gcncr:~l Will and 
the Will of All in the distinction the Greek drew between the 
N?moi and the possibly transitory expressions of the popular 
w11l, or in Aristotle's insistence that th:'lt form of government 
is good which acts in the interests of the whole and bad which 
actsinitsowninterests? 

But, :~bove all, we will find in the Greeks the view of t_!le 
State as an organism, as a whole which is more 1m~~r~n-~~-~ 
ItS parts. With Plato we have the typically orgamc v1ew tliat ilie 
~!:Ss _Q£ !~E. ~ate is_ not !he ~~m_c. as t~c sum of the dif­
ferent happincss~~~f_i_ts_ rt:~cmbers: "Our duty as regards happi· 
ness IS to sec U our State as a whole enjoys it, persuading or 
compelling these our auxiliaries and guardians to study only 
how to mnke themselves the best possible workmen at their own 
occupation, and treating all the rest in like manner, and thus, 
while. tl.tc whole city grows and becomes prosperously orgnnised, 
pcrmLttmg each class to partake of as much happiness as the 
nature of the case allows to it." For Plato, the State is happy if 
it conforms to an absolute standard which is to be found in 
nature by the usc of man's reason. The extent to which :'IllY 

given State docs so conform, and not the happiness of individual 
citizens, is the criterion whereby we n1ust judge of the happiness 
of States. To Aristotle, too, though he will not admit any more 

~~:~ t~~1~fl~:~~e~~~~ ~~~:c ~~ s~~f:~i~~a~~~~~~h~h:~~fea;ir~at~~ 
than the part. "The Polis is prior in the order of nature to the 
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family and the individual. The reason for this is th:tt the whole 
is necessarily prior to the part." The idea of the whole must 
Jim be there before the part can be understood. It is this view of 
the State as an org::mism, this th:n has been termed the Rational­
Natural view of the State, that is the greatest and most typical 
Greek contribution to political thought. It is this that will now 
be ex:~mined in the work of Plato, still the acknowledged m:Jstcr 
of political thou~hr. 

PLATO, 42j-J4i B.C. 

His Life and Writings 
Plato was born in Athens in 427 B.c., one year after the death 

of Pericles, and he died there in 347 u.c., ten years before the 
b:utle of Chxronea which gave Philip of ~vi:Jcedon the mastery 
of the Greek world, The Athens into which he was born was 
still the greatest of Greek "Polcis," "the educator of Helbs." 
Sophocles was then at the height of his powers; Aristoph:wes 
w:~s beginning to entr:~nce the Demos; the Parthenon had been 
finished but ten years before. But it was in an Athens from 
which virtue was passing that he grew up, an Athens str::ained in 
the Peloponnesian War, an Athens where democracy was be­
ginning to pass into those extremist forms which he so merci­
lessly s:~tirised. He was a schoolboy when the great expedition 
s:~iled to dis:~ster at Syracuse; he W:JS a young man of twenty· 
three when defeat ended the war and the democracy in Athens 
fell. 

Born into a family which on both sides was one of the most 
distinguished in Athens, as old-established and as prominent 
politically as the Cccils in England, reared in the household of 
his stepfather who was one of the leading figures in Periclean 
Athens, Plato might seem predestined for an acti\'c life in the 
service of his State. So he thought himself. "When I was a 

r~,~~;d~~~~··e~~ ~alhi~n 1:~: ~rv:~:11a;~~~y ';~~c~~ \~~n\V~~~e~ 
thought that the very moment I attained my majority I should 
engage in public affairs." The opportunity soon presented itself. 
A revolution overthrew the democracy in Athens :~nd established 
the rule of the Thirty. Among them were Plato's kinsmen, and 
they asked him 10 join them, thinking, in his own words, that 
"politics and I were a lit match." But their behaviour wa~ such, 
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he writes, th:~.t "my blood boiled at it," for "as I loo~cd I saw 
those men in a short time m:lkc the former democratic govern· 
mcnt seem like a golden age." Another revolution soon brought 
the democrats to power, and ::thhough at first they won Pinto's 
respect by their "considerable leniency," they nevertheless com­
~ittcd the act which decisively drove him from active polit~cal 
hfc. They executed his friend Socrates on a charge of corrupung 
the youth of Athens. 

Soc~atcs, whom the Oracle at Delphi had pronounced to be 
the Wisest of mankind was regarded by Plato as the best of men. 
A_s we see from Plato:s Dialogues, on :11! those who loved him 
hts pc~sonality h:~d an extraordinarily powerful c!Tcct. "When I 
~car h1m," Alcibiadcs says in the Symposium, "my heart leaps 
m me more than that of the Corybantcs; my tears flow at his 
W?rds, _and I sec many others that feel just as I do .... And 
Wit~ this man :alone 1 have an experience which no one would 
bchcvc was possible for me-the sense of shame. He is the only 
on; that~rovokcs it. For I know in my own heart that I c:::tnnot 
~~m~ay_ at I ought to do as he bids me and that when I leave 
I •m 11 IS my vice to yield to the favours of the many .... Often 
.f w~~ldhbc gl:ad if I should not see him again in this world, but 
1 t IS 5 ould happen I know well that I should be more miser· 

th is, I do not know what to do with 
vhom he could induce to listen to him so 

t . truth, and incidentally exposing the pre· 
~enslors a~cl_rcvealing the inadequacies of those who claimed to 
hav~ oun It, Socrates was the gadfly of Athens. Meno varied 

tIe Image and told him: "Not only in sh:'lpe but in everything 
~o~e ~~rJbu a~ch e~actly like that flat sea fish, th~ sting r::ty. It, 
. ' d h s Wit Its shock whoever comes ncar 1t and touches 
IC,;n t at is i_ust what you have done to me now, I think." 

. u_t men Will not always reconcile themselves to continual 
stmgmg,_ and Socrates' condcmn::ttion, however much to be re· 
grcttcd_, IS not altogether surprising. His death was perhaps the 
mo~t. lmporta~t event in Plato's life, turning him from 
politiCS to philosophy. Henceforward, he tells us: "I was 
compe~led to say, in praising true philosophy, that it was 
from_ IC alon~ that one Wils able to discern all true justice, 
public and pnvate. And so I s::tid thilt the niltions of men will 
never_ cease from trouble until either the true and genuine breed 
of philosophers shall come to political office or until that of the 
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rulers in the states shall by some divine ordinance take to the 
true pursuit of philosophy." 

In his wretchedness Plato left Athens for ne:uly twel\'e ye.:trs, 
travelling to !viegara, Cyrene, lt::~ly, and perhaps Egypt, and 
cst::tblishing that connection with Sicily which gave him I::Jter 
in life the ch:mce, however slender, of making a King a 
Philosopher and thereby of trans!::Jting his ideas into practice. He 
returned to Athens in 387 B.c., ::~nd, in a grove outside the city, 
founded the Academy, over the door of which it is snid r:tn the 
inscription: "No one without a knowledge of mathematics may 
enter here." In this insistence on the discipline of exact study 
Pl:no's Academy can be called the first of Western universities. 
It might be regarded as the first of Western universities in this, 
too, that it hoped to provide men who, nurtured by their aca­
demic training, would become leaders of their communities, 
lawgivers and statesmen. It would have been unnatural in the 
extreme for a Greek to neglect the State, and Plato had behind 
him a f::Jmily tradition of service to remind him of the philoso­
pher's duty to society. Thus, \"cry typically, he can write in the 
R~p11blic that the philosopher cannot count his the greatest of 
achievements "if he docs not find a state that fits him: for in 
the state that fits him he himself will attain greater proportions 
and :~long with his private salv:nion will save the community as 
well." 

fo~tv:r~~~~ ~~~:e::~~~h~t \:~·~~e~hi;fs~;it~h~~e;i;t!etii~:;.~ 
answered the call when it came to him from Syracuse to help in 

~~~il~~~h~~:~i'n~ ~~h~~h ~;i~~:r~~~~i~is~~- e~;e~7~~c~~x~rti~~~na~ 
"consisted of a vast amount of e:1ting Italiate and Sicilian cook­
ing, stuffing oneself twice a clay and never sleeping a single 
night alone, together with all the usual practices which go with 
this sort of life," he had unpromising material. There were, 
moreover, other difficulties which should have been obvious, but 
which he h::~d insufficiently foreseen. On his first visit to Sicily 
he h::~cl become friendly with Dion, a young man of whose 
character and ability he thought very highly and who eagerly 
embraced his philosophy. It was Dion who, now very influential 
at the court of the young Dionysius II, urged Plato in 367 to 
come to Sicily to help him be the philosophic adviser of the 
new prince. But Dion's very presence proved embarrassing as 
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perhaps not unnaturally it gave rise to the suspicion that there 
might be plans not only for turning a King into a Philosopher, 
but conceivably also as an altcrnath·c for turning a Philosopher 
into a King. Moreover, Plato sadly underestimated the difficulty 
of persuading a young despot with a war on his hands to de· 
vote the time to and develop the taste for mathematics, Pbto 
still, however, cherished the hope "that he might come to desire 

~~s~f~o~tf~~~:~~~~~~J1~~~g~ ~~~a~~tcl1;~a~~~~~~~~a~fd;i~~: 
1he sequestering of his estates, and the forced marriage of his 
wife. to another man, as the first tottering steps of a bcgin-

:~~l~s;~~~~~~{t ~~a!c~~~~ic ~f"~;~~~~OI~hli~~c~c n:~~i~~ 
carry to Dian wherein Dionysius urged that Dian should re· 
gard banishment not as a punishment but as a holiday abroad, 
thoughtfully, however, forbearing to add that he should look 
upon the loss of his lands ::md of his wife as a happy release 
from th.e cares of property and the thraldom of wedlock. 

fi~~ t~~~e;i~~~:i~s~:~~~;~~~ ~:%:t~~~0a~1cst~v~!c~7;~;16'il~; 
greate~. Gr~tefu\ to escape with his life, Plato made no further 
excursiOns mto politics, though when a very old man he 
wa~ asked to go again to Sicily to straighten out the chaos into 
which that country was now plunged. Even more striking than 
the fact ~hat so old a man was asked to tackle again what he 
had prev10usly tried and failed to do w::as the marked tone of 
r~g.r~t that_characterises his refus::al. Clearly we must say that the 
Sicilian episodes show Plato as blind to the realities of power, 
and as too ready to allow himself to be deceived into thinking 
that_per~aps there was a chance when reason and experience alike 
dcmed lt. Yet the justification of his actions that he gives in the 
Se~enl~. Ll'ller. is very revealing-and very Greek. "And 
chieAy, he wmcs, "I was urged by a sense of shame in my 
own eyes that I should not always seem to myself a kind of 
argu~cnt pure and simple, never willing to set my hand to 
anythmg that was an action." 

Plato failed, then, to find a state that fitted him, and accord· 
ing to his own view his achievement thus fell short of the high· 
est. Nevertheless, it was very great. In his lifetime he was rc· 
no~_ned not _only for his work in the Academy hut for his 
wnungs. Th1s perhaps is paradoxical as he himself was con· 



temptuous of books-reflecting in that the attitude of his ch·ilisa­
tion, the Greek being a seeing and hearing rather than a reading 
public. Moreover, he tells us in the Seventh Utter that he has 
ne\·er put his philosophy into writing and never will. Yet if he 
ne\·er produced a final system of philosophy, he com·eyed 
enough in what he did produce, and that so brilliantly, to win 

~~fas~i~~~~~t:te~~:~t~~~~~0[d~!~ :~:t~h~t0!tX~~~l~~;~~~c~e a~ 
speaker of words as well as a doer of deeds. He was a supreme 
poet-his epitaph on the Eritrean exiles in Persia is ns beautiful 
as anything in Greek poetry. He was a superb dramatist, with a 
sure grasp of form and movement, an unfailing command of 
vivid detail and gripping situation. And he found that form for 
his writings which ga,•e fullest play to his great literary gifts. 
He wrote in dialogue form, generally representing Socrates as 
his chief speaker. His Dialogues were the artistic presentation of 
political and philosophical problems, and were instinct with life. 
We arc given a fnscin:tting glimpse of a slave hunt in the 
Protagoras, and arc shown the nbsurdity of Protagoras pacing 
the courtyard while his disciples fnll over themseh·cs so as not to 
get in front of him when he turns to retrace his steps. Or we 
are made vividly aware in the Republic of the uncouth manner­
isms of Thrasymachus. For Plato is intensely preoccupied with 
life, to a degree quite inconsistent with his own theory that the 
true philosopher docs not think about people but meditates on 
abstract reality. In practice he is as much in love with the con­
vcrs::ttion of "people in the city" as Socrates had been, and his 
Dialogues show it, whether they be pure comedy ns in 

~:::~~j~~n~hr~~a~:dJo a{e~~ ~~f,ts!;~~~l~~~~~s~hey live and 
It is worth emphasising that they were not of course intended 

~~!:r e:~aili~\;e ~~~~~~is::• ~~:~~l!i~~u~~1u~~c~acke bhisth,:o~f[. 
They were rather designed to give flashes of illumination, to 
make the reader imaginatively understand a particular approach, 
to give no more than indirect indications of the approach to the 
good life. They were not so much philosophy as the stuff of 
which philosophy is made. By 362, when he returned from his 

~;~t;,is~pr;lo~;: 117rl~!~~h~:~ (;,~~~~~ l~~i:,0~J;;;r:;,.d~;,a~~~~o: 
Georgia;, Meno, Protagora;, Ph~rdru;, SympoJium, EuthydemuJ. 
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and Rl!fmblic. In his later years he wrote' the Tluatem, Par­
menides, Philebus, Sophist, Statesman, Tinuws, Larvs, and the 
half-finished Critias. Of these the greatest is the Republic, which 
is also the greatest book in the history of Political Thought. ~t 
is mninly from the Republic that the following account of h1s 
political thought is given. 

His Political Philosophy-The Humnn Predicament 
In his contemporary world, Plato saw "stasis" everywhere­

cities so divided that their citizens stood "in the state and posture 
of gladiators" against one another. He saw unrighteousness 
rampant and injustice enthroned, He saw ignorance supreme 
and parading up and down in the guise of knowledge. And he 
saw everywhere, too, the predicament in which men found 

~~~~e~v~:-w~;~n~e;hs~tu~~~~r b:~t~~~~~~~g~~~e~trrfe ~h~:~~~~~ 
and death. This was so because to be mistaken seemed part of 
their very natures. They desired, as all men must, "the good for 
man"; "that which would make any man's life happy," "that 
without which man can never know peace." But they looked for 
it in the wrong places. They sought it :·n pleasures, in health, in 
long life, in wealth, in power. They chose evil because they 
thought that would be a good for them. And they were not cor­
rected by those who led them. Even the best of these were un­
helpful. Themistocles and Pericles were nccountcd great states­
men, but they failed to make their people "better and gentler." 
Moreover, at the end their people disgraced them, and their 
very ingratitude was a proof of the failure of government, of the 
poverty of statesmanship. For what sort of teamster would we 
call him who undertook to train a team of horses and ended by 
having them run away and throw him? In fact, the very leaders 

~rao~g ~h~~~:\~v~~f~hT~~~ ~~~~~~~ ;:~c~~t~ef;~~sb~ya:~ra~~~~~ 
They confirmed him in his mistakes. Pericles filled the city with 
"harbours and dockyards and walls and such trash," not with 
good men. All goods are of two kinds: unlimited, as for instnnce 
Beauty nnd Wisdom; and limited, as for instance Power and 
Wealth. Beauty and Wisdom are unlimited because my pos­
session of them in no sense diminishes yours or is diminished by 
yours. My appreciation of art does not preclude your npprecia­
tion, and is in no way lessened by yours. Power and Wealth 
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arc limited because my possession of them very much diminishes 
yours or is diminished by yours. My desire for power un­
doubtedly precludes yours and my hopes of gaining it are greatly 
lessened by yours. Unlimited goods, because they are unlimited, 
cannot cause strife. But limited goods, bcc:mse they arc limited, 

~:r~~~~w\~1t1 ~eu;~o5t~~!~~Jfa~d bf~~~ !~~,fs~J;'bc~~u~c~~~ ~~~ 
limited, whereas Wisdom :md Art arc not. It was to the limited 
goods that Pericles directed the attention of his people, and it 
was from this pursuit of the limited goods that .sprang all the 
troubles that plagued the race of men. 

The root cause, then, of men's troubles is that they are led by 
ignorant men who pretend to knowledge but who arc in fact as 
ignorant as themselves. They are led by those who do not know 
where they arc going. At best those leaders have formed opinions 
about things which not surprisingly arc unsound. They are like 
men who, sitting bound in an underground cave with a fire 
burning behind them by the light of which shadows of people 
wnlking about outside arc cast on the wall in front of them, 
have earned a certain distinction for remembering which 
shadows came first, which last and which together, and for 
guessing which were coming next. They :ue like the keeper of 
the great strong beast, who has learned all its moods and pas· 
sions, how to approach him and how to touch him, when he is 
most savage and when most gentle, what makes him the one 
and the other and the sounds that he makes to express each, 
:md who finally calls his knowledge wisdom and constructs it as 
a system or an art. They are like sailors on a ship who argue 
about their course and clamour to be the steersman while the 
true navigator is bound to the mnst and called a useless, stnr· 
gazing fool. This is the predicament of men, thnt they con­
stnntly mistake their good and that their mistakes go uncor· 
rccted and arc even made worse by their leaders. And from 
this predicament they will never escape until they realise that 
power is in the hands of the ignorant, th?t :ower in the hn~ds 

~v~1~h~~&.k~~~fe~~:h~:-~~~~g~:a~ncje~] rh~~~~~~h~UJ! g~~~ 
merely have opinions about things but who know, and who are 
capable of exercising power, even if at the moment they do 
not, and that it is into their hands, however reluctant they may 
be, that power must be placed. 
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The Existence of the Good 
The early Greek philosophers were particularly concerned with 

two outstanding problems-the problem of Variety and the 
problem of Change. The variety that they saw was such th:lt the 
world seemed unintelligible, and they felt impelled to ~ry to 
reduce all the varieties to one substance, to "find the one In the 
many." Some thought that one substance was water, some air, 
or fire, or earth. For Anaximander it was the infinite; for Pytha­
goras number. The definitions of the one substance differed, but 
there was general agreement that, whatever it was it was divine. 
The change that they noticed constantly taking pbce seemed to 
them a particular form of the problem of Variety. The idea of 
change, they concluded, assumes the idea of permanence, since 
however much an object changes there must be some part of it 
that docs not or we would be compelled to speak not of a 
changed, but of an entirely new object. What docs not change, 
they said, must be the permanent character of the object. Tr~­
angles, for instance, change, but the quality of triangularity IS 

permanent. Geometrical character, in this case, was the per­
manent quality that did not change. Further, they bdieved that 
there could be "doxa" or empirical observation about the chang­
ing, but that "Episteme"-or real knowledge-could be had 
only about that which was permanent. Heraclitus, who main­
tained that all things change, that the world is in a state of per· 
manent flux, that "we cannot step twice into the same river," 
added the fur~hcr idea that natural law was the permanent char­
acter of all_thmgs; that is, that there was a natural order in the 
world ordamed by God. 

sp!~u~~~i~na~h~~s~~:~~sw~~kc~0~utb~fskfh~o~~ :l 1Jc~i~~~~h~f:~ 
saw i~ the actual world constant flux, a perpetual flow of eve~­
c~angmg app~aranccs. He also sought to make the world intclh-

~~~~ ,t~r~c~~~:gf ~~~thf~;h~c;a~l!nth~~d~:~~~i~sg~o~~cvt';~:~ 
dissatisfied With this translation prefer to call it the Form. If 
we usc the word Idea it is as well to remind ourselves that Pktto 
did not mean by it as we do a thought existing in the mind, for 
such a tho~ght, he Would maintain, is as transitory as any event 
in the outs.Jde world. ~Idea in Plato's sense is not part of the 
world of t1me and ~~~· it 1.~ eternal, 1t is the final and inde-
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p~d_c:nt reality. Because it is eternal it must be diffe~cnt fro~ 
the object in which it appears. The Idea of a horse w1ll be dif­
ferent from any p:lrticu_lar ho~sc. The Idea of _a Polis must be 
different from any parucular mstancc of a Pohs. But although 
it is different from the things in which it appears, it cannot 
exist without those things. There could not be an Idea of a horse 
if no horse existed. Hence Plato's Ideas arc not to be regarded 
as tr:msccndcnt. They could not exist in an ethereal world of 
their own. They arc, on the contrary, imm~fl~f!~ in thc_uansi­
to_ry nature of things,. as the Idea of ~rse is immanent in 
horses. An Idea, then, 1s eternal though It c:tn only exist in time. 
It is permanent though it is not separate from the world of 
ch::angc. It is in fact the law according to which a thing behaves, 
for that is pcrm::ancnt and docs not change with the changing 
thing, that is not scp:mnc from the thing but is ncvcrthclcs~ 
distinguishable from it. 

The Idea, then, is what makes things what they arc. All horses 
in the world, however much they differ, have one quality in 
common-that qu:ality by reason of which they arc horses, or 
horsiness. We recognise them as horses because they "p:.rtake" 
of this quality, horsiness. The Idea of Horsiness is thus the 
source of the common quality that all horses possess. It is also a 
perfect example of a horse. In some degree all actu:al horses arc 
imperfect-in the Idea of a horse is no imperfection. Conse­
quently if we want to know what is a good horse, we must dis­
cover how closely it ::approximates to the Idea of a horse. More­
over, the Idea is :an end as well as a source. Only metaphoric-

iii~~ ~h~ i':fe~ ~{ :1 t~~~s~1.1 ~~~s~:tiss~rsi:~r~~c bt~~:k~hre~r3~~ ~~~~ 
and more like that ldc:1 of Be:auty, by virtue of which all things 
that "partake" of it are beautiful. And citizens should seck to 
m:~ke their Polis more and more like that Idea of the Polis 
which is laid up in hca\·en. 

The world of Ideas is, Plato maintains, the real world: the 
f:amiliar world is a world of shadows. Of course we believe our 
own everyday world to be the only real world, for we are like 
the prisoners in the cave who have never seen the light and of 
whom it must be said: "Then surely such persons woul4 hold 
the shadows of those manufactured articles to be the only reali­
ties." Our dimness of vision is to be deplored, but the f:act of the 
existence of this real world of archetypes in which there is :a 
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model of each class of things is not to be denied. Morco\·cr, 
Plato urg~. if we were not so blind we would sec that beyond 
these Ideas, these models, these archetypes, there is the Idea of all 
Ideas, the model of all models, the prototype of all archetypes­
the Idea of the Good, the final and independent reality existing 
"itself by itself." This Idea is the source of all goodness. It is that 
by virtue of participation in which men arc good. 

It is impossible to have certain knowledge of things that arc 
constantly changing. We can merely form opinions about them. 

~c~~i~! i~~~1Db~~k~~~~e~~:.h~~~~~; ~~a:~~~~~~J:s~ t~~ ~~~-d 
exists, whatever men may think about it. And because it exists 
they have at least the hope of escaping from their predicament. 
That they were unable to do, so long as they had only opinion 
to go by. For there was nothing to choose between the many 
opinions that men had formed about the good life. They were 

~e TJ~~~~~h~~o~~. ili~~e~~:ft~v~~:i~ h~~n ofat~u~h~t~~~h~~~ 
have passed from mere opinion which confirmed them in evil to 
~nowledge which will draw them irresistibly to good, and only 
m following after good will they find respite from their many 
afflictions, 

The Soul and the Possibility of Knowledge 
Plato has so far told us that the Good exists, and that only 

of it can there be true knowledge. But he has not shown us how 
men can a~quire that knowledge. This he now proceeds to do 
by elaborating that doctrine of the Soul with which his doctrine 
of Ideas is inseparably connected. , 
T~e Body, he says, is not the whole of man. It is indeed h1s 

less Important p::m. The most important part is his Soul which 
may truly be said to be divine. Plato is here of course using 

~~v:~~~ri~het,0~do~b~~:u:~n;f·a~~m;i~~i~f th~i;~di:. i~~O:s~1t~~ 
S~ults n~monal it existed before it became incarnate, just as it 
w11l contmuc to exist after it leaves the body, which is its tern· 
porary dwelling-place. It's real home is its abode when not in-

~~f~~eit~~~st~~~ i~~~~l~~g:c~f\:~~~~d~:s1~:~~:~!~;~~~t i?~:~~ 
And after 1ts Incarnation it is reminded of those Ideas through 
the senses when it sees those earthly things which "partake" of 
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the Ideas. Hence the part played by the senses in the ::tcquisition 
of true knowledge is very subordin::ttc. It is only appnrently 
through the senses that men learn truth. In fact, it is only be­
cause the Soul recollects what it has known in a previous life 
among the original models or archetypes or Ideas that men can 
have knowledge of these lde::ts. These recollections of the Soul 
arc the only genuine form of knowledge, and because men pos­
sess Souls they have therefore the possibility of arriving at it. 

The Soul and its Thirst for the Good 
Not all Souls, however, arc capable of recollecting the Ideas 

they knew in their previous life. For not all Souls arc pure­
indeed, there is a good de::tl of alloy in the incarnate Soul. That 
Soul has three parts-Re::tson, which is located in the head; 
Courage or Spirit, which is located in the breast; and Desire, 
which is locnted in the belly. Of these, Rc;'lson is incomparably 
the most import;'lnt, for it partakes of the eternal, it is "the 
most divine'' in man; whereas Courage and Desire belong en­
tirely to the world of time and space. It is Reason, therefore, 
which sees the truth and which directs the activity of the good 
Soul according to the vision which it has seen. It is Reason 
which is "the inward man," the rational clement in us that is 
our real personality. Courage is, on the whole, obedient to the 
dictates of Reason and will help it to establish its ascendancy. 
But Desire is strong, wilful, contentious, turbulent, and chaotic. 
It is constantly in arms ag:a.inst Reason. And Reason like a 
charioteer who is driving two horses, one tractable and one wild, 
has ever to fight a great b::mle to discipline the unruly steed with 

~~~~~1 i~f ~~hi~hr~c~~~~ i~~:Jo~~n~~c~a~~~:sc!~~~;o~~dth~~: 
sire. Indeed, that Soul in which Reason existed alone would be 

~h;u~~s~~~frs ~o:h~ 1~eefo~~;a;;~t 1~11 t~~u,~0f~d ,:~ic~~e~c~~~~ 
is master arc sufficiently sensitive to recollect the Ideas they 
knew in their former existence, ancl thus to give to men know­
ledge of the good. 

But if not all Souls arc c::tpable of recollecting the Ideas they 

f:rc: ~~~~·n~: :e~u~~t:[:c~~ii~~~bro;~:g ~~ifJad~~~~a:he1~~~:~1 
Souls, in which Reason commands, to know ;'lnd to identify 
themselves with the Reality behind all Reality, · 

P.T.-3 7~~\\~:l_Qf~~~A,Yf? 

tl.$" /Ace. No~\.1.~.~.:::-"~ 
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all Ideas, the Idea of the Good. But even those corrupt Souls, in 
which Courage rules or Desire, will be driven by Eros to seck 
the good, although they will not themselves be aware of it. All 
they will themselves be aware of is that they arc impelled to seek 
a good, that is, a good suited to themselves-a further distinction 
for the Spirited Soul or an added indulgence for the Plcasurc­
lo\•ing Soul. But although of themselves they will not under­
stand it, they will be unable to enjoy the objects of their longing 
until Reason is in her rightful position of authority. For in· 
stance, a man of courage or spirit who sought satisfaction in the 
service of a Caligula would brutalisc not fulfil himself. The very 
means whereby he sought to become the better man would 
ensure that he bec;~mc the worse. Similarly the pleasure-loving 
man will fail to find the pleasures he seeks. For if the appetites 
arc left to themselves either one will so tyrannise over the rest .:u 
to_ st;~rve them, or each desire will so struggle with all that none 
wlll_ fin? satisfaction. Only when Heason commands will each 
reCCIVe Its fair SOitisfaction. 

Plato can even make an ironic joke to drive home the point 
that only under the guidance of Hcason will the pleasurc-lovinH 
Soul find its fulfilment-the tyunt, he calculates, has T'-9 times 
less_ pleasure than the philosophic man. Indeed, this is a point 
~~1ch Plato repeatedly stresses because, as he says in the Lows, 
It IS not gods but men whom we have to lead into right living, 
and we must therefore allow for the universal desire of men 
for pleasurable existence. When Reason rules, all will enjoy the 
greatest share of goods appropriate to their nature. But when 
Reason rules, man is following the Idea of the Good. Therefore 
not only is ~t possible for men to acquire knowledge, but the~ 
have a 1ass1onate desire for it, an unquenchable thirst for the 
~~oc~'s:. though only a few of them can realise that this is indeed 

The State as the Means to the Good 
The qualities of the Soul, says Plato, are innate and inherent 

They are a matter of birth, and no two persons arc born alike 
!hetr due balance, however, is a matter of training and restrain· 
m~. M~n a~e not born with that balan~e: they must be disci 
phned mto It and prevented from violatmg it. The force ncces 
sary to do this must be all-embracing and life-long, and can oniJ 
be the State, whose true function is thus education in the wides 
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sense of th:lt term. Nothing is more typical of Plato th~n this 
insistence that it is the St:ltc that makes the m:1n. It IS con­
stantly emerging in his writings. \Vc sec it in his ,-jew th:n_c,·cry 
type of constitUtion produces us own type of man, or Ill hts 
dcclarntion that those who blame the Sophists for the degenera­
tion of the young arc themselves the greatest ~ophi~ts, _f~r it is 
the influence of the State, not the teaching of pm·atc mdl\'lduals, 
that cduc:ltcs men. 

But it is not the State as it actually exists that c:tn help men to 
achieve the due balance in their souls. For the actual State 
denies rather them fuHlls men. In it the Rational Soul will be 
less good than it might be, and possibly even more evil than it 
might be expected to be. It will be less good bec:1use it willl:tck 
th:tt society which is necess:1ry for the full de\·c\opment of the 
philosophic nature, the State in which the Philosopher wilt 
:main "greater proportions." It might be more evil because in 
existing society the very vigour of the Rational Soul is .an added 
danger to it. "We know it to be true," Plato writes, "of any 
seed or growing thing, whether pl.ant or animal, that if it fails 
to find its proper nourishment or climate or soil, then the more 
vigorous it is the more it willlnck the qualities it should possess. 
Evil is a worse enemy to the good than to the indifferent; so it 
is natural that bad conditions of nurture should be pcculi:1rly 
uncongenial to the finest nature, and that it should come off 
worse under them than natures of :1n insignificant order. So is 
it, then, with the temperament we have postul:lted for the 
philosopher: given the right instruction, it must grow to the 
full flower of excellence; but if the plant is sown and re:1rcd in 
the wrong soil, it will develop every contrary defect, unless 
saved by some miracle." Similarly, in the actual State the 
Courageous or Spir.itcd ~oul will not develop as it should. For, 
as Sparta shows, It wdl become proud and :1mbitious, will 
admire duplicity :1nd low cunning, will become mean and dc­
~citful. and a pre~ in secret to all the p:1ssions which in public 
It dem~s. Ag:1m, m the. actual State the Appetitive or Desirous 
Soul Will not get what It hopes for. In a State such as Athens it 

ili~l hacfr~~;ean~1 a~~J~~r~~:::;:~~~t3. ~!e~r~~!~~·n~0~ht;~~~i:;:s~ 
cons~ant _only in inconstancy, living "from day to day in the 

~~~i:~t~~~g~f~~~ ~ft~~:safsp~~~e;~e3~~;=~~!~i~f sbJc~u;t~~f~na~ 
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will stunt even the Desirous Soul, the prelude Io tyranny which 
will deny it the satisfactions for which it longs. 

If we would avoid ill-fitting clothes, we must not cut our cloth 
from a poor pattern. If we want the balanced Soul, it is not the 
actual State that will help us to achieve it, but the good State th~t 
is modelled on the Idea of the Polis laid up in heaven. Only Jn 

the good State will the Rational Soul re\·eal its divine origin, and 
the Courageous and Desirous Souls fulfil themselves to the 
greatest extent that their natures will allow. And then it will be 
apparent that the State, albeit the good State, is the only means 
whereby men may achieve the Good. 

The Organisation of the State to Ensure the Good 
From all that Plato has told us the first characteristic of the 

feoJ.dp~~~~~ :~~tb~o~b~~1~~~1[o ~h~:~e,~~o11w~lu~t~see ~;d~!~ 
for their _fl\~sh!mcrests or ~UrSiiit of a misconceived 
c.~~on gOOCI~-wealth-Of-power; Crroneously seen- i~ 
t~ ~f those unw~t~_!_\ilii.Ch-:-m-akc mOSCa"ppcal to their 
own diseased soufs. For wealth and power arc limited goods, 
'lOO"dS-thatcail~fought for," as Aristotle c:tlls them, and the 
individual or the State that pursues them docs so :lt the expense 
of others and so stirs up strife. Power must rather be given to 
those who will use it :lright to turn men's souls to the pure lig~lt 
of truth. It must be.givcn to philosophers, for as philosophy JS, 

as Socrates called it, the art of the "tendance of the soul," so it 
must also be the :art of the tendance of the State. As the safety 

~!a~~ed~~1n~~~~:~ 1?e0de~~fo~~~~;~if~:~h~/~~;vt~~a~~~J ~~~ 
philosopher pursues is unlimited, it is wisdom which is not 
sou~ht at anyone's expense, and which therefore creates no con~ 

~h~tl;~~te~nf~~ce~~~~~Jy wet~~;a~~nt.~~rchi~~:~~~:~: ~Jstto~y 
makmg h1m contror the State. And m mnumerable images, such 
as that of the Cave, of the Ship, of the Custody of the Beast, of 
the Cook and the Doctor, and in myths such as that of the races 
of Gold, Silver and Iron and of the Soul making its choice of a. 
"demon" before incarnation, Plato seeks to drive home the abso~ 

~~t~h~uk:p0~b~J:: c~.~~~t~te~:e;~il~~~~~ i:r~hki~e:s:r~/th~ 
kings and princes of this world have the spirit and power of 



philosophy, and politic:1l greatness and wisdom meet in one, 
and those commoner natures who follow either to the exclusion 
of the other :ue compelled to stand aside, cities will ne\'er cease 
from evil-no nor the hum:tn race, :ts I bclieve-:tnd then only 
will .?ur State have a possibility of life and behold the light of 
day. 

Philosophic natures, Plato knows, are extremely rare. He fre­
quently insists that no one can become a philosopher who docs 
not have very specific natural gifts. And he knows, too, that such 
n::tturcs will be very reluctant to possess power. For politics arc 
an affair of the twilight, they concern the relations of men in the 
dimness of the cave, and what man who has enjoyed the steady 
light of the sun would eagerly return to the flickering firelight of 
the cave? "The man whose mind is really set upon the things 
that arc," he says, "has not leisure to look down at the concerns 
of men, and to light with them, and fill himself with envy and 
bitterness." But because "the philosopher living in fellowship 
with what is divine and orderly grows himself orderly and 
divine as f::tr as man. is able," he must be made to leave "the isles 
of the blest" and return to the cave, to the world of shadows 
and half-truths and ordinary people, In the perfect social order 

rncgc~ili~~s 1lf;t;~~~~:yf~~~h~~ ~~v~l~up~n~a~f~~~i,{,'af~~ ii~ ~c~~:~~ 
he is paying the rent that he owes to the St::tte for his own de­
velopment. Of course, as it is only in the perfect State that the 

~~;}~~~Pkt~~cc~~~~ t~t '~o~t~g~~ ~~~~~:lt~~~Po~si~l;s t~n!hei~ot~~ 
~~~~ifo·r~~a~;~~~~~;h0 ~r~~~e1~~0h~~:~ilfgu~:~~~ie~~ri~f'~~shf~ 
spite and not because of them that he did so. Therefore in 
actual States philosophers arc unlikely to engage in politica.l 
activity, but will rather confine themselves to the life of privacy 
and contcmpl:ltion: "staying quiet and doing their own work, 
:JS though standing behind a wall in a storm of wind-driven dust 

~~~t;~~ea :h~~nc~~eri:~eo~~h~~i~nl~f~r~~r~Y 1~;: 1~f~~j~s~~~ a:::-d 
unholy acts, and say good-bye to it chcerfulfy and pleasantly, full 
of good hope." 

The first characteristic, then, of the good State is that in it 
power will be given to those not who want it most but who 
desire it least, to the philosophers who will, nevertheless, exer-
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cisc it best. Perhaps it should be added to rcliC\'C those who arc 
oppressed by the prospect of the Professor in politics as, for in· 
stance, Bismarck was by Gladstone, that for Plato the 
"philosophos" was not what in any academic sense we might 
understand by a professor of philosophy today. He was a 
"kaloskagathos"-a gentleman, the finest product of "paidcia," 

~c~~~~~l~t~c~~~~c;v~~~h~~~tb~is~~l n~~~~~:~~h~ 0~o~~~~;·i:1~~1 ~~ 
souls. He was quick to understand, eager to know, of great in· 
tcllcctual power, indifferent to external goods or to display, 
~agnanimous, coumgcous, sclf-controltcd, and a friend and 
kmsman of "truth and justice." "A love of truth and a hatred of 
falsehood that will not tolerate untruth in any form" was his 
master passion. Like Confucius's "Superior Man," with whom 
he had so much in common, he was one who would follow the 
"Kingly Way," cleaving to righteousness and forsaking wrong. 
And it ~hould be noted as well th:at Pinto thought of his philos­
ophcr-kmgs not as lawgivers but as administrators. He believed 
that there must always be an clement in the State in which the 
founder's spirit lives on, but he did not anticipate the con· 

~i~~~-~~~~~r~~; '~~:hf~u0~~~i~~~ ~t~~~"~~;:1~l~~~~~~~s~s~~~~ 
is significant that in the Rcp11blic Socrates and his friends arc 
portr.aycd as the engineers of the toy model of the State. "Let us 
com•mcc, first and best, the guardi:ans," they say. Before there is 
a philosopher-king there must be an origin:al philo_sopher to make 
the copy of the Idea of the Polis that is bid up 10 heaven. The 
function of the philosopher-kings, then, is to keep the State as 
close as possible to the philosopher's sketch o~ th~ Ideal Sta.te, 
They must, for instance, watch against the commg mto the State 
of undue wealth and poverty. They must sec th:at. the State does 
not grow. too big. They must ensure that the different classes 
fulfil the1r functions, and, above all, they must make certain 
that no innovation in education is allowed in the State. But if 
the guardians arc not autocrati7 law~i.'·ers, their '7'ork, though 
it may seem negative in form, IS posJtl\'e enough m content. It 
is nothing less than to nourish and shape souls. To believe that 
legislation could help them in that would be to imagine that 
inadequate means can produce desired ends. Politicians and 
quacks may content themsc\yes with curing symptoms and 
ignoring causes. True doctors cannot. The root of human 
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trouble is defective cJuc:ltion, anJ the cure for those troubles is 
education that is not dcfccth·c When men ha,·e this they will 
fiiiOUiat laws arc not needed, for th.cy will be just without them. 

~~~fu~~~~ ~~1cy b~r~~~i1cc~c~~~f~. ~~~ ~~~~f~~~u:~1~1~:0su~~~h~~ 
r!ght ~raining will do away with the need for constant lcgisla· 
uon-mdccd, he states that when that is needed it will be in· 
effective, saying, "Where the Prince is virtuous laws arc un­
necessary; where the Prince is not virtuous laws arc useless." 
Again, both Plato and Confucius arc agreed about the import· 
ance of right customs. In the Republic Plato displays a respect 
for age, and insistence on piety towards parents, on proper hair­
dressing, clothing, footwear, and posture th:lt Confucius would 
most cordially endorse. 

The good State must not onl~p..!Qp~df-l~d. it must b~ 
~d~. Therefore the second characteristic of the 
good State will be the presence below the guardians, in whose 
hands supreme power is concentrated, of a cl:tss of professional 

:~~1;ef~n~!f;~ ~~llJ::~:~1c~~~~:;~~ui~ ~h:i~~~f~i~~r~~~~r~~~~ 
must be keen to sec, swift to catch, and strong to destroy the 
enemy. And like the watchdogs that they :Ire they must com­
bine two contr:Idictory qualities-mildness to their friends :Ind 
ferocity towards their enemies. Accustomed to warlike sights 
:Ind sounds :It an early :1ge, taught to be indifferent to danger 
and contemptuous of death, they will be able "to see bloody 
slaughter" and yet hold their ground. They will be men of fine 
quality, and they will live with the best of men. But they will 
not themselves be the best of men. Theirs arc the Spirited Souls 
which rue attracted by honour. And they will not rule, but will 
obey the rulers whom they considcr:tbly outnumber. 

The gQ_od St:Ite must :tlso l,>e properly fe~. This is the task of 
the appetitive natures who long for matenal goods. The good 
State, therefore, will have as its third characteristic the existence 
of a class of producers brlow the philosopher-kings and the 
guards. This class includes not merely those who in Marxian 
lc:rminology arc the workers, but all prop_qty m-.:l)ers, busin_ess 
n..cn and ~!_.tccpcrs, farmc~~ and cra{t~Q.1_e.n. All who pioduce 
w-:alth belong to it, and all the wealth of the community belongs 
to •hem. It will not, however, exhibit too great a disparity of 
wealth. for too great wealth and too great pO\erty would usher 
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in the class war that had ruined so many Polcis. It will contain 
by f::tr the majority of the community, but for all that Plato 
does not say much about it. He is, howC\'Cf, kinder to artisans 
than is Aristotle, for at le:1st he allows them to be citizens. But 
at best they nrc second-class citizens, in C\'cry way passive objects 
of go,·ernmcnt. A good indication of the value Plato attached to 
them is his provision that a soldier who disgraces himself by 
showing cowardice should be degraded into their ranks. The 
normal Greek punishment for such an offence was loss of civil 
rights. This third class cannot claim a virtue special to itself, as 
wisdom is the virtue of the llrst and courage of the second. But 
it shares in a virtue which characterises the other classes as well 
-prudent self-control, which indeed it is spcci::ally import:lnt for 
it to h::ave. Less noble th::an the gu::ards, the producers will like 
them obey unquestioningly the comm::ands of the guardians; like 
them they will h::ave no p::art in politics. But they will be content 
because they will have the wealth that they desire, and they will 
be doing the job for which they arc fitted . 

. Proper lcac!~hip, proper protection, proper provision arc in· 
d~~:ns~~o the gooa -state. But the SfifC: which has them 
may daim not only to be good but to be founded on human 
nature. For men arc by nature divided into those who love 

~~~~oanre"~~ t~~;h:.ea~~ ~h~~~~~~~~~~ew;l~::a~~:~ ~~~n::tcarfa~ 
goods and who are fit to work. Indeed, it is only because they 
have these attributes th::at the functions of the good State can 
be adequately discharged, for Plato is nC\·er in any doubt that 
the social order to be stable must reflect the constitution of 
human nature, must provide satisfaction for men's normal de­
sires. The good State, therefore, accepts human nature as it is, 
:and does not seek to convert all men to the ideal of one type. 
It drafts each to his proper place and seeks to make sure that he 
stays there. But if it is founded upon and ::accepts human nature, 
it also fulfils human nature. In it the guardians will have the 
satisfactions of knowledge, of contempkltion of the Idea, and of 
developing themselves still further in moulding the character of 
others. In it the guards and the producers will find the fullest 
satisfaction of their desires made possible through the directing 
power of a Reason which the State provides for them because 
they cannot provide it for themselves, Hence though they still 
pursue limited ends whiCh in their very nature lead to strife, 



this will not now result because Reason commands. Thus a 
greater share of the goods appropriate to the nature of c;tch 
than is possible in any other State will be enjoyed by all in this 
good State which accepts hum:m nature, builds upon human 
nature, and fulfils human nature. 

Here in the good State is enshrined Plato's ideal of Human 
ExCcl!encC. f:Ic _is _a passionate specialist. He .bclie,·es .that C\'cry­
thing in life has its own pccuhar and spcc1al function to per­
form, and that it can only be used with excellence in that pecu­
liar and special function. He believes also that every man has 
his predominant character and that there is no two-fold or mani­
fold in man. It is clear that only in following his predominant 
character cnn- m:m achieve excellence. ~.foreo\'cr, Human Ex­
cellence is cqui\·alent to Justice. Knowing oneself, understanding 
one's own .mixture ~f faculties, knowing the predominant one 
and fol.low~n~ that, m fact doing the work for which one is best 
~ttcd, IS mm1mum Justice. Doing that work "in a certain way," 
'.n such a .way tl~at each of the compone~t c~cments within a 
!llan docs 1ts own \~ork, in the way in wh1ch It would be done 
1~ the good State, Js true Justice. Undcrstanclahly, then, Plato 
Jislikes democracy. FOr its-1i.IC:iT'is not Human Excellence based 
on specialisation, but the deni;:~l of it based on the \'ersa­
tility which Pericles lauded in the Funeral Speech. And because 
it is this, it is Injustice projected into the political system. The 
Good State is thus the Just State, because it fulfils the idea of 

' Human Excellence. It will also be the Efficient State, because in 

~~~\';~Y~~~Il;;t;~ ~~~~"~~~~c~ii~~~s~~~~ Bd:n';,e :h~:~~~~u~!~~ 
fuses the Just State with the Efficient State. That would be to 
put the cart before the horse. For Plato the State is efficient be­
cause it is just, it is not just because it is efficient. In it the 
individual will be the just individu;:~[. In it will be the fullest 
harmonious co-operation of v;tr_ious c'lCineiitS\\•liii::h together 
form a whole. In it each of those clements, because it docs what 
it is best at, makes for the best working of the whole. "The in­
ten_tion .was," says Socrates, "that each individu:~l should always 
be put to the usc for which Nature intended h.im, On!;_!o_one 
work, and the? every man wo_uld do hi~ own business, and ~e 
o!l1:-~nd _ _!101_ mallf; .iiflC:Eo_ the whoiC ciiy woUld be one and not 
]pany." Thus whereas ignorance and stasis, the firs.t leading to 
the second, characterise the actual State, specialisation and har-



JO 1'01.\TICAL T\IOUGIIT 

many, the first also leacling to the seconcl, characterise the good 
State in which men can live out their days in peace, contempla­
tion, and happiness. 

Convinced that the best should rule and that each should 
occl!py_tfie~Und dO -thC wOrk--for which he is best suited, 
"Piato __ knows well enough that even the best fall from grace and 
that men show the greatest reluctance to remaining in their due 
places. Certain prccnutions, of an cducntional, soci:~l, biological, 
and religious kind, :Jre, he feels, necess:~ry to ensure that all, in­
cluding the gu:~rdi:Jns, shall do as they must if the State is 
indeed to be the good State. 

Of these the most important is the educational. There arc no 
constitutional safeguards in Pinto's Republic against the abuse of 
unlimited power. If those who possess power wish to misuse it, 
then, in Plato's view, irreparable damage to the State has already 
been done. Their minds must be so directecl towarcls the good 
and so strengthened against evil that they will not wish to mis­
use it. Thus the only safeguard :~gainst the abuse of power 
worth anything at all lies in the character and minds of those 
who exercise it. Mr. Attlce, it might be noticed in p::assing, when 
he spoke the words that U.N.E.S.C.O. h::as taken ::as its slog::an, 
"Since wars begin in the minds of men, it is in the minds of 
men th::at we must seck to pre\·ent them," was being a good 
Platonist. To develop character ::and train the mind is the business 
~f cd_ucation, whJcif"Decomes tlfe-mo---stiinportant function of the 
Sratc. Because this is so, much of the Republic is devoted to the 
pl-oblems of education. About. the art of government or legisla­
tion as we would understand It, nothing is said there. For poli­
tics in the modern sense of the word we look in \'ain. Instead we 
find a long discussion of poetry and music, which must seem 
to us excessive even though we remember Hitler's Jove .of Wagner 
and suspect that there might, after all, be a connection between 
the "Ring of the Nibclungs" and the destruction into which 
Hitler dragged his country and Europe. Instead we find_ a ~ong 
discussion about the value of abstract science and the pnnc1ples 
of education, so that it is no exaggeration to say, as Rousseau 
did, th:~t the R.:public is not a political system but the finest 
treatise on education ever written. 

It is typical of Plato that he makes no provision for the educa­
tion of the lowest classes. They may be presumed to reap sornc 
incidental benefits from the care lavished on the education of 



II OW IT ALL BI'..GA ~ 31 

others, but if so it is only inci<lental .:tnd unconsidered. For the 
guardians and the gu.:trds Plato prescribes a careful training 
through the emotions, by means of gymnastics, a rigorous 
physical tr.1ining which included a knowledge of medicine and 
dieting, and music, .1 subtle shaping of the imagination through 
al11he .:trts. From the earliest clays, he maint:~ins, children musl 
be submiued to the moulding influence :~lone of :~II that is noble 
and good. It cannot be hoped that they will grow strong and 

~~h~f!~~e1~ist~rr~s'.'r~~~~~:~0u~ts~~~r~gda;fb~cij~tj~ ~~~nli~~~~ 
from many places and feeding upon it, until they insensibly 
accumulate a brge m:~ss of edl in their inmost souls." All bane­
ful influences must be removed from them. Poets, for instance, 

J:~~~~~~s~mt~cl!~~.:~ti~~l t~hee ~~o~~c~~e~r:t~Pe~;~~1t~:ist~0~~3:s~ 
with amorous ad\·entures of Zeus, king of gods and men, and 
his ingenuity in slipping away from his jealous consort, the ox­
eyed Hera, must be forbidden the State. During their youth the 
guardi:~ns and guards will study mathematics, for this is a 
me::ans of "purging and rekindling an organ of the soul which 
would otherwise be spoiled and blinded, an org::an more worth 
saving th:m ten thousand eyes, for by it alone the truth is seen." 
But they will not confine themselves to that empirical observ::J· 
tion which is good enough for shop-keeper, soldier, and s::Jilor, 
for that will not "lead_ the _sou~ to look upwards." They will 
rather study mathematics SC!enufically, for it is scientific study 
which makes "the natural intelligence useful instead of useless." 
Mathematics pro,•idc both a development of logic::al thinking, a 
mental gymnastic and an actual introduction to truth. Of course 
immature minds cannot open and grow under the influence of 
mathematics, as will more mature minds. But they can g:~in 
something, so long as it is remembered that they should not be 
forced to study, but introduced to it as to a game, and that :lth­
letic exercise in this period is of outst::Jnding importance. 

After selection, about the :1ge of twenty, the more promising 
will undergo another course of education lasting ten years. This 
will comprise :1n intensified study of mathematics and of "dia· 
lectic." "Dialectic," a.s Plato originally used it, meant no more 
than or:1l discussion by question and answer. Then it came to 
mean the process by which man's mind tries to reach truth by 
means of question and answer, either by discussion with others 
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r~;re~'iilinccrli~i~~o~~~oili~~nitts~if.tr~~hal!isc~l ~ia~.~~~~~t~:~~~ 
he says, is one who "can give account both to hunsclf and 
others of the essential nature of any given thing." And in the 
ten years between twenty and thirty the main objccti\'c of edu­
cation wiU be to "bring within the compass of a single survey the 

:~~~~~~ ~hi~n~~r~~a;~oh~c:~~~h ';~r:tscdb~~~:~~n3~1~~~~r~~J0tl~~ 
nature of real existence." A further selection is followed by 
another five years' study of cli::tlcctic, to sec who is capable of 
freeing himself from sense perception and pressing on to true 
Being, of converting, as Plato says, the soul to reality. 

But even now the education of the ruler is unfinished. After 
fifteen years' study of dialectic come fifteen years of practical 
experience, of schooling in action and further training in char· 
actcr. All along the pupils have been under the closest of super· 
vision and at least since the beginning of their :~dult education 
exposed to spcci:Jl temptation, "tried more thoroughly than gold 
is tried in the fire," so that the incorruptibility and self-control of 
th~ future leaders can be established beyond all doubt. And in 
thts final period of fifteen years' practical experience they are 
once again "put to the test to sec whether they will continue 
steadfast notwithstanding every seduction, or whether possibly 
they may be a little shaken." In particular they will be watched 
to see that dialectic has not, as it were, turned sour in them. For 
Y?ung philosophers, like young puppies, like to tear things to 
pteces, and the speculative spirit which is desirable may become 
the spirit of rc\•olution which is not. 

Now, at the age of fifty, those who have stayed the course, 
who "through their whole life have done what they thought 
advantageous to the State and inflexibly refused to do what 
they thought the reverse," arc "to be introduced to their final 
task! and must be constrained to lift up the eye of the soul, and 
fix It upon that which gives light to all things; and having 
surveyed the essence of good, they must take it as a pattern, to 
be copied in that work of regulating their country and their 
fellow-citizens and themselves, which is to occupy each in turn 
during the rest of life; and though they are to pass most of their 
time in philosophical pursuits, yet each when his turn comes 
is to devote himself to the hard duties of public life, and hold 
office for their country's sake, not as a desirable but as an un-
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avoidable occupation." With the original material, "philo­
sophical, high-spirited, swift-footed, and strong," thus perfected, 
the rulers will exercise power in the best interests of the whole, 
the ideal State will be realised, and its pcopk, babnced in soul, 
will be just and happy. 

The second of the prcc:tutions that Plato t:tkcs :~gainst the 
nbuse of power :md the tendency of men to lust after functions 

~~~~ ~~~~ ~~~s~!~~d~~~~c~n~h~hca~~a~~~u~~~~obli~~c s:;~£~ ~~r; 
different from that of the producers, one in which they must 
forgo all that m:1kes life for the ordinary man worth living. 
They arc not to own any property, for from the union in the 
same hands of political and economic power have sprung so 
many of the troubles of the world. If there is not :1 complete 
divorce between ruling and owning, rulers will not rule for the 
good of nil but will usc their power to increase their wealth, and 
owners, who lack the qualifications necess.:try for the proper e.xer­
cise of power, will seck to seize control of the State. Signifi­
cantly enough, when Plato analyses the corruptions of the ideal 
St:Ite he traces them all to that degeneration of men which leads 
to the union of political and economic power. Everything, there­
fore, used by guardians ancl guards will be held in common. 
They will have no private homes, but will live :1 h:trd barrack­
room existence, receiving th:n b.:tre maintenance deemed neces­
sary for soldiers on unending garrison duty. Theirs, moreover, 
is a thorough-going Communism which extends even to wives 
nnd children. The rulers mate for a season, but do not m:1rry for 
life, and their children arc taken from them and put into public 
nurseries so that the parents do not even recognise them as their 
own. For ::ts history has so dearly shown, family affairs too.fre­
quently distort the attention and undermine the integrity of 

r:~~r~f f~~j:; ~~~r~~o:e~ke th~~~~n~~~~v:r3ro\~~ :f~~~j~~a~~: 
to abolish the family ahoget~er. Thus deprived of property, of 
homes, and of family life, nothing can come between them :1nd 
their service to the State. They will disch::arge their work as they 
should, and others, contemplating the extent of their sacrifice 

:~~ fh:f~~~~f, c:iliu~;! ~~~;o;~e:dn~~.il~;et~:~ :i~e:t~isfhr~ 
discharge it for them. 

The third of the precautions which Plato feels to be desirable 
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in his good State is a biological one. He is a believer in eugenics, 
and since the duty of guardians :1nd guards is to "beget children 

~~~c~~n~~~~i~~ ~~hf~~o~~y1~k~.1~~c;a~~~~ ~~g:!~~~~~~drc~ \~h~\~ 
the State directs and with partners whom it chooses. "The best 
of both sexes ought to be brought together as often as possible, 
:md the worst as sddom as possible," Socrates says, "and the 
issue of the former unions ought to be reared, and that of the 
latter :1b::wcloncd." 'An ingenious system of lots,' Plato believes, 
can be contrived to reconcile the worst to the infrequency of 
their marital relations-possibly one may rcAcct that it would 
have h:1d to be very ingenious indeed to serve its purpose ade­
quately. Brave men "will be allowed to enter into marriage­
relations more frequently than others will, and to exercise more 
than the usual liberty of choice in such matters, so that as many 
children as possible may be obtained from a father of this char· 
acter." A distinguished soldier on active service may claim special 
privileges. "No one whom he has a mind to kiss," says Plato, 
"should be permitted to refuse him that satisfaction." Prefer­
ences of others will not be considered. But bra,•e eugenist as he 
is, Plato acknowledges that the children of th~ best may not be 
the best, though the chances arc that they will, and that the 
children of producers may be natural guardians or guards, 
though the chances arc that they won't. Where this happens, the 
children must be transferred to the classes for which they are best 
fitted. Pla~o's classes, therefore, are not the closed hereditary 
classes whLch they have been made out to be. 

For good me_asure Plato adds a precaution of a religious kind 
to ensure the nght working of his State. He introduces an alle­
gory or myth \~hic_h is to be incorporated in the traditions of the 
State,. so that m ~•me it will be acccp_tcd by_ all, including the 
guard1ans, and w1U reconcile all to theLr particular status in the 
State. The myth teaches that God mixed gold, silver, and iron 
in men, and that those mixed with gold arc the rightful rulers, 
those with silver the true guards, :md those with iron the proper 
producers. Hence each should acceht the placc which corre-

~~~dth~0s~bi~~~~n"Jj~:~i;~~~ ~~dSt~~-g~;~h~:~~h:11~e~~~fJi~: 
like parables Ill the _Bible, show us truth in a graphic and in­
timate way. But this particular myth has done much to dis­
credit Plato. For his description of it has been frequently mis· 
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translated "noble lie," and used to suggest that he is instilling 
f:~lse opinions into minds unable to resist them. The tr:lnslation 
of Vaugh:1n and 0:1\'ies, ":1 single spirited fiction," suggests 
more truly what Plato meant. He was not attempting to inc.ul· 
cate a belief which was false and known to be f:~lse, but wh1ch 
would, nevertheless, make it easier for the ruling class to sup­
press incipient discontent. He was trying to coll\·ey one of the 
most important of political truths-nothing less than the idea of 
Human Excellence, the trt,~.!h._!b~_men a_r~ n_ot born equal_but 
with very_~iffcrent_c;pacities, and tha! ~hat ~vill ~e the best State 
iii which those different caf''acitics arc directed to the task for 
\Vhich they arc best suited. ~ew the importance of tradi­
tion and of the unseen. If; therefore, he was able to mould a 
rCITg~s tradition, that would, he felt, be one way of helping to 

t~~s~~e t~l;e c~~~r~r~:ait~.w~~~~:~~~is~~~t~,t~r~~~t i~~~{~h~t 0~ad 
given it birth. 

This, then, was the Idea of the Polis that Pbto believed to be 
laid up in heaven. Did he hope that it could be built on earth? 
Here his language seems contradictory. He tells us "the city is 
founded in words; for on earth I imagine it nowhere exists." 
Yet he also says: "It is not impossible; nor do we speak of 
things that arc impossible, though even by ourselves they :1rc 
admitted to be difficult." Actually the contradiction is more ap· 
parent than real. His republic is an archetype, and when Plato 
is thinking of it as such he knows that it can never exist in this 
world and says so. But :Ill archetype is also a criterion whereby, 
in this case, existing States can be judged. Actual phenomena, 
as he s:~ys in the Phlrdo, "Aim at being," even though they fall 
short and arc unable to be like their archetypes. There is no 
reason why they should not be strengthened in their aim, why 
they should not approach the archetype more nearly than they 
do at the moment, even though they can never reach it fully. 

~e~~ck~~~~~nc;;s ~~ c~~:i~~ i~t~~!si~h~:bi':~b t::feh t~~~c~~: 
proximate more closely to the archetype. For in his republic 
we have :lt least a vision of the good. And some day somewhere 
that State may come into being which, imperfect as it must 
necessarily be, will still be a sufficiently close copy of the Idea 
to justify the title of the Good State. 
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The State and the Individual 
Plato's theory of the State is an organic theory. He compares 

the State to the natural body of a man, saying tlp.t w_b~n_a.. 
finger is hurt the_ whole body feels the pain, and that when a 
iTiCmbCYOfThC Stite is hurt all will likewise sutler. That State 

~~~ci:, ~~ \~~~t ~~t::1i~~~~~,0a8i~lc~5alt~:~ h~s ~~i~~~~r~~ ~~~h 
shows. He emphatically did not believe "that the best test of 
truth is the power of thought to get itself accepted in the com­
petition of the market," Rather he bclic\'cd in a Gresham's law 
of ideas-that tlu: bad would drive out the good, ::md he cn-

~=~~~~cr~ !ha~v~:Y 0Ji<t~!~~ ~~~:~~~x;~ll~~ ~~;·;o:Fh~o;e ~~~ 
republic, a proceeding which to Western democratic eyes is 

~~f~cb:~~~;~cili~h~~~~k7cl,s~;~~~ ~:~~?a:~~~~ ~~:~ t~~s i~v~~ 
us, since the cape of the Muse was also the mantle of the 
Prophet, and that all that Plato was seeking to do was to take 
the poet out of the pulpit. He was no democrat but the most 
f_ormidable opponent that democracy has ever had. He attached 
httle value to and took little interest in the majority of pro· 
d~cers. And so it might well seem that he sacrifice~_ the indi-

.vidual to the State-. ------ ---- --- -- - ---
~iews and practices to be found in the Republic 
would certainly suggest that he did. He says that the happiness 
of th; whole is more important than that of the part, that the 
happmess of t~~ SJE:~e comes before that of any one of its three 
dass~s: He cfoes not C\'eri allow to his two highest cl:mes the 
~lghl: to their own bodies, which, as the regulations for marriage 
m the Republic show, arc nothing more than the incidental 
means to the procreation of the State. He insists that his lowest 
class obey the rulers without question so that "the desires of 
the vulgar _many may be controlled by the desires and wisdom 
of the cul_t1vatcd few," and he makes the cultivated few give 
up all their private interests to those of the State. He says that 
the life of ev;ry individual has meaning only fro?1 t~e function 
he performs m the organism of the State. He mamtams that the 

su~;:;tf~Je~s:si~h~~~i~y b0! ~:a~;~~e~ondude ~h-~t -Plato sacri-
ficed the individual to the State. It is worth remembering that 
the Republic is not primarily a discussion of Justice as applied 
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to th~ social order. Its real interest is in Justice in the individual, 
and Justice is examined in the State only bccaus~ the State is th~ 
individual writ large. For Plato is concerned not with civics but 
with souls-a concern not to be found in writers who can be 

\~~t~~~~~'[ r~:~~:e~:~~!r :~~~;~~~f.ct~~oi~~it~~ut~e ~~J~~d~~~~~~ 
not denied but is fulfilled. The image of the teamster that Plato 
applied to Themistocles and Pericles he would have applied to 
himself. If individuals in his republic had been ungrateful, he 
would have seen in that a condemnation of it. And they 
would be ungrateful if they felt frustrated. But Plato is sure that 
they do not feel frustrated because they arc fulfilling themselves as 
they can in no other way. And perhaps it can be agreed that in 
his republic is a better realisation of the principle "from each 
:~ccording to his ability, to each according to his needs" th:tn has 
e\·cr been achieved anywhere, certainly not excluding the 
U.S.S.R. The State, that is, exists for the perfection of the indi­
\"iduals within it, and the development of the individuals within 

~iJe:~~~~s b~~~v;:~t~he'ia~J:~; ~:b~i~i~~d ;~i~-~?~!~~li~;~ ~~~ 
State conforms to the ideal of the individual man, and leaves to 
a later age the assertion that what is morally wrong can be 
politically right. Moreover, Plato's portrayal of the Unjust States 
hammers home the lesson that it is the falling away in personal 
conduct that leads to the lowering of tone in public life and to 
the passing of power into unfit hands for "constitutions arc not 
born of oak and rock, but grow out of the char::acters in c::ach 
city." It is, i~cidentally, one of these Unjust States, the Tyrant 
State, the caricature of his republic, th:tt is to be compared with 
the Totalit::arian St::ates of the 20th century. It, like them, is 
driven by that fundamental vice that Plato calls "pleonexia," the 
hunger for more and more, which leads to the corruption of the 
soul. To compare his republic to them is to miss the whole 

/so~~~ ~~~~~~~;~~e~~h~~tie'~~i~~a~~e~~,3~~~~ tb~r~~~ ;:c~~~e~:a~£ 
States is to be measured by the personal worth of their citizens. 
And at last he leaves us with the idea that even though his 
republic cannot exist on earth man can by contemplating the 
eternal pattern build himself into the true State, can realise the 
State within himself. So the "celestial city," like the Kingdom of 
God, is really within us, and in our daily actions. it is up to us 

P.T.-4 
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to try to fulfil its laws, ."so far as is possible to live, li,~c an 
immortal," as Plato says m the Latus. George Herbert. s Wh~ 
sweeps a room, as for Thy laws, makes that and the acuon fine 
is thoroughly Platonic. "lt is unimportant whether the perfect 
state exists anywhere or wiU exist in the future," Plato say~: 
"for the just man fulfils the law of that state and of no other. 
Anyone who can write: that has not sacrificed the individual to 
the St:~tc. He has founded human personality not on m:m-madc 
law but on eternal standards. 

The Greeks and the Organic Theory of the State 
It is unfortunate that limitations of space preclude a full analy­

sis of Aristotle's contribution to political thought. For his min~\ 
was in no way inferior to Pl01to's. His conception of growth, hu~o 
belief that everything moves to a perfect embodiment of itself 

b~~ !~:t t~cisn~urb~ :fh~n~i:g n~~~~at~~~ ~~~e;:s~fb~en;i;. 
cumstances, has '6cen one of the most fruitful idens in political 
thought. He be~an that method of observation and of deducing 
general conclusions from actual practice which has, as it were, 
~nch?r~d, p~litical thou~ht to earth. His inte~st i~ the 

Pol•tela, h1s concern wnh the best good in exisung Circum­
stances, his conviction that we must take States as thei arc and 
do the best. we can with them, his !><=lief that politica tho~~ht 
must ~mbme a knowledge of pohtical good and of pobtacal 
mechamcs, his insistence on the value of the rule of law Ol" 

"disembodied wisdom," his reollisation that some constitutions 
wou:d not grow in certain soils, all played 3 great part in the 
deve opment of political thought. . 

But, a.fter all, the stamp of the master is plainly to be seen Ul. 
the pup1l. For Aristotle man is a political animal, one whQ 
ca~ only fulfil himself in the Polis. So Plato had believed. For­
A~Istotl~ the State is a moral institution, existing not that mall 
m1ght hve but that he might live the good life. From that vie\\1-
Plato never wavered. For Aristotle every true State must seelt 
the welfare of all its members, not of a part only-and it was. 
Plato wh? fi~st taught this. In spite of Aristotle's criticisms. 
u~ually mgghng though occasionally trenchant, of Plato, th~ 
difference between them is more formal than real. 
• ~b?ve all, Aristo~l~ accepts the organic view of the State. Th~ 
mdav1dual, he snys, IS to the State as the bodily organ is to th'l:!: 



HOW IT !.l.L BEC ... :-> 39 
body, citizen and bodily organ being equally insullicient by 
themscl\"es. "The State," he writes in a famous phrase, "is prior 
to the indi,•idual." We cannot, that is, conceive of the p:art until 
we have first concch·cd of the whole to which the part belongs. 
The part has meaning only in relation to the whole, as the _hand 
has meaning only in relation to the body. And as a hand1s not 
a hand unless it is :att:achcd to the body, so m:an is not man 
unless he is attached to the State. Again, when Aristotle speaks 
of the deformity of States it is to the analogy of the body that 
he turns. He reminds us that the exaggeration of any part of 

~~ec;i~~~fs~~ ~~a~ot~~c~~s~gh~a~~0y~ ~~a~nlSl~~r~~! ~~~ ~~~~ie~3~ 
realised that differentiation of parts is characteristic of the higher 
kind of organisms. 

Morco\•cr, as with Plato so with Aristotle, the charge that he 
sacrifices the individual to the State is misleading. For if to 
Aristotle the State is natural in the sense that without it men 
will not fulfil their nature, if it is natural in the sense that men 
cannot make it entirely as they would wish, cannot, for in 
stance, determine its size according to the whim of the mo· 
mcnt; if it is an organism, it is nevertheless one the growth of 

rt~~~c~~cfn~i~~~c~Pof~t:h~o~~ar;c;~~hfili:~if~ :;~hcc~~dci~·~d~~ 
IS not sacrificed but fulfilled. Hence for Aristotle iris true to say 
tli:.1T the good of the StatC ;lnd the good of the individual arc_ 
indi.Stiilgilishable. He makes it_PJ~in !h~t his State is a g<;:l_l~il_le 
whole, :mO thilt in ·any-gcnU~ne whole there is no distinction 

~~~sccg~:s~lFc~~rta~;vc~~~-at~~t t~~~;:c~l~~; h~n~~~l~~~~ %~ 
~~a~e~1~v~~~~ t:~c~~~o~t:~~c~C:t~~~lh~~;i~~~s h:f~~~es;i~;e~s: 
which iS not. "Happiness," he says, "is not a conception like 
that of evc.nncss in !lumber ~hat may be predicated of the whole 
numb~r ~vuhout be1ng pred1~ated of its component parts .... " 
And It JS worth rcmcmbcrmg that the Greeks were in less 
danger than we arc of seeking the good of citizens in power and 
i~ riches whic~ in the nature of things cannot be shared by all. 
L_1ke Plato, ~ns~o.tle uses the sa~c word justice to denote the 
VIrtue of the mdn•Jdual and the VIrtue of the citizen. Like Plato 
he refuse~ to_sc;t the State above ~orality. "The same things~ 
b_:~~ ~0_! !n?!.~u~~-_:t!i.~~~~!-.~~-'YJitcs. Clearly, for Aris· 
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totle as for Pi:l.to, the State and the individual are complementary 
not contradictory.---:-- - . . 
~ut if this is so, there IS, ncv~rthclcss, an •mpor~ant. point to 
be noticed in both Plato and Aristotle. The Orgamc 1 hcory of 

~~c~~:ar~ifi~~~n~0~~~~ i~~O:J t~fr::~h5i1~1~~~ir;;~~-~J~0f~~rili~ 
fulfilment of all men, not merely of some men, But it is mani­
festly impossible that all me~ should rule. Some ~us~ be ruled. 
Hence, as Aristotle saw qu1tc clearly, the Orgamc fhcory of 
the State implies a belief in the pcrm:ancnt incqu:.lity of mcn­
"for wherever a single common whole is formed out of a num­
ber of dements, a ruler and a ruled is to be found." If :11l men's 
natures must be fulfilled and if some men must be ruled, it fol­
lows that some men must be natural leaders and some men 
must be by nature led. Plato's republic is based on the most 
~orough-going acceptance of this fac.t. A.ri~totl~'s exclusion from 
h1s state of mechanics and slaves, h1s tl.stmct1on between parts 
that arc integral and parts that are contributory, the one being 
citizens and the other not, similarly reflects it. This view that 
~me must be naturally the ruled and ~orne n~turall~ the rulers 
1s really an unavoidable result of orgamc tcachmg. It IS true that 
Plato and Aristotle do not sacrifice the individual in the way 
that he might be said to be sacrificed, for instance, by Hegel. It is 
true that their State exercises a much more direct and marc 
lively appeal than docs Hegel's, But it is also true that Plato 
and Aristotle show what some will regard as an essential weak· 
n~s of thc Organic Theory of the State, though to others it 
will be no more than the truth, namely its deep conviction of the 
permanent inequality of men which so readily lends itself to 
the belief that some men are by nature no more than the in­
s~ruments of others. My little toe _is less important than my 
nght hand, and my right hand less important than my head. If 
the analogy of body and State be taken too seriously, it can so 
easily follo.w that some classes of citizens arc regarded as so 
much less Important than others that concern for their welfare 
soon disappears, If one can accept the idea of Human Excellence, 
can believe that each acquires significance only in the making 
of his own. highly specialised .con~ribution to society, and. 
can also behevc that that contnbunon accords most miracu-

~h:~;v~tr t~ee ~~~~~t~:~ 0s~~~ 0s~ffi~~~%;. ~£ ~~~b~;~~o~'f:~: 
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ever, accept the idea of Human Excellence :lnd all that it implies, 
the weakness of that theory will be clear. 

Not the least imponancc of Plato and Aristotle is that in them 
we sec the Organic Theory of the St:Hc in all its strength, and 
that :1t the same time we sec its limitations clearly revealed. Yet 
nothing more inspiring in polirical rhought h.:1s C\'Cr been writ· 
ten than these first and greatest works in the Rational-Natural 
tradition. As long as we arc interested in the affairs of man in 
society, we will constantly find ourseh·es returning to the men 
who made political thought, to the masters whose \'Oices can 
still reach over the years, from whose wisdom we can still draw 
strength for the tasks of today and inspiration for the days 
ahead. 



THE STATE AS MACHINE 
(THoMAS HoanES; JoHN LocKE; TnE UTII.ITARIANS-jEREMY 

BE!>:THAM, Jous STUART M1u.) 

The Failure of the Rational-Natural Tradition 

T His Rationai-Naturnl view of the State which we have seen 
in the works of Plato and Aristotle inspired the Cos­
mopolis, or World State, of the Stoics nnd reappeared in 

the great work of the Jurists of the Roman Empire. Thence it 
passed over into Christi::tnity, and was supreme in the Natural 
Law theory of the Middle Ages, even though admittedly then 

~~~i~~a~cn~~h~re v~~:wo;1 ~~~d s~:~~.c~~~- v~~:~~t~h~5S~~~~h:: ~~fi 
and Artifice, strove for expression. It is to be seen in the so­
called "Hard" Sophists, who taught that there :~rc no ideal 
models t~ copy ancl that Justice _is made by man himself. It is to 
be seen In the teaching of Ep•curus who held that the State 
was not a divine inspiration guiding man's footsteps to Eternal 
~ruth, but no more than a cleYice of his own making to enable 
h1~ to put up with one of life's major inconveniences-the 
CX!s~cnce of other people. It is the idea_ behind the Roman con­
ceptiOn of Lex or Law which at first s•ght seems to correspond 
to the Greek idea of Nomos or Law, but which is in fact funcla­
mentall.Y different from it, Lex being thought of as creating 
somethmg new while Nomos was thought of as discovering 
something that was already there, namely Eternal Truth. It 
appears again in the Hebrew and Christian conceptions of 
Divine Will and Creation, and it is reflected in St. Augustine's 

;~~wN~~;n:l~~t~c~t~h~01;t~\s~do~~!b ~~~t~~~~s,1~f ~INi~~ ~~ 
Occam, Duns Scotus and Marsilius of Padua, for whom civil 
society is artificial, a mere contrivance of men to ensure peace 
and or_clcr, and what they themselves call Justice. 

But It was only in the 17th century, when the individualism of 
the Nominalists reached full blossom, that the hold upon poli­
tical thinking of the Natural-Rational view of the State began 
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appreci:~bly to relax. For by the 17th century the growth of scep­
ticism h:l<l undermined men's belief in a Natural L:l\v un­
ch:mging and absolute, since scientific disco\'eries had r:~dically 
changed accepted views of Nature, Reason, and Artifice. ,IQ_ 
!_7th-century philosophers the world was no longer composed, 
:J.S it was to--the Grce_ks, of living organisms. Ni!_~ur~ -~as _re­
g=!!'~~r! as a machine, though a machine that was designed by 
God who could not himself be a machine. To some lfth-cen­
lury thinkers men could not be regarded os machines either, for 
1hey ha,•e intelligence. Because of this, for instance, Galilco 
concludes that man ns well as God must be conceh·ed as being 
outside n::Jture. But to others, as to Descartes and Hobbes, even 
men arc machines and only God is outside 1hc natural world an(! 
is not a mochine. 

a ~a~5h~~d~h~~~j~~~ t~'~h~i~;~~~~:~~;~s ,~!~'~h~f be~~~i:; 
of the machine :tge. It is now that the windmill, the pump, the 
printing-press, the lock, the mechanism of the clock, c::~ptured 

~~~~~f~~~~~~~r~~ ~~~ :~:~~~~e~e~~~~~d~~;se of~~ :~~~r 'li~c~ 
To the Greeks, Heason was not that which all men have in 
little .:md philosophers in large; it was rhe natural order i1sdf, 
the very principle of the universe which "goeth through all 
things by reason of its purencss."~For th~.17th-century thin.ker,. 
h9wever, it had bcc_~me a faculty by~vhic~men dr_ow con~lusu~ns 
from their obscrvnt_u~ns. It was no i9_!lger_~9E_1_~_0!ng wh1ch -~ells 
~nan what he ought to do, SirlTlCSswhat he~~~~ tO do; fathc~ 
tt \~as that which taught him how to achieve what his pa_ss!o'!!i 
d~red. As Hume W:lS !:lter to say, "Reason is and ought to 
be the slave of the passions." To the Greeks, wh::~te\•er was the 
work of m:1n was but a copy of already existing Reality. To the 
17th century, what man m::~de was genuinely original and 
creative. As God created the world from nothing, so whatever 
man makes he also creates from nothing. 

The Tradition of Will and Arlifice 
This new idea of Nature, of Reason, :1nd of Artifi~-e combined 

to c_reate a _new view of the State as being the result of \Vill and 
Arufiee. Smce N::~turc itself is a mech::~nism, society and the 
St:lte must obviously be mechanisms. The artist who creates 
these machines is man, and who wishes therefore to understand 
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the: State must clearly begin by understanding its maker, man. 
His creation, the State:, is a genuinely free creation, not a copy­
ing of something already existing. His act in creating the State 
is not an act of reason or science, it is not dependent on any 
knowledge of absolute standards, because these do not exist, and 
Right and Justice, for instance, come into being only with the 
State. It is an act of will and of artifice. 

This view of the State as Will and Artifice begins with the 
individual being sovereign over himself, and is an attempt to 
answer the questions: How can men compose such a State? 
Why should they want to compose such a State? What sort of 
State can such individuals compose? The State, it concludes, 
must be the result of a genuine agreement on the part of in­
dividuals, a creative :~greement which for the first time brings 
law and order into the world. It substitutes order for chaos :md, 

~e~~cof~i~~g~~i~~: t~:~et~·n~~~;~~~~ ~ef~:e:U~~t ~~~~c0~~fi~~: 
tlons are no more than he has consented to, and indeed the only 
basis for their existence is his consent. Men want the State, this 
view maimains, because it provides something which Nature 
does not-that is, peace, order, and possibly prosperity. The lack 
of order, which it is for the State to remedy, arises not because 
men arc bad but because they arc men. The State's task is not 
to remove il defect of, but to impose a necessary check on, 
human nature. In civil society, therefore, man's slogan must be 
not "follow nature" but "reject nature." And the State that 
men ':'lake, since it must essentially be a limitation of their 
sovereignty over themselves, must establish a will over them 
that _is superior to theirs. But there can be no question of its 
creatmg il superior reason-Will, not Reason, is the nature of the 
State. It will thus be an authoritarian State in the sense that its 
distinguishing characteristic will be the possession of supreme 
power--:-although of course its authoritarian nature will be more 
emp~as1s~d by some of the writers of this school than by others. 
But It ~Ill ~c authoritari::m only because the people have con­
sented In th1s way to limit their own sovereignty. 

The State as Machine 
This conception of the State as a machine continued to make 

an appeal to men long after the J7th century; its adherents to­
day ilre numerous. Naturally many of the ideas of the 17th cen-
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turv arc not acceptable to contemporary thinkers who regard 

~:~1'ss~ft~h~s I~t~-~~~~~~Y ~~:~~~t~~~~:~d,tl~~~ t~ti~~~~~~i~ht!l~t~::~~ 
a machine have sufficient in common for it to be seen that they 
belong to this same Will and Artifice tradition of the State that 
we have been discussing. 

Thus all sec the State as something made by man to suit his 
particular purposes. Either implicitly, or more usually explicitly, 
they distinguish between State and Society as of course Organic 
theories of the State do not, regarding the State not as the 
whole of society but only as a special organis.:ation of society. 

~~i:c 1:s~~n:~l~~ t~e~~h~\~1;a~~h~~~r71~ t~ ~h~~;t:r0~f~~~itni~~ 
-to meet the charge that men do not in fact construct States but 
arc born into them, :lnd that in consequence it is absurd to 
maintain that States which may have existed for centuries are 
merely machines, no more than governmental devices. Society, 
they admit, may be a natural :ftrowth, but at some stage of th:lt 

~~0~~~\~~~{v;l~y~~~n~l;a~he \;t:t~ i~~7:h ~e~h~::lor~0~;tbec0r~~ 
garded :~fter all as a machine. Because in Mechanistic theories 
the St~!.u_Qro!=_thing_made by m9-n_, he must obviously be more 
real-than his crc:nion. A machine is not alive as an organism is 
-what significance and unity it possesses it derives purely from 
its creator. It is therefore something which exists for man, not, 
;~s Org;~nic theories would have it, something for which man 
exists. It is something which establishes a superior will, not a 
superior reason, as Organic theories would have us believe. What 
ch:lracterises it is its possession :lnd exercise of supreme regulat­
ing power. And this power it uses, not to create a common or 
general good, which does not exist, but to harmonise interests 
which do, The good of us all, Mechanistic theories of the State 
insist, may be inter-dependent, but it remains our good and is 
never that of a collective entity which we call the Community 
or the State. 

It is the purpose of this chapter to examine these views in 
the writings of Thomas Hobbes, perhaps the greatest of Eng­
lish Political Theorists; of John Locke, who for a century W:lS 

!~~~c~~~e:~e~fe~;~;~~n~fp~~fi~~r ~h:u~hn:;er~~dn~fntt~\·~~if~ 
tarians, whose intellectual dominance in the first half of the 
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19th century was as great as was Locke's in the 18th ccmury. 
and who exercised an inAuence on the course of e\"ents as gre:n 
even as his. 

His Life and Writings 
In the year of the Armada, Hobbe~ said, his mother gave 

birth to twins-himself and fear. He might perbap$ have more 
truly said himself and pugnacity. He ne\·er thought it necessary 
to introduce much discrimination into the catholicity of his dis­
likes-brushes with Aristotle, the medieval schoolmen, Oxford 
mathematicians, the Pope and the Church of Rome in particular 
an~ all_ C~urches in general, were not enough to s:nis_fy his com· 
~auve msunct, and at the age of eighty-five we find !urn translat­
mg the Iliad and the Od)•ssey into English verse with the charit-

~~~~ui~:;~~:~h0~i~h:iJ~!iy ti:e~r~~~~'to\~~~e;l0t~~i~i£ofJ~:~~~~ 
sl~ght opportunity of displaying their wit. We may suspect th~t 

~~:S:r~~~;~~~~~ s~~~~~;t~spa~rf~~~i~ ~~af~~~~o~i~ a~o ~~:,t~~~ 
we may even reflect that not e\'ery philosopher would have the 
C?Ur::tge to draw ::mention in himself to what arc norm::~lly con· 
stdered defects of char::Jcter in order to prove the nliclity of his 
theory. 

He was the son of a vicar, which may exp!::Jin his very 
thorou~h knowledge of Scripture and conceivably also his i::lck of 
enthusrasm for religion. He was educated at M::almesbury, which 
W:l~ near his home at Westport, and at Oxford, of v;hich his 

~fi~~;~~~!~~~!~n h~c~~;o~~~~:evJ ;he~r~. t~en ·~~a~~~~n~le 0~ ~~~~~~ 
sny he became tutor to the heir of William Cavendish, later 
E::arl of Devonshire, thus est::~blishing a connection that w::as to 
last fo~ most of his life, and one which brought him into con­
tact Wtth leading figures of his day, such as Ben Jonson, Bacon 
and Clarendon at home, and Galilco :tbro:td. 
Thoug~ before he was fifty-two his only published .work w:ts 

a ~ransl::ttiOn of Thucydidcs, he had long felt :1n Interest in 

~::~~~;0~fhihe::~~~~~~r~f~~~~~~~~~:s.g~fs1~r::i~~/::~~h~raf:o~~: 
Th~ Elements of Lae11, was finished in t640, but not published 
until 1650. With the outbreak of the Civil War, he removed to 
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Paris, writing D~ Civc, which was published in 1641. Here 
he became for a time: tutor to Charles II, a post for which he 
might have been considered remarkably fitted since he bc\ie,·ed 
on hygienic grounds in getting drunk once a month. But he 
held it for a short time only, for his suspected atheism seemed 
far too immoral even to that lmign( court, which so enthusi­
:~stically practised the precept that prolligacy is the prerogati\'C 
of princes. However, his energies were not diverted by his brief 
excursion into royal pedagogics, and his masterpiece, the 
Levialhtm, was published in t651. 

The following year he was back in Protectorate England, in 
which, to his surprise, he seems to have found a closer resem­
blance to his L~viathan than he had been able to discern in 
France. In England he rejoined the De,·onshire household, 
where he remained for the rest of his life, publishing D~ 
Corpor~ in 1655 and De Homin~ in 1659· Ch:trles II, in 
whom Hobbes's theory of hum:tn nature seems to be at lc:tst as 
well illustrated as in Hobbes himself, and who liked to be 
amused, recei,·cd him at court :~fter the Restoration, "Here 
comes the bear to be baited," Ch:trles would say when Hobbes 
appeared, and since the bear could always be relied upon to gi,·e 
:1 handsome performance when baited, Charles thought him well 
deserving of the handsome pension that he ga\·e him. Hobbes 
died at Chatsworth at the age of 91, full of ye:trs, full of works, 
and full, if not of honour, at least of notoriety. 

In the dedication of the L~viathan to Fr:tncis Godolphin, 
Hobbes spoke of the possibility of his labour being "gencmlly 
decried." In this he was not mistaken. Soon after the publica­
tion of Leviathan, his critics were in full cry after him, sounding 
the note of horror at his materialism and indignation at his des­
potism that has rung down the years. The role of major dedi 

~~~~~h~dr~lr~~~~ib~c~h~:s~~~r'~~~ ~>~~t~b~~ i~0 t~~~ica~e~~~~i~£ 
another hac.\ deprived him of pride of place, it was \'cry gener-

j~1Ki:;cs~~~~~~dc~h~~g:~. '~tar~d~~a;;~;~:t~';t~~h~i;f •• ~~~~~r;;JZ 
<.iplcs." Whitehall found Leviathan "as full of damnable 
opinions as a toad is of poison," "a rebel's catechism," "good 
doctrine for a Popish Cabal." Bramhill thought it "right dog's 

P.~li~s a~f~e~e!ie;~~t t~~~:Ao~:~~~~ .. "~~t \~~~t~~ ~d~t~n~o~3~:~.~ 



~g . :f:,~:tT:ltschAcLdo:;:~roaH~og in a Garde~ of 
such a confusion convinced that it would reduce all to the 
Herbs." Rosse hwas who live under the Turk, the Muscovite, 
condition of t 0d the Mogul." What else, Cowley asked, could 
Prcstcr loh;~f~•thc Monster of Malmcsbury"~ 
be .f~Ptb~~c who, after the Plague and the Fire of Londo~, were 
\ooking around for the cause of the wra_th of ~od so plamly rc­
vca\cd it appeared that any commumty whtch had not de· 
ci.sivel). spewed forth Ho~bcs and his dam~ablc doctrines ~ust 
expect to invite: the attc~uons of the Avcng1~g ~ngcl, attentions 
which a committee of bishops sought to av01d m future by con­
sidering, albeit fruitlessly, ways ~nd means of cnsur~ng that a 
life that was so obviously poor, solttary, nasty, and bruush, would 
not be further prolonged. Yesterday his was "the meanest of all 
ethical theories'' justifyinfi "the most universal of absolutisms.:· 

~i~:u:~~~t~~!~;f: ~i p~c~~v~~~!r~·e~~ms~~e~~~~~~~~t i~f­
~~~:db~v~~~r~~ :fst~b~~o~:~~oan~e~l~hi~sf :h~Jh 1~hee v~!~~~~! 
of Civil War in England and the selfish irresponsibility of revo­
lution in France deprived him, and whose effortless skill in 
suiting his views to his circumstances must have been the ad­
miration and the hopeless envy even of the Vicar of Br:-ty. 

But though his critics arc legion and his confessed admirers 
few, Hobbes continues to be read and to make :1 powerful 
appeal. Thou~h ~e e)l:aggcration he allowed himself, the savage 
arrogance _wh_L~h IS ~arcly far from his pages, may offend, the 
profound, InCISIVe mtnd must attract, and his style perhaps more 
elaborate, more sonorous, richer in imagery than' we :~rc accus­
tome~ to, but powerful_ and pungent enough to hnlt even our 
hurrymg age, must deltght. He possessed in full measure the 
"powert.~l doqu~nce" whi~h he said "procureth attention and 
consent, and without whtch he believed "the effect of reason 
wil! _be littl~." Indeed, he is one of the great stylists of English 
polltlcal phtlosophy, worthy to rank with such masters of Eng­
lish prose as Hooker and Milton and Burke. 

In his pages the pertinent, the profound, and the pithy arc 
waiting at every turn to reward the eager traveller. It is per-

~:re~:a~~k;Zct~~~~c~!llitc~~ ~ce t~~frtcgu~;t~~~i~~el; t~h~~~ 
dicate the date but to suggest a profound reflection for the day, 
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ua~e to which he h:1s, OC\'CI"thc:Jcss, exposed himself, for the 
vrathan :~lone is as full of quotations as Hamlet. "Words;' 

we read, "arc: wise men's counters; they do but reckon with 
them, but they :;arc the money of fools," or "Where men build 
on .~alse grounds, th~ m<!rc they build the greater is the ruin," 
or . 'fhe understanding IS by the A:~.mc of the passions, never 
cnhghtcncd, but daZ?..Ied," Here is homely, convincing common 

i~\i:~c·:~f n~~~~~Jist~~~~~~~~~d~hc~t:, bu~0Lh~:.~.a~~~~d ~~~ 
'ha:crcm n:tmes to one and the same thing, from the difference o( 
th~tr. own passions: as they that .:~.pprovc a prh·:ne opinion, call it 
opinion; but they that mislike it, heresy; and yet heresy signi· 
fics no more than private opinion; but has only a greater tincture 
of choler." Here is keen historical insight. Every schoolboy 
knows the passage: "If a man consider the original of this gre:tt 
Ecclcsit~stical Dominion, he will easily perceive that the Pap:tcy 
is no other than the ghost of the deceased Roman Empire, sit­
ting crowned on the grave thereof." And of how much of the 
world's history must we regard this as :m illuminating text: 
"And from hence it comes to pass, that where an inv:~.der hath 
no more to (ear than another man's single power; if one plant, 
sow, build, or pussess a convenient seat, others rna¥ probably be 
expected to come prep;:.red with forces united to daspossess, and 

~£~.ri~~ 7:{;~~;~t ~~~ ~~ethi:~:~;: ~fg~:~ li~~~r,l~k~t d~~g~~ h~~ 
another"? Certainly a history of international relntions could 
well be written under his inscriftion: "Men have no pleasure, 

~hte~en t~~~ i,"~::1o;e~r=b~e ~:"1 o:!r~~=f~~:mk~f(,.i.ng company 

w~~:i~l~~~t arr~~th-~=k~~:.s ¢~o~n:~;';~r~d=~e~~nbuil~i~~ 
up the defences of the West would echo from the heart his 
words: "For all men arc by nature provided of notable mu!ti­
plying glasses, that is their passions :and .self-love, through w~tch 
every-little payment :tppcarcth a great grte\':tnce; but arc destitute 
of those prospective glasses, namely moral and civil science~ to 
sec afar off the miseries that hang O\'er them, and cannot wath· 
out such payments be avoided." Those who since the second 
world war have tried in vain to coristruct an international ngrc: 
ment on the control of atomic energy are bitterly aware of "thts 
easy truth, that covennnu being but words and breath, have no 
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force to oblige, contain, constrain, or protect any man, but what 
it has from the public sword." Those who are wondering how 
best democratic in.stitutions may be ~a.ndcd over to prima~ily 
primitive an~ poss~bly l;llural commumtLc~, would h:l\:c no d_dl1-
cuhy in agrcemg with hLm when he says: To put an mfant mto 
the power of those that can promote themselves by his destruc­
tion, or dam:agc, is not tuition but treachery." 

One could multiply his aphorisms a hundredfold, as one coulcl 
his comments on which we would do well to ponder today. 
But enough has been said to make it clear that he docs not 
belong to those writers whose message is merely for their age. 
Of course he was influenced by the Ci\'il War just as he was in­
fluenced by the schoolmen whom he so much disliked. Even 
profound and original thinkers cannot abstract themselves from 
their environment, as Plato and Aristotle make plain. But it 

~sno0t~~r t;;~ti~0~o be~~~t~J ~0y ~~ ~:~b~~~~~s ~~ ~~r:fi~ft~~ 
by his age than Plato and Aristotle were by theirs. fie was con­
cerned with the particular problems of the 17th century, and 
t~e reRections of a great mind on contemporary problems can 
n~ver lack interest. But he was more concerned with the general 
problems of mankind. Like every great artist, he was attracted 
by the universal in the particular-the local problem is of in­
terest only because it reveals the general problem of human 
existence in a clear and familiar way. It is because this is so, 
because he is no more dated than Shakespeare or Plato or Aris­
totle, that he has confounded his critics and will do so as long 
as men feel, or are able to express, any interest in the questions: 
~~~yhiat~'i's man?", "What is the State?", and "Why should he 

His Political Theory-His View of Man 

of TP~~t~l~~v%s~~i~~ ~~~~~f~!s ~ ~a~!~h~~i~jcl~~e wh~~~ h~ 
believes that Galileo has shown can be determined. This move­
ment, or m~tion as he calls it, is t?e very principle of th~ Uni­
verse. M~n Is a microcosm, an ept~ome of the great U mverse. 
He also IS a machine, more comphc:lted t~an plants or bca~ts, 
but _compose_d as they arc, and as the Umvcrse is, of ~ovmg 
parttcles. It IS Hobbes's ambition to find the law accordmg to 
which these particles move in man, and in man in relation with 
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his fellows, as he bcliC\'CS that Galilee has found it for 1hc Uni­
Verse. Hence his insistence th.lt :~ny study of politic:~! society 

~~s:e~~~iJ,;v;~J~ 1 a .. ~~c:sjcl~~;~~~f,. J~ ~~',·i~:~~,~~icl~ :J\~,~~n:~ 
Particularly all statesmen should bear in mind, advice which 
they would find easier to follow when once they h:1cl rc:td his 
\vorks. Hence his cl:tim, "I ground the civil rights of sO\'crcigns, 
and both the duty and libcrJ of subjects, upon the known 
h~tural inclinations of mankin ."Everything in man, including 
• IS thought, is, he bdic\·cd, derived from his senses. Sense was 
Itself but motion: ''Original fancy, caused, as I have said, by the 
pressure, th:at is, by the motion, of external things upon our 
eyes, cars, and other organs thereunto ordained." From sense 
rna~ acquires memory and .imagina~ion and prudence: all ~f 
Wb1ch may be rc~ardcd as Ius rcccpm·e powers. These m the1r 
turn generate_ further mo\"cmcnts in _man's ~rain which _may be 
called his act1ve powers; these :~rc h1s emouon5 or pass10ns. 

What man desires he calls Good, and Pleasure is the mo,·e­
rnent in his mind that accompanies it. What he dislikes he 
calls Evil, and the movement in his mind th:n accompanies it he 
calls Pain. Good and Evil, then, cannot be fixed :1nd finite enti­
ties even for any individual because each indi,•idual's desires arc 
not constant but changing. Still less can Good and Evil be the 
same for all men. Men c:11l the succession of emotions in their 
rni_nds prompting them to do or abstain from doing anything 
deliberation. And when a decision is reached men m:1y be said 
to will whatc\"Cr they decide upon. 
. Thus man is compelled by that very principle of motion which 
IS operative in the Universe to will what he desires and only 
what he desires. It is impossible for him to will what another 
desires. He can be moved only by the <lesire to get what he 
wants and to preserve himself, and by the fear that he will be 
unable to get what he war.ts or to preserve himself. It is an 
illusion to think that he has any feelings which can be ascribed 
to other factors than these. Laughter and sympathy, for in­
stance, may seem more generous emotions. But Hobbes would 
have agreed with the remark that W. S. Landor in his Imaginary 
Cont~usations ascribes to Lord Chesterfield that "Half ·the 
pleasure in the world arises from malignity, and little of the 
other half is free from its encroachments." Laughter, he says, 
is not a sign of good nature. It is caused "either by some sud-
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den act of men's own th:.t plcaseth them; or by the ~pprchension 
of some deformed thing in another, by compamon whereof 
they suddenly applaud themselves." "It is," he adds, "incident 
most to them that arc conscious of the fewest abilities in them· 
selves; who arc forced to keep themselves in their own favour 
by observing the imperfections of other men." As for the pity 
that man sometimes feels, that "ariscth from the imagination 
that the like calamity may befall himself." 

When man is successful in achieving what he wills, he is said 
to enjoy Felicity. This is not to be cqu:ncd with Pleasure as ~c 
Utilitarians imagined that it was. It is "continued success 10 

obtaining those things which a man from time to time dcsircth," 
and therefore it can give man no rest, for it is not a final end, but 
"a continued progress of the desire from one object to another; 
the attnining of the former being still but the way to the latter." 
It is a man's power that assures him success in the pursuit of 
Felicity, his lack of power that is the cause of his failure. Thus 
life is "a perpetual and restless desire of power after power that 

~~~~~ t~nl7v!nw~~rt~~·i;~n~~ ·~~~h ;~;s~~~.a~~~h:~~etg~:~~~i~~ 
tionofmore." 

The individual whom Hobbes has thus described is completdy 
self-centred. For Hobbes every single man is an absolutely soli­
tary individual. Since knowledge comes from the senses and 
different senses cannot see the same world, a man ::and his world ' 
must be one and different from the world of other men. Differ- . 
ent individuals have absolutely separate worlds, separate 
pl~s.ures, truths, goods, and they belong to no order, mor::al ~r 
pohttc. Hobbes, so frequently portrayed as the great ::absolutist, IS. 

perhaps the greatest individu::alist in the history of political 
thought. His is an extreme doctrine of individualism embracing 

f:Jm~~~fi~~~:sq~~o~~~~~~:~fi~~~~~~~o~!,0tn~ec:d~;h~~dt~~~ 
ofanyotherwriter. 

The individual whom he describes has, however, the possi­
bility of breaking down his solitude because he has the power of 
speech. For in making a langunge men must agree that cert:~in 
sounds mean certain things. Moreover, l:mgut~ge is not only :a. 
means of communicating with others, it is the way in which we:. 
become conscious of our own thoughts. For "a name is a word 
taken at pleasure to serve as a m::ark that may raise in out-
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minds a thought like some thought we hnd before." Moreover, 
in this way men arc enabled to p::ass from names to definitions, 
to arguments and to reason, which is "nothing but reckoning, 

:~~s :~;:t ~;;u~;a~~~g:n~~k~~~ c~~~';';~~f~i;f ~n~~~ 
thoughts." It is this faculty of reasoning which, togc~er with 
religion, distinguishes man from the brute. 

Reasoning, however, is artificial, while the passions are natural 
-man therefore is not primarily a creature of reason but of the 
passions. Moreo\·er, man's reasoning is fallible-"as in arith­
mcthic, unpractised men must, and professors themselves may 
often, err, and C:lst up false; so also in nny other subject of 
reasoning, the ablest, most attentive, and most practised men 

~:tb~sisi:~ry1~=dr~=re 3th~r !ff:anft~~ then~~iti~n:~·r:s:~ 
~~a~~:C :l::Os~~~~t Pb~il~:n!~ ~~~cf:r; ~:n;.h~~bb:s ~~~d;, 
"those arc of all most subject to it that profess philosophy. For it 
is most true that Cicero saith of them somewhere: that there 
can be nothing so nbsurd but may be found in the books of 
philsorhers," Nevertheless, Reason will help man in his pursuit 
Of Fehcity. But not even its :lssistance will cn:lble him to ovcr-

t!'Sae ;~'rodi~~u!~~~~tt:t:::c:v~~ ~~~i:h ~~ 6~~s h~~~t~~~~ 
from an inherent defect in his own character. 

Circumstances place him nmong fellow-men whose very exist- ' 
enee makes it difficult for him to satisfy his desires. For many 
will want what he wants, and will therefore be his deadly ene­
mies. Moreover, en seek to outdo one another, for "man 
who · 

r to excel 
cccssna ac iC5.3iiO 

·Authority." Contrasting men with bees and ants, Hobbe~ s~ys, 
"Nreil nrc continually in competition for honour and dagnaty, 
wilid~tllesecrc.1turcs arc nOt; consequently amongst men the~ 
amet on that ground, envy and hatred and fina~ly wa~ 

~0~~~~~ :f;~~~n:~i~es~~:~~t0! ':ff~eta~e ~~:!g:~:f~~~~;~ 
Therefore men will always live in a condition of perpetual fear, 
of competition and war. 

This will be the more certain because of an inherent defect 
P.T.-5 
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in man's intellect, vainglory or pride. Tl~}s is '.'a \·ain conccLt 
0 £ one's own wisdom" and strength. For such IS the nature of 
men, that however they may acknowledge m:my others to ~c 
more witty, or more eloquent, or_ more learned; yet they w1H 
hardly believe there be many so w1sc a.s thcms:lvcs; f~~ they sec 
their own wit at hand, and other mens at a chstancc. Men arc 
thus apt to think themselves stronger than they arc, to under­
estimate the necessity of fighting continually for what thc_y 

J:s~:~s~~~~a~~-~~ !~~~ct~cJc~~~h~l\~J~~r ~~c~~~~~:~~~:~~n~~.~~~~~ 
ricd away by their conceit, Desire will outstrip Prudence in them 
and death will be their reward. 

This, then, is the state of nature in which man \i,·cs. Neither 
right nor wrong, justice nor injustice, have place in it. Force 
and fraud arc its cardinal virtues, and the only rule that men 

~~~:ft!~~~ew~o ·~~ ~0~~~~. ra~~-~;~h~~S1~e~~1 ::h~1~~~~~ 
'In such conJit\Orl," -says Hobbes, "there is no place for in· 

(lustry; because the fruit thereof is uncertain: and consequently 
no culture of the earth; no navigation, nor usc of the commodi­
ties that may be imported by sea; no commodious building; no 
instruments of moving, and removing. such things as ret}uirc 
mu~h force; no knowledge of the face of the earth; no account 
of U~e; no arts; no letters; no society; and which is worst of all 
co~tmual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man, 
solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short." Man's vainglory or 
pride unfits him for success in such a condition, but the comli· 
tion itself is the result not of his defects but of his very nature. 
The state of nature, as Hobbes sees it, is "the ill condition which 
man by mere nature is actually placed in." And the problem for 
Hobbes is how to extricate him from a position which the very 
principle of the Universe, motion, has 11pparently dc:signed for 
him. 

His View of the State 
Men woul~,. Ho?bes is sure, do ilnything to get out of this 

desperate position Ill which they find themselves. 
They can, he believes, get out of it because they are creatures 

of passion and imagination, reason and will. 
Passion :md ima~ination teach them "the fear of tkath" and 

"desire of such things a~ arc nccessilry to commodious living 
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and a hope by their industry to obtain them." 

Reason tcac;hcs them to obey Natural Lnws, of which Hobbes 
enumerates mnetccn that "concern the doctrine of ch•il society." 
The most important of these arc th:Jt men should seck peace, 
without which they will not find Felicity, but that when they 
cannot obtain pe:1cc they should "use all helps and advantages 
of war,"' that they should surrender their equal right to pos­
sess all things, provided that :~11 do likewise, that all men should 
keep the engagements that they make to do this, and that no 
man should be understood to have so acted as to make the fur­
ther attainm.cnt of his Felicity impossible. All these Natuml 
Laws or Aruclcs of Peace can, Hobbes says, be "controctcd into 
one easy sum, intelligible C\'Cfi to the meoncst cap:1city; ond that 
is 'Do not that to another which thou wouldst not ha\·c done 
to thyself.'" 

Two things arc to be noticed about these Notural Lows. First, 
they arc not Natur:~l Laws :1s com~onlf_ u~d. For the 
great tr~atliral Li\vlllat g-ocSDack tO-the Stoics is 
that of an Eternal Justice, a Perfect Morality, of which actual 
law is the imperfect reAection. Natural L:1w is thus o measuring· 
rod to apply to existing laws to find how far short they fall of 
the ideal. But Hobbes's Natural Laws arc merely '\:ounscls of 
prudence." They arc wh:1t men who are able in calcularing the 
ch:1nges and chances of this life would seck to do in pursuit of 
Felicity. They arc, to those less able, Mr. Hobbes's ready 
reckoner, obviating mistakes in calculation. In writing of 
Natural Laws as he docs, Hobbes is in bet s:1ying that there arc 
no such things as mom! rights, no clash between a man's duty 

~a~ ~ob;~~·~nil;t~r~i~e~~~c~n~~t:~c~p~~dl :lf~~~o~J~at:~~~o~~ 
Secondly Hobbes's Natural L:nvs do not irpply tha_t there is such r 
a·tbio.g as a common good. They merely seck to bring into 
.being those common conamofls which arc necessary to fulfil 
each individual good. 

Will, finally, enables men to take the action that their reason 
dictates to compose a society. What is necessary is a "will not to 
will," not to insist on one's will on e\•cry occ:Jsion, to accept :1 
limitation of the will. This can be arranged if men agree to 
transfer by means of a contract their absolute right to will wh:lt­
evcr they like to some agreed-upon third party. Such :1 third 
party must have a particular characteristic. He must be the 
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representati\·e of each individual-that is, ::an ~rtificial per.son d1s 
tinct from the natural man, He can then will and act In pl.ace 
of each individual. But he must of course be the represcntaU\'e, 
havin~ authority from him who is represented. His will cann~t 
be the common will of all, for there is no such thing. But hts 
representative will i~ a .sub~titute for the c':'nAict~ng individual 
wills, ::and this subsutut.ton ts the only way m whtch many men 
can find unity. "A multitude of men are m::acle one person when 
they are by one man, or one person, represented; so. that i~ be 
done with the consent of every one of that multitude m particU­
lar. For it is the unity of the representer, not the unity of the 

~~~e~~~:~~h t~~t ~~:o~,~~Jb~~~~~~e~s~~ ;t ~~t~~f&r~~~~~~ 
otherwise be understood m multitude." 

Such a contract must be perpetual and irrevocable, but it is 
not easy to make it so, Though begot by Reason on Fe::ar, it is 
contrary to men's instincts. Moreover, men are notorious baek­
£jders. Ther~fore "it is no wonder if there be somewhat else 
required, bcstdcs cov~n~, to make their agreement constant 
';;.nd lasting." That somcthmg is "3 common power to keep them 

-in awe, and to direct their :lctions to the common benefit." 
Clearly "co\'enants without the sword arc but words." Th_e 
representative of the people ~ust also, ~hen, be all-powerful Over 
t~us-m~n,~o-isbornTr~c. solitary, :1nd in intel- .. 
lectual. and mora! !Solatton, . voluntarily accepts \imit:ltion of 
sovereignty to achtevc som;thmg else. !-!_c_ composes a society by 
human _agreement, an artifice. "This is the gener:~tion of th:lt 
grot Leviithan,-or~ rather, to speak more reverently, of that 
mortal God, to whtch we owe under the immortal God our 
pe::ace and defen_ce. For by this lluthority, given him by every 
particular man m the Commonwealth, he h::ath the use of so 
much power and strength conferred on him that by terror there· 
of he is enabl~d to ~orm th~ wills of them all to pence ~t horne 
and mutual aid agamst their enemies ::abroad And in him con· 
sisteth the essence of the commonwealth; which, to define it, is 
one person ~f whose acts a grellt multitude, by mutual cove­
nants one wtth another, have made themselves every one the 
author, to the end he may usc the strength and means of them 
all, as he shall think expedient, for their peace and common 
defence." 

Hobbes believes that the third par_ty, who is the beneficiary of 
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the contract, the recipient of power, should be a king. As a 
man he will be selfish like all men, but the self-indulgence of 
one will he cheaper than the self-indulgence of many. There 
will be a limit to the number of mistresses of even the most 
amorous monarch, and ::an end even to the regality of their ex­
travagance, but the goods of the State will be exhausted more 
readily than the ingenuity of a sovereign assembly in turning 
them to private ends. Moreover, "in a monarchy the private 
interest is the same with the public." A king cannot be rich, 
glorious, or secure, if his people arc poor, contemptible, or weak. 
And as he h::as got to the top, all his ambition lies in strengthen­
ing the State; whereas members of a democratic or aristocratic 
sovereign assembly may be prompted by ambition to intrigue 
against the State in the hope of seizing power, to the great 
danger of the community. Indeed, Hobbes says "other govern­
ments were compacted by the artifice of men out of the ashes 
of monarchy after it had been ruined by seditions." Hobbes's 
personal prejudices arc, howe\'Cr, unimportant. His is a doctrine 
of the absolute State, not of the absolute king. So long as It Is 

.. admitted that U:vtathan possesses absolute power, whether 
Leviathan be one, fe~r many is a minor mattcr.v nt{)l\ltt 

The ~~racteristio;s of Leviathan arc unmistakable. He is the 
sole sour"Ce of laws, and he is of course the sole interpreter of 
laws. He is not subject to civil laws, although so long as he docs 
not repeal them he is bound by them. Hobbes has no use for 
the traditional medieval idea that the king should be mb lege, 

~~i~~~ f~:~~ecfde~i~£f~~d~~~~~all;~v~~{ at~~'~a~~;:~~~~~ ~~ 
changed. "I could never sec in any author," he wrote, "what a 
fundamental law signifieth." Leviathan is the creator of Right 
and Justice. His edicts, or laws, therefore, can never be unjust 
or immoral-"for the law is all Ihe right reason we have, and 
, •. is the infallible rule of moral goodness." Laws may, how­
ever, be inequitable or unnecessary. If Ihey conflict with Ihc 
Natural Laws, the articles of peace, they will be inequitable. If 
they forbid .activity which is not dangerous to Ihe peace, they 
will be unnecessary. But they will still be law, for law is always 
and only that which is the command of rhe sovereign. The Law ~ 
of Nature can never be pleaded against Leviathan, for the pur­
pose of the Law of Nature is the creation of Leviathan, who 
alone can interpret it. The Law of God can never be pleaded 



S8 POLITICAL TIIOUGIIT 

against Leviathan, for of that also Lcviatha~ is the _sole inter­
preter. Conscience can nc,•cr be pleaded agamst Leviathan, for 
"the Law is the public conscience by which man hath already 
undertaken to be guided. Otherwise in such diversity as there 
is of private consciences, which arc but private opinions, the 
commonwealth must needs be distracted, and no man dare to 
obey the sovereign power, further than it sh::all seem good in his 

;;,~,~;~~·, ~~~rn:~\!:~~~d~~~c :~mJ:Utih~m~~~t~~t~~n~ { 
would be the only act which would be a brc::ach of the covenant 
o~ the sovereign's part-for it would imply that men ca_n. be 
satd to seck Felicity in the extinction of all possibility of Fchclty. 
And of course Leviathan must maintain himself-man owes no 
ob.ligation to an authority that fails to protect him. If Leviathan 
fa1ls to protect, men arc then back in the state of nature and 
free to obey a de facto monarch. But while he exists, nothing can 
stn~d again~t him and nothing must be allowed to try. It is 
~rptc~l, for Instance, that Hobbes greatly di~likes a~sociations­

whlch .arc," he considers, "as it were many lesser common· 
wealths m the bowels of a grcatcr, like worms in the entrails of a 
natural man." 

~~venhcless, Leviathan is not such a one that he can tolerate 
no. Jbc~ty. There is liberty under him. It is th:tt which man ~ 

~~~~~ 1i~t~~~c:~l~;:.c .?Jot:7~~w~~e L~(i~~asn i~a~o~0t!ab~~~ ~h~ 
peoplehfrom all voluntary actions; but to direct and keep them 
In sue a motion, as not to hurt themselves by their own im­
petuous desires, rashness or indiscretion; as hedges arc set, not 
to stop tra~ellers, but to keep them in their way." Men can 
expect the hberty "to buy and sell and otherwise contract with 
one another; to choose their own abode, their own diet, their 
o;\trfide of life, and institute their children as they themse\v~s 

4~bbes t~na~~rl~:~~:~~n~~£~;Es!~.-~~~~~d~: b~[i~~~dt~h~~ct~~. 
distressed "ough~ not to be left to the charity of private persons" 
-they were Leviathan's responsibility. And he held that "there 
ought ~o b~ such laws as may cncourt~ge all manner of arts, such 
as navJ!;atJOn, agriculture, fishing, and all manner of manufac­
ture wh1ch requires labour." 

Hobbes believed, too, that intellect and conscience were be­
yond the reach of Leviathan. Leviathan could certainly com-
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manJ men's behaviour :md demand that they perform wh;Hcvcr 
ceremonies the public worship of the State dictates. But he 
should not inquire into private beliefs. Hobbes would ha,·c • 

bfsh'~~ '~~itt~ifr~ct~~~:;;~~~~ora~~~~fh.l.~h:~;o~~~~ 16~;c~'sA;~~: 
cccdings so vehement and so general against ministers and 
preachers, as the Papists arc thereby generally encouraged, all 
ill-disposed subjects animated, and thereby the Queen's 
Majesty's safety endangered," criticising the Lambeth Aniclcs, 
"which I have read, and find so curiously penned, so full of 
branches and circumstances, as I think the inquisitors of Spain 
usc not so many questions to comprehend and to trap their 
preys." Leviathan, Hobbes wrote, "cannot oblige men to be­
lie\'e." ":_rhought," he said, "is free." We need only recall 
Hobbes's own v1gorous stanhgaulS't"'the :mthority of Aristotle 
to convince us that he is an opponent of all authority in 

fe~~~t~~/:!1!gl~tcl~!h~fi~~ob~ 1£:~i~{~a~~n2!~~~-~~~t~~~st~~~~i~!r~1~ 
States is not to be sought in him, 

This is Leviathan, the King of the Proud, with whom no 
=~~ Ol) __ e~ .£Q!!J.pa_!_e._lt may be protested; Hobbes says, 

th3t suai a powerlias never been acknowledged. But what, he 
asks, clocs that matter? "For though, in all places of the worlcl, 
men should lay the founcl:nion of their houses on the sand, it 
could not thence_be inferred that so it ought to be. The skill of\ 

~~:si,n~~ j~~h ~~:~~~~~~l a~:;~~~~:;~h~~~.o~:i~~~~i!~pl~~.t~~ l 
practice only: which rules, neither poor men have had the 
leisure, nor men that have hacl the leisure have hitherto had the 
curiosity, or the method to find out." 

It may be said, Hobbes :~grees, that men will not like Levi:~· 

~~:npr~! ~~~~tr~~ i~~he~:~ .. ~~~· c~~s~~~~Jn'~~~~/~h! s~!~; ~£i;:~ 
can never be _without some incommodity or other; and that the 
greatest that m :1ny form of government can possibly happen to 
the people in general, is scarce sensible in respect of the miseries 
:md horrible calamities that accompany a civil war, or that dis­
solute condition of masterlcss men, without subjection to laws 
and a coercive power to tie their h:mds from r:-.pine and 
revenge." 

In any case, he s:~ys, what can they do about it? For "who-
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,oever thinking sovereign power too grc:l~, will 5f.ck_:oit-:n:hka~ :: 
less, must subject hi.~·m\f to that pow~r 1 ,~~1fas~c 1:0~v g~cat arc 
to say, to a greater. If they reAcct, 1 cy J h ·b"lity of 
its blessings. It will give them peace an ; I~ _pos~:f 1;. there 
Felicity. Morc_it cannot do. It cannot c-~~urc t 1'~ 1~ wfJilc we 
is no such thmg as perpetual tranqUI ny 0 mm b 
live here; because life itself is but motion, and _can never ~ 

~~~;eu~sd:~~~~d "Ch;~~~\~o~;cf~~~c~~n:~r~h1;:a:\~o~:lfe%~~~ 
to be reincarnated wh~ said to the King of Reincarnation : "If 
you want me to return to the earth as a human bcin.~, 1 will go 
only on my own conditions." "And what arc they? asked _the 
King. The man replied, "l must be born the s?n of a c~bmct 
mini~tcr and father of a future scholar of the Fust Class m the 
examinations, I must have to,ooo acres of land surrounding ml home and !ish-ponds and fruits of every kin~ and a bcauti­
fu wife and pretty concubines, all good and lovmg to me, :tnd 
rooms stocked to the ceiling with gold and pearls and cellars 
stocked full of grain ami trunks chockful of money, and 1 myself 
must be a Grand Councillor or a Duke of the First R:mk, and 
enjoy honour and prosperity and live until I am a hundred years 
old." The King of Reincarnation replied, "If there was such a 
l~t on earth, I would go and be reincarnated myself, and not 
giVe it to you 1" Hobbes would have strongly approved of that 
story. But peace is worth having for itself. If the price. which is 
Leviathan, seems high, it is, after all, the price of life :tnd is 
not too high to avoid death. 

Hobbes's state of nature in which life is so wretched has fre­
quently been criticised. But he would not have been impressed 
by the criticism that men have never lived without someone in 
authority over them. If that could be pro\·ed, it would still not 
affect his argument that this is how men would live if they had 
no auth~rity over them. Nor would he have been very much irn· 
pressed 1f proof were available that men had, in fact, so lived. 
If you want to pile Pelion on Ossa, he would have said, go 
ahead, but there really is no need. There is quite sufficient evi­
dence, he would have maintained, that this is how men would 
behf!VC in the absence of a soverei n. Hobbes, in fact, was not 
coiicerncd wit the · sto o t State, but with its validity· 
And he cannot be proved wrong by denying the existence of 
thestateofnature. 
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It has frequendy been pointed out, too, that the Social Con­
tract is unhistoric and impossible, th::~.t the story of primitive 

:~~~~~. h:_.i,~~'~sn pC:s~~~~:i~~(y t~:t3 rr::~r:n;.~~~j,~~~yml;:~t~:3~~~ 
of their evolution, Hobbes would h~wc been ::IS indifferent to 
these criticisms as to the criticisms of his st::~.te of nature. For the 
doctrine of the social contract, which was a self-evident ::~.xiom 
of 17th-century political thought, w::~.s not as a rule under­
stood historically. It was understood in'a logical not a chrono­
logical sense~ It was concerned with the origin of the St:tte, not 
in time but in rcason.lE_ ~tH>e~~ing_I!QU.._h..£l>~gi_nni_Qg, ~!-!!the 
p~!l._c_U>_k__Q_L_!:h!;_ St~te, its rjlison d'hre'--~ It was ::~.n attempt to 

fsns~~r ~\~~~¥cC:tti~~i~;:~l fr~.~~~ 0:~Pf~;i~~at~?~~~~~~w,~~~ 
saying, "This is how I can best cxpbin my idea of the State," 
and his device is legitimate since his is an analytical and not .an 
historical problem. Denia.l of the reali~y of the con_cract can 
prove him wrong no more th::~.n can demal of the realtty of the 
state of nature. 

It has often been stated that what Hobbes has to say of 
Natural L:tws is confusing and, anyhow, unnecessary. The 
charge is made that he deliberately switches the cards, that he 
calls powers rights, then treats them as if they were rights in the 
accepted moral sense; that his Law of Nature is both a brute 
instinct and a moral ideal, ::~.nd that he takes advantage of either 
mc.:ming to suit his case. It is true that he does not ::~I ways define 
his terms with that force and clarity of which none can doubt 

~~~eb~P:e~\~in~ ;~ :d~~~~a~e ~ha~c~~s:~~:J bsch!~~ g~:t ~~od~~Y 
to others. But he is a remarkably consistent thinker, and his 
remarks on Natural Laws are neither as confusing nor as un~ 
necessary as all that. In particular they s~;rve as a forceful re­
minder of the fact that Leviathan's authority is legitimate only 
because of the consent of each incliviclual. Men can be forced to 
obey a de facto sovereign power. But they have no moral oblign~ 
tion to do so in the sense that they have a moral obligation to 
obey the Leviathan that they have authorised to act for them. 
Hobbes's remarks on Natural Laws and Natural Rights may 
help us to remember that very important distinction. "" 

From the time of Spinoza, who wrote that the monster of 
Hobbes's state of nature could never hecome the man of the 



E.:!. 'I'Ol.li\C."l. iUOUG\I.i ~ ~b\c 
comp:Kt, critics ha,·e commenteU that e\·en tf ~ten were '~t such 

o~ ili~:.i~:k~~~\~o~~~~~~~th~~ei; ~~o£~kot~~a;~~ ~~~,~~foolish 
~hat they take care to avoid what mischiefs may_ be _do~~ctto 
them by polecats and foxes, but arc content, nay, tlunk It 5• B y, 
to be devoured by lions," arc well known. Yci~.cr­
nard Shaw once pointed out, hi_story is full of examples of nfcn 
who embraced death in order to av01(J dcstrucuon. Moreover, or 
Hobbes as for Burke, "politics ought to be adjusted, not t.o 

~~~;~:~s~~~t~ ~~t :e~n~~h~ ~::~;~;t ;a~~~-icai~~ccn r~~~hn a1~ 
individual as the one with whom Hobbes starts, no other co~­
tract than this is conceivable. Admitting the b.ct that mans 
nature is constant, only such a contract as this can ensure th:tt 
the nn.tural result of man's nature, namely ch:tos, will not also 
be constant. The reflection of a lantern can be changed by the 
insertion of a lens through which its rays must p:m without 3:ny 
alteration being made to the lantern itself, and the chaos wh•~h 
is the normal result of a man's quest for Felicity in ~ world m 
which he is not alone can be changed into peace Without any 
alteration in man himself-but only by insertion betwec~ ma_n 
and the screen of the world of the artificial lens, wh1ch IS 

Leviathan. 
Li~c aU who have written at length, Hobbes is open to criti­

cism m detail. It may be true thllt he bils to distinguish between 
State and Government, that he confounds the legal absolutism 
of the State with governmental absolutism, that he docs not sec 
that ~hanges in the forms of Go,•ernment do not imply the di.s­
solut\on of _the State. His tribute to virtue, "thllt which gi,·es to 
human acttons the relish of Justice is a certain Nobleness or 
Galantncs~ of courage (rarely found) by which a man scorns to 
be beholdtng for the contentment of his life, to frnud or breach 
of promise," is unexpected, ungrudging-in spite of the "mrcly 
found," and inconsistent with his view of man. So is the warmth 
of the words he uses in his conclusion: "I have known dearness 
of judgment, and largeness of fancy; strength of reason, ancl 
graceful elocution; a courage for the war, and a fear for the 
laws, ancl all eminently in one man; and that was my most 
noble and honoured friend Mr. Sidney Godolphin; who hating 
no man, nor hated of any, was unfortunately slain in the be­
ginning of the late civil war, in the public quarrel, by an un-
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Work is of tl · undtsccrmng hand." But when all is said, his 
Profcss~r Oa~~s~~:r~.5gr\~:t;J~ i~portancc, and Leviathan is, in 
•nastcrpiccc f r . I ! the gre:Hcst, perhaps the solc, 
language." 0 po llica phdosophy written in the English 

l-iis lmport;"~ncc 
Hobbes's sign\fic:-.nc~ nn 'n \ , , 

rnst statement of <::o>nl 1 .; ,\'1\_\) \I~\.)\ \'H:l\'e~. 'H.ts WO\ ~ '~ ~'l'l~ 

~~0~t;~cla(u1~\~~b~'lo~i~~··~l'N.~(~i~;!i~'-Ni~;~·[oU .~i~i;:~:- ~ ',·:i~;:.!i' 
oz:_<;Icr that already exists, _but docs not ctcatc something t'n".\t \S. 
n~w. P.olitical aut~ority in tlic Middle Ages was rcg~r?cd as t}lc 
expression of Jusucc. It was limited by the august, dn•mc l;nv tf 
~~~c~f i~~~~a~ot~~i:~;:;.fcTI;~ttci~~~~~i~tthveast~!di~~~*:t~o~e~~e~~~ 
vi~w, was under n? man, but he was under the law. _He w~s · 
supreme in the affa1rs of State, in the sphere that the grea~ m.cj1-
c.val l:lwyer, Bracton, calls gubernaculum or govcrnment._B~t m. 
the sphere that Brac~on calls jw·isdictio or law he ~vas_ hma~ed, 
1 imited by an unassaalablc law that set bounds to Ius chscrcnon, 
bound by oat!~ to_ proceed by law. Thus in the Middle Ages ther_e 
was legal lim1tauon of govcrnmem, though there was not poh­
tical control of_govc~n.ment. To get the latter required a revo_lu­
tion-the Enghsh Cwll Wars-and when the fighting had _d_1cd 
down and the smoke cleared away, the beginnings of polmcal 

~:~~~~;!n~0h=~~~~?sh~~~\~ ~~s s;b~eb~~::~~~f~!e1~~~~~~ii~~t;~ 
rc~ognisin_g nothmg s~pcnor to itself, bound by no _mo~allaw, 
WIC\ding mdccd, as Bashop Atterbury said at his tnal 111 J723, 
"a greater power th~n the ~overeign legislature of the universe; 
for lie can do _noth~ng un,_ust." It was of this power as exer­
cised by the kmg In Par_laamcnt in England that DeLolme 
said that it c?uld do anythang except turn a man into a woman 
~x a woman ant~ a man. Anq ~here is something in the view that 
1t lost one ernp•re, _the Amcncan colonies; that it would have 
lost another if pract1c~ had not departed from theory in the nick 

J:gi~{;t~~:~l~£ ;~t~~;~~~~~~ ;~~l:t~~i~, ~~ :h~~h~f!,r~i~~ j~~~~~ 
markably safe ~n Eng_land, it is difficult to feel th::at Professor 
Mcilwain is bewg qmte absurd in fearing th::at the future may 
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yet find some new mischief for it to do. Cert:Jinly no one in the 
zoth century has the right to feel that the difficulty expressed 
by Alexander Hamilton in The Fcdcrolist-"ln framing a gov­
ernment which is to be administered by men over men, the great­
est difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the government 
to control the governed, and in the next pi:lce oblige it to control 
itself"-is a purdy academic one. 

Hobbes's is the first clct~r statement of this new view. Even 
Bodin, often regarded as the first to maintain explicitly the doc­
trine of State sovereignty, acknowledged that his absolute king 
should be subject to the common custom, the law of nature and 
the law of God. It was left for Hobbes to maintain that justice 
is created b~J~w ~nd that law 1'S'i\Otih-efcAection of justice, and 

;Jfo¥o~{r:-a~~s~lke~ ~~dn:;;~s~~~~c~ t:0~~s~~~tlo~~:~he5~~~~ 
Judgment without being made to assume a responsibilty that is 
rightly to be borne by the course of events. Nevertheless, Hobbes 
must shoulder some of the blame, as he may claim some of the 
credit, for that marke~ deviation from medieval English poli­
tical thought and me(heval English political practice that was 
completed in the 17th century. 

Secondly, even if Hobbes makes Leviathan all-powerful he 
never forg~ts that it is something artificial. The State, he teac'hcs, 
is a machme, ~n. artefact, :1 contrivance of man. His very usc 
of the contract IS 1m:hortam here. The contract takes all mystery 

~~~: tep;~~~p~~~t ch~e c~nC:~~i;f a1l~~hr;'ys~~~i:u:o t~~~:d c~~ 
State becomes clear and understandable if political obligation 
can be explained in this way. Once men view the State as some. 
thing_ ~ade by themselves, thCr · Jjiay __ thinK t~ ~rrbuqd 
sornCdi1i1gOtllCr ancr:Pcficrtli:ln Leviathan. The Important thing 
is chat ~ey _ s~o_~ld __ se~ the State ~s ~ machine. There is no 
cfOuDfiliat"HoD~eslle.!pnh~m to ~o thts. 
~I:eV!allia~iSiiot ·rrlcfel)· a. force£u~ enu~ch.tlon ot 

the docu:me 0~ So,..e:retgu~ a.n.Q. ot Ute ma.c'tnne. \"lew 0~ the 
Su.te., \~ 1s a.\so a powerful statemint of lndisidua\ism. H.obbes 
does not 1~t us forge.t that the Smtc exists to ser\'e man's n~ds 
11nd thnt ItS mora\ authority derives from the cons~nt of the 
governed. I-!_o_bbes ~~_no Jib_eral or democrat, b~t he 1s an indi­
vidualist, not because he believes in the sanctny of individual 
rna~~ but because for him ~he ~orld is and must al~~ys be m~~ 



JOHN LOCEE, rfil::!-l?'l.\ 

His Life s.nd ~r:itin(tl 
"'f'\c;;<."t 1.u ~~bbcs, Loclte ls ihe greatest hgure m tbe histor~ ot 

English pohttc::tl thought. Born in 1632, the son of :a Pura~n 

~h:C~~ ttr~tL:t~ :~:c~~C:~ ~~r~;:~~~~:J ~~f~~a 
-<Jf which ~is recollections, like those of Hobbes, were not ~c 
naost co~phm~ntary. The writings of Descartes :~wakened has 
interest ~~ phdosophy, and his friendship with Robert Boyle 
aroused has enthusiasm for the natural sciences. He became 3 

student of medicine and then physician to Lord Ashley, later 
E:nl of Shaftcsbury. This associ:uion with the brilli:mt but 
erratic Sh~ftcsbury was to infJucnce Locke's life just ::11 his co~­
nection wath the Dcvonshires had influenced Hobbes's, nnd 1rl 

gt~vc him w~at Hobbes lacked, direct experience of practical/' 
political affaus. For two years he held the im~orta:nt post o 
secretary to the Co~ncil of Trade and Plantations, of which 
Shaftabury was prestdent. 

But i( he had experience that was denied to Hobbes Hobbes 
had rude health tliat was denied to him. Finding his' political 
work more than he could cope with, Locke left England in 
1675 ~n.d spent four years travelling in France. Back in England, 
he reJO!Dtd Shaftesburt·for a short time, only to conclude that 

~:;~:i; ~=bt~ p~~~~:~~fthhi~ ~~~~~~~ie3h~ ~:~~ 
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Oxford Shaftcsbury joined Monmouth in his rebellion, cscr~ping 
the attentions of Judge Jeffreys by fleeing to Holland. Locke, 
though so guarded in his behaviour and cautious in his com­
ments at Cllrist Church that Dr. Fell, the Master, wrote of him, 
"I believe there is not in the world such a master of taciturnity 
and passion," judged that his health would benefit from yet 
another continental trip, and retired to Holland. Not surpris­
ingly deepening suspicion by his action and accused of com· 
plicity in Monmouth's rebellion, Locke showed himself as timor­
ous as Hobbes was never tired of suggesting that he himself was, 
adopting an assumed name, :md not returning to England, in 
:h~t~t~~:~~ pardon that was offered him, until the downfall of 

. In Holland, Locke was again involved in Whig politics, help· 
mg with the plans for William of Orange's expedition to Eng­
land. But invigorated by the sharp Dutch air and stimulated by 
the ~een Dutch intellectual life, he found time to complete his 
s~ud1es: In 1689 his first Leiter Concerning Toleration was pub· 
!1shed m Latin, an English version being published anonymously 
In the same year. That year also he returned to England. In 
r6go ~is greatest work, the Essay Concerning Human Under­
sta~dmg, which had been nineteen years in gestation, appeared 
T~u~ was followed in the same year by the two Treatises 0 , 

C~vtl Government, the first being a refutation of Sir Rober 
Fiime_r's Patriarcha, and the second containing his own con 
stru~tive ideas on the problem of political o~_e_:iicncc. Bod 
treatises appeared anonymously, but they were well-known t( 

be his work. In that year, too, his Second Letter on Toleration 
and ~n the next year his Third Leiter on Tol~ration, came out 
and tn 1693 his tract Some Thoughu Concermng Education wa 
publish:d. '_rheology and political economy ?CCUpied hin 
larg_ely m h1s declining years. More~ver, he _ret:uncd his inter 
est m and his connection with practiCal affmrs. In t6g5 whcl 
his paper against the Licensing Act helped to decide th~ issue 
he played an important pt~rt in estt~blishing the freedom of th 
press. In 1696, together with Newton, he helped to stabilise th 
currency, their joint advice resulting in the Rccoinage Act c 
that year. In that year, too, he became a Commissioner to th 
Board of Trade and Plantations. His hc_alth_ once again failin 
he retired to Oates, in Essex, where he d1ed m 1704, recognise( 
not as he thought that perhaps he might be, as an "uncle 
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labourer" occupied in "clc:.ring the ground a litdc and removing 
some of the rubbish that lies in the W:J.f to knowledge," but as 
~:51g~fa~1!n~~~rJ~~~~ of the a~, and indeed as possi ly not the 

The parallel between his life and th:lt of Hobbes is striking. 
Each studied :It Oxford, for which each had little usc. Each on 
leaving the University formed connections which influenced his 
whole life. Each wrote against a b:ackground of hectic political 

li!~~f~I;11c~~cd£hr;",~~:~;~nE;;,~~d~~~h~ck!:~~~:3;dd~:b~i~ 
~gurc. But there the rcscmbl:mcc ends. For though their views 
of humnn nature were not too dissimilar their conclusions were 
widely divergent; ami in the reputations th:~t were theirs they dif­
fered ::ts much as men may. Hobbes, much the greater thinker, 
roused the wrnth and resentment of Englishmen; ~ke won their 

r=;~;~~~~ti~~~~~p~~i~;v~.:;Hlh:~~~ i~;t:~ci:!kn oftb,~:jXcJ: 
::gi~:r~~n!l~sf:~;.e~~ ~h~d~~:~:;~:~~toJhi~ hO:~~;;s~~~ t~! 
and the Prophets. Bishop Warburton hailed him as "the honour 
of this :~gc :~nd the instructor of the future." Mr. Justice Best 
gave him the grave salutation of the English Bench, telling the 
jury of his "pure spirit" and "inv:~luable :~nd immortal works." 
Nor was Locke's influence limited and his reputation confined 

~~~rr~~a;.~ci ~~k~0~~n~e~~j: :!~h~t~~~~i~ ~:n£~nJ~~i~~nBU~ 
of IUghts and in the American Declaration of Independence. 

::!~e~g;l~;r!~ t~hcF~h:~n~ec;~d~~~~~~ t~~e~i~:s b!:e1a:i 
tongues. After its willing tribute to Locke, Europe was often to 
be moved by the lhought of British power, but was rarely again 
to acknowledge the power of British thought. 

No one would call Locke's Essays on Civil Government as 
exciting :~s the Leviathan. He lacks the colour and the sparkle 

~c~~~~e t~~~~r H~b~~:.~.e~~ ~i~ ~~~d ~:: :::~ :: ::b~~~~~:n~~ 
tration and profundity. Yet his appeal is a considerable one. He 

~ifi~:h~~~~~ifsg n~~~rb:~:~~d~~!s h~~:Ut!hea~tr~~:o~f':~ri~!~: 
:n~e~~:~ros~i~~~:C~~k~ia!ir:~e!i·~~=:i~=~~c~:o;~l1~~~~!~~ 
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and very real. He is modest and unpretending. But toecthc1) 
with something of the greyness of his Purit:m father, he. as 3 11 
the Puritan's strong individunlity and sturdy common sense, 3 f 

~~: ~~~~~-a~~dd~f~t i~s~~~\=~u~1~fgthbco~h::m10of1~it;~c~h:t 
he ranks with the immort:!.ls, jf indeed he was contc~ptuous o( 
style, referring, for instance, to Montaignc's "pc:cuh:1.r so~t 0,~ 
langu:~ge" which seemed to him nothing but "pride ~nd vantty, 
nevertheless his writing is vigorous and clc;ar. And hts touch c:1n 

:u~~~; :si~~ co~~c~:~:~~B:~~~{~s: a.~~:~~~~~ c~~,~~r~ci~~ 
bl~ws an~ _reverence may, for aught I know, deserve for ~IS 
&~~·nH~ cit;l~o~si~~f.u~cb~g:\~~~t~idav~h!s~ C:C~e~~~;;;'~ 
Disracli,. "the nebulous professors who appear. in their sty I~ to 
have rev~vcd C"haos." On the contrary, his prose: IS an appropr1at~ 
an~ serVIceable instrument for one whose gen~u.s _lay In consoh· 
d:mng ground rather than in winning neW pos1t1ons. 

seC~s0f:i~~~h; i:efl:::d.~is 7:~i~ij;a,!:s:~hnm:i! v~~~::~~d 
~ices, a_rc as ~cognisably English as f!obbes"s arc not. Th~ very 
msularlty wh1ch makes his teaching madequate as a umversal 
answer t~ the pr~blems of political obcdie~ce understandabl_y in· 
creases _h1s .attraction for the English-spcakmg eC?ples. And m nn 

~~swc':~ ~~ ~~~~~~n~~a~ itsh~~k~rw;~;'i~ :S :,'n~i~~o;sch~~~tXf 
the bound_'s ~eyond which sovereignty mu~t _not t~espas.s. In an 
age th~t IS Increasingly intolerant, a dechnmg hberahsm can 
!'n.ew nsetf by turning again to this apostle of toleration who 
ms1stcd that the things th.at belong to Ca:sar and the things that 
belong to G~d arc easily distinguish:1blc. So lon~ as there :~re 
men who bcheve that few things have been morc:_ Important and 
more damnable in our lifetime than the constrmng of the com· 
mand, "Render unto Ca:sar the things th:lt arc Ca:sar's and unto 
God the things that arc God's" into "Render unto Ca::sar who 
is also God the things that are Cresar's and God's," Locke can 
be assured of his appeal. 

His View of Man 
Locke's view of man is summed up in his Essay on Hr~rnsn 

Understanding. Desire, he says, is the spring of all human action. 
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Desire is a feeling of uneasiness identified with pain, a feeling 
of which men want to rid thcmscl\'t.'S. The object of all human 
action is to substitute pi ensure for pain. This is the view of human 
nature which was copied by Bentham, which was later worked 
?ut more thoroughly and c:~llcd "psychological egoistic hcdon· 
Ism." In Locke's words, "What has an aptness to produce 
pleasure in us is what we call good, and what is apt to produce 
pain in us we call evil." 

B;t0 ~~ra~~si~~ ;;r~if~~~~~w:;~~r~J: ~vh~~h \~f~o~i~;;af;h7f~~~ 
Ward, is confused and confusing, and far from consistent with 
the view of man with which he begins. This is :tlso to be found 
in his Essay on Hrmmn Understanding, in three chapters 
of which he demonstrates to his complete satisfaction that there 
~re no universally binding moral bws. History shows clearly:-liC­
says, that the morality of one society is the immorality of 
another. "The saints who arc canonized among the Turks," he 
points out, "lead lives which one cannot with modesty rdate." 
This conclusion is in keeping with his view of man; it is, indeed, 

*~s~n~f:r~~ncJ:~;i~~st~tci~~~t~~;~~~cJfitt~ t~~ ~i~~:~h~~c~:sr~l~~ 
like mathematics, is a demonstrable science, subject to ascertain­
able, universal lnws-a conclusion which, even though he did 
not think that mathematics were absolutely certain, o~c can 

~~l~i~~~ah~ h~d'b7~~rb~s~~fti~~d f~;~~~~~ to reconcile wJth the 

Moreover, as though to show that his conclusion is not merely 
::~.n unconsidered afterthought which it would be charitable to 
forget in quickly passing by, Locke tells us what these universal 
laws arc. They arc the Divine Law and the N:aural Law. The 
Divine Law is God's will for man's behaviour, which is ma~e 
available to man both by divine revelation and by the usc_of hls 
own reason, and which is, above all, to be looked for Jn the 
New Testament. The Natural Law is also an eternal law, the 
criterion of good and evil, discoverable by reasoning and com­
manding men to carry out the will of God. 

It is typical, too, of the very contradictory nature of his t~C?ry 
of morals that, having said that men ;Jte incapable of desJrlflg 
anything but pleasure, he maintains that they ought to act _so as 

!~J~~~~~~d~1;h~~eth~5~rr:r~~;~ffrtfeu;~~d":effse~~~a~;eab;X~eS:: 
P.T-6 
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of their actions is their result expressed in terms of public hap-

pi~~~ust then be obvious th:lt Locke's view of human nature 
is nothing like 'so profound, and certainly nothing like as con· 
sistcnt, as that of Hobbes. His problem, however, is very much 

~~~~a~~ila:O~fe~~.o;n~o~~:s·c~hthe~o d~u~~?mL~c~~·~i:n~~~se~ ~~ 
i:~:i£:~~~~~ t~o~~l ~~~~;ee~tb~~% ~h~b~~.~~·t,1~~s t~~e~;\~~:~u~ 
~~~aorl~:~o~s ~~a~~~~~ :n~eJ~~~;~~ble\~~i~~e ~~~~:~~-would ha\·e 

In putting forward that answer, in advancing that justifica­
tion, Locke makes usc, as did Hobbes and so many thinkers of 
that 17th century to which the feudal contract was still a lively 
memory and the commercial contract comparatively new and 
very appealing, of the state of nature and of the Social Contract 
as devices which will help him to make clear his ideas. As with 
them, they are conscious abstractions rather than attempts to 
construct the actual origin of society, and it is therefore, even 
t~ough he occasionally seems to believe in their actual histori· 
c1ty, no more valid a criticism of him th:;m of them to point out 
that the state of Nature never existed and that the Social Con­
tract never took place. 

The State of Nature 
The state of nature, says Locke, is a state in which men are 

equal and free to act "as they think fit, within the bounds of 
~h~ law o~ n.~ture." But it is not a state of licence, for though 

~~~t r::ai~ he ~~~: ~~h~ 1~~ ~fP~~~~rrff:rerh~~ :~r:.~:·~~~:r~~~; 
t:Jatural Law he derives certain n_ntural_ ri~hts_, rights to life, 
liberty, and property. His right to hbcrty IS h1s r1ght to do what· 
ever he wants ~o long as that is ~o_t incompa.~i~le with the Law 
of Nature. It IS, therefore, conditiOnal on h1s having reason 
which is able to instruct him in that law." For "to turn him 
l~ose. to an unrc~traincd liberty. ~cfore he ~as reason to guide 
h1m IS not allowmg him the pnv1lege of h1s n:nure to be free, 
but to thrust him out amongst brutes, and abandon him to a 
state as wretched and as much beneath that of n man as theirs." 
His right to property is his right to anything with which he has 
mixed his labour, provided he makes good use of it, since 
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"nothing was made by God for man to spoil or destroy." But 
Natural Law not only accords man rights, it imposes duties 
upon him. It commands him "when his own preservation comes 
not in competition" to do what he can to preserve others. And it 
demands that he should keep his promises, for "Truth and keep­
ing of Faith belong to men as men and not as Members of 
Society." 

This state of nature, then, in which men have rights and 
acknowledge duties, is moral and social in character. Conse­
quently it is wrong to conceive of it, as Hobbes did, as a state of 
war. It will not, that is, be a state in which life is normally soli­
tary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short. 

Nevcrthclc.ss, it has its incon\'cnicnccs. For if it is not a state 
of war, it is unfortunately a state in which peace is not secure. 
It is constantly upset by the "corruption and \'iciousness of de-

f~e~~r~tfull~~-~~a~: ~s~d1~~~~~~~~1 ~~~c;;r~~~.i~~ l~~~~~h~n~~;~sfi~eJ 
three important wams-the want of an "established, settled, 
known law," the want of a "known and indifferent judge," the 
want of an executive power to enforce just decisions. Since pro­
duction is so complicated that it cannot easily be said what was 
the contribution of different agents to the making of a joint 

r:oedn~~~c~nhl;b~~:i~~~~!~1t~~a~?;, a~e:e~:~~ rt:c~a:r~nt~ 1~~~ 
amicably together. Without such an arbitrator men in the state 
of nature arc, after all, "but in an ill condition," and "arc 
quickly driven into society"-though the speed of the drive, un­
like that of the Gadarcne swine, is not of course such as to 
allow them to take no interest in their future condition and 
ultimate destination. 

The Social Contract 
To get out of the state of nature, Locke s:~ys, men make a 

contract to enter into civil society. This is a contr:J.ct of all with 
all. This is a soci:J.l, or more truly a politicnl, contract, since it 
esublishes political society; it is not a contmct made with the 
government which is to be set up. And it is the only contract 
which is necessary. 

It is a contract to which all must consent. But though itself 
unanimous, all parties to it agree henceforth "to submit to the 
determination of the majority"-since unless men ngrce to 
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majority rule, decisions cannot be taken and the State cannot 

sul:iisc~ contract which, once made, is irrevocable. He who h~~ 
signed it "can never again be in the liberty of the state of n:nurc, . 
Locke writes, "unless, by any calamity, the govern~cnt hew~~ 
under comes to be dissolved, or else by some pubhc acts cu 

hiJ: isff af~~::~~~03~h1~h~~ch ~~~:r~~i~~ i~~st consent. For 
"a child is born a subject of no country or government." "Evc~y 
man's children being by nature as free as himself, or any of his 
ancestors ever were, may, whilst they arc in that freedom, choose 
what society they will JOin thcmscfves to, what commonwc::~.lth 
they will put themselves under." But, Locke :~dds dryly, if they 
depart from the land of their birth they will not of course 
"enjoy the inheritance of their ancestors." 

The contrnct they mnke is one in which men give up some, 
~ut not ns Hobbes would have it all, of the rights the>_: possess~ 

~~~~i~;t~h! ~~~r~f F::t~~;.o~~nb~::~da~~!m~~~~ !\'tb~~ 
one should be under the rcstrnint of laws· but that he should 
still retain nil the liberty of the state of n;ture, increased '_Yith 
fo~cc, and made licentious by impunity." All they agree to 1s to 
"~ave up every one his single power of punishing to be exer· 

t:;~u~l ~~~~ ~~~hea~~!~~i::.~;~~~s!0a~ti,':r~;:tb~~h~.::~~ 
that purpose, shall agree on." Hence the contract is no more 
than .a. surr~nder of certain rights and powers whereby man's 
remaamng nghts will be protected and preserved. It is, then, not 
gener~l as with Hobbes, but limited and specific. 

La~~f ~~~~ ~~~t d:;s a~~~~ s~:b~fr.Ct'~~~ M~~ ~~ ~~ 
State continues to be under that law, as he w:~s before. As Locke 
ex~ress~ it-"thc obligations of the l:~w of nature cease not in 
SOCiety. 

This contract, moreover, is the first step to the drawing up of 
a trust. People, having formed a society, must then institute a 

~:~:~~~~!~~r:a~, ~~tRC:us~:u b~a~:ok~l;ariy ~n~~f~t ':~~ 
would be to invest government with too much dignity and 
authority. Men do this by drawing up a trwt which creates 
Government as "only a fiduciary power to :~ct for certain ends." 
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The community is thus both creator and beneficiary of the trust. 
Admittedly as creator of the trust the community might be said 
to make a covenant with the trustee or the Go\·ernment. But as 

~h;e~~~~~~ ~~ht!Jea~:~~~~ t;eu~~~~t:~l0 ~b1~~~~~ ~~,~~~:af:. ~~~~ 
:acceptance of the trust by the Go,·ernment is at the same time 
its undertaking not to exceed the limits 13id down by the trust. 
Because Locke nowhere expressly denies that there is a contr.lct 
between Government and People, and because his language is 
somtimes bcking in clarity, he has frequently been misunder­
stood. But there is no doubt that in his use of the word "trust" 
he is expressing precisely the idea which !vlihon had in mind 
when he wrote "the power of kings and magistrates is only de­
rivative, transferred and coumed to them in trust from the 
people to the common good of them all, to whom the power yet 
remains fund.1mentally and cannot be taken from them without 
a violation of their natural birthright." 
. Perhaps there is one final point to be noticed about Locke's 
tdea of the Social Contract. It is closer to Rousseau's than to 
liobbes's. Both Locke and Housseau maintain that the institution 
of government is not a contract. Both believe that the contract 
does not remove the supreme power from the people. LPrke 
Writes of the "supreme power that {in spite of the institution of 
government} remains still in the people." Rousseau speaks of 
the "inalienable sovereignty of the people." The similarity must 
not, of course, be pressed too far-but it exists to a greater degree 
than has often been admitted. 

The Nature: of the State-Its Form 
For the three great lacks of the state of nature-the Jack of a 

known Jaw, of a known judge, of a cen::.in executive pow~r­
the three approprinte remedies would seem to be the cstabl~sh­
ment of a legislative, of::. judicial, and of an executive :'luthonty. 
In civil society, or the State, Locke notes the existence of three 

~b~~s;h~:e~ *h~r~rfs fi~!~ ~~ ~~~~c ~~~~d~~-e~ew~~~~ch~'c~~~ 
:~~ee~~~~~~. \~1~~~h ~~:~~d~~~h';j~~~~r-;~~~~~n4~e r~~~~~~ 
cure need not always be in session, but the executive must be. 
J-l~nce, he conclu?es, they "come often to be separated"; no ba~ 
thmg, "because u may be too greu a temptation to hum:~ 
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1 h;t"'c the 

frailty, art to grasp at power, for the S:Jmc personS W 10 • r tO 
power o mak_i,JLg laws to have also in their hands the powc 
execute them. . f the 

This.is as far as Locke gocs in cnunci;"~ting the doctr!nc ° Con­
separation of powers which is enshrined in the Amcncan\ · 
stitution-and it is not ''cry far. That doctrine, as in tht 1 me~~ 
can Constitution, is usu:~lly understood as implying 1 1nt~O kc 
of the J?Owcrs i~ superior to ::my of the others, whereas -i?~at ~coc­
th.e legislature IS unquestionably .the s~-~:pcri?r.powcr: 1 hesitant 
mnc, too, tends to make Slates m wh1ch It 1s apphct .1 h vc 
and wt·ak-a result which Locke would not ncccssafl Y t ~he 
dcsirccl even though admittedly he was concerned to prcven n· 
State becoming unduly strong. In any case, it is worth r~elof 
bering that it is Montesquieu, not Locke, who is the a~t or nd 
the famous classification of powers into executive, lcgisb.tn•e, a 

ju*~~\hird power that Locke recognises is what he cnll\~~~ 
federntive-the power thnt makes fa:dera or trendes, that w 11 e 
is concerned with the Stntc's external relations. In thc?r¥ 1 1~r 
is a distinction between it and the executive power, a d•suncuon 
Y:'hi~h. the dnnger of divided command will ensure that in prac­
tice IS Ignored. l\ 

It is, perhaps, to be regretted that Locke h:ts not more to te 
us nbo~;n the feder<ltivc power. He re:1lises the grent importnncd 
of fore•gn policy, :tnd knows th:lt its formubtion, cxecutton, an I 
control presents a very speci:1\ kind of problem to constitutiona 
States, f?r, as he says, the federative power "is much less capable 
to be _d•rected by antecedent, st:mding, positive bws thnn thd 
ex.ecuti\·e; and so must necessarily be left to the prudence an 
w1sdom of those whose hands it is in to be man:~.ged for the 
public good." But though he notices the existence ?f th~ proh· 
!em, h~ hns nothing constructive to say about it. Poss1hly, mdce~, 
we m~gl~t hnve to ndd that fnr from helping _us to solve It, 
Locke s mfluence h:.s been such as, in one most Important c:.se, 
to make i~ worse. It is commonly agreed that the Constituti?0 

of the ~nucd Stntes of America emphasises the weaknesses ~~­
herent m the democratic conduct of foreign nffairs. It docs t.h•5 

~~~~Y~~~~ub!n;~e ;~fche~;,s:so~t i~e~~.u~c:r:~d~~n; i:~~~at~~~e•r; 
the executive and the legislature to struggle for the privilege o_f 
conducting American foreign policy, than by the unique consu· 
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tutional de,·ices it insisu upon. The Founding F:1thers were 

¥~~~~ t~~iJilllle~l~: !i~f~~o~~:n:~,~~~~e~:~!; ~feili~A·n~ecri:~ f~~~: 
stitution in this respect a rcAecdon of the vngueness of his views 
on the fc:dernth·e power. 

Howe\"er, the form of the State: is reolly for Locke a SC(ond­
ary matter. It may be a democr:~.cy, nn oligarchy, an hcrcdit:J.ry 
or :J.n elective monorchy. F::tr more important than its form arc 
its ch::tr.tctc:ristics, for unless it c:J.n d:1im certain wc:ll-m:1rked 
chnrnctc:ristics it is not :1 Political Society, it is no true Stnte. 

Its Characteristics 
The first and most import:tnt characteristic of Locke's St:J.te is 

that it exists for the ~pie who form it, they do not exist for it. 
Repeatedly he insists that "the end of go\·ernment" is "the good 

~t ~l;co~0;a~rn~tr~:~s"~~!~i;;~~~~~;:r~~ S~a:l~:;n:·l ::~~e~d; 
nlf less pcnnhies, for the regulating :J.nd preserving of prope~ty, 
and of employing the force of the community in the cxccutton 
of such laws, and in the defence of the commonwealth from 
foreign injury, and :1ll this only for the public good." The State, 
in fact, is a machine which we create for our good and run for 
our purposes, and it is both dangerous :J.m) unnecessary to spe:J.k 

~~ :h~l~vse~P~tis:~i:f~~~~:tf:e~~-of State or country independent 

Locke goes further :1nd insists th:J.t all true Stotes must be 
founded on consent. It is true that he assumes that a minority 

l:~~~~:~:~n.~;~i;1i~tt~~n;:t 1~ndh~:~~iu~~ ~1~~ ~e~jt~'~ift·i~v~~;:h~~ 
!':t:eG;~r~heti:J~s~~~e~f ~fl.rj~r~~~~ti;h.~t ahea~ d~~"na~: ~db~tit; 
that consent ~ay be tacit rather than open and express, :1~d that 
ultimately he IS prepared to d.eclar~ that o man gives tac~t C?n· 
sent to a go~rnment by bemg stmply within its terrJtortcs. 
Nevertheless, it is both impo.rtant nnd typical of him that he 
loses no opportunity of insastmg .on the importnnec of consent 
and displays considerable m.ent:J.I angenuity in proving t~at men 

~oavdo ~~:e;~dd tha~~~t:~e~h;~e;~~~:e~e:t ~~;;f~lj~r :~:rrc::; 
do~Jfc s~ru~i~:~~. t~o:~£::k~ i~:~~!~ :::~!~b~ a constitutional 
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State in which men acknowledge the rule of law. For there can 
be no po\iti.ca\ liberty if a man is "subject to the inconstant, un­
certain unknown, arbitrary wi\\ of another man." Government 
must ~bcrelore. be b'f "c..stab\ishcd standing laws, promulgated 
-:.:c.C. \o:.nown to the pcop\~, ?nd not by extemporary decrees." 
This must_ be the more InSISted upon because in every State, 

~ce~~c~~a;•s;~~v~~~ 5~o~:~;~~ni~ ~u~~Jc~:~~~d d1\~~~c~~i~a~~:r~ 
gency power, which_ in Engl~nd is Cilll~d prcrogath·c, is "nothing 
but the power of domg publtc good Without a rule," its existence 

~~:;fe1:c~~!yb~o~c~~3c~a~v:~: ~~~;~~~;!u:~r~~~~t r~~~ ~f1!a:~ 
The verr. ncccss•ty for the existence of prerogative is indeed one 

~~:~~dts ~:~~~ ~~n7,~.n should neve~ forget that "where the 

Yet_ another most important characteristic of Locke's true 
State Js that it is limited, not absolute. It is limited because it 
derives power from the people, and because it holds power in 
trust for the people. As "only a fiduciary power to act for certain 
ends," its authority is confined to securing lhose ends. It is 
limited, moreover, by Natural Law in general and by one mo~t 
important Natural Law in particular. Civil Law, for Locke, IS 

merely the restatement of Natura.! Law in detail and by author· 
ised legislation. Civil Law, he says, adds nothing to ou~ know­
ledge of right and wrong. All it adds is immediate pum~hm~nt 
for wrong-doing and greater detail than N:nural Law Will g!ve 
us. Thus Civil Law can never conflict with Natural Law, wh1ch 
remains as a st:mdard of right and wrong superior to all powers 
within the State-":m c:ternal rule to all men, legisl:ttors as well 

~I o:~~s.'~r;h~~i~~t\~ :n~h~r~~~er~~!u~~~io;;.:~~~~:;s,us~d~; 
Natural Law, and of course it applies to all their internal actions 
as well. Hence "the lcgis\alivc, though it be the supreme power 
in every commonwealth, is not, nor can possibly be, absolutely 
arbitrary over the lives and fortunes of the people." The particu· 
lar Natural Law which limits the power of the State is that 
which gives men a right to their property. The right to property, 
Locke insists, is a natural right which is in existence before poli· 
tical institutions. Indeed, he says, "the reason why men enter 
into society is the preservation of their property," and he is never 
in any doubt that "the legislative acts against the trust reposed in 
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~hem when they cndc~n·our to invade the property of the suh­
Jcq," Thus circumscribed by the existence behind positive b.w 
of moral principles which must o,·crridc a\\ positive law, the 
~tate can wic\d no absolute authority. As though to emphasise 
Its limitations throughout the T,-eatiscs on Civil Government 
the word "sovereignty" never occurs. 

l'he State, then, should exist for the good of the people, should 
~cpcnd on their consent, should be constitutional and limited in 
Its authority. If it is not for the people's good, if it does not de­
pend on their consent, if it is not constitutional or if it exceeds 
tts authority, it can, Locke says, be legitimately overthrown. For, 
h_e says, anticipating Rousseau's idea of the rerm:-.nent sover­
etgnty of the community, "there rem:1ins stil in the people :1 
supreme power to remove or :1\ter the legislative when they find 
the legislative :let contmry to the trust reposed in them." This 
power the people exercise by ":1ppe:1ling to he;l\'en," by resort­
tng "to the common refuge which God hath provided for :11l 
~en against force and violence"-namely by rising in revolu­
~1?11- "The true remedy of force without authority," he writes, 
'ts to oppose force to it." He believes that a distinction must be 

made between "the dissolution of tht; society and the dissolution 
of government," and he is conlident that the latter docs not 
entail the former, Nor need it be feared, he says, that he is un­
duly encoumging rebellion. People will put up with many ills 
before they will embark on the dangerous course of revolution­
they "arc not so easily got out of their old forms as some arc 
apt to suggest." "There is one thing only," he writes, "which 
g_athers people into seditious commotions, :md that is oppres­
Sion." Persistently mistreat people and you must expect troub~e­
"cry up their governors as much as you will for sons of Juptter, 
let them be sacred and divine, descended, or :authorised from 
heaven, give them out for whom or what you please, the same 
will happen." Revolution, however, Locke is sure, ought never 
to be the act of a minority, for if it were it might indeed be 
thought that he was, as he strenuously denied, pleading for the 
"liberty for ambitious men to pull down well-framed constitu­
tions, that out of their ruins they may build thcmseh•es for­
tunes." 

Three further characteristics of the good State remain _to be 
noticed. It is a tolerant State, which as far as can be Will re­
spect differences of opinion. It is a negative State, which does not 
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seck to improv~ the character of its citizens nor to manag~ their 
lives, but which merely strives to secure their independence. Yet 
it is also :1 "transformer" State, transforming selfish interest 
into public good. Though it docs not change man's character it, 
nevertheless, makes him behave as God would have him to, for 
it holds in check his self-interest ami is the mechanism whereby 

:u';ht3~~id~~~h1;tefs.f~:~~bli~n h:~~i~~~s~~~~~~~i~lai~~a;~ ~~~ 
to gain pleasure and to avoid pain. By regulating artificial pains, 
i.e. punishments, the St:Jte can sec to it that the pleasure of 
doing things which do not contribute to the public happiness wiU 
be less than the attendant pain. The State thus brings pressure ~o 
bear on the individual in such a way that he acts for the pubhc 
good, and the end-public happiness-is achie,·cd even though 
the individual's motive-indeed, precisely because the indiviJ· 
ual's motive-is to do good to himself. 

These arc the characteristics without which the State is un· 
worthy of the name. Locke knows how few States have pos­
sessed them. Conquest and violence, he is aware, have long 
stalked the world, and tyranny, which is "the exercise of power 
without right," whispers its enticements not merely to mon· 
archies, but to all governments. But only where these cha~a~· 
teristics can be observed c:tn men be said to have entered CLVII 

;h::e!~h~~~dn~r J:~eri~ ~~;l t~0~~~tshi~~ ~~1t1r::i~~ b~~~~ta~:. 
serve and ~nlarge freedom." Only there will the age-old conhict 
of Authority and Freedom be perfectly resolved. 

Locke's Importance 
It is not difficult to criticise Locke, since he has not troubled 

to remove the contradictions and confusions from his writings. 
He was quite prepared to regard moral laws as finished and 
finite and their study as an exact science, and at the same time 
to see them merely as temporary and conditional, the relative 
products of different stages of society. He was ready to use words 
in different and ':lot always defined senses. Property, for instance, 
as he speaks of ~t, may mean no more than we mean by it, or 
may imply nothmg less than the life, liberty, and estate of the 
citizens. He is by no means averse to using terms so carelessly as 

~;a~0:h~e~i~o~;cae~~f~ ~~ ~~~:~';~~~~e~he pl~;.~~a~~r~,;~}-
·----~~--~--·-·-~~-- ---- ----~--.. 
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single person if the executive is vested in him and if he has also 

~~~cci~/~fs1~9!~1~~t~:~; arc incompatible with othm. His p~y-
chological egoistic hedo~ism is, for instanc~, incOI:npatiblc wtt? 
his utilitarianism, since 1f men can only dcsue thctr own h3ppt-

~~~;. i~~ds~f~~c:~et~s s~!~~t ~~;ct, ~~cs~~~k~~~ h~ff~~et~d:~~~s~d 
unchangeable scl!lshncss of man w~ich is nevenhcles! s~pposed 
to be capable occasion:tlly of :tltrms'?, of a contr:tdtcuon t~:tt 
should be expl:tincd, there. arc o_ccnst?ns when ~c seems bhnd 
to the incompntibility of hts vnnous tdc:ts. He IS undoubtedly 
n:tYve in s:tying th:tt his theory of consent is connected with his 
theory of Naturnl Lnw. His theory of conse_nL~e:tns-_thiJ.!ju~tice 
and injustice arc what men call justi~e ?nd injustice-:tn action 

~t:~~[t~is~~=er~l~h~~h;~c~rdoi~~ot~rs,~~ichoj~~~~~ 
:ind iiijusticc exist even though men deny them. Clearly where 
consent is part of the theory of institutions Natural Law must 
be absent. 

Nor can it be denied that many of his ideas must today ap-

~~:rr;d~73t~a~~a~i:O~e~~:~~0~a~f bf:,of~~t~u~'=t':y ~e~~n~0 h~~ 
cut, and the ore I have digged in any place where I have a 
right to them in common with others, become my property with­
out the assignation of anybody." Ritchie's comment, "My horse 
and my sen•ant arc thus equally with my labour the means by 
which I acquire property; so that the capitalist employer of 
labour would, nccording to this clause, be fully entitkd to the 
entire product created by his servants, if he can manage to get 
it," is JUStified. 

When Locke says that "the very being of :tnyonc within the 
territories of a Government" implies consent to that Govern­
ment, it is obvious that he has so emptied the word "consent" 

!1g~:~:~1~ ~f~!ne~~rha~e0b~~~nb~~:dt~~t c~~~e~t~ri~f;s:fe~r~0t~~~ 
that his social contr:tct has become little better than a farce. 
Moreover, the 2oth century has had greater opportunity than 
the 17th to know that there are many pitfalls in the path of 
those who arc content with the definition of democracy as gov~ 
ernment by consent. In authoritarian countries the consent that 
the regime can normally count upon is all but unanimous-
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thanks to the use of monopoly of mass propaganda and to the 
forcible suppression of dissentients. If consent, then, be the ha!l­
mark of democracy, Fascist Italy, Nazi Germany, and Bolshevik 
Russia must be regarded as being much more democratic than 
those countries in which Governments have perforce to recon­
cile themselves to persistent, vigorous and often widespread 
opposition. 

Locke, moreover, though ::1 great fighter for freedom, was too 
disinterested in equality. His was the essential Whig faith,_ilis_ 
belief in individual liberty combine~ with denial of social cqual­
it:y=-To the 2oth century he must therefore appear forgetful of 
"the fact that while liberty may be very much more important 
than equality, and while too much insistence on equality may 
be most dangerous to liberty, nevertheless liberty itself is. un· 
likely to survive long if equality is treated with too cavnher a 
contempt. Locke had forgotten what to Harrington was the 
greatest commonplace of political theory-the impossibility of 
freedom in a society where too great gulfs of class and wealth 
exist. 

And Locke was, as all would agree, far too rationalistic.J1~­
wa.s blind to the emotional forces that hold societies and states 
i'?"g~er. It is n~-t mCreiy the understandable desire to inherit his 

!a~:;~sc~~of~r!y ;~:~c~~~~-a~n E;JI:~i~antl~~t ~.:fili~e~:t~r:~~ 
the state of nature and remain so, till, by 5,cir own consent, they 
make themselves the members of some politic:~! society," Locke 
is expressing that extreme individualism of the Stoics which is so 
much less convincing than Aristotle's conception that men are 
by nature social and political beings. 

an~e~~a~~ ~~;~~~cid~;u3t~~ ~~~~~ 7ht~~~ _;~~~~~e~~~~~~ 
g~~i~n ~~ the _first gFeat'"VO!cc of another great tradi· 
tion. 

rh~h~r"~fs %5e~7~~~[ ;:e~~~:::~;s~~h~a~ded\~ ~~~~b:;~~~~;,i: 
he did, Wat all mercly_E.!!Enan_E._'-!~h_ority is limited-bY. the L:1w 
of God a_E.~-~~ La_w of Nature. "In the court "oE conscienCe," 
Aquinas wrote, "t~~s:_is no ol:Jiigation t~ obey an unjust law." 
The Middle ~g~ _E~ld, as -~oc~e. ~eld, th_at only the C'!_mmunity 

Ffl~h~iJ~g~h~~t~h~~ub~~~! f~1-iJi-f*k-P~tth~ ~~?n::l;~~%n:a! 



THE STATE AS MACHINE 81 

moria! custom,..Qut as something made,_ that it should be made 
by _th~ c~mmunity-as Bi":.cton s:~id that the English law was 
maCie, by the King "with the; counsel and consent ~f the grc:nt 
fl"!CD and the approval-Of the commonwealth." They were sure, 

ii~:~cd~~~~~~~~~~~~o a~i~~~;r;~ !~:s ~~~~~:~!~~~i~c~i:~~ 
"pOlitical thought :1nd literature th:m th:n between the King, who 

~~~f: ;;~i~~fi~f :~i~,:a~0gr!~~~ci'~s0~~;j,h~sr~~:r;g~~~~ !~;~ 
strong Kings in time of war could nc,•cr be sure of getting their 
way. Edw:~rd I told the E:~.rl of Norfolk who was rclucront to 
~oin his expedition. "By God, sir Earl, you must either go or 

si~"li,~g~~(lwmen~r~~~ ~'::~:~h:~g~!!cl~vi~~~~tic:~~~~ ·;~x s~c~~: 
sanctity of property also, Locke was carrying on that medieval 
trnditio_n which regnrded property and fcuda! institutio'!s. as 
somethmg nutonomous, not within the provmce of pobtacal 
power, a undition which finds expression in the insistence of 
Magna C:uta that the King cannot take action agninst the person 
or property of his SUbjeCts except by J:roccss oflaw, a tradition 

:tjc~h~u&,~~o~~ ~I ~~;3 v:ra~~h~0 Qu~n'~?b;r~~g:::h ~~~~ 
to all our Lands and Goods as to :my Revenue of her Crown," 
we read "the House hawked and spat and kept :1 great coil to 
make him m:~ke an end," Locke's work is the very important 
continuation into the modern world of the great medieval ttadi-

tioBu~f iri~t~~~~ 1~t~~;st striking formulation of the principles 

~:nt~;i~:r~! ~~:;v~ :c;Jr~~~i~: roda !:r~~~~ fili~~!~n ~! rai~-
down the essential theses of ljberalism-tbat.thc pcopl~_ js_thc: 

~~~~~= ~~r~~~!~al t~~~c£~:3~:;~t~~h~~ ':t~n~~:r~~~~~ 
rilCasU-res arc to-be judged by an active citizen boOy, that meri 
~re reasonably moral :1nd responsible :~nd that the main object 
of gOvernment is to help them whe~ they require it, but not to 
run their liy~ for_!hc;~.l .. J!nd_~na!ly t~at_the _State must be rc-

~~~:~i~~!r:t~&~ ~~!fid~ni:: ~f~h~r I::hhth~i'th~~eth':s: ~:~:~ 
~h~~h~h~nbkcs 0~ uf~r~~~~t?b1l~t~~f~ ~i:c!~~~~:e~h~ :~e:~ 
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\cast be app\icll to them. With their assistan.ee Eng\i~hmen tame~l 
L · th:lll ·md if in the 2oth century Leviathan has cast off h1s 
~v.la to 'g~ devouring through the world, they may well feel 
eha~n~fter all Locke has the root of the matter in him and that 
t a 'sound a~d healthy politic:Jl system will incorporate the 
~~rater part of the principles that he laid down. 

THE UTYLITARIANS 

Perhaps it was neither Hobbes nor Locke, but a school which 
0 wcd something to both of them, which made the gre:ttcst 

ftn~~~~ ~~:~~~~S:n t~ink~~it~~3~:;a~u:sh~h~h:nueg~o~3~:~;;\~~U~ 
English as the other. This was the Utilitarian sc~ool, which for 
over a hundred years, from the: rit'a"dle o(thC 18th to the iniddle 

0~q~~;~Jt/~{JdS~~*\5iti~c~~~~~~iestley,~ 
Hutchc:WJ.,.P~~y p_ro.fq;~d it..;_ it wa~Irom- the tOreign 
springs of Hclvetius and Beccaria. But it was first around Jeremy 
Bentham, the most typical Utilitarian of them all, that a school 
began to form. HJ.!_associatiol}_w_ith the_ energetic, able, and .un-

~~~~-fffr~~:!~;Jt~:sc~~dcn~~~r3!~le~0 B~~~l~~~~~ 
into ever closer relationship with the Classical Economists, 
brought into being that remarkable group of men whom tod~y 
we generally refer to as the Utilitarians or as the Philosophic 
Radicals. 

They were great individualists who made their own con­
tribution to the devclop~:nt of Utilitarian theory. Nevertheless 
they have the charactensttcs of a school. Heine once deplored 

~~~.h~~t~~~.n~~i~~~:ino~hi~g~~~~i~~l~;,n~:~!~i;;~~~':di~f~~~ 
English UtJhtanans, who were all firm believers in general pnn­
ciples. They_ ~.er~ all ~urc !h~t ?II men seck happiness, t~at 
Ele~.!u~l_!11Qfl~_IS go()d, that tlie only right action is that whiCh 
produces_th_c: gr~atcst happiness, and th:tt the sole justific.ation 
oCth-e ?tate i~_~h:lt it makes possible this greatest happmess. 
ThCyWCre iii! philosophic radicals, the thc:'!!ists of represent:t­
tivc 9emocracy ~flsi q_f universal suffrage.. · 

,;Ji~~.h~h~;t h~d"~rs~~~~~0~c~~~ ~~:~Y a~edp;~:ex~:~~,~~~of~ 
Grote, Roebuck, Huller, Molesworth, and for a short time in 
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John Stuart Mill, they had their; spokesmen in Parli:mlent. In 
Chadwick they had their greatest representative in the adminis­
trati\"c machine. In Molesworth, in Buller, and to some extent 
in Gibbon Wakefield, they had their delegates in the Empire. 

They were always in a minority and they were never popular. 
They were too coldly intellectual, too frigid and scholastic, and 
men were not Aattered by their view of mankind. But for long 
they were without serious competitors. Their great contempo­
raries-Rousseau, Kant, St. Simon, l\·larx-were unhonoured in 
England; their critics at home were unconvincing. In conse­
~uence, their inAuence was out of all proportion to their nu~-

~~~~· t!0~~i~· t:~:hi~~~t:·tjf~-:!~!fs :£~~ ;;~i'o~~~. ~.~~~o:~~ 
be hard to find any corner of our public life where the spirit of 

~~d~~h~ e~ste~~tof;b~:~~At~~~[~"c~h~e~at~r~! ~~a! ~~~d~~, 
the two greatest representatives of Utilitarianism-of Jeremy 
Bentham, the master, and John Stuart Mill, the greatest and the 
most err:mt of his followers. 

JEitE!oiY BENTHA~, li-48-1832 

liis Life and Writings 
Bentham seems the caricaturist's dream of a philosopher. In 

infancy he was the prodigy who, escaping from his walk, made 
the footman light candles and draw up his chair to the .table so 

~;~~~;;~h~;hce~~~~h:h:~!:~i~h~fj(J~~~~at::r~:~~h~ h~! 
"sacred teapot" c:~lled Dick, who in the intcrva1s of grm~mg 
f:'~~e 3~~~m;~l1a~~~:e~~~~~~~~1ja~C:~~~~~~~~~t~~~i~s ~~~~ 
it, from one odd room to the next and exercised hi~sclf wuh 
his regular ":~nte-jcmacul:1r" and "post-prandi:tl" "clrcumgyra-

tiotJ~·~ame of a family of wealthy lawyers :1nd he hims~lf was 
intended for the law. His father was convinced from h1Sf early 
promise-he was learning Latin :It three-that he was a uture 
occupant of the Woolsack. h" 

Not surprisingly, in view of his ca~ly education, he found ded 
teachers lacking and his contempor:mcs stupid. It is not r~or 

:r::: !~e6;~:~g;~ ;~~~~ob~~:~i~s i~~o~n:~:~u::~~i~ti!:C:; 
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Queen's with prospective parsons whose ideas of prepari~g 
themselves for their vocations might have been thought even m 
that age and place pcculi~r. One drank _till, as B_entham s~id, 
"his eyes turned purple. Another cnhvencd hts thcologJcal 
studies by holding Bentham upside down at ar~'s_lc~gth, there· 
by demonstrating the strength of muscul:lr Chnsuamty and the 

~~J~o~b~~~!0s~ic~;c~f ~~~!;~£~~- i~~~a05ni~~rs~~;; b~~ 
his talents were still to be saved for the law. The University, 
whose tolerance was large enough to embrace drunkenness and 
horse-play, was appalled at the immorality of Methodist hymn­
singing and prayer-meetings, :md its action in cxpel\ing the 
Methodists saved Bentham from any temptations to which he 
may ha\·e been exposed of throwing in his lot with them. 

Nevertheless, in Bentham's eyes, Oxford town more than 
made up for the deficiencies of Oxford University. For, return­
ing to record his vote in the University parliamentary election, 
he found in a bookshop Priestley's E!!ay an Gav~n!mcnt, which 
contained the phrase whicJ'i'P?iestley h:id-taken from Hutcheson, 
"the ~rcatest happiness of t~e gn;!!~t _!lUrJ!~e(' "It\VaS~·-·-he 
says, by that pamphlet ana iliis phrase in it that my principles 
on the subject r:'f moral_ity1 pub~ie and_.~rivate, were determined. 
It was ·lrOrilthat pamphlet and-th31:-paJie -of it i:h""iti-drCi.Vthc 
phrase, the worcls ancl the importance of which have been so 
widely cliflused over the civilised world. At the sight of it I 
cried out as it were in an inw:ud ecstasy, like Archimedes on the 

di~~vf;Iv~~:~!~onr~:~~~~h~~i~~!kl~h~~~~~~~t~~~;!~'rsei~~: 
where on the £90 a year that his father allowed him he lived 
what he said was "truly a miserable life." His career as a bar­
rister was short and inglorious. His father had a case or two 

~~~tifo~ ~~~t~~~~. ~~~~~ ~~i:0unpE~o~6i~h Ls~t ~~p~~aJ~d,sh~~~~ 
~~e~rh~Pl:~ ~~~~fs~;0a~d ~h;~~s~~~t~~~u~f ~{;;,"'~~nj !~~tilic~ 
fond father had to admit that visions of the Woolsack had 
faded so completely as to leave not a rack behind. 

Yet Bentham's time was not being wasted. He was becoming 
more and more convinced that c.very man should, and that he in 
particular must, devote_ him~~lf to the. furtherance of human 
happiness. "Has a mail- faiC=nts? He Owes them to his country in 
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every way in which they can be ~erviceable," he wrote, An? 
again, "I would have the Jearcst fr1end I have to know that hts 
interests, if they come in competition with those of the public, 
arc as nothing to me. Thus I will serve my friends-thus I 
would be served by them." 

Moreover, he was being !11\ed with the assurance that his par· 
ticular job in life was to labour at the reform of the law, since 
he was rapidly becoming sure both that legislation was the 
most important of man's activities and that he, Jeremy Bentham, 
was possessed of a genius f.or it. "Have I a genius for legisla­
tion?" he asked. "And have I indeed a genius for legislation? 
I gave myself the answer, fearfully and tremblingly, 'Yes.'" He 

;~~r~~h;f ~~i~~;fo~~~~:rs~;_}v_a~t5_~-~~~~! ~~d 
He was, then, primarily a law reformer, intent on applying 

the scientillc method to the llcld of law, on uniting law and 
science so that the whole human race might be rescued from 

:~~~s~it~~:·w~~ai~\~~~fo=ef~J h~nf~~it~:1n!n~~~::oro~~~: 
psychology, pen~logy, theology, politics, and ethics. 

He had almost a "Chinese box" mind, which led him con· 
tinually from one project to the nc.xt and which nucly allowed 
him to finish anything. As Wilson wrote to him, "Your history 

~~~d ~c~~:e kt~o~v~e~~~. ~~s t~~e~~~~~~tm3~,\~flcs ;~s~~~~~~v;~~n~ 
nothing is completed." Much of what he was engaged upon 
appeared as "fragments" or "introductions," Such was his first 
published work, the Fragment on Government, which appeared 
in 1776. Such is perhaps his greatest book, the Introduction to 
tM Principles of Morals and Legislation, which came out in 
1789. He was most reluctant to publish, but fortunately his 
friends saw to it that he did. And, working steadily every day, 

~~\:;~~ga~Ji~:~~l~r~11~~~~ ~!~a~~i~~~u;~rk:lois~l;h~r~~~~~a:~ 
two-columned pages, the best known of which being, besides 
the Fragment and the Introduction, the Defence of Usttry•, the 
Diicourse on Civil and Penal Legislation, the Essay on Political 
Tactics, the Theory of Punishments and Rewards, the Treatise 
on judicial Evidence, the Pape1·s upon Codification and Public 
Instruction, the Book of Fallacies, the Rationale of Evidence, and 

P.T.-7 
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the Constitutional Code. His unpublished MSS. arc almost ~s 
voluminous. h 

That huge mnss of material is still today a quarry well wort 
working. But it cannot be pretended that the study of Bc~thaOlf 
however rewarding, is the easiest an_d the: m?st c?tcrtainmg 0 d 

~~~~e~~ :1: d~0~~d~st;'a~:-:n ~£ th~ :~~~~ibil:~;t~f :·~:~~~~~~q~l~ 
ity, one of the best in the history of political thought, shows· 

~1!t cii0c~~~o~b~h~r~c~~~da~x~~~~yb it r~~~~~~~ :h~'~~~~~~~";by 
which it was cst:~blishcd. It wi\\ nccJ' an army of inquisitors and 
executioners as deaf to favour as to pity; insensible to the 
seductions of pleasure, inaccessible to personal interest; endowed 
with all the virtues, though in a service which destroys them :::~11. 
The levelling apparatus ought to go incessantly backward and 
forward, cutting off all that rises above the line prescribed. A 
ceaseless vigilance would be necessary to give to those who had 
dissipated their portions, and to take from those who by l:::~b~ur 
had augmented theirs. In such an order-that of prodigahty, 
there would be but one foolish course-that of industry. Th1s 
?~~tended remedy, seemingly so pleasant, would be a mortal 
polson, a burning cautery, which would consume till it dc­
str~ycd_ the last fibre ?f life. The hostile sword in its great'::st 
fu~JCS Is ~ thous:md t1mes less dreadful. It inflicts but partial 
evlis, wh1ch time effaces and industry repairs." 
B~t over-elaboration and too great a fove of dissection and 

~~all spoil his later works. Moreover in the interests of scien­
t!.~ accu~acy he thought it necessary :o dc\·elop what he called 
af new hngo," and whilt, understandably enough his critics re­
~rre~ to as "this new peculiar branch of the great ;rt of regenera­
u_o~. W_ords and phrases such as annuality trienniality, benefi­
~Ja ness, mterest comprehension, pleasurably' operating, potential 
u:nperman_cnce, competition excluding, undangerousness, deeepti­
ujusly _evidential, nonspuriousness, virtually universal suffrage 
Pan, ng_h~ _and left hand complimentive distribution, pretty 
general CIV!hty proposition principle, break out like ::m ugly rash 
on most of h1s pages. When his critics said of him that he had 
a~opted the language of Babel as the proper vehicle for the doc­
trmes of political confusion at least as far as the language was 
concerned they were not far wrong. 

Bentham, who had hoped that "torches from the highest 
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~~gions" would li~ht themseh·es at his "farthin~ candle," was 
~sappoinred that his Fr<1gmcnt fJ/J Governmc11t did not win a 

~t1lr greater recognition. Yet it had one effect 0£ ihc greatest 
~tnportance. It won him the friendship of Lord Shelburne, a-nd 

~~~:," \~~~lb:~c~:hehdo~c F~~n~h\\~~~sl~~f~n h~n ~8~2E~fn~~ 
Writings on legisl3tion. The French National Assembly had 
~!ready conferred the title of citizen upon Bentham for his 
.ardent love of humanity"-he h:~d offered to set up his Panop­
~tcon, his prison or "mill for the grinding rogues honest and 
tdlc men industrious," in Fr:mce and to become "gratuitously 
the g:toler thereof." Now the public:ttion of the Trairis d~ 
Ugislation civil~~~ pb1a/e gave him :Ill international repumtion 
long before he had established a nation:~! one. When he visited 
Prance in 1825, he was given a triumphal reception. As many 
Copies of his books sold in St. Petersburg as in London, and the 
Emperor Alex:tndcr called for his co-oper:ttion in drafting :t legal 
code. The Cortes of Spain and Portug:al \'Oted that his works 
should be printed at the n:ttional expense. Even distant South 
America felt his influence. 40,ooo copies of Dumont's Tra~"th, 
so Benth:~m said, were sold in Paris for the South Amencan 

~~dh.in?~:ed~:tt~i::~t~· h:;~;eoF~h~ ~!q~~s~~~~ngp~~~~~~e!~ 
rnake Benth<"lm the legislator of his new State. S~nt<"J.nder was 
his professed disciple. Bolivar, as exile, <"J.ddressed him in the 
most fulsome terms, and as dictator of Colombi:1 paid him the 
compliment of banning his books. There is more truth than 
exaggeration in the words that Hazlitt wro c._af...him~~-~-t~ as 

~~-~be~~~~ ~s !i~l~~~~~f'C~~l! a~l~~~~~~~-~-~~~~: 
Hc-liii.s OffCred Coilstitutions -for thl: -new- world 3 nd-legislated 
for future times. Mr. Hobhouse is a gre<"lter name at the hust­
ings, Lord Rolle at Plymouth Dock, but Mr. Benth:am would 
C;J.rry it hollow, on the score of popularity, at P;J.ris or Pegu." 

Yet if !"e<:.ogni~~on was slower in _coming to him at home th~n 
abro<"J.d, circumst:~nces ~c;_re conspirirlg to ensure that his In­

fluence in England woUld be greater and more lasting th:~n any­
~ here else. In his Xf.!!l:th.he had. been a Tory sympathiser. H.~ 

never suspected that the people 10 power were ag:tinst reform. 
l-ie "supposed they only wanted to know what was good in 
order to embrace it." But the rejection of his Panopticon scheme, 
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h" h he had oflered. to the Go,·ernment, made h\m 5C h n 
~i:~ter Interest of Privilege in cvcry_pa_th. Consequently d eto 

:a~~':h:~ ~\~~~~~t~ithi~~~~~J% ~C:c~_an 
c){cdle:nt mcails of perpetuating his influence and of carrying 

th~~~h ~::Ji:~[o~~so:lc t~:~ ~~~~~~~h~d was, incidentally, not 
only the means of ensuring his influence, but of building 0 .P a 
legend which docs not conform to fact. That legend clat~S 
that his genius suffered from the seclusion of his life. ~n J. 1: 
Mill's ':"ords, he knew "neither internal experience nor extcr~ad, 
the q~nct, even tenor of his life, ;"~nd his hcahhincss of f1'l 1~3~ 
co~spncd to exclude him from both"---:~~_E:..-

ph~~s;cp~~r ~~t ~~~~~~1r~~h:f,r ~~!~~~:,0~n~~ him before he 

&~~51~~· c::d~:t :tn~~~~v~~si:ti~~t ~:';){;io~:~~;s\~~~~ :~=i~ 
experience has embraced. We know now that as n young p1an 
he proved the truth of the old Stoic saying that "the contest 

~~~;e~~e·~h~~asg!~~r;~u~hbf~\~~~r\~~:~·::;~~n~l;.n ;nnd 
fro~ his l~tters we must conclude that he had acted upon t~1} 
adv1ce. whtch he gave to his brother, that a wise man ."'1 

:bF:f~~~ili~~rr~ 3!~;hs~h~!~h t~~~i~~ew~!r~Vvncc~~a~e~o bro~~~1~~:~ 
ture htm, as his school did as a man of the most fugitive and 
clois.tercd virtue, who nev~r knew the tug and tussle of the 
pass1ons, whose only concession to the emotional in life was the 
gentle, dispassionate proposal of marriage which he made to a 
lady whom he had not met for sixteen years, and which dearly 
expected, as it received, the answer "no." In spite of the }cgen~, 

;;n~h~~~~ ~~f~:o~hc;b;t sf;:ak~~~t:'t~h~e~~~~~J~dr~h~;;'ct~~ ~~ 
his life. 

Bentham lived to be eighty-two, working hard to the end, 
"codifying like any dragon,"as he himself said. His ambition had 
been no small one. "J. B. the most ambitious of the :unbitious," 
he wrote. "His Empire-the Empire he aspires to-extending to 
and. comprehending the whole human rae~, in all places-in all 
habitable places of the earth, at all future t1me." He died haf?PY 
in the thought that that ambition was well on the way to bemg 
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n::alised. In the words of Leslie Stephen-"he is said to ha,·e 
expressed the wish that he o:ould awaken once in a century to 

~ir~~~~~a~~ t~~,e~;r;t~~~~ ~~~:~~s~r:~~~~~1~:~~~~d~:~~d~~~: 
~~~hi?b~~l ~:5~i:~~~~ ct:';~ee~ln~e!~~~s0!/~h:~c~S!n~~r~~ii~~ 
Was his goY, that knowledge which he was convinced would 
supply the answer to all m:m's problems. 

l'he Principle of Utility 
_Today we understand by "utility" that which is contrasted 

Wah the merely ornamental, agreeable, or pleasant. Bentham, 
however, meant by it not what is opposed to the pleasant or 
~greeablc, bm C?C_a~!ly wh_a~ is p_lcasan!: f)r agrc;_eable. He used it, 
ln fact, :1s :1 Syilonym for our word "good;' or our word "y_aluc." 

But what clocs Benth:1m mean by goodness or utility~_J;je!J':. 
thing that brings happiness is good, he tells us, ancl nothing th:lt 
dacsn't bring happiness is good. "An lldhercnt to the Principle 

~~~~t~~tr~; ;Je~~~~e:h,~~i~hi~~~~l~0f~o'ma t~~0~r~~~?c~ ~~ ~~~~h~ 
esteems vice to be a bad thing by reason only of the pains which 
follow in its tnin." 

The doctrine of Utility, therefore, is a hedonistic doctrine. 
When Bentham spoke of the good and bad consequences of an 
action he simply meant the hap_py or painful consequences of 
that action. He accepted the assOciation principle of Ha~Y. t~at 
all ideas arc derived from the sense~ as the result of we operauon 
of Sclls-iOic objects on these, a':ld he conceived of life as _being 
Illllde up of interesting perceptiOns. All experience, he bei~C\·cd, 
~V<ts either pleasurable or painful, or both. Pleasures were simply 
I?dividual sensations. But happiness he thought of no~ :lS a 
simple individual sensation. Rather it Wlls ;1 st<'lte of mmd, a 
bundle of sensations. Every pleasure was prima facie good and 
ought to be pursued. But happiness was not the piling up o~ all 
pleasures. It was the net result-that is, it sometimes entailed 
th? rejection of some pleasures indulgence in which would have 
painful consequences. 

'I'hc doctrine of Utility is a doc~rinc of a quantit:-.ti,·cly con· 
ceived hedonism-it can recognise no distinction between 
pl~sures except ll quantitative one. If good equals happiness, 
then one action is better than another only if it produces more: 
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happiness. We ciln only sp~k -~_!_one pleasure being grc~tcr in 
quantity_ than anothcr-ot crw1sC we would be appcalmg to 
ailothcr standard of goodness. When we say that "poetry is better 
than push-halfpen~y," we may either mean that it gives a dif­
ferent and better kmd of pleasure or that it gives more pleasure. 
If we accept the principle of Utility, however, we can only mean 
the latter. 

If the only difference between pleasures is a quan!!ta~ivc dif­
ference, how a:r~_w_e to measure pleasure :mll pain? No linear 
mca~urcmcriCcan DCappli~-ro:-th-cro.=ana-ii:" is OOvious~ 
possLblc to measure them by wc1ght. Yet if we believe that the 

~~Jd;~~s3t~~~~t~~c;~o~fu~~~i~t0ts ~s~~~~~!~c~c ~b1~h~ ~~:;~~ 
pleasures and pains. The doctrine of l!tility must therefore also 
be a~ doctrine which tcaches1i0Wp!C:isures can be measu~cd, To 
eiaable us to do this, Bentham gives l!s____h_is famous "fc:licific 
calculus." When we measure pleasures, he says, we must take 
~f their intensity and duration. We must take note of 
t~c:_i_r c~rtaioty or uncertainty, since a pleasure that is more cer· 
ta_in is greater th~_O!Je which is_ less certain. T~cir propinquity!'! 
or remoteness must also come into our calculauons, a pleasure 
that is closer or more easily available being greater than one 
which is farther away and more inaccessible. We must consider 
their fecund1ty-iiid their purity, since one pleasur~ is greater than 
another if its chances of being followed by scnsauons of the same 
kind arc better and if its chances of being followed by sensations 

of +~~sopJo~~~i~~i~1 a~~i\~;· is a doctri!le ~vhich is conccrn.cd 
with results not with motives. It ma1nt:uns that the mottvc 
of an actmn"'lSirrclcva:nt·-to its gOOdiies-s or b:idness-not, as 
pr. Johnson held, that its goodness and morality depends 
upon the motive with which it is done, H~w~v~r, Utilitarians 
ai}O.._EX.~P!Jr~d_ to compromise with the view'G!:it rilOfi~ matters 
at least to this extent that they will admit that the motive 

-of an action can be considered relative to its goodness or 
bad~ess where it has an effect upon its rcsuhs, If men act 
habltUnlly from good-will they agree, their actions arc likely 

~t~~:~i~~ltl~ fr~~cfi~_e;i~~~ ~:~th3;~,t~o~~~~~r~ ~~~~\~~s ~~~ 
consequences may be both "primary" and "secondary." ~he 
p~in which the robbed man feels at the loss of his money IS a 
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"primary" evil. The al:um felt by all ~ther holders of money, 

~~ects~f~~i:!~~~a~~a~h~~~:;rk~sn ~~! .~:~~~r;~.a~~t~,~~to~':~s~~~~ 
for property, arc "secondary" c,~ils. Thcs: secondary evils may 
be more important than the pnmary c':Jl-:Js t~c c~amplc of 
a single man refusing to pay his taxes m1ght be mfimtely more 
harmful to the State than the loss to the TmJ.Sury of his persomal 
contribution would suggest. A m_a~:s_ intentions or moti\'es, 
Bentha~ says, are of the gr~afiiSt Importance in determining 
thCSC-sCcOOdary conSequei.ccS 0£ actions, and must therefore 
be t:Jken into account by the lcgisl:Jtor. In spite, however, of this 
compromise, it is clear that according to the doctrine of Utility 
we cannot say whether an action is good until its consequences 
are known.· 

It would seem to follow that Utilitarians cannot s:1y that a 
whole class of :Jctions is bad, but that only particu!:Jr actions 
are b~d. Circumstances must always be taken into account, and 
tlitte arc no uniform and certain .consequences that can be said 
torollow actiOnS of a Certain class. If this be so, a difficulty 
a·rises of which the Utilitarians were well aw:Jre. If each action 
is to be judged sep3r:Jtdy, h:wen't we abolished a criterion of 
g~Odness, haven't w~ discoun~~d ~orality in fa~our of expe­
diency? Yet the doctnne of Ut1lny a1ms also :Jt bcmg a doctrine 
Of morals. 

Different Utilitarians attempt to meet this difficulty in differ-

~jj~ ;i:~5·u~3~e~r~~~p~i~;~~hfc~h~~eUc~~t~:~~ht;te~~bo~~~~~!!~~ 
of actions are good or bad. An action, they say, is to be 
:IC-COl!l!_ted good not because of its immedi:Jte happy consequences 
but because of its general or long~tcrm happy consequences. If 
men ask themselves what would be the consequences if the same 
sort of action were generally permitted, they can determine what 
sort of actions are good and what bad. The accumulated ex­
perience of mankind will tell men what the probable conse­
quences of certain kinds of action will be, will provide 3 rough, 
general rule whereby W~C!l~_c;:lasses of _actiom can be judged. 
Benth:Jm, however, asserted that since we can make an accurate 
eStimate ·of t?e_ conseque~c~s ~f any particular action, gene'ralis:t­
tiOns a~out cOnduct arc intirely unnecessary to a moral theory. 
He behev_ed. in_~'Il}OI_!!I arithmetic," in the ~a~~ment of :1 
general pnnc1plc by an c::ct calculation. 
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92 The doctrine of Utility tells us, further.' y.'hosc happincj~1;l~ 
~lcas~~~5~5 ab~u~c t~~~g;~~~~;~g~s ~;~~rk5abiy0\fut~h~nnaanin:aids 
~~g~hc views of the Utilitarians o~ tMs po!!t~B~ntha~ S'..,.bc 

;~~cti=~~"{~~~n~;~~c~~ ~~~s ~ub~\;~~c~v~~~esy~h~f~;~~l 1~g~5ti~ 
hedonism, holding that. no riian ever desired anything, bccaBc 
no man could ever desire anything, ~ut personal happinc~5 • his 
tells us first, therefore, that a man :urns always and only at ht 

~:~i~er~~~h1c hhf$~~~~:~ ~te~~cr;b~~/~n1~~5n~:a~h:~n~;'h~us~Y.~ 
tbal:' an action is good whenever it results in a bafa~cc of ~aPP1~ 
ness to somebody. Thirdly he says thnt man should stnVC 
bring about the greatest happiness of the greatest num~cr-.( 
slogan which owes some of its success. to its ambiguity, sancc k_ 
read in one way it could even justify the slavery of the Grce 
City State. Fourthly, in his later_ writings he says th:lt ~30 

~~h~~~ ~~~\~rdc ~~&J:~~e~J\;~~i~~~ tt~P\~l~o~~s~l~::!'~~li~~~s v;~:~ 
chiracteristic of tl1e Utilit:'lrians. · 

This doctrine of Utility is one which tells us how to regulate 
our conduct----even though according to 3cntham, someW~lllt 
paradoxically, no action can be disinterested and the conceptton 
of duty-that which you are punished for not doing-docs ~ot 

-.- ~~~Ya'c~\~~-l~tcl~o~ta;tf:~ ii: ~~~g~v1h~~~i~~s~~t~t~1 :s~~f~~-~ 
of pleasure-a Jefinition which, incidentally, allows the infhc­
tion of pain if in the end a balance of pleasure is obtained, an 
idea which is the basis of the Utilitarian theory of punishment. 
A right action is one which would produce a larger balance of 
pleasure or a lower bai:Jnce of pain than any other action pos­
sible in the circumstances. All actions whatsoever must be good 
or bad. All actions to which there is an alternative must be right 
or wrong. It is always bad to produce mor<: pain than pleasure. 
It is always wrong to choose that of two act.mns V{hich produces 
less pleasure than might have been the case In the circumstances. 

!~~~t~~r ~~t~~r~~:::ai~:~~h~ a~~d a a~~i~~.a~~;~i:hw;~:Ju~;f~~:~ 
pain thhn pleasure, is. nevertheless right if the only altcrnat_ive 
produces su\1 more pam. · 

This doctrine of Utility, moreover, is supposed to be universal 
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-all other explan:uions of man's conduct arc merely this doc-

;~:~i!~~!~f:i~j:·fi~d~t~~;1a~~r:~ r;~o~~s,~~~~i~~ h~~~~car:/~t~~~~~~ 
cjucti.ccs and :my action b:~.d which has pleasurable conscqucltccs, 
that it is "mcrc:ly the principle of utility misapplied." Ascetics, 
llt;ntham s:~.ys, derive a perverted pleasure from their asceticism. 
'therefore asceticism is cxplic:tblc in terms of hedonism, while 
hedonism is not explicable in terms of asceticism. Hence hedon­
ism,.. or the principle of Utility, must be the true cxpl:m:~tion of 
men's actions. If we say that conscience is the guide to the good­
ness and badness of actions, there arc moments when conscience 

~~~ ~h:";~i~~:;,:":} ~~~l~t;.c ~~~a~~~~r uf:s" ~; ~~h~~:~a~ 
Stability in the past, J. S. Mill agrc~s. hns been achieved by the 
t.acit OJcccptance of the principles of Utilitarianism. Behind. every 
critc"rion of goodness has alw;~ys been the principle of Utilny. 

Fin;~lly the doctrine of Utility is supposed~ be objective, ve_ri. 
fiable, unequivoc;~l, ;~nd clc:1r. _The:: author of the Federalm, 
Bentham wrote, bad s;~id that JUStice was the end of ~vern­
rneni:. "Why not happiness?" be asks. "What happiness IS every 
man knows, because what pleasure is C\'ery znan knows, and 
What p<~in is every man knows. But what justice is this is w~at 
on every occasion is the subject-matter of dispute." It was m­
deed because the principle of Utility _scem~d t~_ present a crite­
rion "of goodness that was objective and not subjective, that ~as 
'Verifiable and not ~teric, that w;~s, above all c:~sily rccogmsed 
by everybody th:~t Beiitharil chose it to comba: the conscience or 
ll'lor.d sense theory that held. the fi~ld. According to that th~ry, 

~h~!J:rdfom~:p~rfc~~~1!h:;d;:~d:tdfcm~~~ti~~ld o;;e d~~~t':f. 
Goodness cannot be translated into any other terms-it cannot, 
for instance, be happiness-and men know what is good by in­
tUition. For all wlio believe in the moral sense theorf. in the 
Law of Nature, Right Reason, or Natlll"al Justice, Bentham has 

~~c ~~~~~tthen:~p~~~T~t~~~~~:n:f ':h~~j!c~~ ~~d t~~~~·t~~ 
E~t what is right. Therefore if you want to know wh:~t Js 

~l!~r~rhu~~": :;;~i~~~~:~~c~;~n!:~~i~~t~n~~~e~~cl;k 
of Utility, so immeasurably simpler and clearer as he tho1cht 
than any other theory, that Bentham found his greatest gu• e. 
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Bentham's Idea of the State 
The "explanation of anything in_ terms of a.l.imi.tcd end will. be 

a limited and incomplete explanation. The Ut1htar1an explanation 
of the State is a complete explanation in terms of an unlimited 
end. It is an explanation which does not confine itself entirely to 
vague gcner:llitics, such as the assertion that the State exists to 
fulfil personality. The State,_!J~litarians tt:U us, is a group of 
persons org:mised for the promotion and maintenance of Utility 

in~~~~~i;~~~~b:hl~ P6~a~~~~~~ti~~r!h~r:~ ~~~~i~l~ ':~i~-~ 
why men obey the State. What does it matter, Utilitarians ask, 
if our ancestors did or did not sign a bond? It is not their signa­
tures but the principle of Utilin" th~~- binds us. Utilitarians do 
not leave us with a phrase, but g~ve us a complete, fully worked­
oUt theory of the nature and purposes of die State. 

The Utilitarian explanation of the State is not only an exp\:ma· 
t~on in terms of an unlimited en~, bu~ also i!' terms of the par· 
ucu\ar character of the State which dtflere.nuates it £rom man's 

s~~~ i~c:~~~~~~:O~!~-Utft~~~ s~~~r~~id:ni~~~s ~~~e :~~ ~~ ~~~ 
State with the end of human life. Yet dearly the State has a 
pal'tlcular part tOJlT:ifin human life, and such a theory docs not 
tel~ ~s what. If th~tc. b_an institution for the furtherance of 
l!uhty, so_ is every.other institution, and a theory which docs 
not tell us how it dllfcrs from these will not help us very n\uch. 
Bentham and the Utilitarians tell us in what way the State is 
peculiar-it is the sole source of law, which is the most certain 
of t~e four 'sanctions,' or overriding motives, which govern 
the l.IYes of m~n. These are the e_~ysieal sanction, which o~er­
ates m the ord~nary course of nature; the moral sanction wh1ch 
ari~es £_rom t~e gene~.al fe_eling o! society; t~].gLOJl..l S~n~t~on, 
wh1ch 1s applied by the 1mmcdaate hand of a superior invlSible 
being, either in the present life or in a future"; and..thc..political 

fo~C:r:h i~i~e ~~l~::t~~~o~f~~;::t:~cnt aDd the necessity 

Thus for Bentham the State is primarily a law-making body, 
a f:roup of persons organised for the promotion and maintenance 

~a~j~~des:~~~1n~.c:~~ :r;:!hh i~3;;'p::~~a~oelit"e~a~ Bi~t c~~; 
necessary, and if it is simply explained people can ~e brought 
to realise that it is necessary, for the promotion of happinc~s-
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which is, of course, its sufficient justification. Its great task is to 
reconcile interests-"so to regulate the moth·e of self-interest 
that it shall operate, even against its will, towards the production 
of the greatest happiness." This it does by attaching artificial 
pains, or punishments, to certain actions of a particular kind 
which would not be conducive to the general happiness. It can­
not, and it ought not to try to, concern itself with all actions 
which would not be conducive to the general happiness. For 
law in its very nature is limited, and its nature shows the 
bounds which any true State must set to its actions. Law should 
take cognisance of and turn into offences only those bad, adult, 
other-regarding actions the punishment of which will increase 

~~~u\dt ~~~:£~~ ~~ft;~~~r~r~rt~e~:ac~s; ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~s~~ fo~i~h~! 
would lead to a complexity of laws of excessive rigour and 
would entail the usc of an army of spies. Offences such as 
drunkenness, Bentham says, produce no general alarm, but such 

\~\:dd~t~~u~~!ea~~:t~~/J,a~;~~~~~~i:~~~:d~~P~-:~1~oa~e 
ity, whi~h like _law aims at the pro.duction of happ~ness, must 
concern Itself wnh such matters as wnh all sclf-regMdiOg actions, 
but they are beyond the province of law. "Legislation and 
morals," as Bentham puts it, "ha\'e the same centre but not the 
same circumference." 

BeCause law is command, it must be the command of a 

h~~r~:ft;~~~~:Y~~~td~eecl~t~ta~ ~~~~r~~~~~d5~~\~~ftu~~~r!~s!~ 
ence of civil society. His State, therefore, is a Sovereign Stnte. 
It i~ the hallmark of a Sovereign State that nothing it docs Ci'ln 
be Illegal. To speak of it as exceeding its authority is an abuse 
of langui'lge. This is true of the freest as well as of the most des­
potic. o~ States, although a written constitution, he will admit, 
can hm1t governmental power. 

His State, too, is the sole source of rights. The individual can 
never plead -~'li'ltl:lral Law agai~st the State, (or the Law of 

;::~~N~ti~;~rR~i~~:~f~ra t~~;ad~.'~~~x~~~ N;~~r~~~i~~~s:t:,~~ 
Bentham, are "simple nonsense; natural and imprescriptible 
rights rhetorical nonsense-nonsense upon stilts.'' It is, however, 
pcrhi'lps worth noticing that Bentham contrives to give to the in­
div(dual much of what he had enjoyed under N;1tural L3w and 
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Natural Rights. In his rcg:Jrd for property _he as. so true '-arc to 
teaching of Locke th_at not even ~i!l.k§IC"S '!.?~~e~, s.mcc~rcs, being 
be abolishea--wiilioilf COnipcnsauons. HC JUStafic:s thas ;s. ly be 
essential to the security of the individu:tl, ~nd It k:m ai~[Ural 
argued that_)Yh'!.t he has taken .a":a~ by hls atta~ 00 0 cover, 
rights ~vcs back by w:~y of mslstmg on sc~';lrltY· .Mor oducc 
lie justifies opposition to the State if th;:tt opposatton will pr 't is 
less pain than continued obedience. In that ca.sc, he says, 1 of 
the individual's "duty and interest" to "enter mt? ~c~sur~s has 
resistance." But even then he will not say that the m~:hvtdua ot 
the ri~ht to resist, for he is true to his theory that raghts canP 
be mamtained against the State. . in 

It will appear from this that Bentham's State IS not onh· h 
which liberty is regarded as ;:an end in itself. For liberty W IC t 
is often-thought of as one of the fundamentals of all govern~en 
is not of such importance in the Utilitarian scheme of thtn~: 
Happiness is the only ultimate criterion and liberty mus; 50 

mit usclf to that criterion. The end of the State is the maxtrnum 
taa"ppiness nOt the maximum lib:crty. · · - . 

~I:., 1:-i_kt; p_aJ:.y,_ B~~~ha_m distinguishes betw~n Natural Ltbertf,• 
whiCh is ml'..filic;~ty t~ do whats~ever I wtll ;:and which clear >j 
ciMOf"'Eie'"enjoycd "iiJ. any sort "of Soci;:al or political Jifc,. aD( 
Civil Liberty, which is my liberty to do whatsoever I w_1ll 50 
long as it is consistent with the interests of the communtty .:~ 
which I belong. If laws arc of the right kind-that is, of a UUI­

tarum~y will incr~S:C 9ivil. Liberty; Natural Liberty 
they wdl of course decrease. Neither Paley nor Bentham ~rc, 

:;;~ve;~~f~ c~~~is~~:~~~~· ]::,~0~at~C:ai tib~~tr~=~~~: 
measure undesirable, a presumption which comes from the 
belief that the individual is the best judge of his own happiness 

:~i~:~~~~~i~~~f.f~ha~cp!~~:p!:~ :~!nc;:i~~cj~~t~fi~Fone~h~{; 
~f~i~r':~'~lb; F;~:sc £,~~~:it~~n ;:!ed mb;n ;~~~~n~~t t~u~~ 
principle of UtGtty, and in any case it is not the individual's 
happiness which is the criterion of Utility. That criterion is the 

~~~~a:i';~~~~~:~i!!:~7~h~1;~~:;~ ~h{hi[h:riai:is~!tft ~! 
wronJf to s~ppose ~~at .the. Utilitari~n ~octrine necessarily leads 
t~ lt~~~ser-fa~re. UtJhtanamsm can JUStify no restriction except 
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that which will produce a gre:atcc amount of happiness than its 
absence-but all restrictions, however grc:n they may be, that do, 
it must of course demand. A good l::aw is not one which increases 

~cC::>:!;t ~;~ ;~~fl~~b;~,~~C:n1~~&~i~~~~~~g t~b!~~p~: ~~vd 
Bentham tend to think this unlikely. But their belief is not based 
on the principle of Utility, and because of their own attachment 
to /aiuey.fai" it is the more important to rcntember that the 
Stat~ for them is not primarily concerned with liberty at all. 
Indeed, it is ob,•ious how much more highly Bentham thought 
of security than of liberty. "Gh·e me lilx:rty or give me death" 

;~~doFi~%ir~c~~~ i: ~\r:;c t~ha~rle 0~n~::~~o~r .~{v'::s5 at~~ 
storms are best to be read of," he said, "but peace and calms 
arc better to endure." 

Yet Bentham never forgets that his St01tc: is 01 contrivance: 
whereby man seeks to ensure happiness. It is not therefore 01 
State ~h!c~1...1ike Ari~tode's,. is prior to the individua.l. On ~he 
c_onti-:iry, th~ individu01l is prior to it. He is endowed w~th 
reason, and IS himself before ever he comes into the St:ne, whach 

th~h~n ~:~~n:~::::r ~efsa~dC:u~~:of:r rc~e d:~di~jd:a~.in:fn~: 
rnore imPOftaiii, it is-:r·dcmocratic State. For BCntham, who was 
originall_y a Tory, slowlf and somewhat reluctantly came to be­
lieve that ''the sinister anterest" of_~h_e Jc;w .,must be overc~me 

I ~h~~li:f ~~~t t~~ ~~jj~~ ih~·~~If-pr~fc;c~lc p;:i~~~l~~~r:hkh 
\ asserted that "in the gcDcrar tenor of human life, in every heart, 
I self-regar.c!inl!_~~~~! ~~ P~?-~~!1-~~! ~Ver all other in~res~ ,put 

! l togEther; tfe came to the fOllowang reiffarkablc conclusaon · At 
no time have the constituent mcm~crs of the governi!lg bodf• at 
no time has t_he monarch, at no pmc has the hcrecht:ary aristo­
cracy, at no tame have the proprietors of seats in the House of 
Commons, at no time have the clergy, at no time have tlte 
judges, ha~ any better endcayour or dcsjrs_than to "~.ell each 

' of them h1s own power to 1ts utmost possible pitch. At no 
, time have they becnusc nt no time could.:mey. But if everybody 
c:ontrollcd everybody else, nobody would predominate;_ e~cry-

e.,~~~s tsh!f·l:t~:::~ :f'~~t; ~~Ju~t~~~:~r ~~:PJ;~~e,~:~1dbcc1~~~ 
\vhich all npproved. 



98 POLITlCA L THOUGHT 

There is still, however, a difficulty that he has to face: Since 
men C;'IO only safely be count!=d upon to advance thcLr own 
intcrcsts-Bcntlfaffi even says "wbatsocvcr evil it is possible for 
man to do·'fOr the advancement of his own private and personal 
inu:.rc:st.--aLthc expense of the public interest-that evil sooner 
or later he will do, unless by some menns or other, intentional 
or otherwise, he be prevented from doing it"-and since direct 
democracy in large countries is impossible, how can it be assured 
~at t~e reprcscnt:l[ivcs of the people will not legislate mcrdy 

~; !~~~.~b;",.~1;;i':n~~i~;~~~o~~~f :te;·ili~~~~;".~:a'k~~d~~b~ 
h~ funct~onaries uneasy," by enforcing every constitutional dc­
vacc-:-umversal suffrage, :1nnual Parliaments, vote by ballot, the 
clect_IO,n of the Prime Minister by Parliament, the :1ppoinunent 
of CIVIl servants by competitive examination-whereby the de· 
pendence of their representatives on the people would be in· 
creased. But if it be remember-ed that "if it be true, according 
to the ~~mcly proverb, that the eye of the master makes the 
OX fat,_ It IS flO less SO that the ere of the public ffi:lkes the states· 
m:~n VIrtuous" all would be wei . 

Bentham's, furthermore, js a State in which ::~11 roCJJ. ..have 
eSfalr!&h.ts. All men have the right with all oth·ers to promote 
~0 ~~\/ a)l must be equal befOre the law; to ensure a greater 
~ !hatton of property is one of the State's most urgent t:lsks . 
• 01 t at he believes that men arc by llaturc equal. Indeed, this 
~ a~~~~~r of those "~hkJi!l~Q.e~~.:_~n ~hich _he e~y_rs_~_'::l~ 
~I ~f abuse. But his perception tfiat inequalities are m­
evn? e dJd not blind him to the fact that too great inequality is 
i; msuper.able obstacle on the road to the greatest happiness. h: rhc~gDJ~d, and he W:ls right in recognising, that a society 
:n:cwh1i~hwi~~00~~ gr?ss inequalities of fortune is happier than 

Thebe is yet one more characteristic of Bentham's State which 
must c noticed. Though according to his principles the State 
can take far-re~ching action so long as that will increas~ pleasure 
~r decrease pa~n, though he himself, as has been satd, passed 
~rom an_ uncntic:Il individualism to an uncritical collectivism," I ~IS State IS n:vertheless fundamentally a negative one. It has no 

Integral relatton with the moral life of the citizen. It seeks to 
change his behaviour: it cannot change him. It cannot help 
him to develop his character, to bring out the best that is in him. 
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\ 
For it is not the State that moulds the citizens, it is the citizens 
that mould the State. 

His Importance 
C?lcridgc once uid that until we "understand a man's i~nor­

a~cc we arc ignorant of his underst:mding." It is not too difficult 
to reveal Bentham's ignorance. 

He was not an outstanding philosopher, though p:uadoxically 
he occupies an import:ant place in the history of philosophy. He 

~~~· n~~-c~1 d~~~~~d5~ha~~vH~ t~i~k fihts1 tb~~~~i~l£kn:~vl~dg~£~o: 
~~n.d _ _Humc, t.hc plcas.lJrc and pain principle from Hclve­
t,!!!!, the notion of sympathy and :mtipathy from H\11!1~· the 
idea of Utility from any of half a score of wri'i:Crs. Lacking 

£~!~~n~l~J ::~r~~-~c~!r~r~~ u~:~co~~nh ~jl~~~~~~:~i~ds\:c~~~:~s a~o~~ 
is ~o.J!Ip!~ccn_t. His lnlrodtlclion Jo th~ Principlu of Morals- and 

;:;:~t:~o~:Jeern~h;i~~v~r~aa~~:~f~~~~g:~v~~;~u~a~~:rf. 1;~~~ 
and pleasure. It is for them alone to point out wh::at we ought 
to do, as well ::as to determine what we shall do. They govern 
us in all we do. In words ::a. man may pretend to abjure their 

~'h~i~~in~~tl~0orti!~ht~er~:~~~~s~:i:hi~u;~~j~~~~~.~.n~~~s '~~il~: 
deed an arresting passage, but when analysed its words will be 
seen to have a far more definite ring than meaning. What docs 
the sovereign mastery of pleasure and pain mean-that men 
should seek their own or anyone else's pleasure? In saying that 

f~ed~~~~ h~~a~~~~ ~~~~r::a~l ~e~ ~I:~;s ~o '~h~i:d:~~t ~vned 0~~:~ 
is meant by saying that the principle of Utility recognises this 
subjection? I .. f men always seck thei.r OWfo! ple::asure, isn't it p.o.int­
less to~_l.hat they ought to do somethmg_~lsc LHmY c_<Hl men 
h~ ~w~ _diffc.re~.t _things as the .absolute good-their own 
pleasure and the happiness of mankm?? 
·Be~~!_On_j9 red~ce C?flfuston to chaos, a fact not 

always appreciatedas he himself IS such a mint of precise ide::as. 

:r~~:i~~eq~~:~~;so~~ lf:~~s ~on~;:'~~;e~n~rea~et~~j,~~wa~a~~~~ 
than one" be derived from hedonism or even made consistent 
with it? How can private interest be transl::ated into public 
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duty? How can it really be believed t~~t even the. closc~y 
watched legislator, if as selfish as Bentham portrays h1m, w1ll 
forwara-tm---owntntcrcsts only by forwarding: the interests of 
all? How arc pleasures commensurable at all? How much in· 
tensity, for instance, is to be counted against how much dur:a· 

~~~~sc:Vhi~~y.'l%cb~nt'ft~i~ a~~i~~~d n:~ aq~~~~i\\~~ti~:~s~~~~~~:S~ 
Which differ m kind, not in amount? And if we admit, as 

::~~hn3~x::r~~~~~~ 1~' a~~t~~~i~o~faft!r1~~~u{~tr~ju'c~~~ ~n s:!b~ 
jcctivc clement into what is presented to us as a purely objective 
fclicific cnlculuS?·- ----

· Moreover, We do not need Carlyle's indignation at what he 
called the "pig philosophy," to remind us that hedonism of this 

;:~~s~~c~0~:~~~ ~~~~~~l~r~~~~~h~?~r::i~~~~ '~cJ~\:h~: 
cei~ing. happiricss-makcs a greater appeal . than he~onism, 
wh1ch IS concerned only with receiving hap~mcss._ Is It really 

~~~ ~~ tsaro t~~~;;s~ri~~~~:;~~t: :~~a~e~~~~~nth~/~r~11bur;:~;; 
but because th~y seck the pleasure th_a_t come~' from s~tisfying 
hu. ngcr?_ And IS it not _signific!l~~ -that h.ippmess de_libcrately 
sought 1S not o~tained? If you want your own happmess, the 
worst way of gomg about it is to seck it expressly. -r:he story of 
the old man who was fond of maCal'o6ns and who h1d them be­
tween the books in his library because he said they tasted so 
much bet~er when he came upon them unexpectedly. is wort~ 
remcmbcnng. Aiming at other things, men may attam happ•­
ness an~ other things; aiming at happiness, men may ach1cve 
other _th1n~s ?ut they will not achie\'C happiness. 

Bes1des, 1£ In his portrayal of the hedonistic individual Ben­
tham see!lls to have left life out of the picture, since men feel 
the con~lct between duty and interest which he denies and the 
prom_pu_ng _o~ conscience which he ignores, in his study of the 
atom1c md•v•dual he h3 s left out both society and history. In 

r;~~~~~g th0e c~t~~i~~~s~f~rca:s ":h~;d~~v~y ;~~~r~i:dwi~;;e~~ fs~ 
It can i~~eed be argued that he sees only three sep:uatc entities, 
the IndJvidual,_Socicty, and Government, but that he never sees 
the totality wh1ch is the St::~te. And in his over-insistence on the 
rational individual he has left out the emotions. So much is this 
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the case that we can hardly recognise Bentham's man as a mem­
ber of our species. \Ve are not as rational as he is, nor can we 
auempt, as he must, to calculate qu:~ntities of ple:~sure. 

\Ve cannot regard Bentham :~s "the greatest critical thinker 
of his age and country." \Ve have to see in him as much of the 
18th century as of the 19th. He was the typical philosophe of 
r8th-ccmury France, unaccountably carried too far north by a 
stork too stupid to appreciate national ch:1racteristics. His wa« 
the philosophe's unbounded confidence that knowledge, which ' 
would soon be complete-he wrote "the :~ge we live in is a busy 

~~~"~'~:~i~:~e k;:s\~~~~~~ ~sllr~~!dtob~:~~cit~l~t th~,~;d:v~rer:~~: 
plexed mankind. His was the philosophe's collection of assump­
tions, never admitted as such and ne\·cr examined, which shows 
the extent of the gulf between the philosophe and the philoso­
pher. His was the philosophe's rationalism and contempt for 
tradition. It is significant that for long he was so little thought 
of in his own country, and so highly reg:1rded outside it wherever 
the philosophes had made their way. It is significant, too, that 
great as is his importance as a reformer of the law, not only were 
many of the reasons he gave for his proposed reforms fallacious 
but that English law has continued to resist his codifying and 
to reject his fundamental principles. 

But, after all, it is better to be right for the wrong reasons 
than never to be right at :1ll. Moreover, critical :1s one must be 
of Bentham's philosophy, it would be folly to ignore his achieve­
ment. This was great because, French philosophe as in so many 
ways he was, he nevertheless contrived to fit in so well to the 
structunl needs of his English age. For his age, scared almost 
out of its wits by fear of revolution, had decided that nothing 
must change lest all be overthrown. Yet no age stood more in 
need of reform. The great captains of the Industrial Revolution, 
irilpatient of the history and tradition which seemed to them to 

~~a:\~~s;ff!ci~~~f, ~~!~ap~~~;,i~~dr~~~l~r~~~~ ,~1~f~h d~l7~;n~i;r~ 
~~iffcJe1n~~ ~~~~r~~~~sttr~~~ ~~,~~r:::tiifili5e~0~~~rea~~,:iJli~~7~ 
accept Burke's Toryism ancl respect for landed nobility, they 
had of course no mo~e_l.i._~iqg f9r_the anarchism of Godwin and 
Shelley, for Jacobinical principles and Natural Rights, for sen­
timent and rhetoric and revolutionary dogmatism which might 

P.T.-8 
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be asserted even against themselves, than had the govcrn_mg ans­
tocracy. T~_ y.'ant_ccl __ rcfor~s which_ would be scnst~lc _an~ 
practical ana· far-reaching wnhout bcmg too br-rcachmg, rc 
forms which would acknowlcclge the m':'vcmcnt o_f power from 
the _aristocracy to themselves without domg anything to cncour­
a e its further movement from themselves to the ~asses. 
gin Bentham and his followers, w?? were also_ cry1~g o_ut for 

efficiency, cheapness, comprchcnsibihty and umformny m the 
law, they found the answ~r to their need~- Here were .~dormers 
who -Were as bitterly criuca\ of "The Rtghts o£ 1~an and the 
bloody cflccts o£ the victOf'l oE that watchword m France, as 
'Pitt 'BurKe, or cscn £.\don 'himse.\L fierc were reformers who 
Tatkcd tbc sentimentality of Canwrigbt, the bluster of Burdett, 

~bned e~o~!~liab~~Yfi~l ~r~b~~t~fy~~~~e;h~,~~~i~~s :r~~ch5!~~~~d 
vigorous and ktr\ess in the.\r :tU:tck Ol\ ::lr\stocratic prisi\ege. as 
any new industrialist could desire. It was exactly what he 
wanted to be able to read in the W~.ttmillsll!'r R~view-"thc rule 
is good always to suspect the 'higher orders' and the higher the 
more. !hey live only to pervert justice and right to the interests 
of the1r 0\~n class; and if any good is gotten out of them, it 
must be With a screw." His heart warmed to Bentham, who 
c.omplacently:cal\ed himself "the most egregious and offensive 
bbcllcr men In .rower in this couiltry ever saw," when in The 
Book. of Fal!~ctes he found such a devastating exposure of the 
forces oppos~ng reform. The very chapter headings of that book 
~peak ':"ith an eloquence Bentham could not always,sustain­

the_wlsdom of our ancestors, or Chinese argument," the Hob-
goblin argument, or no Innovation," "Official malefactors' 
screen," "Attack me you attack Government" "the Quietist, or 
'No complaint,'" "Snail's Jace argument,: "One thing at a 
time," "Slow and Sure," :m so on. And ev'en if Bentham advo­
c~ted universal suffrage, he and his school were as fully con-. 

;b~ci:e:ttaab~tt~a~:a~id~l~~1~::7uf:. J~~~:s~~~i\~?d a:h~s ~~:~~~ 
about it: "The opinions of that class of the people who are 
below the middle rank arc formed and their minds arc directed, 
by that intelligent and virtuous r~nk, who come the most i~­
mediatcly in contact with them, who arc in the constant habu 
of intimate communication with them, to whom they fly for 
advice and assistance in all their numerous difficulties .... There 
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can be no doubt whatever that the middle unk is that part of 
the community of which the opinion would ultimately decide. 
Of the people beneath thcn1, a v:-~st majority would be sure to 
be guided by their advice ::tnd example." 

Though he failed to codify the English law, it is very largely 
because of him that Parliament has become the legislative in­
strument that it is today. Before him Parliament concerned it­
self very little with legislation. Indeed, in Blackstone's Com­
mentaries, published in 1765, references to statutes arc to a 
modern mind astonishingly few. It was Bcnthamism which 
brought to an end the era of lcgisl:J.tivc stagnation, and ushered 
in that period of increasing legislative activity which has not yet 
ended and under the cumubti\·e effects o£ which we arc living 
our lives today. Bentham had, furthermore, such an enormous 
influence on law rdonn that Maine says, "l do not know a 
single law rcf?r~ effected since Bentham's day which cannot 
be traced to h1s mfluencc." To that influence can also be :utri­
buted the crea_tion of adequate legal machinery for the protection 

~f~~:te;~a~r~~~~~f :~/~~~e~~~~~o~efl~~n:u~~ ~~nh~gdi~v~~ 
tell us how to prevent as many offences as possible as efficiently 
and as cheaply as possible. 

r His fi~ure, too, can be seen behind all Igth-century measures 
for Parliamentary Reform. He inspired the logic of political 
democracy, as can be seen from th:'it trench:mt criticism of the 
Reform Bill of 1832 published in 1837 by the Birmingham Poli­
tical Union, which begins: "The motive :'lnd end of :'Ill legisla-

::e~;~rt;~~~tf~~:sc~1fl ~~fo~~:~~~ P.:!~f~,i~~~?~f~~~i:id~:~ 
h3ppiness. Poor Law Reform owed much to him, as did the 
measures introdu.~~d t? improve public health. E_Ql~i!l_<;:hadwick, 
whose worKTrlscourmg and scrubbing the nation w:ts of such 
great importa~~e, \~f!Lhis faithful disciple. And if Chadwick's 
lack of humour and sense of proportion-he was annoyed be­
cause in the middle of the Crimean War Napoleon III failed to 
send for him again to continue a fascinating discussion on 
sewage m:lnure-repcls us today, :1nd if it is no longer so e:1sy 
to regard an infinite capacity for making drains as the genius 
on which Englishmen pride themselves, since their ide:1l of a 
w.c. on every landing and a wash-basin in every room seems 
unimpressive compared with the American practice of two 
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~~~~rt~~~c~;,c;n;~;:i~~oah~s t~:ci'i:~t~~aE~:te1~ :~~?a~~t:: 
sistcd the conclusion that God gave Indians and ~hmcsc noses 
for some purpose which escapes the West must ,giVe tha~ks for 
the Edwin Chadwicks of thts world. Bcn~am s great mtcrcst 
in education, too, deserves for him :m liol10urablc place in the 
list of the educational reformers of this country. Via the 
Mechanics' Instltutcs, he_ can even be regarded as one of the 
p~onccrs of Adult Educ:tnon. And if it W:'IS in Bentham's smithy 
that the tools_~f the law·reformcr were tempered, it was here, 
too, that some of the weapons of _Socialism were forged. For the 
principle of the greatest happiness and the practice of a legis­
lating Sovereign Parliament ultimately lent themselves even 
more to the furtherance of collectivism than to the preservation 
of individualism. 

Moreover, Bentham, it may be maintained, increased English­
men's belief in the essential reason::~b\cncss of Englishmen ::~nd 
therdorc their convictio1n.ll:l:trc£orm is infinitely preferable to 
revolution. Gladstone could say thnt no great end could be 
3.chieved in politics without passion, nnd the House of Commons 
was rarely ns sedate and decorous as a Victorian finishing school 
for young ladies-one observer in the early 19th century re-

h~~~~d 5~h;:r~~t~~:Y~~~;e~~:~U~~ ;!u~fc:l ~i~~;:sn;c~0::~~~dab~; 
placid throughout the 19th century. And if beer and fights 
figured prominently in Eat:lnswill elections, nevertheless what 
breaking of heads Englishmen cared to indulge in at election 
time was not proof of their disbelief in, but was no more than 
incidentnl to, their faith in the proposition that it is better to 
count heads thnn to break them. The contribution of Benthnm­
ism to the steadiness of Br~~~sh politJcs is not to be ignored. 

It should be added th:lfBentilnmism strengthened another not 
so desirable tendency of Englishmen, their habit, to which the 
Anglo-Saxon peoples seem particularly prone, of seeing all 
peoples ns cast in their own mould and therefore as sh:uing 

~~~~~ o\;c~eid;:~~r~fi~~~~~;$;~!uj~~;5F~~dB~b~~~~~~n~~~~ ~na~ 
npplicable to all men. He also taught th::~t every political problem 
demands immediate empirical investigation. In te::~ching botl-t 
lessons, Benth::~m anticipated Marx. He was, like Marx, an em~ 
pirical universalist, In England his universal principle, the. 
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ii priori abstract clement in his teaching, could be minimised 
while immediate problems could be examined in :11\ the det:lit 
that would have delighted him. But when Englishmen turned 
to foreign problems, lacking as they n:1turally did that det:1ilcd 

~~~~v~~~~e t~~~i~~o~~ero cbcl\~v;0th~~siJct~~~~i~~v~ti~~~~~ t~:~ 
nor, after all, necessary as they could fall back upon the general 
principle that all men were fundamentally the same. Too t~pt 
to believe this and too ready to ignore foreign traditions, Eng­
lishmen have frequently made rods for their own backs. Be­
lieving that all must attach the importance that they do to 

~~~n~~·t:~~~i~~~~ !ft~~~f:~~y !J~~;e,~cir~~afoarbli~:~~~~~~~~'~i~~;~ 
that the Great Exhibition of tSsr w:ts the ceremonial opening of 
:-tn era of world-wide free trade, prosperity, and peace-a con­
viction which a little observation ought very quickly to have dis­
pelled. Believing that all will behave as they do, they have often 
been blind to the facts of power. Because their Government does 
not flout their public opinion, they have attempted to base the 
League of Nations upon their belief that public opinion will be 
all that is required to restrain the abuses of power. And when 
they learn at bst that all nations arc not would-be Englishmen 
who express English thoughts in unaccountably perverted 
tongues, they arc apt to cry out a~ the wickedness of the world 
and to regard with unalterable mistrust those who have taught 
them that lesson. It wa~ said of Sir Edward Grey that he treated 
:11l foreign diplomats as though they were if not old Etonians at 
\east old Wykhamists, and that when it was at last borne in upon 
him that not all representatives of Balkan countries hnd had the 
advantage of :tn English Public School education, he could 
hardly bring himself to continue negotiations with them. 

It C:ln nlso be argued that Benthamism, with its £Ollgenital 

~:~t~~~~e~~ ~ht th?~e~b~i~1~~be0t~~~ !~~h~e,s~~~~hr i::~g~~;:o~ 
path only by the most rigid of controls, the most unremitting 

?~;~h~rd~~o~f ~~~je~~~fv~udh~~~~fr~~h.e I~r~~s d~s:l;;}c~oo~~r~t:h~ 
representative who, as Burke said, being :t lover of freedom, is 
himself determined to be free to serve his constituents with his 
judgment, into the delegate whose judgment is in pawn to fore­
gone conclusions, who is the slave of committees and caucuses. 
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Bagchot warns us of_ the dangers of go~ernmcnt .by the const~· 
tu~ctcs: I he feeling of a constituency IS the fcchng of a doml· 
nant party, and that feeling is elicited, stimul::ttcd, sometime~ 
even manufactured, by the local political agent. Such an opinion 
could not be moderate, could not be subject to cffcctu:~l discus· 
sion, could not be in close contact with pressing facts, could not 
be framed under a chastening sense of ncar responsibility, could 
not be formed as those form their opinions who have to act upon 

~ra:~n~;;s~~~~~~~~~;cl~~~nt;l~s ~~~.c~~~~~t o~r~~~~~c~:;~ 
persons far from the scene of action, instead of the government 
of moderate persons dose to the scene of action; it is the judg­
~c~t of persons judging in the last resort, and without a penalty, 
m_ heu of persons judging in fear of a dissolution, and ever con­
~ctous that they are subject to an appeal." If these dangers have 
m ou~ own lifetime become acute, a good measure of the blame 
for thts mu~t be borne by Bentham ism. 

Benthamtsm has certainly the defects of its virtues. Even so 
we can look back to it with gratitude. For in addition to all the 
refo~m.s that_ !t encouraged, it liberated political t~eory from 
mcdte\al po!ttlcal vocabulary, and,_ above all, it provtded one ?f 

~ta~mmJ~s;~~:::~u!o0!aJle~~:~.sB~~~n~~~hdec~~.~~~1n~t~~-~~~~~h1~ 
Sth.te extsts for man, not man for the State. It proclaims that only 
~; hre _there are happy citizens can the state be considered good. 
AT dehntercst of the community then is what~" Bentham asks. 

be~s ~h;:~;::;~s;·Yt~~ T~~ ~: :~~ ~~~~~~~~s c~fn~~i~~~~~e~a~t;~~ 
thahtsm to political theory, that it sees every 1:1uestion in terms 
of t c men and women whose lives it will affect and never in 
terms of ~bstractions. And ~enth_amism denies the infallibility of 
t~e supenor person wh? fotst~ hts own morality or type of h:~p­
pmess upon others. Wmnowmg the grain from the chaff need 
not be such a dusty process as to blind Englishmen to the debt 
they owe to Jeremy Bentham. 

JOliN STUART MILL, 1806-1873 

His Life and Writings --
Nothing would have seemed more absurd to Jeremy Bentham 

:~nd to James Mill than the proposition that it is better to trove! 
hopefully than to arrive. Yet by the time of the dc:Hh of the 
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latter it is ob\'ious not only that Utilitarianism is arri\·ing, but 
also that in the process the force, the exhi]arntion, the bounding 
enthusiasm of its disciples is waning. Like many before and 
since, Utilitarians were finding the taste of \'icto.ry...insip_itl after 
tl_1c heady anticipations of the battle. Some ga\'e up the cause, 
refusing to be further associated with a \'ictory wh~ch now unac­
countably seemed so little worth the \Vinning. Others, who 
would not fors:1ke the faith, sought to reinterpret it in the new 
conditions, while at the same time remo\'ing from it those things 
which were offensi,·c both to its critics and to their own con­
sciences. Of these the greatest w:1s John Stu:ut Mill, the new 
lC_;;~der of Utilitarianism. It can hardly be·s:~.id""tl:faTllC succeeded 
in his task, for his removing, though he could nc\'er bring him­
self to admit it, w:1s of such a wholesale kind that when he had 
finished reinterpreting and refurbishing Utilitarianism, Utilitar­
i:J.nism was singularly hard to find. If it can e\'er be said of any 
gra\'C philosopher that he so far forgot himself as to pour the 
baby out with the bath-water, it can be said of him. Yet perhaps 
because he is the least logical, he is also incomparably the most 
satisfactory of the Utilitarians. For life is more real than phil­
osophic systems, and a life and a truth th:n is not always present 
in more c?h_erent and impressive philosophic sySlems is easily to 
be seen shuung through all his inconsistencies. 

He was born i~ __ t8o6, destined for the purple-to be "a suc­
cessor worthy of both of us" as his father James told Bentham­
and educ~ted for that high position as few have ever been. He 
was lcarn!ng Greek by the age of three. By the time he was 
eight he had read all Plato and Herodotus and most of Xeno­
phon and Lucian. With a little English, History, Arithmetic, 
and Latin added by way of light relief, he pcrse\•ercd with 
his Grcc~ studies, reading Homer, Thucydides, Sophocles, Euri­
pides, Anstophanes, Demosthenes, iEschines, and Lysias, Theo· 
critus, An:tcreon, and Aristotle's Rhetoric-his first "scientific 
treatise on any moral Or-Psychological subject." It is pleasant to 
recor';' _that he was most auached to Rob;,uan f.J:EJ..f?.!.:. But such 
frivoht1es were not to be allowed to distract his attention, and 
he was soon grappling with the more exacting disciplines ~f 
logic, psychology, Ond political cconom.y. His father was h1s 
teacher and constant companion, and by a combination of sar­
castic tongue-lashing-he was "the most impatient of men"­
and protracted Socratic cross-questioning, John's mental powers 
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were soon aswnishingly devdope_d. And to com~lcte the pro­
cess he was himself set to teach h1s brothers and sJsters-:~lways 

un~'; ~~~s~~r~a~~~gw~i~ ~~:~~~ctf:r1i1;~i~ modesty, that his educa-
tion proved that it is possible to instil into a child :1 greater 
amount of knowledge than is usually ?c9uired _in childhood. It 

~~r~~~cl~o~~es~0c~~\dd s~~d ~:~ira~~~~~~~n J~h~~~ ~~a~~~11suaf~ 
fered :~nd he became a prematurely old man. The cost of that 
education was high, but the achievement is not to be valued 
lightly. John had certainly been trained to use his mind, and in 
the enormous amount of work he produced, in which he used it 
to such good purpose, his training may, after all, find its justi­
fication. 

After a year in France, in which he learned to appreciate 
things French ;tnd_ to deprecate many things English-in par­
ticubr the English h::tbit of "acting as if everybody dse was 
either an en~'!IY or a bot:e~'-:lnd in which incidcnt:~lly he dis­
covered the joys of travel and the beauties of nature, he took 
up his old studies, :~gdc~ . ..,RE._qt:~n -~~.fl!!.d_ begiJ,o_rcadiug ,Den· 
tham. This last, he s:~id 'was ::tn epoch in my life; one of the 
t'imilng-points in my mental history." At sixteen he founded 
the U~ilita_rian Society, an :~ssoci:~tion of young men who met to 
diSCusSDCntham's i~£~-~-- He becaine a member of ::1. small group 
Whkh·met at Ge~rge Grote's house to discuss politic:~\ economy, 
logic, ::tnd psychology. He joined "The Speculative Debating 
Society" and "The Political Economy Club." At seventeen he 
obt::tined a post in the office of the Examiner of India Corre­
spondence in the East India Comp:my, thus beginning a con­
nection with the East India Comp:my which lasted until its 
a~olition in 1853- His duties here gave him experience of the 
:ictual conduct_ of affairs and. tlrought him an adequate liveli­
hood, but wer=-e not so onerous as to make it impossible for him 
to devote himself to what he considered more valuable m:~tters. 

He soon achieved distinction in the articles that he contributed 
to the Westminster Rcviefll. At the age of twenty he edited 
Bentham's Rationale of Evid!nc_c-a task w~~c_!t __ h~. says very 
simf,IY"OcCupreanCa-riy all my-leisure for about a year." Then, 

~~t~r. t:di~~d~!~o!k\~n s~~e ·~~~a~~r~~ ~~7~~:·sthn;~~~hcr:~~ 
press." This, he says, greatly improved his style. It also proved 
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too much even for his strong mind, and he fell into acu1e men­
tal depression. He hecnme convinced of "the pnrndox of hedon­
ism"-seek happiness directly and it will not be found. Seck 
other things and it will be "inhaled in the air you breathe." 
He became convinced, too, that he had unduly starved the emo­
tions and that in future he must make "the cultivation of the 
feelings one of the cardinal points in his ethical :md philosophical 
creed." The poetry of Wo~dswonh and the philosophy of COle­
ridge helped him to find lumsclf. It was a changed Mill-a man 
of deeper sympathies, of mor~ generous feelings, of wider out­
look-who emerged from th1s mental depression. He himself 
thought of it almost :lS ~ c~nversion;-"And I am Peter, who 
denied his master," he sa1d_ Ill Inter bfe when it was suggested 
that there should be a meeung of Bentham's followers. 

That change in him was no doubt strengthened and confirmed 
by his association with _M;s. Taylo~, who became his wife in 
..!h! on the death of her husband. VIctorian susceptibilities were 
shocked by his open love for a married woman, and in his own 
person he h:1d full opportunity to realise the truth of his con­
tention that in England the yoke of law is light hut that of 
public opinion heavy. He spoke of her as being a greater thinker 
than himself and a greater poet than G~- Her judgment he 
thought "next to infallible." "If mankind continue to improve," 
he said, "their spiritu:ll history for ages to come will be the 
progressive working out of her thoughts and realisation of her 
conceptions." That regard is a better ~estimony to. t~e greatness 
of his heart than to the hardness of h1s head, but u IS doubtless 
true that ~~_T:~yl_()r helped to hum:tnise his revised version of 

-..Utilitarianism. 
After vainly trying, via the editorial chair of the !--ondon 

R~view (afterwards the London and Westminster Rcvu:rv), to 

fu:~~:~e~~i~f~:"~f~:J~Jf1hfo;~lit~!sn~~nt~v~;f;;1~os~~~~:ef~~~i~~ 
Philosophical Radic<Jls, Mill began the publication of h1s great7st 
works. In 1843 his System of Logic, Ratiocinativ~ and _lm!uctwe 
appeared and had :1n immense success. In 1848 the Pnn_ctplcs of 
Political Economy, came out-with SiiiiTiif-immedt~te and 
exceptional success. These and his Essay on Liberty, wl11ch was 
not, however, published until 1859 because of his wife's death, 
and which is beyond question the greatest and most c~:~mpcl!in$ 
of his works, were completed before his retirement, and 1t IS 
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obvious that in the fifteen years left to him after his retirement 
his energy and output were alike considerably less than they 
were before. However, he published two further essays, the 
Considerations of Representative Government of t86o, and .the 

~~~it~y"~~!s";vll~;;!6Ii-J~:~;tJ:.~rsp~~~C:soatf;~rt~~c~hfn E::;;'h~: 
inaugural address on the value of culture, and in t86g The Sub­
ief!iQIJ_Qf_JYJ:J_men. Two posthumous works, the Autobiography, 
pub\ishc~ in 1-873, ::t~d the ;lhree Eu~ys on Rdigion, published 

' ~?n~8~~5~n1~c:s;~e:tlsc:~~~:dJf ~;h~~a~~~~a~~oJ 5~~~ic;,ark a fit-
I.f ~ts ~ctircmcnt did not lead to any great outburst of litcra.ry 

acuvtty, tt gave him the chance, hitherto denied him, of parha­
mcntary experience. He was the Radical member for Westmin­
stc;E. in the Parliament of t866-tl. He was not a great success. It 
was not only that his somewhat singular programme-he an· 
nounce? that he would e.x~encl all his popularity as a write~ in 
uph?ldmg unpopular op11110ns-was not best suited to ach1eve 
pa~ha~entary eminence, nor that he occasionally lack~d reality 
as Ill hts attack on the ballot, the secrecy of which he sa1d would 
make men vote for their selfish interests and not, as they should, 
f~r the good of the State. He was, ~i~ Disraeli, who portrayed 
~~~ ~s cruelly and as faithfully as only Disracli could, "the 
fin.!Shmg governess," .Ettn Gladstone, _who said, "Wi')en. John 
M11\ ~as speaking, I alway~ felt that I was listeni.ng to ? saintly 
man, also wrote to Granytlle about him-"Mill has fa,\cd .as a 
politician-not so muctlfr~m- .ldvancecl.views~ as from errors of 
judgment and tact.'' No doubt when he lost his scat~ 
was gla~ to retire_once more to private life and his own pursuits. 

He d1ed at Av1gnon in 1873, being active to the end. Green 
echoes Gl:1dstone's remark that Mill was a saintly man. He con­
siders Milrio have been an "extraordinarily goOd man.'' ~erhaps 
those comments are Mill's truest epitaph. In the whole htstory of 
Political Philosophy there arc few more appealing_ ~laracters 
than his. 

His Alterations in Utilitarianism 
In his desire to safeguard Utilitarianism from t~le reproaches 

levelled against it, Mill goes far towards ovc~throwmg the whol_e 
Utilitarian position. ihc...-.sl(_Qng._.ant~-hcdo~tst movement ~t i)ts 
~~Y· personified by. Carlyle, determmed h1m to show that the 



octtcr to oc a num:m Dcmg <.I!Ssaust1cd tnan a p1g sat1shcd; better 
to-he Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied. And if the fool 
~r the pig is of a different opinion, it is because they only know 
their side of the question. The other p:uty to the comparison 
knows both sides." Mill's assertion that pleasures differ in 
quality is no doubt a truer reflection of human experience than 
is Bentham's insistence to the contrary. It is, nevertheless, non­
utilitari::an. If pleasures differ qualitatively, then the higher 
plcast!re_i~ the end to be sought and not the principle of Utility. 
~v•ck~ who was so rUlh!css and logical a thinker, saw, if 
wejlrC io 'be hedonists we must say that pleasures vary only in 
quantity, never in qu:t!ity. Utilitarianism, because it is hedon­
ism, must recognise no distinction between pleasures except a 
qU3ntimtive one. 

In the _course of proving his thesis that the principle of Utility 
can admit a qualitative distinction of ple:-.sures, Mill makes use 
of the .non:Ut~litarian argument th:-.t pleasures cannot, in any 
case, be obJectively measured. The_fclicific calculus is, he says, 
ab~r~ •. _a~~ men ~ave always relied upon the testimony of 
"those most competent to judge." "There is no other tribunal 
to be referred to even on the question of quantity. What means 
are there of determining which is the ncutcst of two pains or 
the intcnsest of two pleasurable sensations except the general 
suffrage of those who arc familiar with both?" Mill was of 
course_ri~h.t in m~intaining the absurdity o! t?c.fclicific calculus 
-but 1f It IS admmed that pleasures can -no longer be measured 
objectively, a vital breach has been made in the stronghold of 
Utilitarianism. 

Mill is concerned to establish the fact that plcnsures differ in 
quality_~s ':':'e_ll __ a_s ~n quantity, sO that he c~n !""aintain .t~e fur­
ther non-Utihtanan position that not the pnnc1ple of Uubty but 

'the dignity ?f man is the final end of ·life. In his Liberty he 
makes the no!l-Utilitarian c9mplaint that "individual spon-
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tancity is hardly recognised by the comm~n modes of thinki~g 
as haVing any intrinsic worth, or clcscrvmg any regard on ns 

~~:~l>:t~~~~.~t·.'.'It~~all~Pi:v~£ t~p~r~:~~.l~t~:c d~~;~:"~•n:ft ·~~~: ~ 
Wliii:t mCfldo but also~bat.r{!anncr of men they are that do 
it." "What ~ore Of better can "b-C ·s11id of any condition of 
human affairs," he asks, "than that it brings human beings 
themselves nc3rcr to the best thing they can be?" To Bentham 
and to James Mill that would hnvc sounded dangerously like 
that intuitionist gibberish w~ich ~h.cy wcr~ so c_?:~~tantly :ut:lck­
ing:- Not self-realisation Out tli:c ach\cVCmcnt Of plc::tsurc and the 
aVll!aance of pain was the _Cn_d that they set before men. Mill, 

rha~h~0~~~~~a~l·i:sp~~~!~t ~~~is~~s~h~~ d~~c~~u~ai~- ~~~: 
our criterion ~~ _g~o_dncs~ is no longer the principle of Utility. 
We m~st now say that actions arc good if they produce a higher 
sense of dignity in man. MiU is here introducmg a conception 
of~the good life as sOmething more than :l life devoted to 
~Speaking of "the paradox of pleasure," that happiness 
Is _to be found only. indirectly, he says, "Aiming thus at some· 
thmg else, they find h:rppincSS"Dfthc way." This is to place 

.~;~a~~~:s fu~v; f;fc"~~in~hl~c~c~~~~ ~~e~~~~d p~rss~~~ 
some· m.;;r·arcnd: Mill's introduction· iiito Utilitarianism of this 
{ill!ral critcllim_implies3fev-cilutionary change in the Benthnm-. 
tte _posm_on. M11l has once again made the State a moral i_nsti· 
~~ltlon ~~~~~ora~ end. NOt l:!®Y. b_uuhe_p(Ql!l!?tion of v1rtue 
m the mdlVldual IS what it must aim at. Thus Mill has dc­
fen?~d f!E~~anisfi?._~nly by abandoning the whole Utilitaria_n 
pos1t1on. 

Mill'~ non·l!tilitarian interest in the sen~~ !Jf dignity in man 
lea~s h~m to g1vc n non-Utilitarian empha~is to th7 ide:l of moral 

~~~~~~0~£ !~~tt~~~c~~tto~~~fi~~~ ~J~~~s da:si~~~nfnd~~!7ci~~~ 
tions of men. To Mill, to whom Bentham's view is far too simple 
ahd n<(ive, __ moral obliJiation is something very different. Fear, 
mCffiory, self-esteem, he admits, play their part in its composi­
tion, but so do love, sympathy, religious emotion and occasion­
ally even self-abnsement. Thus Mill not only makes a real allow­
ance for the emotional baSis on which the State is founded, but 
goes far to admit T. H. Green's contention that public duties 
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and responsibilities cannot logicnlly be derived from private 
r!ghts and interests. For Mill the sense of moral obligation can-

~fst ~thf~:p;~~n~~r~~i~~~m~~:e t~aeti~~?~tt~~~ ~~~~h~!~~sM~ti~~ 
responsible for yet another imporram alteration in Benthamism. 
This wish to encourage man's better self leads Mill to his non­
U~l_itarian interest in liberty, of which he gives two contra­
dictory interpretations, each having this in common-that it is 
non-Utilit:uiaJ~. ~o strict Utilitarians liberty is always subordin­
ated to the pnnc1ple of Utility. To Mill it is something funda­
mental, rr,torc ?f an end even than the principle of Utility itself. 
It is that pa~smnate conviction, glowing through its pages that 
has made 1-hll's Essay_ 01_1 Liberty the great English classic that 

~~-~~~~~~c0~? lr~~~:~n ;f A:h:t;~t~~~Js d~!c~s~i~~o:~a~~! 
!zs.n written. Believing that i~ is man's milld that change_s society 

ili~:-~L~de:ii~~~s~i~~ l~~is~ffi!t~Jf~~f~~e~~~a:heh~i~~~ 
dissentient. For if it suppresses his opinion it injures the hum:m 
racc:-Tfic opiriion-·suppressed- may be true and "if not sup-

-pressed for ever, it may be thrown back for centuries." It may 
be partly true, in which case it is a necessary corrective to the 

:~~g~~~e~0i~e 0cfo:::~~n1.t ;~Jee~e a~a~;~·te~u~e~~:~o:~r:~t~~~~l 
ity is a "mummery stuffed and dead." There is no slumber like 

~~;~ ~ff 3m~C:Ci~~at~~ df:~~~~· i_~n~t~~aili~;lyw~l~ ~c~~~r~d~:~~ 
clearer perception and liveher _1m pression of truth, produced by 
its collision with error." Juv.ill..he_s~en th<\t.MilLis a firm be: 
liever in _the survival of the fittest in tfW-wOrld of ideas, and that 
fie· iS ciiilvinced that truth is fittest to survive. But civen if men 
w"'il_l nQ_t _a_C.f!:P~- the inhcren~y truthful,_ authority, Mill believes, 
cannot help. Call in Ca::sar .!.?_save Christ and he at_ once de-
stroys Him. --- -· ·--

"BUt important and powerful as is Mill's advocacY. of freedom 

~fl,d~~lls~~:~t:~~ ~r~~~~~~h~a~~v:7~;~c~ftl¥f~&?f~a~~~·~ 
:md women, for he is convinced that all wise and noble things 
come;-and must come, ·from individuals. To Mill there can be 
n~opment- without libe~y. It is this connection be­
tween liberty and self-development which interests him most, 
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and even though he goes on to argue that liberty is abo ~lcccs­
sar for the happiness of sp_E,c~~car t~m Liberty IS not 
ib ~c cxpr=sscd in terms of U~1fity, but 1s yet more fundamcnul 
than It. 

Mill's first definition of liberty, and that to which he generally 
~ccps, is that it is the sovereignty of the in~ividual over _hi~­
s.~lf. 1!_ is_ "bc~f!g !_eft t? ont;sclj." "A!l rcstra~nt _q~1a rc~tra.mt IS 

an cv!T,'' he says. No Interference wnh the mchv!dual s hbcrty 
of action is justified except tO prcv~nt him frOm harming others. 
Milrdivides :.11 actions into two c:ncgorics. There arc those 
actions which con~crn ~nil th~1~(fiyid_u~l_ pc~forming_ them, or r 

~~~~rr~~a;~j~t~cr~~~;a~din~ ::~o~~~ ~~':thca~~~~~~d~sh~~~t ~~~~~ 
should be no interference with sclf~rcgarding actio_n:,. but only 
with such oth~r~r~garding· actibr1S-as pi"oduCe-pOsitive, demon­
strable harm to others. Mill will also admit, as a natural develop· 
mcnt of this position, that it is lcgitimal~ • .QQ!igc a man to, 
b"Cai ~is share in maintaining socjc;__ty~nsc£ttion lis not to be 

:%t;ejc~~.~~!l_~~~~;~~t::~~n~ni~i~~~:n~~t t~c ~~sc~~~~~~~:~~~~ 
a~l"fcs~ric~ion IS cvn;=::a presumption that cannot be justified by 
tll~ P~'!lc~ple. ~~ Uulny. ~or, though he says that interferc~cc 
wttli tlie md!VIdual for h1s own sake is almost certain to be 111-
il:'dg~J, docs he prove that there arc sound Utilitarian reasons 
\VJiYsOCi_et¥ shou_ld not concern itself with self-regarding actions. 
Indeed, n IS ob;1ous that in insisting that self-regarding acti~ns 
sh~uld not_h<; mterfe~cd with, Mill is not being strictly Unli­
tanan. He IS lntroducmg a criterion other than that of Utility­
~he c:i~eriOn, again, of. s.clf-de~·c!~-RJA~t. . · . 

Mills ggl.lld delj_~_!!_l!?.!t91_hberty is that "liberty conSIStS In 
doing what one desires." ThisiS'obviously very different from 
~e definition of liberty as being left to oneself. You would be jus­
tified, Mill says, in preventing a man crossing a bridge that you 

::Jhe tdo~~ ~~t5d~ei:~~b£~fr i~~~5t~~ rii~e~/!nh~ ~h:tu~~~~~s~~~ 
des~red to cross the bridge, ~ut it is legitimate to frustrate ~his 
des1re so that the greater desuc, which can be imputed to h1m, 
of not falling in the river can be achieved. "I:'his definition of 
liberty throws the door open to any amount of interference. H 
once it be admitted that somebody may know better than you 
know what you desire, and th;~t liberty is to do what you desire, 
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then even the activities of the Grand Inquisitor, torturing a 

~~a~;:nb~~r ~~~~;~~~n~1!1i~s~r~~gc~~~~cj~s~?ic~l~c~~r ~~:u;!~~ 
~:~ t~v~~~~c~d:ib~"fr~~c B~~~~h~~t ;~~a}~~l~~n~~mi~\~o~~~t h~'l~~ 
been astounded and appalled .at such apostasy as this on the 
p:Lrt of one so carefully chosen and so tirelessly and so mcticu· 
lously educated for the purple. In both his enthusiasm for and 
his dell nit ions of liberty, Mill, then, makes the grcntcst of changes 
in Bcnthamism, 
·- He makes yet another ch~~g£_ c:?L~~~ __ impo_rtan_c~!l_ __ ]Jsn­
t~a~·~ ~:.=t:h.il~S.: BcntharU;-imp::nicn~- o_L!.£~ion, ~g_I!_Q,!";lnt_of 
history-; :mil sccmg the world as an S'i~C_!l~ hlmse\f.._..h£1d 
bCt!l~Cb"hvinccd that his dgctr_i_f!£i were of _!I_!!!S.£G_al_:~:P.P.lic~~ie_n. 
Mill! who recognises in his essay on Coleridge how wrong the 
phllosophes were in tearing away the past, who admits that 
within any community there exists a feeling of allegi::tnce, a 
strong ~nd active pr:inciple of cohesion which can b_e explained 

~t~: ,:~~~1~v~~ ~;~;~;i~~a~~~~ e~~~~n~~ :t~ f~~~n; o~e~~t~o~~ 
51ity is a necessary part of this cohesion, is not a universalist at 
all, but an historical rclati\·ist. He sees, for_ instance, _as Bc:ntham 
never clo~es, that the people fo{ whom a form Of govCrn"nlCnl:. is 
intended must be willing to accept it~ able to keep it standing, 
aild capable of the restraint and action necessary to achieve its 
en~ The difference between their respecth·e justifications of 
democncy is typical of the two men. B_cntham justifies de­
mocracy because of the nature of man, regarding him as so in­
HCFE_i:l{lfSclfish that any other form of government will be gov­
cfnment in the sinister interests of the govCrning class. Mill, 
while not denying that no other form of government than de­
mocracy ~~-n b~~rus~e~ _to keep the interests of the people always 

~~~a~~~~~J~ftisy ~~fs~~~~o~~~r~!1 i~~~i~~~o~:ec~~~~~· 
b~_!$.c~mmen~ed for P.. S!)_f!~ty- ~vl~9SE _ ci_~iz<;!ls h:n_'~!lOJ got the 
requ~~-~~Y...£!. char.t~cter. Thus whereas Bentham. justifies 
~;:~c~~cfh~~~~e~~~t::,e Ofman-;1vrm justifies it be-

. "Mill's ~istori~al rcl.t~tivism enables him to emphasise something 
of the:' h1~he~t importance. He says, as docs Bentham, that poli­
tic.t~l msmut1ons arc the work of men. But he emphasises, f~r 
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more than docs Bcnth:~m, ~I is the basis oL£~LI)ps}_1~~~-de· 
i!!_o;ll!_cling !he. State_; l~nJ this \VTIJ;-J<?r him, is 1_10t onoJ the 
pendent on numbers, n has a qualltati\"C founclauon, 3 belief, 
Will which makes institutions takes on. the form of :l c..,·cr 
5lffiost of 3. icligion .. Hence Mill can say, as Bentham ~I to 
could "one person with a belief is a social power cqu ot of 
ninct}.-ninc v:rho ~ave only in~crcs~." Not the lc:IS[ import:d the 

~:~::s aa;t~r~;~J~:~ o~c:Wt'::'ts~r ~~~~~~ ~ci~~c~c~~' ~~~~gd:;-a; ~~ 
~~~~~~i:~ 5£u~5d~~~~~:~y ~~~dc~~~~~~t;h~~al~~s~~c 01~~~h~5hornan 
wm-or if they neglect the personality of ~en. . Mill 

m~; ~~~n~hili~~:l~~c~~~~~~;n~~~~ ~~~ t:u~~~s £~~~ ~~~:~'d::::rimi~~~ 
Ncvcnhdcs~,-~-~!l_!_E:_odu<;_c~_SJ~£1_1a!lge '!'hich is sounder ative 

~h~~~~:~~rt~~en~~~~isl:r!~~~f. Ji~a~~se;;~.itiJ;s ~~~~e pd}itic:~ 
Econopl.J'i~!l_rcvea\s a clear appreciation of the wcaknC::~: re· 
~sump.t•on that the pursuit of indiddual happiness ~ .... , orc-s 
~"*·~-m soc1al happiness. This assumption, he realises, tgn tfect 
t e f~ct ~hat men differ in strength and ignores, too, the e the 
of h1stoncal conditions. If men's environment represents I 
?Ccumulated inequa\it~ ~f the past, then they do not start c:=t~b~ 
10 the race of competmon Land industry knowledge :arc 
monopoly of a small mlno;ity. The whole l~gal system hns been 
made for and by.Jhat_small mino.rity. This being so, Mill shohs 
a good deal ol~Y!Jlpa~l:ay for Socialism_'and wishes to use t e 
~tat~ to remove obstacles in the way of the individual's devdop· 
£e~t a'hcl t~ make life tolerable for the masses. Mill hns node 
0 . ent a~ 5 regard for property. There is for him no sa ere -

~~s~~~~:;~·~;d tob~a~~i~d t~;:~~r%~!: ~c t~o~ec/:J!Jdt~~tti~cr\~~~ 
property In land is not expedient, it is unjust. Similarly M•ll 
aclvo~atcs compulsory education supported by the State ou~ of 
tnxauo!"l-and even though he docs not wish to sec the curncu­
!um la~d clown by the State he insists that there must be gene~a\ 

h~A:ac~~~~ !ri~~a~n~~c~h~.en!s :::'Zu~~ f~~~t ~~~er~t~~ ~f c~~: 
tain maximum. He supports factory legislation, at lc::ast in the 
case of children. He thinks that practical monopolies should ~e 
controlled by the State. He wou\cl limit working hours, and, tn 
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general, he goes far in asserting the right of the St:J.tc to int~r­
venc in economic aff:airs. In all this he is being far more Uuli· 
tarlitn than Bentham, showing th:lt on the grounds of general 
happiness, far more State activity is necessary than ever Bentham 
contemplated in his laisser-faire St:lte. Though c\·cn here, when 
he is being more Utilitarian th;:m Bentham, it should be noticed 
that Mill's non-Utilitari:m principles make their acpcarance. In 

~~-$~~~~~ c:i~c\~ ~~hj~\;arc~5n~~~ &~cj~';:f~:t a~~r~~n~ 3t~ai~~~ 
principle of Utility. And he remains in f:l\·our of private cnter-

~~~~~~~v~fo;~hc0~o;~j ~~~ftf!~ !:c~~ir;r~:lai~~:~~:~~ 
~~:~~~:hfc~~~ ~!n~t~i!'i:~~0~nc which depends on a scale of 

The Reluctant Democrat 

hi~~~~sv:::~ii:r~~1ulR:f;{:~":::~·~;. ~~~~h~n:;~r::~h ~~~~~~~~ 
and the greatest of En~lish writers on democracy. No one has 

:~~e 1~i:;~!~~l;0tl~~~ i~~~un~! ~~~~b~~1fo~ ~~ ;~p~~~ .i:~~t~~ 
one has been more convinced that where it is possible It IS the 
best of all g«?Vernments. 

He is a democrat because he believes, as did Bentham, that 
such is the innate selfishness of men that c::~ch individual's 

:if~~~ a~~j!~::;.~~1:r~a~c~~~:.f~~~e:c~Je~i:s~!~~~e tbcs~~~ 
interest of the few." However, he is not entirely consistent here. 
He admits that rulers arc governed as much by the habitual sen· 
timents o.f their class and by the tr:aditions of their office, :lS by 
their selfish interests. And m his System of Logic he says. that 
accountability is not necessarily the best way of obtaining Iden­
tity of interest between ruler ::~nd ruled. 

He is a democrat because he believes, as also did Bentham, 

~~~~t;r~h~:C~a~ ~~cn~h~;~iC:cfs:Oif:~~C:uid~;~:h:~t~~yu![r~~d 
with Bronterre O'Brien when he said, "Knaves will tell you that 
it is because you have no property you :lee uhreprcsented. I tell 
you, on the contrnry, it is because you are unrepresrntc:d th::~t 

yo~~~3MiH0if~o~~:;r~~rat above ::~11, not bec::~usc he believes th:at 
J>.T.-9 
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democracy makes men happier, but because he is convi,nced that 
it makes them better. "One of the benefits of freedom,,' he ~ays, 
"is that under it the ruler cannot pass by the peoples mmds, 
and mend their affairs for them without amending them." For 
he knows that the development of character depc~1ds on the 
exercise of character, and it is because of the bencfic1nl effect of 
citizenship upon the citizen that it is so important. _The only 
education in citizenship that is worth anything at ::til IS actu::tlly 
being a citizen. Being responsible, serving on juries, ca~t~ng 
one's vote, these arc, Mill says, as necessary to the _pohucal 
animal as is the air that it breathes to the natur::~l ammal. In 
the whole history of Politic::~\ Thought there is no loftier con· 
ccption of voting th::~n his-"In any political election, even by 
universal suffrage, the voter is under an absolute moral obliga­
tion to consider the interests of the public, not his pri\·ate ad­
vantage, and give his vote to the best of his judgment, exactly 
as he would be bound to do if he were the sole voter, and the 
election depended upon him alone. His vote is not :l thing in 
which he has an option; it has no more to do with his personal 
wishes th~n the verdict of a juryman. It is strictly :1 matter of 
duty;_ he_1s bou_n~ to give it according to his best and most 

iJ;;c~ct~~o~s ~~fi~~~~ ~;!~ct~~b;~~~~;~: ~~:~~~c~ll~~1~~rn~tlh~: 
heart to exalted patriotism and the obligation of public duty, it 
awak~ns and n_ourishes. in him the disposition to usc a public 
fun~t1on for h1s own mterest, pleasure, or caprice: the same 
~ere~;g~e~~:r.~'urposes, on a humbler scale, which actuate a despot 

But although t-..fi][ is sure that however poorly fitted men may 
sec'!l for d7mocracy they can only learn to swim in the water, 
he IS su~c1cnt of a Utilitarian, or perhaps one should say he 
has suffi~Lcnt cor"?mon sense, to say keep out of the water if you 
arc certam of bemg drowned. His view that the only education 
in citizenship that is worth while is actually being a citizen is 
not incompatible with his other view that democracy is not 
possible for all p~oplcs. But where society is ready for de­
mocracy, then he Is certain that all its adult members, women 
as well as men, must participate in it. He was the advocate of 
women's suffrage. He was the first to speak for that in Parlia­
ment. He was intimately connected with the London Committee 
of the Society for Women's Suffrage. No one can be denied to 
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be a democrat who sees :~s he docs what an important part de­
mocracy has to pby in that development of individual men and 
women which for him is the object of political association. "The 
worth of a state in the long run," he writes in a noble passage, 
"is the worth of the individuals composing it; :1 state which 
postpones the interests of their ment:J.\ exp:-msion :1nd clev:1tion 
to a little more of administrati\·e skill, or of tlmt semblance of 
it which pr:~ctice gives in the c.letnils of business, a state which 
dwarfs its men, in order that they may be more docile instru­
ments in its hands e\·en for bendicial purposes, will find th:lt 
with small men no gre:Jt thing c:~n really be accomplished; ancl 
that the perfection of machinery to which it hns sacrificed 
everything will in the end avail it nothing, for want of the 
vital power which, in order that the machine might work more 
smoothly, it has preferred to banish." 

By the miJ 19th century, howe\·er, it w:~s not as easy as for 
Bentham to concentrate exclush•ely on the theoretical \'irtues 
of democracy. For by then a democracy haJ existed for long 
enough for its practical dr:l\vbncks to be obvious. In 1835 De 
Tocqueville published the first part, and in 18-'lo the second, of 
his Democi-acy in America, the most brilliant and penetrating 
study of America ever written. Mill called it "the first :malytical 
inquiry into the influence of Democracy." He was so impressed 
with its profundity that for many years he maintained a cor­
respondence with De Tocqueville, a correspondence in which 
incidentally he makes his most violent comment on things poli­
tical. "For my part," he writes, "I would walk twenty miles to 
see Palmerston hanged, especially if Thiers were to be strung up 
along with him." 

The coming of democracy De Tocqucville regarded as inevit­
able, but he believed that it rested with man to make it a good 
or an evil thing. Democracy in America, he found, safeguarded 

~~e t~ete~~~~l~~ ~:~ Ttajr~~i~ft~~0~ng~~a~1In~;;iel:~~~ ~t !a~r~!tii~ 
)egislath·e ;~nd public functionaries, and it produced ;~ tyranny 
of the majority which, in Mill's words, did not "take the sh:~pe 
of tyrannical laws, but that of a dispensing power over all laws." 
"The people of Massachusetts," he added, "passed no law pro­
hibiting Roman Catholic schools, or exempting Protestants from 
the penalties of incendiarism; they contented themselves with 
burning the Ursuline convent to the ground, :~ware that no jury 
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would be found lO redress the error. The laws of ;-..1:•ryl:u1d 5~p. 
prohibit murder and b.ur~l:~ry; but in x812, :1 lblumo~c f1'l11 ~d 
after destroying the pnnung office of a newspapc:r wh1ch pich 

~6!~~~~o:~h~abc~~t~o~~~g;~~1~rb;~~~:.n:u~~~r~~:S:~e ~f ~"pc~i 
left the others for dead, ::md the criminals. were tried ~ere 
acquitted." In no country, De Tocquc~ille cons .. dered, was t bliC 

~;:n;~~e~:~~~~t~~d 0! ~~~~t~~~. \~~~e 1~anAbcc~~3fu~:~~~ ~i~cLI~£ 
sion of it for, he says, "Faith in public opinion is :1 spec!~}he 

:~~~:o:f ~~i~a~~ej::J;J:::~~. i~sy 'b~~~c~:·t;~~~dc~~n~~~•\t~~odlJI~: 
tent, ceases to be exercised even by the competent; and spec of 
tion becomes possible only within the limits traced, not as nd 
old by the infallibility of Aristode, but by th:lt of 'our free a 
enlightened citi2.ens' or 'our free and enlightened age.' " ed 

De Tocqueville's general conclusion, with which Mill ngt~ h~ 
was that as m:1nkind advanced towards democracy there rn•ghy 
be not too great liberty but too ready submission; not an~rc " 
but servility; not too rapid change but "Chinese stationnrincshis 
T~e dang~r W:ls that man would lose his moral courage n_nd the 
pndc o.f mdep~ndence. He might not be :~ble to r~s1st ,,011 
temptation to g1ve the State too much power. He nnght f 
condition of making itself the organ of the general mode 0 

feeling and thinking, suffer it to rclie,·e mankind from the c~r~ 
of their own interests, and keep them under n kind of tutc1~1c, 
t~ampling. me_a~while ~vith considerable recklessness upon t ~~~ 
nghts of mdiVJduals, m the name of society and the ptlb 
good.'' Democracy, in fact, might be but the prelude to a n.ew 
era of slavery. As Niet2.sche was later to say "the democr:nisatl~11 

of Europe will tend to produce a type pr~pared for slavery m 
thcrmost subtle sense of the term." . 

Nor was De Tocqueville's the only voice critical of Amerl~~~ 
democracy. Others were appalled at the materialism of a cJVI· 
lisation in which it had to be S:lid that the whole of one sex 
was ~evoted to doll:~r hunting and the whole of the othc~ t,o 
breedtng dollar hunters. Dickens commented with all a novchst s 
freedom on the dollars, demagogues and bar-rooms whic.h 
played such a part in American life. His listing in Ma,.ttn 
Chuzzlervit of the New York papers-the New York Sewer, 
the New York Stabber, the Family Spy, the Private Listener, the 
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!:~f.Pf:·a~ 1~x~~~~~~rb~t v~~i~~!a~~.leca~~fi~r~:~~~~n~~:~h!~~~: 
ture of democracy. Perhaps it is as well that he did not know 
that Seward, the American Secretary of State, was to come into 
a Cabinet meeting gleefully waving the latest Dime No,·el, por­
traying the exploits of one Seth Jones, Indian fighter and scout. 
Dickens says of the democratic politician, "He was a great poli­
tician, and one article of his creed, in reference to nil public 
obligations involving the good faith and integrity of his coun­
try, was 'run a moist pen slick through everything, and start 
fresh.' This made him a patriot.'' "Liberty," he concludes, 
"pulls down her cap upon her eyes, and owns oppression in its 
vilest aspect for her sister." 

Mill was convinced that wh;H was true of America was true 
of England also. Moreover, he believed that human nature "is 
so poor a thing." In his Essay atJ lht: Subjulian of Wam~n he 
asks us to consider how vast is the number of men in any great 
country who arc little better than brutes. That whole essay, as 
Fitzjames Stephen says, "goes to prove that of the two sexes 

~~~~~:~~'~;;~~n~h~~ cth~s~~h~~ ~~~ ~h~n:~~~a~f· a0~1~;:.~. a~:~~ 
convinced of "the present low state of the human mind." He 
writes of "the extreme unfitness of mankind in general, and of 
the labouring classes in particular, for any order of things that 
would make any considerable demand upon their intellect and 
virtue." Men, he thinks, arc so little given to reflection and so 
little capable of control that they arc blind to the obvious effect 
of the "devastating torrent of children" on "the nigg.:trdliness ?f 
nature," which for him is so fundamental a f.:tct. He says, m 
words which the 20th century will certainly one d:~y have to 
recall, that "the niggardliness of nature, not the injustice of 
society, is the cause of the penalty att.:tched to 0\'er-populati_on.'' 
He is appalled at the "common, uncultivated herd," but he Js ~o 
less dissatisfied with those who think themselves apart from ~t. 
He never lost that disillusion which :~t seventeen he expressed Ill 
a letter which be:~rs nil the arrogance of youth with none of i~s 
mitigating gencrosity-"at Yarmouth dined with a leading Radi­
cal; not much better than a mere Radical." The best he could 
find to say of the people of England who might, he thought, be 
sufficiently .:tdv.:tnced to h.:tve a democratic go\'ernment was that 
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in England "d1c ~tighcr classes do not lie~ an~, the lower, tholJ 

mH~Tdrna~~~:~ ~~i~~!'s ~fchi:~:J!~~s,0i~ :;~;·surprising that~~~ 
is afraid of the stifling effect of public opinion, "whose id':3 pO 
character is to be with?ut. c~:.ractcr." England, he says, ~~ c:ol~ 
longer producin~ great mdiVIdual~hcr gryatnc~.s now IS :.IJ:al1d 

~h!~cit ~~cbec0n, =~~t:~n5~t!~:th~~ ~~~~~· wiiJb~c n;1cd d~ 
prevent its decline." Pressure of society, he fears, IS _even heir 
humanising men. He laments, "by dint of not followmg t ci~ 
own nature they have no nature to follow; their human caP:l11y 
tics are withered and starved; they become incapable o_f :a ot 
strong wishes or native pleasures, and arc generally w1th:cir 
:~~~~.opinions or feelings of home growth, or properly t ot 

De Tocqucville's warnings could not but m,ake fnore ur~al~ 
these fears. Indeed, the example of America was the more c: i· 
lenging as the Founding Fathers themselves had been so s1.15 P ,, 
cious of the people. To Hamilton the people was "a g~;eat bc~st- 1 
Adams said, "The People unchecked is as unjust, tyrani11c:n £ 
br~ual, barbarqus and cruel as any Kin~ or Senate possessed ~f 
uncontrolled power." If, now, in Amer1ca, "the fuse minds re· 
the country are as effectually shut out from the national ref! 't 
scntation, as if they were under a formal disqualifi.catioOt 1 

sce~e~ as if S_chiller was right in saying that the State whc~~ 
maJoruy and .. Ignorance .. rule must collapse ,("Ocr Staat 1'1'1° d 
unterge_hn,,fruli oder spat, Wo Mehrheit siege und Unverstnn 

en;~e~:!s?i·o~0~~a!s~se ~i:,~~if~ilie~~d~ f{~c;· can I rna~c 
democracy safe;_ for the world, how can I ensure that this io,e'Y'It? 
able process will be for the good and not the evil of mnnklPd d 
And, his answer is ":'ell summed up in words. which _Lor 

• ~D~;:Cr~~;e isu:tt ~~~ftte~nge e!~;cr~cd~0 b~~d~ahnb~cd~~~~ 
acquired. It cannot succ:ccd unless it produces a race of ar1sto· 
crats--and an aristocrat I would define as one who puts more 
into life than he takes out of it." 

deW~~d.w;:isc:~~~i~n a!~~~:~~:'i:a~la~~e~~~cu~ad~is,C:h~~t:h~; 
are by their education. When he says in his autobiography th~t 
any child of normal intelligence, having the advantage of hu 
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~~i:J~~t~·b:~~l~:d~~in~~h1:~~~;1~ ~~u~~d~;h~ss~:st i~~~fefr~f~~~ 
he believes that _tight education can make men aristocrats. And 
by education he docs not mean that which is exclusively con· 
eerned with books and academic studies. "The main branch of 
the education of human beings," he says, "is their habitual em­
~loyment." He is an advocate of industrinl as well as of poli-

~h:' e~~~~s~:?'~o~~l b<~~~i:~:. ~~~~~:s~<WC~t!~n r~~~s~nge~~~~~~; 
dem·ocracy will realise men, it should follow, he thinks, that 
democracy need never be short of those natural leaders without 
whose vision nny people under any form of government will 
perish. And he believed that such aristocrats would be listened 
to if only men would make one all-important distinction-the 
distinction between False and True Democracy. "The de· 
mocracy of numbers," which has been condemned, ns he points 
out, by all the great mnsters of political thought ":~s the final 
form of the degeneracy of all governments," is False Democr:~cy. 
The principle, "Every man to count for one; no man for more 
~han one," is, he thinks, a principle of Fnlse Democracy. For it 
Implies the belief that any man is as good as any other, a belief 

;'n~c~ir't1~! ~~t1~e~~n~~~ ~~t ~~~:~hsrv1ilr~;~7~~~s ~~ ~:c.l.J~f;~~~ 
:u d.etrimcntnl to moral and intellectual excellence as any effect 
\vhich mosr forms of go,·ernmcnt can produce." "Exclusive 
Government by a class" is False Democracy. The principle of 
one n1an one vote, would mean such a government, n government 
of the least educated class, of the manual labourers. 

True Democracy will give due weight and infl~ence to ali the 
different clements of socictr,. and will thus obvtate the undue 
preponderance of any. It will give men of wor_th plurnl votes­
"but it is an absolute condition that the plurahty of votes must 
on no account be carried so fnr that those who arc privileged by 
it, or rhe class, if any, to which they mninly belong, shall out­
weigh by means of it all the rest of the community." It will 
insist on Proportional Representation. It will nbolish the bnllot 
since "people will give dishonest or mean votes from lucre, 
from malice, from pique, from personal rivalry, even from the 
interests or prejudices of class or sect, more readily in secr~t 
than in public." It will h:wc a Second Chamber in which \~Ill 
be especially represented those factors in the n;~tionnllife whach 
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will never be adequately r.~prc~cnt7d in an 0~~s~:~~~:Y1~1~;:~~~s$ 
f~~~~:~~ss~t~hcp~~fo~i5t;~ a~d'~~~~~f;oi;~~ raisi. its ,-oicc ~~~ 
authority against their errors and wcak~cssc_s. True D ••ttJC 
mocracy will nc,•cr allow M.P.s to be pa1~, smcc ther~?Y ,._,itl 
calling of a demagogue would be formally an~uguratcd. It etC 
insist that representatives arc true rcprcsentat~v~s a~d not .(11-ccn 
delegates. It will not ignore the "radical <hsuncuon ~ct"V it.'' 

b:~~:m"r~a~~s~ ~~:!"~h~ ~r~~f:~~~:~"~t~dr:;,~~~1?n~~;nffot \~ 
administer but to watch and supervise the administration• ..,;c 
will recognise the limirs of the State's authority and will IC~an 
individuals to do things whenever they can do them better t tPe 

~~~t~~ai~eis':~~.~~~h~ie~~e~e!~r~tfr ~~n~~e~0s~~~IJ aJo'~h1~;s ~s of 
means of self-education, and whenever there is a danger -er 
adding unnecessarily to the Government's power. It will n~hat 
be blind to the danger of :1 powerful bureaucracy, aware nd 
"the governors arc as much slaves of their organisation. :be 
discipline as the governed are of the governors." And it wsl hnt 
alive to the danger of majority tyranny, for it will know~ ld 
"the silent sympathy of the majority may support on the sea 0 he 
the martyr of one man's tyranny; but if we would imagine the 
situation of a victim of the majority itself, we must look tO t 
annals of religious persecution for a parallel." ::tn 

be ~~~b;:r~d0~~e ~~~:r~vdhi~~\:~~~~~e;~n~it~·~cA:l~e::~!~s oft~ 
country in their due proportions $0 that the greater derncll 
do not make the smaller clements disappear n\together." It ....-~s 
in the sense that he spoke of Representative Assemblies that t c 
British Government in the tSth century could claim to be rcP!c­
sentativc. The theory of representation held in England pr10£ 
to the Reform Bill of 1832 was that representation should be ~ 

~~~~rch::e a~~s n~~c~~~~~er:~da~~p~~ci:~:l:r~~si:r~~ut~~c~h~~ -~h~ 
~o,~~~ :~a~~~t:J~~st ~:hesr~~~ t~n~~; :e~~:fc~~f ~~i1~eers':lt~oo£: 
frage every section of the people in a minority would have _no 

~fP:h~',:\~~~~~i~;~~~t t~;d c~~:t~h~ c56~~c~ t~1~:~u;~a: ;~~b~t;~~ 
Parliament. 
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Eighteenth-century Englishmen were extremely reluctant to 
cxchn.ngc this rcprcscntauon of intere~ts for a representation o£ 
llUnlbcrs. "I sec as little of policy or utility, as there is of right, in 

\~J.~~~ a~~'~: b~ ~~~~fic1r:dtl~~t t~c ~~1~~; a~~~~~· a!0~~c~yt~~~ 
will is to be law," Burke declared. Coleridge denounced the 
n.uthors of the Reform Bill as doing "the utmost in their power 
to raze out the sacred principle of a representation of interest, 
and to introduce the modern and b:ubarising scheme of .:'1 dele­
gation of individuals." Canning was emphatic that, "For my 
part I value the system of parliamentary representation for that 

~f?;g'j~~~~ ~fe~t7~f~-~~X~d''t.ri~~ci~ ~:;~~~~~~~ ~~-;;::~.~~;~;.a:!~J. 
"I see a good deal of practical benefit result, even to the interest 

~!~!~i~~~n~ 11<!S;~u~h::~~:s·i~d0e;d 1:u~~st~ rb~t:~ifJa£~5r 0Ja~:~ 
hot's claims that "the English Constitution of the last century, 
in its best time, gave an excellent expression to the public opinion 
of England," and that "the representation of the working classes 
then really existed." 

The a!hnitics between this old view of the Constitution and 
Mill's True Democracy arc obvious. It is a paradoxical conclu­
sion that this old view of representation which, in supporting_ the 
Heform Bills he himself was acti,•dy concerned to abolish, m•ght 
yet have pl~yed an important part in reconciling Mill to ~e­
mocracy. Without it he might never have been a democrat. \Vuh 
it to shape his distinction between False and True Democracy 
there can be no doubt that he is entitled to be reg:~rdcd as a 
democrat, albeit by 2oth-century standards a reluctant democrat. 

His Importance 
The predicament of n man who was constrained by a process 

of indoctrination perhaps without parallel to profess loy:~lty to 

hc~f:~~:l~~ t~~~~f~~~ ~~~!~~~Jvil~icCcl:~vi~~ ~h~o~~ ~:!~~~; ~~ 
fining whereas he was in fact undermining that system, has of~en 
been commented upon. Those for whom coherence an~ consist­
ency arc the major virtues will not look with admiratiOn upon 

Jo~o;:~~;;, ~il~.as to be admitted that Mill can be naive and 
contradictory as well as confused. In his attempt to prove that 
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happiness is desirable:, he is responsible .f~r one _of the wc~kcs1 
arguments in the whole gamut of poht1cal philosophy. The 
only proof capable of being giv~n tha~ an object is visible," he 
says, "is that people actuall~ sec 11. In hkc manner, I apprc!lcnd, 
the sole evidence it is possible to produce that :~.nytlung IS de­
sirable is that people actual!y do. dcsir~ it. No reason can be 
given why the ~ncral happmcss IS dcslr:lblc, except that each 
person, so far :IS he believes !t to be attainable, dcs1rcs his own 

~:!!J";~ic~~~~ ~~~c:~~~~:,, b~at';ti~~~~c i~0i~ o~r~~:ett;~ 
~i~!d·~hth1a~~~:~:~a~l:~a~ ~h~~~~:~~~ ~~r;;r~:~~.3F6~~ccf:r!: 
~~iJ~:~::s ~::~~::~ ~~:~~~~JS:~~~~~~h;n~i~~~~~~bt;v:~i~~ 
course fundamental. Visible can only mean what can be seen, 
but desirable means what ought to be desired as well as what is 
actually desired. Mill has only asserted that people do in fact 
desire happiness, not pro\'cd that they ought to desire happiness. 
And it is sophistry to sug~est that because each man's haJ?piness 
is a good to himsclf that It follows that the general happmc:ss is 
a good to the: aggregate of all men. Anything that adds to ml 
happiness will ~dd to t~e general happiness, but it does not fo • 

!~:~~~-t ~~T!~~~~~e~~: t:~hC:~e~h~ec~~~C:h!~::r~~~=~~ ~~i!l ~1d~~ 
f~il~':C 0~~~:c~1i~1~i:~ ~o~~~~:m~ afl~d ~~~e~~h:~~ ~o:::~~?. 
ally impossible it is to bc:lic\•e as he did that h::~ppiness is the sole 
critc~ion of goodness and ~hat me~ ha\•e on.ly desired happines~. 
For 1f men can only dcs1re happmess wh1ch alone is good, u 
must follow that whatever men desire is good, This is to abolish 
the notion of goodness altogether, for if an action cannot be 
bad it certainly cannot be good. 

And if some of Mill's proofs are inadequate, some which it 
is really mueh more important for him than for cithe; Bentham 
or James Mill to provide, arc entirely non-existent. He simply 
assumes, as they had done_, tha~ .men s~ould be treated as equals. 
But he makes pleasures d~ffcr m quahty, as they did not, and it 
is easy in consequence to argue that the h::~ppiness of those whose: 
higher faculties nrc: well de\•elopcd is worth more than the happi­
ness of those who know only lower pleasures. Plato's republic 
would provide a greater development of the higher faculties 
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than a democratic government in which the ~gn_orant, sclfis_h 
majority prevailed. Failure to defend the pr.mc•p_le' of baSIC 
equality of right among men is a real weakness In lvilll s defence 
of democracy. 

Few would deny that his view of_ liberty as the absence of 
restraint is inadequate. An age which has realised as Mill's was 
only beginning to that in an industrial civilisation rules are in­
dispensable, an~ that if political pow~r. doc~ not ":lake them 
private power Will, d~mands a more postm•c \'ICW of hbeny than 
Mill was :~ble to prov1de. 

Similarly his incli\·idual will appear to the 20th century far 
too isolated and therefore unreal :1 figure. For Mill, who has 
f:tr more idea than his father or Benth:J.m of the emotional and 
historic forces that hold society together, has yet no appreciation 
of the formative role of associations in society. He remains on 
the whole hostile to corporate life within the State, although he is 
willing to· recognise trade unions so long :J.s they remain purely 
voluntary organisations. 

Moreover, he himself goes far to admitting that he is hardly 

~~j~~f~v;1~nbh~~:1~ta~~s ~~~o~~fi~r o~p~l~c ~~~:~~0~a7~~bl\~~~ 
will check men makmg selfish usc of thcu vote. For 1f men 
acting together arc better in common than each would be indi-

~i~~~~~y~v~~e~oi~l~voos~l~t.s~~ ~~~~;~~~~fdi~e~~t~~ ~ca~o~~~~~ 
~::~ngd~~:~~~l \~~~~~h~~~~~~:hm-:~~~~d~v%J~~~ ~afnt~bt~~~o;:~~ 
ness only when he ceases to be autonomous. 

One may add, too, that Mill's acute sense of the weakness of 
his fellows is a remarkably insecure foundation for his belief in 
their liberty. _It is, to say the least, difficult to reconcile his low 

~~hfch0ta~u:3~o:;:~rth;v;~~u~:h:~a:n~i~t h~~~o1~cl\e~~ein :J.;b; 
inevitability of progress, the wild optimism that en:1bled him to 
write "all the grand sources, in short, of human suffering arc 
~n0~~~c~~r~e;:~e~ff~~~Y, of them almost entirely, conqucrable by 

Besides, powerful and valuable as is his defence of free.dom 
of opinion, it docs not rcmo,•c all doubts. He tells us nothing 

~~~t:l~~e tb~~h\~':ft~.~~at~~;~~;;~~~ t~1i~~~o~na;~l~~Z~fd c~~ 
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tolerate the intolerant~ What should our altitude be .towards 3 

~h~1J:~t3 :s~r~~~ir~ed~~ i~::O":J~ 0:a 3t;c~;lti~: ~~~k'g(~d;~ 
impossible for everyone else? Is there not a dangc;r m attachtb~ 
too much importance to discussion~ There w~ll, no dou t, 
always be believers in the ccccnlric theory that IGR?ran~c plus 
Antulc:nce equals knowledge. And men can be forg1vcn 1f they 
sometimes respond to persistent probing ns Docto_r John~on 
occasionally diil to Boswell when he used to ask ques~tons whtch 
the good Doctor declared were enough to make a man hang 
~imsdf. Too much discussion may be a sign ?f \yc:~kncss an~! 
Jn~tability; may, as Burke said, "turn our duucs mto do~b~s. 
M11l admitted as much in his essay on Coleridge-an admtsston 

~~3hi~5 E;:Jy d~~l.i~e~~y~e~o:Ji:ew~~y1~ellid:~tte if}~~~h~:~~ 
easy to discover as Mill thought, and if man's mmd moves 
50~=~~h~~~~~~~~~r!~fc~s~~ ~h~~ncta~~b~ ~~cb~!:~;~~ :~gainst him. 
he remains far and away th~~S:t sntis_factory of the Utilitarians. 
H~ touches depths that Bentham and his father never kn~w 
cxtsted. He has his own unreality, but he is much closer. to hfe 
than they arc. Indeed, not the lenst of his importance IS that, 
though unintentionally, he so completely demonstr:t~es the in­
:tdcquac:y of Utilitarianism, its ethical aridity, its blindness to 
the emotions. 

. But _if he docs this, he shows also its real strength. He never 

~0~~~-s~~~~~~st~:/~:~:~~:t ~henmaf~r 7t~~~~l :~1 ~~~en~rhf~~ 
to do Wtth org:tnic theories of State and Society. Moreover, like 
Locke, he is writing with Englishmen in mind, :md his indivi· 

~j~t{::,n a~en~CC:;::i:~bi:C~~~\~s~:~~-e~:t!J~h~t~~obl:m~r~~~~~! 
JRtcrested _htm then concern them no less nearly today. He wishes 
to determme the limits of collective control. Hence his much 
criticised division of actions into self- and othcr.reg:trding. Yet he 
never supposed that any other than a rough division was pos-

~~!~: ~~~ r;!~:t~~;~b:~~t:C ~~~a~hri~h~~~::hee!aio;;:~ ~! 
wns tntcrcstcd in the preservation of personality in the age of the 
largc-scnle-and so arc we. To Ritchie writing in t8gr it might 
SL'Cin that Mill :~hsurdly exaggerated the importance of ecccn· 
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lricity. \Ve, who h:l\"e feh the full weight of radio ami cinem:t 
and newspaper, who h:a\·e, ns Nietzsche said, put the newspaper 
in place of the daily prayer, who know with Bcrdia:ff how much 
"the machine wants man to adopt its image and its likeness.'' 
who ha.ve seen the terrible dchumanising work of that manu­
factory of souls, the Totalit::~rian St:ttc:, can only feel thankful 
for lvfill's fine protest against machine-made uninspiring dull­
ness. He wanted to s:tfcguard democracy against itself-a desire 

~~~i~:~ ~s7t~~~o~hZ;~~~~i~:~~~~o:!~u:~lf;~~e~rc~~t~n~g~:~d 
~~~~~ ~~~~~~jd ~ea:s~o!~:t ~h~~i~a~l h~br~s ~~~~~~~vif:i:J:! 
adverse attention of the g9ds to assert too confidently that he 

~n3J. ~~~~~:~illhi~vf~~~r~,v~~a:nwi!~: ~ne~h~ ~~r~gf~d~~re:c!h~f 
:i~:=si~o~h? f~;;h ~"3~~i~f:~hc~~e!h~hc ~ll!o~0 thl!kcs:f ~ilP; 
works. as they do of antimacassars anj as~idistras-.as dated and 
~:~~~J";~~ht'h~i~~~sing to God, unprofit::J lc to man and fit only 



THE STATE AS ORGANISM 
(RoussEAU, HEcEL, GREEs) 

The Inadequacy of the Tradition of Will and Artifice 

T OWARDS the end of the 18th and incrc::asingly throughout 
the 19th century men became dissatis!i.cd with the theory 

. which regarded the State ?s ~ .m::~chinc. It was, t~ey be· 
heved, unrealistic to look upon mdl\'tduals as so many tsol:ncd 
atoms-as writers of the mcchaniSlic school were only too apt 
to do, It was profidess to study men apart from sociely. It was 
wrong to set the desire for liberty which men feel against the 

~~~,:~;r,Y£~~ ~~:~r~tl r~;1~~i~~~~~ !~J r:~b~~~~r0~~~~~~s1~f 
the State. So misleading, in fact, was the antithesis "State" and 
"Individual," so dear to the hearts of those who regarded the 
St:nc as a machine, as to make impossible any true analysis of 
man's relations with his fellows and with the State. Liberty is 

~0~sr;~~:~i~;~~;e ~~:S~~~;:in\~i:h i~od;~nfa~~~~~7~hg\~~o£~~~ dco~;r~: 
sponds to our truest desires, our real self, whether we call that 
law the Law of Nature with the Stoics, the Divine Law with St. 
Paul, the Law of Reason with Kant, or the General Will with 
Rousse::I.U. The State, they concluded, was not an enemy of 

!;ae~ti~ fo~~t:~~~~~i~~~~\~! ~£~~~v!~~s!\~~ows~~v~ili\~o;tt!~~ ~~ 
_a machine did, as a creature: dedicated to the pursuit of pleasure 
and thc avoidance of pain. That was to ignore that which in 
man makes him desire to be something more and better than he 
is, to forget that "Unless above himself he can exalt himself, how 
mean a thing is man." It was to overlook the truth that Lamar­
tine so well expressed: 

"BornC dans sa nature, infini danr sci vcru:c 
L'hommc est un dicu tombC qui sc souvicnt des cicu:c." 

Men thus felt :1. need for a more satisfactory ::tnswer to the 
question: "Why does the Stnte exist and why should man obey 
it?" than any that could be supplied by rhe machine theory of 
the State. The 18th-century interest in history, the new tendency 
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to give a general coherence to history in terms of growth and 
decay, strengthened that need. So did the development of nation­
alism, since it is easier for men to fall clown and worship a State 
that is not presented to them as a mere machine of their own 
making. The State accordingly began to be portrayed as the 
embodiment of the nation. The b3sis of the State became a 
naturally homogeneous people, united by common descent and 
community of ideas, traditions, lo\'es. The State-org3nism be­
came the unconsciously evolved organisation which maintained 
the unity of the nation and ga\·e expression to its will, State­
personality was said to be attained when national self-conscious­
ness had developed and had re\'ealcd itself in the constitution. 
The powerful attraction of new scientific discoveries made that 
need yet more acute. Throughout history men have shown them­
selves quick to believe that a new scientific advance could some­
how be made of univers;:tl applic:ltion. In the ancient world 
Pythagorus, recognising the great import:mce of m::~thematics, 
concluded that everything could be reduced to numbers. In the 
17th century political and social theories were modelled on the 
type of mathematics then so highly thought of, in the 18th 
century on the physical sciences then developing, in the 19th 
century on the naturnl sciences then mnking so great an advance. 
To the "political algebra" of Rousseau, to the "social m::~thc­
maties" of Condorcet, succeeds first the "social physics" of St. 
Simon, then the "social physiology" of Comte and finally his 

~·~~~{:~ ~ifit~s? s~:;e~ci:~i~~~=n~~h~~g~h;h~a~h~~~r~i::'~?t~! 
State, it soon had the very opposite effect, and biology as well 
as the tradition of historical cohesion and the growth of 
nationalism fortified men's demand for some more adequate 
interpretation of the nature of the State. So did the economic 
and industrinl development which. drew men ever tighter into 
national societies as the 19th c_entury wore on, and the break­
down of laiSJcr-fairc with men'S consequent conversion to the 
advantages of collecti\'e responsibility and control. Reaction to 
the very materialism of a scientific age also played its part in 
making th:1t demand still more insistent. 

The Organic View of the State 
A more satisf:lctory answer to man's speculation about the 

State was found in the organic view of the State, that view which 



IJ::t l•OI.ITICo\1. TUOUGIIT 

regards the State no longer as a machine but as a living orgart· 
ism. The essentials of this view were already apparent under the 

~~~ckh~Jh~~~~ :~~h \~~~tc;~r~·~~~~ ~of ~hack~~;~c s;~~r;h~l};u~~~ 
~~d~~c~~ :~1:;; ~~c:~:~~~:~0i;~~ct~~cl:3~ i~:cs~;~~~~:~~;~;d~J 
not as being like an organism, a person, an in_d•v•dual, but as 
actually being an org:mism, a person, an individual. 

This view of the State was put forw:~rd by what ma,Y b~ 
~ailed the biological school of political theorists that flounshcC 
m t~c. 19th century. They pointed to the similarity of the growtlf 
of hvmg beings towards a higher life and the development _0 

political institutions. In both they found increasing dillcrcnua~ 
ti?n of the p:uts and growth in the \'aricty of ~ccds felt. J\.S 

~s~~ebc~~r:; ~~~:~~~~i!~~~ :r~drd:l~c~~~l~1~~nit~~:k~~(;c~:~~i~: 
beco~e Increasingly self-directed until there emerges the sc;lf· 
c~n_SClous individual, and from the clillerent development of lfl" 

{hVlclual~ m~ny classes, genera and species arc evolved. So it ~:l~• 
t~ey_ m:nntalrled, with political society. As the advance of c1vl· 
hsat_ton_ produces increased social needs :md activities, the orj 
g~msatlon of the State becomes more complex and is cndowcc 

:b~~o~~~;~c:~l;i;e:~~l~~actx~;cii~e t~! ~~~r~s~~v~~ ~~~o~~:t5e ~~~£ 
rather than 1n the personal interests of those wielding the State s 
P0 "':er, and finally States assume different forms in different 
env•ro~ment_s until definite clas~s, genera, species can be seen­
Sometimes_, lndee_d, -:vriters. of this biological school displayed 3 

wealth of mgenulty IO finJmg close biological rarallc\s between 
the State and_ the natural man. They spoke o the "tissues" of 
th_e ~tat~, of Its systems of nutrition and circulation, of orgnns 
wlthm It fulfilling specifically the functions of brain, ncr_vc. 
fibres, heart, muscles, even stomach and nose. The Fore1gn 
Office of th~ State corresponded to this lattcx organ according 
t? Blu~tschh-a comparison \Vhich in the light of Soviet p~ac­
uce m1ght have more to recommend it than could at one urne 
have been thought. Bluntschli further maintained that the Swte 

w~th~r:h~h:as~~~~n~~r~ :~~=r~~ee t~;~~h~ :~~t:;sm~{~~:- bio-
lc;tgical s~hool, who were wise enough to appreciate the limita~ 
nons of mgenuity, who were content to admit the differences be~ 
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tween planu .:~.nd anim.:~.ls on the one hand and States on the 
other, nevertheless maint:zined that the State was indeed an 
orgnnism. Plants :md animals, they said, were only two species 
of organisms, :znd together they did not exhaust the genus or­
g:mism. The claim of the mollusc, they contended, to be an 
organism would not be rejected because it isn't a mammal, and 
the claim of che State to be an organism need likewise hot be 
rejected because it isn't an animal. In any case, they maintained, 
in philosophic::tl discussions the term "organic" must be allowed 
to h:zve a bro:zder application dum to the phenomen:z of biology. 
There are, they s:zid, three essential characteristics of an organ­
ism so understood. Firstly, there is an intrinsic relationship of 
the parts to the whole. The pa.rts, though they may retain a cer­
tain relative independence, become what they arc by virtue of 
their relationship to the whole. A part of a machine retains its 
cssenti"!l c~aracter even when se~aratcd from the machine: A 

i~:C~ hsa~~11is3 n'c:~~~oaut~n~t wh~~e~;:~~!dgf;~,: tt::~~~;: 
In an organism when the parts cease to be parts they cease to be 
organic, and the relationship of part to whole is therefore intrin­
sic, while in a machine the relationship of part to whole is not. 
Secondly, in an organism development takes place from within. 
There c:~n be no such inner development in a machine which 
may be altered by the substitucion of new p:~rts for old, but 
which cannot grow. An organism, on the other hand, cannot be 

~~drctt~~bt:1eg:~~:!~r;i~~a~!f~~;;: ~::cl/oT~~~l~~t :e c~~~£; 
:fhii~h oa;nom:~~d ;~!~~~p:h~:~:;~~~~~~c~ ~~~s d:;~~~ 
A machine, on the other hand, is a contrivance adapted to .the 
realisation of an end ou~sid~ it~elf. An organism, the~ore, IS a 
whole whose parts are mtrmS!caiiZ related to it, wh1ch grows 

:h:t ~c~:~~fvc~i: it:V~~ :~:r: ich has reference to an end 
The State, we arc told, possesses these three charactcris.tic~, 

and must therefore be regarded .as. organic. Its member; It IS 
true, do not "observe degree:, pnorny ~nd place" in. qu1te the 
way that members of an an1mal orgamsm must do 1f that or­
ganism is to survive. It must be admitted that as Wordsworth 
said in contrasting the sun and man : 

J>.T.-10 
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"He cannot holt nor go astray, 
But our immortal spirits may." 

It must be further allowed that man's highest development 
sometimes seems in isolation from his social environment. 
Goethe clcclarccl that he h:~d to tread the wine-press alone, and 

~~if~!o;h~~~.c: "In nothing is one so much alone as in 

"Two desires tau about 
The poet's feverish blood; 

One drives him to the world witbottt, 
And one to solitude." 

That is true for all of us, for we must live within oursch·cs _as 
well ::as among our fellows. And there is a truth th:Jt the StoiCS 

would have recognised in the assertion with which Ibsen con· 
eludes An Enemy of the People-that "the strongest man on 
earth is he who st:mds most entirely alone." Yet we arc all, 

~~·;:n~~n~t~oa~~es~a0Jc ~~- ~~J'c~~:~~l;c~V::~~nb~e~:~~i~~l;~~ ~~~ 
~trongest of men that the spirit of the times most personifies 
nself, s~ that Napoleon claiming to, be the force of the French 
Revolution could say of himself: ' I am not a person, I am a 
thing." S.o much are we part of society that, as Comte said, it 
is impoSS!b(e even to give utterance to the 6\asphcmous" doc· 
trine that we arc independent of it, since the very expression of 
independence involves the usc of language which is itself de­
pendent on society. Thus the whole is essential to the parts, and 
h?wc~cr lon~ly a man's walk may seem, he can never comp!etcly 
dtssoctate h1msc\E from society. He can therefore be satd to 
stand in an intrinsic relationship to it and to the State, which is 
society organised as a sovereign politic:tl bocly. In the St:tte, too, 

~~i:t~~ ~old;nw~r~~~i:~.t~~~~;~r t~~v~~<>J~d~~ti~i~o~ld~~rb~ 
society, it is nevertheless through the development of individual 
lives that society grows-that is, society, and with it the State 
develops from within. Further we arc asked to see in the Stat< 
the third characteristic of an organism. It is an encl in itself, an( 
that end, whether we define it as the full life, the good life, th< 
happy life, is included in its own nature. To regard it as an in 
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strument of something else is therefore false and pernicious. 
Thus exhibiting all the characteristics of an organism, philo­
sophically defined, the State, it is urged, is rightly to be regarded 
as an organism. 

Some who wished to differentiate the State still further from 
the "natural" or "physical" organism, since this reveals no 
knowledge of the type towards which it tends and is powerless 
to accelerate or retard its own progress whereas the end of the 
State is one that makes an appeal to the rational nature of its 
members and one which their direct efforts must help to realise, 
preferred to call the State a "Super-organism," an "Organism 
of Organisms." Others spoke of it as a "Moral" Organism. Yet 
others referred to it as a "Real Person" or as a "Super Person," 
purifying or fulfilling the lesser persons of its citizens. 

be~~:c hi~w~~~-~r o~;~i~~ ~~~\~0of~~~~~;~,a~l~~;e~o~J :~~~~nw~~ 
!iefs in common. They regard the State as ::m end in itself, 
something which subscrves no other end. They see that end as 
the full development of all the latent capacities of the State and 
its members. They ,-iew the State as a whole which is greater 
than the sum of its parts. In Ritchie's words, "the body cor­
porate is mysterious, like the personality of the individual." 
Therefore the interests of the whole arc not necessarily the same 
as the sum of the interests of the parts. Thoroughgoing organic 
theorists, indeed, hold that the parts can have no real interests 
themselves, any more than hands or teeth or feet can have real 
interests. As only the interest of the individual to whom these 
belong matters, so only the interest of the State is essential. The 
parts must accordingly be subject to the authority of the whole. 
The parts may have some independent, if restricted, existence-

~?;lt:n:~afnas~e thi~~:a;;_it~he t~~v~~~~~n~~to~h~l/~~a~:\~C~dh~h~ 
liberty of the Individual, so the organic theorists believe, arc 
not really opposed. True freedom is to be found in obedience 
to the State's laws. Only when this is realised can the end of 
the whole be seen to be also the end of every p:ut, for when it 
is realised and acted upon, the individu::tl will be developing 
himself to the highest level of which he is capable and the State 
will be completely fulfilling itself. Further, organic theorists 
make no distinction between St::tte and Society, and they do not 
regard all States as being equally good, since some are more 
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~~~f:~~c~~~~g~~~~~3~1i~~~ i~1:!~-i~~en~~~~~i~)~~~~cf~:~~:~tc~~ 
it St3rts, and not all States h3vc a<h•anccd equally along th3t 
road. . 

noT;~;e~~~~~r~~~~:c 0~~n;~~.v~~v ~!r~hJc~~~~cf~~ ~~~~~n;l~:~il~~~ 
done, but which in Burke's glowing words is "to be lookc~ on 
with other reverence; because it is not a partnership in thmgs 
subservient only to the gross animal existence of a temporary 
and perishable nature. It is a partnership in all science; a partncr­
s~ip in all art, a partnership in every virtue; and in all perfc_c­
tlon. As the end of such a partnership cnnnot be obtained 10 

many generations, it becomes a partnership not only between 
those who arc living, but between those who arc living, those 
who arc dead, and those who arc to be born." 

I_t is the aim of this chapter to analyse the ide::.s of thr~e 
w_mc:rs who in their very different ways illustrate the orgamc 
VICW of the State, of Rousseau who still made usc of a good deal 
of mec~anist terminology, who retained to the end a grca~cr 
love o_f Individualism than, strictly speaking, is compatible w1th 
orgamc doctrines, but whose contribution to the growth of the 
modern organic theory is nevertheless of the greatest importance; 
of Hcgd wh~ can be regarded as the representative pa,. e:ccdlem:e 
o_f the organiC State, and ofT. H. Green who adapted it to E~g­
hsh nee?s. and who, reSecting as did Locke the English be he£ 
that 1 log1~ 1S no necessary ingredient of political success, showed, 

::t~f~~t~~~ ~:k~o~i~k~t~hc~r~~ ~h~~c acar~ttl~;~Jne~1[r~~n:f:~ 
to work out ideas to their logical conclusions. 

JEAN JACQUES ROUSSEAU, 1712-1778 

The ConRicting Interpretations 
Few men have more affected the mind of the modern world 

than Jean Jacques Rousseau. His, so Bergson tells us, was the 
most powerful of the influences which the human mind has ex­
pe_ri~nced si?ce Descartes. He left the stamp of his strong an~ 

1 ~mgmal gemus on politics, education, religion, literature, and It 
·•s hardly an exaggeration to say with Lnnson that he is to be 
found at the cntnncc to all the paths leading to the present. Yet 
there has been no writer about whom it has been more difficult 
to find agreement than about Rousseau. He h::~s been greatly 
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la~ded :Jnd more maligned. He has been hailed as the 
phaloso:pher who has seen most deeply into the nature of the 
State smcc Plato. Yet much of what the French, for whom the 

~~~ji~[\<;~r~~~cJ~!1/r~~~~:af; ~~fr~c~~i~~~J.f J~1!~~cs~1 f~~i~~~t~~~~ 
for Voltaire, who dispensed with irony in commenting on one 
whom the philosophes had wished to claim as their own and 
who ~ontented himself with expressing philosophical disagree· 
rnent m. the rneasured language of cultured and considered con· 
demm:aaon, a "charlatan savage," n "hoot-owl," a "Swiss valet," 
a "bastard of the dog of Diogenes and the bitch of Herostratus." 
He has. bee.n regarded as the apostle of the Noble Savage, run· 
ning wdd 111 native woods, strong, magnificent, uncorrupted, 
and free. Rousseau made him itch to go on all fours, said Vol­
taire. Yet he has also been portrayed as passionately pleading for 
us to develop ourselves still further from the savage state, as a 

f~~a~~e~t~~; ~~ ~i~~~?te~cf;:edi;~ r;:~:; ~vi~~g~~~c~ui~~~~ 1~~~~ 
they have ever known. Even among those who sh3re this ~atter 
view, ho\:--ever, there is deep disagreement. "Rousseau bchcvc~ 
with passaon in progress," Laski writes. "The idea of progress IS 

one which we certainly cannot auribute to him," Cobban de· 
dares. No eminent writer · · said has ever II of 

-{@Wi!.t~~~~e at~a~r~d fn°s~~t~~~~~~~~c;~~a~s t~o~ i~d~v~~:~: ~ 
liberty and insists on absolute submission to the State. He: w:tn~s .. 
toleration for all and banishes atheists from his repubhc. ~ts 
work, comes the emphatic rejoinder, constitutes an essential 
unity. He is said to ben great thinker, one of the greatest. He 
never enjoyed "the distinction of knowing how to think," Mor· 
Icy replies .. H~ i~ ti"N; extreme individ!~JJ.lli.4 the latest and great· 
est of the mdav1dualist political thconSlS. Donald decl~red th~~ 
he wished "to make constant the inconstant, to order d1sorder, 
and Lamennais wrote that his work was "a sacrilegious declara· 

~~:Ol~~i~~~h~~~e:tu~~~~e~f ~~~~i~::y~G~;:~ei!j .. ~ 
S'tant said" of ham: "He is the most tcrnble ally of desponsm m 

J!~~~~nfod:~~;~:;~:~~ J.~t~·to1:sh~~:c~~di5th~~n~~i~~~ ~~" 
the absolutist doctrines of Kant and of Hegel." He is both Sii;. 
tremc individualist and extreme absolutist. "A stern asscrter of 
- ·-
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the State on the one hand," Vaughan wrote, "a fiery champion 
of the individual on the other, he could never bring himself 
wholly to sacrifice the one ideal to the other." 

It is at least surprising to find that the man of whom so many 
different views arc possible is a brilliant and lucid writer, a 
master of the finest prose. Indeed, there is none llner since Plato 
in the whole history of political thought. We dare not believe 
that he could not adequately express what he wanted to say. 
But he had the dangerous gifts of epigram and paradox, and 

~~er!i:~a~~~tr~t;~vJl~~.s ~~~h ~nh~~~~~sa~~e~L~~o u~~;~ea~~Je i~~~~~~ 
facts, for they have no bearing on our problem," "The man who 
meditates is a degenerate animal," '"Man is born free and is 
everywhere in chains," arc more arreSting, provocative, even 
inspiring, than clarifying. Moreover, Rousseau rarely troubles 
to define his terms very clearly, and indeed uses them-as, for 
instance, the term "nature"-in different senses at different 
times. And because he touched so many fields of thought that 
innumerable specialists have felt bound to take note of him, it 
is not surprising that they ha,·e interpreted him to suit them­
selves. The anthropologist takes his "natural" man to be the 

~~~ilti~~et:b~,t~~ciJ:It:~~g!~t \~0h~~e t~~v~~ch~~7t~n~~~~~·a~~~ 
are leading. To the idealist philosopher the idealist in Rousseau 
is of supreme importance, to the individualist thinker the indi· 
vidualist in him alone matters. Knowing therefore the difficulty 
of classifying Rousse:lu in any school of political thought, it will 
be profitable to examine what he has to say, and then to sum 
~P th~sc reasons which have seemed strong enough to justify his 
mclus10n among those who teach the organic theory of the 
State. 

His Idea of Nature 
Rousseau grew up in the rigorously Calvinist atmosphere of 

;;~os;~h~? u5~~::b1! ~~~~~~~r~~t~~~~h c~~~:~~h~~1;~~~ho~:~i! 
hfc, m spite of his conversion to Catholicism, in spite of Geneva 
shaking off her errant son, his affection for his home remained 
undimmed and strongly coloured his political thought. He him· 
self was the most restless of men. Everything by turns and 
nothing long, he was never completely at home in any profes-
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sian, in any science, in any religion. Now domestic servant, 
engraver, t:JX collector, private tutor, now music copyist, diplo­
matic secretary, musical performer and composer, he was more 
truly, as he said of himsdf, "the lonely wanderer." He could 
not tolerate external restraint, He was a man of gre:Jt sincerity, 
hating sham, loathing the life of the s:~lons and of Parisian 
society. He was a man of the deepest feeling, of great tender­
ness, of extreme susceptibility. Reverie he found easier than 
reflection. What touched his heart straightway unloosed his 
tongue. 

When he came to Paris it seemed likely that he would ally 
himself with the Encyclopa:dists. Had he done so he would have 
been a made man. But he chose to unmake himself-he quar­
relled with them and he refused to be presented at Court. Back­
ground and tempcrnment made him protest ag:~inst the arti­
tlcblity around him. The philosophes, he s:~id, "know very well 
what a citizen of London or Paris is, but not what a m:~n is." 
And because their rntionalism contented itself with wh:~t he 

~~~~~~i~~~ ~~a~e~~~~o;n~~:~izy~fta~~:af~r t?~:ta~c~~ a~~~;ead 
Catherine of Russia, and was unimpressed by the trifling cir­
cumstance that she had murdered her husb:tnd. Against the 
reason which could find excuses for that, Rousseau appealed to 
conscience, to the maul sentiment of man. In the Discourse on 
the Origi11 and Foundation of lm:guality, he undertook to 
show what was the nature of man. In what seemed little short 
of deification of nature, he portrayed man as living in a past 
golden age, prompted by conscience, not yet led astray by the 1 
harlotries of reason, ~till J.Ul.lJlrD!P...!£.<LJzy ... .lhat perennial propa­
gator of e\·il, that confidence trick of the ages whereby the rich 
induce the poor to accept them, that great deformer of m:m 
which calls itself society Yet that was not really fits \'Jew of 
m:Jn and his nature, th:Jt was not really his view of reason, that 
was not really his view of society. Because he was the enemy 
of one kind of reason, we must not conclude th:lt he w:~s the 
enemy of all reason; nor must we believe that black men with 
knobkerry and assegai in Africa, or red men with tomahawk 
and scalping knife in America, represented for him the end of 
all man's striving. 

fo~~~~t~~~e ot~~~~!~ bhei\:~~1::: t~~~~ht i:e~~;~~y~~it~te:~h~~i~ I 
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cally did not mean by this that animal desire ~h. 
only guide, that the nature of man was one w1tl 
the brute, that to be natural man must be a sava 
the passages in his writings in which he idealis' 
Nature, passages which arc so vi,•id and colour£1 
cause they reRect his own passionate rejection of 

There are, he thought~! instinc;:ts 
man's o~tme There is self-love or the instinct ' 
.!i@., ~d there is ll!!!P_iili_y __ g,Uh.c_g~g;ttiQ\!S_ 

' these mstincts are more beneficial than harmful, 
Jilan it ~ nature gh:od. Bui se_!!:k!ve and syil_l 

·- guent y c :Jsh and w en they do, how sh~l_l!!._a!!._ 
follow? He will wish to satisfy bo"th, since that is 
from this wish to do what will help others as 
necess:uy for himself is born a sentiment whic 
m~n and older than reason, a se~timent _whid 

m reason have successfully harmonised self-love 
the ."unnatural" .!!:!_~ne in whom these el( 
have been warped or suppressed while consc 
reason errs. 

Reason, however, will seek not only to harm 

~bi:~~!tt~~n:~~n:~~~~~~ ,~\lf~~e;;c~7sat;Y~ ~~~ej 
that man alone enjoys Ciistinguishes him from t 

sight it might seem that man living in a Stat' 
have much more freedom of action than man 
True, such a man will know independence, si1 
dependent of the law of man and dependent o 
of things to which all earthly creatures are sul 
in fact, be a slave to his appetites, in bondag 
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Only society can give full me:~.ning to the freedom of action 
which is man's, c:m turn independence into true liberty. In 
society, indeed, man will be dependent on the ,laws of man as 
well as on the laws of things. In society he will know duties as 
he never knew them before. But in society he will g::~.in what 
independence could ne\·er give him, rights which are assured by 
a strength greater than his own, unmeasured freedom to do not 
what captivates his p<lSsing whim but what his inmost nature 

~::::~:i~n:~c~!~c~~~:~~:~u{;I::rc~:~~hft~ ~~~ i;~~n~~~ ~:~ 
nOi beCause he has to but because he wants to, if he can give 
perfect obedience to his civil duty, he will attain moral liberty, 
he will be really himself. As a gardener who clears aw~·y the 
undergrowth from around the s:tpling and who by const::J.nt 
attention helps it to become :1. finer tree than it would have been 
without his loving care, so society will be to man. As the tree 
so cared for will be more truly a tree than if it had been left 
unaided, so man will be more truly "n:1tural" than if left to live 
out his life in a primitive state. 

~~rfection _of m!Jn's ~:nu~e by his !~~s~_;m~_!h.._r.Q_J,!g~ !_Oc!~ty 
is man'sfdei(iny. Why, then-;-·h35 lie never fulfilled it? Com­
pound o se .JoVe and sympathy, with conscience added unto 
them and reason to help, man h:~s only to be true to himself to 
make his way to the st:~rs. But it is not easy for man to be true 
to his n:~ture. It is, in fuct, so hard that Rousseau doubts if there 
ever has been or ever will be :1 n:~tural man. For man's self-love, 

~:~:~~ :::~~~=si!~gf~:~":~s~!:erl;11n:~~iabf~ :ec~:~~~J !~~c~ 
is incompatible with man's instinct of sympathy. From pride all 

:!~_hp~i~::du:Sd r~=n rh~~;~f :O~{J,d f~~;e~~~!d ::~?,u~~~ 
nature, she proves the most reckless and irresponsible of guides. 
She builds an imposing culture around nature, but she is like 

:~~:::~;:~ 7t~of~r~1n~t ~a:~~Gy ~~do:'~~~~~= =~;~~~i~h 
she develops, therefore, moulds man not according to but 
:~gainst nature. And as the malformed tree is less truly a tree 
than it would have been if left severely alone, so man in such a 
society is less truly "natural" than if left in his state of nature. 

We can now see what Rousseau means in exhorting man to 
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return to nnturc. If he wishes to he sa\'cd, he must renounce 
pride and content himself with that sclf-l~vc which is nat~ral 
w him. He must rescue rc:ason from pndc, so that, lcavmg 
conscience uncorrupted to follow the right and Jc:wc the wrong, 
she will lead him to virtue, fulfilling, not diswrting, his nature, 
until it becomes plain to :1ll that the most "natural" of men will 
also be the most virtuous and the most cultured. It can be s::ticl, 
then, of Rousseau that "nature" for him was ahead of, not be­
hind, political clc\•clopmcnt. His protcSl, in his book Rousseau 
fudge of fean Jacques, that he had OC\'Cr intended to put the 
clock back is valid. Far from seeing m:m's nature as at its best 
in the Noble Sav:~.gc, it is clear that he viewed nature as did 
Aristotle, for whom the nature of a thing was what it was 
capable of becoming under the best possible circumstances. This 
idea runs all through Rousseau's work, giving it an underlying 
unity. In the Discourse on the Sciences and ArJs, he attacks the 
false art which deforms nature and corrupts man. In the 
Disco11rse on the Origin and FotmdaJion of Inequality he por­
trays the natural man and shows how a society which denies his 
n:nure warps him. In Emile he deals with the education that can 
be expected to produce the natural man. In the Social ConJI"act 
he writes of the ideal state in which alone the natur:~l man c:~n 
reach his full stature. In the Savoyard Vicar's p,.ofusion of 
Faith he speaks of the religion of the natur:~l man. And if this 
essenti~l unity ~s rather the unity of poetry that one feels than 
the umty of philosophy that one sees, that is no m:mer for sur­
prise when dealing with a man like Jean Jacques Rousseau, ami 
it is none the less unity for that. 

His Idea of the State 
It is in the Social ConJract that Rousseau's idea of the State is 

mo~t clearly seen. ~his work was originally planned :'IS part of 
a b1gger whole wh1ch was never completed. It is however, a 
uniJ in itself. It is unlike his other works in that 'it was medi­
tate upon for years before it was written. It is much more 
rational, much less emotional, than the rest of his writing. And 
it is unquestionably much the most important of his works. In 
it is to be found most boldly set out his recognition th:~t "every· 
thing is at bottom dependent on political arrangements, and 
that no matter what position one takes, a people will never be 
otherwise than what its form of government makes it." In it 
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is to be found most clenrly his nnswer to the question, "What 
is the State and why should I obey it?" 

He starts with the belief that the fnmily is the only "natural" 
society. All other society, he thinks, is of man's making and 
artificial. But he rejects the view that society other than the 
f:1mily must rest on force. It rests, he concludes, on agreement. 
Men register their agreement to come together in society in the 
Socinl Contract. The idea of some such contract was, of course, 
a commonplace of political philosophy of his day. The Soci::tl 
Contract was not, however, in his view a contract whereby the 
first society w::as established-;;~ !though ::at times he is tempted to 
reg::tnl it as such. It is a contract whereby the right society will 
be set up-in the future, not in the p;;~st; the society which will 
substitute "justice for mere instinct," which will gh·e to "man's 
actions that moral charncter which they lacked before," which 
will change man from "a stupid and limited :mimal" into an 
"intelligent being and a m:Jn." 

The Soci:JI Contract is not ;J contract which men mnke with 
their future ruler. The Government is merely their agent. To 

~~~~ ~t c~~~~~c~~~i~~ ~r:~e0n~~ i~~!o~7Y p~~~~ ~e~ ~g3~7 t~~ 
rule of some individuals or groups, which would be nothing but 
slavery. Such a contract would defeat the ends for which men 
come together, those ends being the fulfilment of their n:~ture, 

~~~;~~ ~~v~~li;ho~~dd:~t:P~~~~hs~~~c.fr~~do%e~h~;tc~~~o~de~ 
velop. Therefore their problem is to crente a society "in such a 
way that each, when united to his fellows, renders obedience to 
his own will, and remains as free as he was before." 

doT~!~ i~:c;ss!~~~r R~~~seb~t s~b~y'V:n\~' :~~ \~::.l~~~so~vn~a~e~ 
happen," he :Jsks, "that men obey without having anyone abo\·c 
them to issue commands, th:n they serve without having a 
master, that they are :~II the freer when each of th~m, ::tcting 
under an apparent compulsion, loses only that part of his free­
dom with which he can injure others?" "These wonders arc 
the work of the Law," he replies. "It is to L:nv alone that men 
owe justice and liberty; it is this salutary organ of the will of 
all that makes obligatory the natural equality between men; it 
is this heavenly voice that dictates to each citizen the precepts 
of public re:~son, and teaches him to act in accordance with the 
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maxims of his own judgment, and not to be in c~ntradi~tio? 
to himself." But what is the Law? Rousseau calls 1t the un_l­
versal voice." It is the voice of the General Will. And what ts 
the General Will? Unfortunately it is not easy to a~sw~r pr_e­
ciscly. Though it is the most importa_nt and most fe~ttle 1dea m 
all his politic:~\ writings, Rousseau 1s very vague m what he 
has to tell us about it. 

If I join an association, I may continue to think only of ~Y 
own selfish interests. If I and all my fellow members do th1s, 
there will not be much life in it. On the other hand, 

ltsm;Jte~~~~~ ~n~~ini~ Jo\~~ ~(i 0
:;

1 £~f1~~ :~%b~~s bl:a;~ 
to think in this way will the :~ssoeiation grow strong and 

~~bii~fspirft ~~. !~i~~u;~ea~h~~o~td s~~ a'~1!n~~alg~i~la:!~~h~ 
association. What is true of lesser assoeia~is true of the 
State, and the General Will is thus the will of all the citizens 
when they arc willing not· their own private interest but the 
general good; it is the voice of all for the good of all. 

Ro~sscau goes further a~d says that ~Y will which wills the 
best mterests of the State IS my best WI\\, is, indeed, more renl 
than my will which wills my private interests. "The most 
general will"-th:lt is, the will for the good of the State-says 
Rousseau, "is always the most just also." All actions are there­
sult ~f will, but my will for the good of the -State is morally 
supenor to any other will, private or assoeiation:J.l, which may 
from time to time determine my conduct. 

to ~~d~s~~ufa~a:h~1~e5:e~:l~t~~fi :o~~ h~s~~~lf~:dt~:~~~~~~~~~ 
attribute of individual citizens-of all citizens willing their best 
wills for the general good, But he also believes it to be an 
attribute of the St~te itself. Every association, he thinks, which 
calls forth the pubhc spirit of its members, also calls into being a 

:~:~~~ ~;~~~ :i~~~ o~5 tf~~~~~~~?5u~~~~~~h;:si~~~t~~~~; ~~1~ 
have known the m_t•mate life of associations have agreed with 
him. Maitland, for mstancc, said that any who h:1d experience of 
committees came to recognise the emergence therein of an "It 
that is not us," of something that was not the same as the sum 
total of the individual outlooks of the members of the commit­
tees. Rousseau called such a Group Mind developed by the St:J.tc 
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"Un Moi commun"-a common Me. "The body politic," he 
~"is also a moral being possessed of a will." The General 

~~~~~~~~~~~s ;r~h~o~~s:\:n;:G~f~~ ~;~~~~~~it~~'! ~h~~~~ 
interests of the St::ate. 

~ ref~n~0~~~~~ t;r;nm~\~~1: 5w\111~ 1~~eo~~n~;~: ,~N,1 I~~~h~~,~~~:;~ 
to want to follow it. If in fact I don't, if the affections of the 
Aesh so war within me that what I should I do not and what I 
should not that I do, then the General Will can legitimately 
compel me to obey it. Indeed, it is the only :authority that can 
legitimately coerce me, for it is my own will coming back to me 

~~=nitt~o:!hf~l~~li~~ ~~:~rfs ;~~o~~s~h~safi~d~~· ~~~ei~r!~~~;~ 
"Whoever refuses to obey the General Will shall ~c compelled to 

~~s5~~Jnt~h~~hh~e,:i~fb~' f~~~~t~u b~t~~; '~!;~h~~~~h~~~h~~r.·· 
tion which, by giving each citizen to his country, secures him 
against all personal dependence." Since also the General Will is 
a Group Mind which is bigger than mine though mine is a part 
of it, I must obey it on that score too. "If the St:ate is .a moral 
person whose life is in the union of its members, and if the most 
important of its cares is the care for its own preservation, it must 
h:ave a universal and compelling force in order to move and dis-

~~;~,e~~h /a~:,t ~u~ahabv~ ~~:~~~~;a;~~!:;~.~:on~~~:h;~~· ~~h 
man absolute power over all his members also." 

de~h~~hn~r:t1te~i~f ~~b~[:_~o~h~~i~~t~,y i~~~~!~:0~a~ ~j~~ 
the_jildge ~f whaT constit~~~s pu~lic or priv~te inter~-·The 
General W1ll, moreover, cannot allow anything to stand between 
it and the complete loyalty of its citizens. It would, Roussc::au 
believes, be better that_lmg~ciations than the State_should • 
pOLc:iliJ .. but if they do they must alwafS-bC sUbordinate, and if 
:any conAict of loyalties shou'kl ever occur, citizens must always 
obey the State. So jealous :a God is the General Will that Rous­
seau thinks it should even substitute for the old religions of the 
world a new civ1c religion which all who would remain mem­
bers of the State must accept,.devintion from which, once ::ac-

ce~h~' G~~~~~l b~/ffj ~ffues~c;\5~~~G!t~n~~~~~le and J.ndi-
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visible. Hence it cannot be represented in parliamentary insti· 

~~~ ~~~~~~~~e:,~tan~i~~~e~~~~~~~.~~~~d~~~~:f:~;~~ed~~J.~~f 
qnly free during_~, after which it is "Cnsl.:n•ed and counts 
for nothing." "The usc which it makes of the brief moment of 
freedom renders the loss of liberty well deserved," he add.s.__N9_t_ 
~eral:.Yill be delegated !._n---'!l!S~-~vh~teyer. Any 
attempt to dclegate it will _mea~ it~_ en~_· As hC-sald: "The 
moment there is a "ITiaSicr, tliCrC is no longer a sovereign." 
Nothing less than all the people together can be trusted to will 

~et~e;~~1~i~~a~:s~·~h~s~~¥c~~r~~cl~.!t, it is only "the voicet 

The General Will must be a will which is general in every 
sense and which is particular in none. It must take account of 
the voice of every citizen, since it W:J.S :~greed in the Contract 
that each is received as an "integral ~art of our group." It mu.st 

~~h~hal~a~~us~~~~;~~~: ~~a~~~~~~ i~q~~r~:~:!u~~ :eth~~i~r~~t .. :~ 
the interests of none to make them onerous to his fellows." It 
must deal only with the generalities of legislation, with the co~­
mon cause and not with private interests-though it alone will 

tte~!~~:Fa~~.iso~; ~~~Tu0nnd~~~~t~lia~~at~~~esh~i;~t~~:~~~~~~~ 
tution of the State that Rousseau regards as law, and theref?r.e 
as the product of the General Will. All that we know as CIVIl 
and criminal law would not be law to him, but only decrees of 
the Government and not to be invested with the sanctity of the 
General Will. 

It must follow from this th:lt the General Will. as Roussea~ 
insists, cannot be an executive will. The people ought not to be ; 
responSible for the details of Government. Those who make the 
law should not carry it out, for it is the characteristic of the 
-~overeign General Will that it must be l!!!Ecrslnal, and the de. 

~~~sc~~~~~eau b~ art1cu ar and crs~:r~: 

__J'""'IL:''"-"-''""'::-c t oug tt 5m~~ 
As it is thus 

subordmatc to the Soverctgn, the actual form of the Gov. 
ernment is a matter of secondary importance, varying accord­
ing to the particular circumstances and needs of men, So 
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long as the General Will is Sovereign, it docs not matter if the 
Government is a democracy, an aristocracy or a mon::archy­
whichcvcr in the existing circumstances is most suitable will be 
the best. Rousseau's preference is clear. It follows from 
the reasons he advances for ~j.bc Sovereign and the 

.- Execmivc th::tt he can hardly regard democracy ns the best form 

II of Government. Democracy, he bclic\'CS, is too perfect for men­
as they arc "it is Contrary to the natural order that the majority 
should govern and the minority should be governed." Since~ 
arc too imperfect for kingili.iv, kings have a habit of becoming 
.~Rcrcclitary ;mstorrary is, in general, !~of all 
forms of Covcrnmcnt and elective aristocracy the best. But all 
men arc not :~like, and what suits one will not suit another. 

'\ ~~~~czoi~c~tc s~0~:;g o!s~~~c~~~~Df;i~ot~~~c:~~tl~:S;~~r~7:n~; 
of the Gcnc!~l Will. 

The Gcnerai'.Vi\1, Rousseau adds, is infallible. In wha~ he 
says here, he is not at his happiest or most lucid. He means little 
more than that the General Will must always seck the gcncr~l 
good. "The General Will is always right and tends to the pubhc 
advantage," he says. He docs not mean by this that whatever 
the State docs must always be right. If the General Will is always 
right, it is not always known. It docs not follow, he adds, "that 
the clelibcmtions of the people arc always equally correct. Our 
will is always for our own good, but we do not ;~\ways sec what 
that is; the people is nc\'Cr corrupted; but it is oftcrt"·deceivcd, 

~~~ ~~c sr~~~o:cJ~:~~n~h:~ 1Tta~b:sc~t ;~~£o:~va~~l'r~v;xactu~~ ~~.~;~ 
crime in the decalogue, Rousseau has no manner of usc. "If it be 

1 :~~"f:rc th:i~~~l;~~~a~tt~0:~~~k,c]t h~1d 5ilii~ifi~~~~~i'{~;~~~ 
of the most execrable that ever tyranny has invented." So that 
in saying that the General Will is always right, Rousseau means 
only that men mu~t never forget that they come together for the 
sake of the good hf~ and should do nothing to make that good 
life impossible. He IS not saying "Because the State is moral, it 
c:mnot deny itself 01nd OJCt immorally," but "If the State acts 

:~cl~~~~~Cc, i~:~nd~~~~~f~~~s;~si~~odn i:o 0a~s~~~.S~~~;h~h:fo!~u~~ 
ately it is lacking in any clear indication of what constitutes 
an immoral action and who is to determine its immorality. 



We now know a good deal about the General Will. It is the 
result of all men willing their best wills for the good of the 
State. It is the "Group Wilt" of the St::Jtc. It is Sovereign. It has 
certain marked characteristics. But still we do not know how 
it is to be found, though we can appreciate from what Rousseau 
h::ad to tell us about its infallibility th:at finding it is unlikely to 
be a simple maucr. Unfortunately Rousseau cannot help us here. 
He can never tell us how we c:~n be sure of finding the General 
WilL At times he seems to suggest that the General Will is to 
be sought only when all unanimously agree-though he has 
already told us that the Will of All is something very different 
from the General Will. At times he implies that the General 
Will is the will of the majority-though he tells us elsewhere 

j th~t this can only be so if "all the characteristics of the Gener~l 
W1ll :Ire still in the majority." At times it :~ppears th:~t the res•· 
due left when differences of opinion expressed by ::~11 the citizens 
ha~e cancelled one another out is to be reg:~rded :~s the General 
Wtll. Y~t ag:~in the General Will m:~y be embodied in one m:m 
-a_ Leg•slator who will show people wh:~t is good for them. 
Th1s~ h?wever, is only likely :1t the beginning of the St:1~e's life, 
:~nd 1f. It occurs the Legis~:! tor must not be regarded e1thcr :IS 

Soverc•gn or :IS M:~gistr:lte. He is to be seen merely :~s the pro-

;;::;t ~te::v~~i3,0~~J~Pcl~i~gsl~~te ~~r:~~~~~! w~i:1t:if11'w:~ 
!urn the game. "This," Rousse:~u says, "is what h:~s in :11\ :~ges 
compelled the fathers of n:~tions to have recourse to divine in­
tervention and credit the gods with their own wisdom, in order 
that the peoples, submitting to the laws of the State as to those 
of Nature, and recognising the s:1me power in the formation of 
the. ~ity as in that of man, might freely obey, and bear with 
doc•hty the yoke of the public happiness." So much vagueness 
?bout something as important :IS the finding of the General Will 
IS to be regretted. Rousseau, who has told us so much :~bout the 
General Will, has still not told us enough; indeed, he has left 
us in such a position that nobody can be sure what the General 
Will is on any particular question. 

Rousseau's inability to tell us exactly how we may find the 
General Will perhaps reflects his belief that it would never 

~il~3:~at0hc ~~~est~n wJ!,.~~- i;~~~~\~:;at~~:f 0!f 1~heat~~~;;~ 
he recounts the story of the Spartan mot~er who, on rushing 
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to the runner to ask news of the battle and being told of 
the death of her five sons, answered: "Vile slave, was it this I 
asked thee?" Demanding how the battle had gone and learning 
of the victory, ~he ran to the temple to gi\·c thanks to the gods. 
Such a triumph of public over private interest could not, Rous­
seau knew, have been c:1sy. Yet without th:u triumph there 
could be no General Will. So clifficuh, indeed, did he think it 
would be for men to will the General Will that he believed that 

}~~ ili~i~~i~N~~o~~~l;i~~u~; ~~r;t~i1~c~~. i~o~i:uffi~~~;lr wa~bn~~ 
spirited to know liberty, they would know instead the yoke of a 
m<lstcr. 

But Rousseau was sure that some men were cap::~blc of pos­
~cssing libcny. They would find it, he was convinced, only in 
States 0 £ a particular kind. ~~h ~tes m~-s~_!Je sm_ill. so that 
when___!!,_~~ss~ry _all ci.t~z;ns _cou!d g_al:lifitoget~ T?ey must 
be'cOifSCf~':l.tivel' SOiliat httle leg1sla[lon would be reqUired. The 
State in which alone freedom appeared to him to be possible 
could be no other than the small, non-industrialised city-state of 
the type that he knew at home in.,G.en-f~~Ben~ham was righ.t in 
saying rh3 t except for the lnws of the Republic of San Manno, 
the l:~ws of no European State would be recognised as valid by 
Rousseau. What he thought of i:lrger communities can be seen 
from his pregnant rem3rk: "The greatness of n:~tions, the extent [ 
of states; the first and principal source of the .misfortunes of the 
human race." Rousseau was sure, too, that ~o:~t_I:_=!Ct had._n_o 

~~~!t~e~n7Fo~ ~~:~n~~ ~fined s~~~e ~~e~~if~~·~:~~~~ 
plish the purposes of the Contract, the f~lfil_~ent of each indi­
'·idual. When this proved to be so, the mdiv!dual was free to 
return to the State of Nature. But, above all, Rousseau was 
sure that only where the General Will reigned could man's 
nature be developed, only there can his great challenge "Man is 

~od~pf~~~b~~tbi~te:el~~~~f~~~!nf~~:~::~~s~ s~e;n~0~~~htst ~~~5fuJf; 
human except as a CitiZen, can reach h1s full stature only in the 
great community of the State, There, in greater freedom than 
he had ever known, more truly man because of the blossoming 
and fulfilment of his nature, perfected man would at last enter 
upon that rich inheritance which had bt.-en locked away in the 
bosom of the ages awaiting his coming. • 
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Rousseau's Place in Political Thought 
We can now try to answer the question: \Vherc docs Rousseau 

~~;~k~n i!h~b~ii:~? e~fo~;~~ic~i;~v0:rth~~ ~~i~ Y~~~~ie~~~~~ t~~ 
a.sscrtion of the Aristotelian ''iew that man is a political animal 
whose n:lturc can be fulfilled only in the State, which is there­
fore no longer the result of his vice but the condition of his 
virtue, the chief agent of morality. Plato's voice rings strongly 
through his words, telling us again that subjection to the State 
is a matter of ethics rather than of law. Nor can it be doubted 
that his attachment to the city-state is ns much the result of 
Greek inspiration as of Genevan example. 

Ro';lsseau believes, then, as did the Greeks, that the full life o( 
man Is possible only in society. He also believes that ultimately 
only the individual matters. His /!.mile makes it c\e::ar that the 
pupil is to be educated for his own s::ake, not for tha.t of others. 

~i~e~~:J h~~~~f(~\:~~;;~;sa~ ~~ds~~u~a:~~; ~~ ~s ~::~s~~~~ 
larly Rousseau has Mme de Wolm::ar decl::are in the N~w 

~;~~isfu~ ·~~~~s:5a~J h~b~u~~~~i~~f~~ ~~~'je £~;~~h:t5 !~~~n~~~ 
without consulting also what suits himself. It is never right to 
harm? human soul for the benefit of others." In this spirit he 

~~~~~at~~p;5si~e ~~~~c~f~;.~ ~i~'~o~h~~~.~tl rb~~~~~~t~~~i:i~~~~ 
an? eve~, vmuous. on behalf of the public s::afety," Rouss~au 
wnte~: , Th~ publ1c safety is nothing unless individuals enJOY 
secunty. H1s ~rotestant background, his powerful, eager, if 
somewhat pecuhar conscience his hatred of "the hideous head of 
despotism" which would ne:,er allow him to associate himself 
with the _Benevolent Despots, his love of liberty which found 
such passiOnate expression as his assertion: "When a man re­
nounces his libeny he renounces his essenti:ll manhood, his 
rights ;:,nd even_ his duty :lS a human being," which led him to 

~~~~':~~ ~~nA~~f;t~~s ~~~e~~st~;t ~0a7uer:ft th~/~~~~ blr~t3~~~~ 
made slaves agamst nature, and which led him to prefer the 
abuse of liberty to the abuse of power-these are real in Rousseau 
and must not be forgotten in the insistence that only in society 
did he believe that the good life can be lived. 

From his writings, in short, two answers to the question, 
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"What is the nature of the St:ate and why do I obey it?" emerge. 
The fiN is that the State is a collccti\·e person, and that I obey 
it because only in ~o doing an~ I rc:ally n~ys.clf, am I tr~ly free. 
The second is that the State 1s 3n 3ssoc1at1on entered mto by 
man, or c\·cn 3 mcch3nism built by man for his own purposes, 
and th:at I obey it to :achie\"C those purposes :and only in so far 
as I persuade myself that I am achieving them. The first :mswer, 
corresponding to his doctrine of the General \Vi.ll, refle~ts an 
organic ,.jew of the State; the second, corrcspondtng to h1s usc 
of the Social Contract, reflects :1 mechanistic \'icw. Rousseau 
tries to hold both, which is why so many conflicting interpret<~· 
dons of his work arc possible. 

But we must ask if the two views to which Rousseau is 
auractcd can really be held simultaneously, ::md, if not, which 
of the two we must regard as claiming his m:ajor allcgi:mce. C:~n 
the State be both organism and association or machine? Can the 

~~n~~~i.f~1o~~:~~c~~::~~~~:;h~~~~1~~~~r b~~h~~i~:~ \~~~~ 
,•jews arc not compatible and that not :all ol Rousseau's strict 
qualifications can make them so. For if the General Will is 
supreme, the Social Contract is unnecessary :and meaningless, 
and if the Social Contract is necessary and significant, the 
Gencnl Will cannot be supreme. In insisting on both the 
General Will and the Social Contr3ct, Rousseau is not so much 
demonstrating his skill as synthcsiscr as illustrating the danger 
of f3lling between two stools, in th3t he retains a sufficiently 
(ivcly sense of the importance of the individual conscience to 

rnake him accept only with hedging and with reluctance the im· 
plications of the organic State, but a sense f3r too weak to gi\"C 
;1ny encouragement to the individual to resist the collective 
[113jcstyofthcState. · 

Actually there can be little doubt that ultimately it is the 
organic view of the State that Rousseau embraces. That is to be 
seen in his description of the State as ":a moral and collective 
body," "3 common me." It can be seen clearly in his doctrine 
that my best will is not necessarily my actual will and that since 
there can be no infringement of my liberty in my being com-

;~r~~:fcd~?it"::r s~~~. r~!ne'b~nf~~~c~g~o t~fr;e~tl~~~o~~~~~t~(l 
in his determination that no association or Church be allowed 
to come between the individual and the State. It is apparent in 



152 POLITIC/\ I. TIIOUC: liT 

what he s:1ys 0 [ Christianity, every word of which breathes t~c 
recognition th:at the must uncompromising enemy ~lf the ?rgamc 
State is a religion with other-worldly values. h ts p:uucularly 
dear in his insistence that all within the St:ltc shall conform to 
the Civil Religion on pain of expulsion or death, ~nd in h~s view 
that the St:nc m3y reach compulsorily those doctnncs wh1ch a~c 
held by the m:tiority. And if further proof be required, it is l;'l:un 

~~h~~hc~~ci:lfv~11~~~cl~':~~lc~~;~n~:t~:~~k~;.!"p~~~:~n~~~~~~~~o£:; 
the whole of which he is a part, that "the patriotic spiru IS an 
exclusive spirit which makes us regard as :t stranger and al~ost 
as an enemy any who is not a fellow citizen," or th:tt "a chtld, 
when first opening its eyes, should sec its motherland, and 
should be able to see nothing else until its death." 
~he frontispiece of the first edition of the Social Contract was 

a picture of Leviathan with his head cut off. Yet we must con­
clude that against Leviathan Rousseau was unable to provide 
adequate safeguards for the individu::~L He failed to reconcile 
the. two views he held th:Jt the good life was possible only in 
sot•ety and that ultimately only the individual mattered. On the 
contrary, he succeeded only in dwarfing the individual. If he 
had succeeded in reconciling those two views, then one of the 
most common and compelling criticisms-namely that ther are 
utterll u':'ab~c. to m:~ke provision for the individu:~l conscience 

~~-~ugh~ ;;~i~:~~l~~ !~~~~7fth~':ri~!~.e~~~~~~~~ ;~n ~~;~~rw~~ 
f:uled to_ reconcile them, :lt least that criticism of the org:~nic 
school sui! stands, and perhaps one must C\'Cn conclude th:lt it 
c:~nnot be :lnsw~red. In any case, we do not need the undoubted 
f:lct th:lt orgamc theorists who followed him drew much of 

~~c:\,:n:;~~~\i~~t~~~ ~;~o~n n:::rk 0~c~:silt~~mh:l~-~a~J:£'~h~ 
~~~~ ~£f1~~~t;;~i:h;t ~~~na~~~b~~~!~e~. is with the organic thea-

GEORGE Wli..LIA~I I'IIEI>EIIICK IIECF.L, I770-I8JI 

His Life and Writings 

The most outstanding advocate of the c:_:.rgnnic theory of th~ 
St:lte and ~me of the most important and influential thinkers at 
modern _history was Hegel. Born in 177o in WUrtemberg, hr 
passed h1s youth in the intoxicating days of the French Rcvolu 
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tion, with which for some time he fdt a warm sympathy, as did 
:.o many young men of his generation, but against which he ulti­
mately strongly reacted. Private tmor, lecturer at Jcna University, 
headmaster in Nuremberg, he became on the publication of his 
three-volume work on the Science of Logic the most loudly 
acclait~lcd of German philo~ophcrs. A aimed __!O _f!.P.~I?f~s~ors?ip 
in I-:Ic~<.lclbcrg, he wrote ht~_ Encyclopa: ta o the Philosophtml 
SCienas, the fullest treatment of his general philosophical system 

tlut he ever produced. From there he accepted the chair of philo-
sophy at Berlin University,_ of w~1ich he later became prcsi~~nt-

~~c~~~~~ct;~~~c~u~~~ t~sc f~~c~~~fc~~~~~oh~~~ ~~:;·~~~~·. b:~~~:~:~i 
as it were the academic voice of Prussianism, just as von Roon 
and von Moltkc were to be its military and Bismarck its political 
voice. Here he wrote his Philowpl1y of Right, and gave the 
lectures which after his death were published as the Philosophy 

~~L~Jd~~~~k:h~ ;e~~:~~i~it•~~o~:\:~~~e s~::~~~v;~~i~i~~5p~~:~~ 
~ophies, and giving ever louder expression to his own convement 
conviction that the heir of all the ages was the Prussian monarchy 
and that the latest flies of time were those daily thumbed over 
by Lhc busy bureaucr:tts of Berlin. 

By so many for so much of dte 19th century he was hailed 
not merely as the official philosopher of Prussia, but as the 
philosopher of the age, just _as __ Aristotle and St. Thomas 
Aquin~~- had for so long bCcil regarded as the philosopher~ of 
their times. Critics called him "a fbt~headed, insipid, nausc~~!l,g, 
iJ!itcratc charlatan, who reached the pinnacle of au~ac1ty m 
scribbling together :tnd dishing up the craziest mystifymg non­
sense." They ~pplied to his writing Shakespeare's words "such 
stuff as ~O.dmcn tongue and brain not." They said of his theory 
tiE" the· Sl;1t~ that it grew "not in the ga~dens of science but on 

~~~n d~sn~~·~!ri'ofusse{;;u~~~· a~~~~:~; ~p·~~~~ff1~~i~o~~;~ic~t~fs~ 
cussions as for the weightiness of their philosophical wnung. 
!)_!.it most believed that he had synth~sised aiLJ:c~'!:..l~dg_~ 

~~fJi~nt)lJ~~; \~ll1c~0~~v~~~~~~lrr~:~~;~~eh~:~!d'~~:~~:~ 
self: "Although I could not possibly think that the mct~od 
which I have followed might not be capable of much pe~fe~nng, 
of much thorough revising in its details, I know that 1C IS the 
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only t_ruc mcth.ocl. It is clear that no _mct.~od can be accepted as 
sc:icnufi.c that 1s not modelled on mmc. He was sure that he 
had solved all the riddles of the universe. His modest opinion 
of himself was accepted as no more th:an the truth, so much so 
that after his death his devoted pupils wondered what was left 
for philosopfiy,_mouming like Alcxand_g_ the restricted state of 

~~alcki~~~~i~!~~~~o~~sfik;ji~~d 1~~~;~~~1~ 1Jc~~~d~J 
as a tra~hy over-the-counter commodity fit only for a nation o£ 
shop-keepers, felt his inAucncc, and in Green, Bradley, and 
Uos::mquct tackled the difficult problcm of how to express his 
philosophy in English without making it appear gibberish. 

Ahhough there is some truth in Lord Acton's words that 
"Ideas ... arc not the c!Tcct, but the cause of public events," 
po~iti~_al philosophcrs_~:\\'e not usually exercised a very important 
immedi_ate _cilect -on_ t!\1:! world of practical politics. They have, 
-:rs a rule, done more to interpret an existing world than to shape 
a new one. Hegel himself believed that it was the function of 
ph!loso,rhy ~laiill:)ut not to create. "When philosophy 

~W~~n1ds tf:C~~~n~r~l';;s h;r~rf:~a~~:~ ~~r~i~~.~~~t~~sb~~c~~; 
known. The owl of Minerva takes its Right only when the 
shadows of evening arc fallen." 

Yet few philosophers have h11d a greater effect on the everyd11y 
world t_h_::m he h?d. For he displayed a remarkable insight into 
the pol~ucal realities of his time. He foresaw, for instance, the 
industrial, c_onst!~uti~~al St::ate. then painfu.lly .strug:gli_ng into life. 
He once ~:lid: Political gemus consists m !dent1fymg yourself 
with a pnnciple," ::and with a sure instinct he identified himself 
with _the pri?ciple of n::ationa\ism. His teaching that each people 
h::ad Its parucula~ genius, its own "spirit of the people," that 
each peopl.e had Its own peculiar political institution which had 
grown ~s 1t grew, and that the institutions of one people could 

~;~~en~~~~:c~s~nv~r~kt~hr;ne:~he~!s h~3t£~~f~i~~J t~e~~s~f;h~h~~ 
f:~~~~a~ !~~;kc~c~k~~~ :~::~~a~~~~~~{y ~~~e~i:~~~ti~hhj~ ~~i~r~~ 
-the liberty to deny liberty to others, all was bound to make n 
tremenc.lous appeal to that nation:~lism which was to prove itself 
the strongest of 19th-century forces. 

Later German statesmen were proud to acknowledge their 
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debt to him. fiism::~rck's work, with its insistence on the org::~nic 
n::Jtion State, maintained by force, directed by an aU-powerful 
mOnarchy and !Jurcaucracy, admitting in international rela­
tions no principle higher than its own welfare, bears the cleor 
rcRection of Hegelian inspiration. So, too, docs Nazism and 
Fascism. Their extreme nationolism, with their attendant, un· 
principled conduct of international relations and their glorifica­
tion of war as the purger :md purifier of society, their acceptance 
of the constantly exercised, o\1-pen·nding power of the State, 
their authoritarianism, their acclamation of the Leader or Hero, 
their stress on the importance of guilds ::and corporations in the 
Corporate State, their insistence, seen clearly in Hitler's constant 
reference to his intuition and in Mussolini's frequent assertion 
that theory follows not precedes action, th::at instinct plays a 
greater part than reason in political life, :tre directly derived from 
Hegel. And if through Bismarck and the triumph of :tn armed 
and organic nationalism, Hegel's inRuencc can be seen leading 
to Nazism :1nd Fascism, through Marx and Engels it can also 
be shown operating strongly on Lenin, Stalin, and Communist 
Russia. Marx, whose powers of vituperation were as highly de­
veloped as his instinct to make usc of them, w::Js very gentle in 
his criticism of Hegel, seeing in his philosophy of the State "the 
most logical ond the richest" ever produced. Even today Com­
munists regret the little attention shown to Hegel in this coun· 
try, contrasting British neglect unfavourably with offici.:tl Soviet 
Russian recognition of his merit. Indeed, it can very plausibly 
be argued that Russia today is, :lfter the collapse of Germ.:tny, 
Italy, and Japan, the most outstanding example of the Hegelian 
organic State. 

Hegel's great influence on philosophy, on political philosophy, 
on politics, is not, then, to be denied. Unfortun::~tcly he is as 
difficult to understand as he is important. Language has fre-

~~:en~!ro~.e~hf~::~~~or:;~eof~l~l~~~r~r:~~ga~~~e ~~~~~g~~~ f~ 
the genial joy of writing so obscurely as to tax the erudition of 
their correspondents. But it has been left for German philoso­
phers, ahpealing to a people conditioned by langu::~ge and lc::~n· 

~~!m:: ~o e r::!k~ ~~~~~sfo~:~rr~li~~~ ~~~~~~~ty n~~~hii~~~[~~e~~ 
h:~bitual practice, and there is no more trenchant commentary 
than Hegel's works on that most in::~ppropriate of Nazi slogans: 
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"Deutsch scin hciszt klar scin"-"to be German i~ to be clcari 
A technic;\ tcrmin~logy more shapeless, ugly, and impcnctrab c 
than any other jargon, a truly awful style made still more ~"d 
seemly by 3 love of ponderous paradox, yet adequately mate h 
hy that wonderfully involved construction th:u makes 1 c 
l'!Jilosophy of Right such 3 difficuh book w follow, these arc 

th~~:~~'::.k:h~f,rc:~lti,a~~:~i:i~~;ly exact :and dclic~tc of wri~· 
ing would have been none too clear to convey Hegel s messa~. · 
His idea of the State is naturally enough merely part of 1'j 
general philosophy, and at the very least anyone w~o wound 
understand it must take into account 3 view of world htstory 3£ 
~ts patterns that is usually learned, sometimes convincing (as, 0~ 

~~~:~~ ~iisst!r;ess~~~ti~hnd ]fre~~; ~{~~::;l:;li;{. ~;rt'i~;['te:­
~·f~r~~~~athfst~~;)~br::~l~~y!0i~~~j:~'clc~,n3i~o:r:~fn~~c~~e~~ 
the very consider=-blc difficulties presented by the langua~e ::u~d 
by .t~c construction of his books and by his highly pcc~har ~us­
tonc•_sm, there is yet one: further difficulty in understandml? him, 
tha~ •nvolvcd in grasping what he claimed to be n new kmd of 
lo{fle, the Jialectic which seemed to promise all things to :11\ 

:~e~,n~~e\;~::ic,~~:t ~~;~;~~~)~i~~gp~~c~~~r~:~;~~i~~- ~k~~~:s~~;~ 
then, h1s Importance nnd the difficulty of cxpl:nmng_ h1m clearly, 
we must look more closely at his view of world history and at 
the new method of interpreting it which he introduced. 

Spirit and Dialectic 
Hegel starts with the assumption that the universe is a coher­

ent w?~le. In this organic unity what he variously calls the Id_ea, 
or Spmt, or Reason, or the Divine Mind, is the only rcahty. 
~verythin_g, including matter and the external world, is the crea­
uon of th1s Idea or Spirit or Reason. Hence it is true to say that 
"Reason is the sovereign of the world." It is the nature of this 
Spirit or Reason, Hegel tells us, to know all things. As befits 
one who borrowed so much from Aristotle, Hegel is using nature 
here in the Aristotelian sense of that which anything become! 

s~~~ ~~~k~~~~os~~; ~o\~~~ 1~~!~k~!w0;~~~h\~;:~~r~~~:r~hi~ 
as little achieved as is the nature of Aristotle's man before ht 
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the Polis. Cr;u]u,dly, howc1·er, as it develops throughout 

t·ntch~ tory of the world, it learns .to know more and more, until 
~h~s ]~d. finally ~nd ine\'itably, to Its go~l wl~ich i.s pcrfcc.t know­
;t 1 of everythmg, another way of saymg, smce It nself 1s every­
h.~ ge erfect knowledge of itself. As Hegel puts it: "The truth 

~ 'hg, ~hole. The whole, however, is merely the essential nnture 
15 t ~·~g its complcte!less through the process of its own de­
r.et ~ent. Of the Absolute it must be said that it is essentially 
\Cop lr th:J.t only :J.t the end is it what it is in very truth." 
a H~uw'ry is the process by which the Spirit passes from know­
• iS thing to full knowledge of itself, is the increasing revda­
~?ogn n:f the purp~ses of the Ha~!onal Mimi. "!he hist~ry of the 

worl.~ .:.lh~r~f;i~~~ o~7he ~~~e~~ it~r;~~~~~ke~v~~n; ~~~~;i~~f~~~ 
~css. thing is, :1s it were, a mask which it tries on, which proves 

vfr) to it for the time being, nnd which it ultimately disc<"trds. 
~~lu uni1·ersal mind at work in the world," he writes, "has 
had ~~he patience to go through the~e forms in th~ l?ng stretch 

0~ ~:~~e1;0~~~;~~i:t~~~y~0w\~;r~ ~fb~d\~Jlff:~h ~~o~~~hof~rl~b~h~ 
~ t" ~ content of itself which each is capable of grasping, :1.nd by 
en tiring less could that all-pen·ading mind ever mnn:~.gc to be­
no 1 conscious of whnt itself is." Or ns he expresses it more 
~~~Ay in his f:ln~ous ~phorism: "The rational is the real and 

thJ/f~'~!:~b~1~o~~:;0t1h~1~ he is using "renl" here in the sense of the 

~~:~kr~y£~~~Yt•h~~~:~~~~~~~~~~- ~~~ ~~:;;~~~~f~~· tt~ s~;:~~;~~~ 
evil ns well :1s every degenerate and transitory existence .what­
e\'e; gets in a casu:J.l way the name: of reality." But it IS not 

~~~~~~~e.~pc~e'~~l~~~~s~~s t~~~!~y'~c i~~~e~7!In~~d~Y ~~~;~t~;:~ 
that which is underlying and significant, not that which IS 

merely empirical, he docs not hesitate to conclude th:J.t "the i'!" 
sight to which philosophy is to lead us is that the re:J.l world IS 

as it ought to be." Hence in his theory of the State he rejects 
Fichtc's tenching that only the ideal State is rational whereas 
existing States :1re irrationnl, and he maintains on the contrary 
that actual, existing States :1.rc rational :1.nd arc accordingly .to 
be treated with all reverence. Hegel's strong tendency to idcahsc 
the :J.etual is thus a logical consequence of his conviction that 
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whatever happens happens because the Spirit needs it and that 
whatever the Spirit needs is right. . . . 

A doctrine which teaches that C\'erythmg IS as It ought to _be 
and which ide:..lises the nctual has strongly marked consen·a~I\'C 
tendencies. But obvious and importnnt as Hegel's conservatism 
is, we cannot conclude that his teaching is cxclus_ivcl~ or eve~ 

:~~~3 ~~~s~~s~~~ccd ~0beh~r:~!~~~~c~~::J~aec~rl:~:n~d~P~;~eb~ 
the Spirit helps it nlong the road to complete self-fulfilment, but 
ench form rcprcsems only one step along th.at road nnd there nrc 
mnny, many more ahead. Throughout history the Spirit is in­
cessantly giving birth to itself, suffering, dying, and rising to 
new glory. Thus Hegel's is a doctrine of ch:lnge, and of chnnge 
consta.ndy for the better, a promise of assured progress. Change 
is thus as strongly marked a characteristic of his teaching as 
consen.ation. Indeed, if we had to find a heraldic device suitable 
for him, there would be a strong case for making it the phCI!nix 
constantly reborn, rising anew from the flames, rather than the 
changeless, timeless owl settling at Minerva's car. 

But Hegel not only tells us that history is the record of the 
march of the Spirit through the world, he explains in detail the 
proce~s by which the Spirit changes from one being to :lnother. 
In domg so, he introduces his famous principle of dialectic. The 
word "dialectic" is from the Greek "dialego"-to discuss or 
~~bate. As demonstrated by the constant questioning Of Socrates, 
~t was the process of exposing contradictions by discussion so as 
ultim_ately to .arrive at truth. 

It was not,, however, thus that Hegel viewed dialectic, though 
another cl~sslcal cx.ample might help us to underst.and what he 
me.ant by _n. The Greeks had obscn·ed that anything if pushed 
too far w11l tend to produce its opposite. Absolute monarchy 
they note?, if pushed to the extreme of despotism, leads to vio­
lent react10n and to the establishment of democr:tcy. Democracy 
if taken to the extreme of mob 'rule results in the climbing to 
power of :t dicta~or._Latcr it' was suggested that the rhythm of 
change was-rather more complicated than the early Greeks had 
believed, that it was a triple instead of a dual rhythm. Monarchy 
changed first into _aristocracy and only then into democr.acy. De­
mocracy changed mto dictatorship and only then into monarchy. 

It was these ideas of the later Greek thinkers rather than the 
Socratic notion of dialectic which inspired Hegel. He believed 
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that every being, except, th::tt is, Reason or the Spirit when it has 
reached its go:~l, contains not only itself but in some sense its 
opposite. He believed ::~\so that the rhythm of change was triple 
not dual. But he breaks away from d1e C\'Crlasting classical 
treadmill. His conception of the triple rhythm of change is one 
that not only permits, but insists on the idea of growth. Every 
being, as Hegel cxrcsscd it, is to be understood, not only by 

b:~~~.itai~db~c~Xgwa~~ iW~n~~~in~h~r~p~~it~c ~~::~~~ ~PN:;d 
carried further towards reality in Becoming. Each stage, or 
thesis, rcachccl by the Ideal, until it hns :~rrh·cd at its goal, must 
fall short of perfection. Its imperfections will call into being a 
movement to remove them, or antithesis. There will be a 
struggle between thesis and antithesis until such time as a syn· 
thesis is found which will preserve what is true in both thesis 
and antithesis, the synthesis, in its turn, becoming a new thesis, 

~~i:o ~!b~s~t!~i~~~ •• ~dc£0~ a~~:ts;n~~:hr~v~fld i~al!erfi~:~onbJ~~ 
"Democracy,'' the antithesis, and from the clash between them 
the synthesis "Constitutional Monarchl,'' which contains the 

~h~!i~,f ~~~~1g:~tsu~~~i~;.tl~~~h~:~% t~~e ~~~~t·a~~o~~~hs t~ ~;~: 
thesis, the State, emerges in which thesis and antithesis arc raised 

to ~~~g~c;th~:sc~:iJ1d n:~~o~c~~~1· insists, be in any sense a com· 
promise between thesis and antithesis. Still less will it be an 
outright victory of one over the other. Both thesis and antithesis 
arc fully present in the synthesis, but in a more perfect form 
in which their temporary opposition has been perfectly recon· 
cilcd. Thus the dialectic can never admit that anything that is 
true can ever be lost. It goes on being expressed, but in ever 

~:~v t~~cl d~l~~~if':J~~ta~~~- t~~r,th;~~cc:~e~r:~i~~ni:r:~:~~i~~~ 
which can ne\•er be solved. Reality, in Hegel's words, may be 
like a "Bacchic dance in which there is not one of the con· 
stituents that is not drunk"; but the drunkards arc divinely 
guided and reel always in the direction of home, and the end 
of all dialectical debauches is the attaining of the absolute which 
can be eternally contemplated without any imperfection or con· 
tradiction appearing in it. 

It might be thought that this \·iew of di:~.lectic is not so very 
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unlike thnt of Socrates, according to which contradictions are 
obstacles in the way of truth which we cndc:wour to rc~0''~ 
when we become aware of them. Hegel would deny the s1ml· 
larity cmph:.tically. For him contradictions arc not obstacles 
preventing us reaching truth, but arc essential to our very 
understanding of truth. Without them there would be no. pr~· 
gress. He feels so strongly :~bout this that in his dialcct.JC .c 
claims to have in\'Cntcd a new logic, a synthetic logic wh1ch !5 

very different from the old analytic logic. This new synthctJc 
logJc, he maintains, eliminates the law of contradiction, accor • 
ing to which two contradictory propositions cannot be tnr at 
the same time. According to the new logic, then, somet. una 
may at one and the same time be both true and false. "In .1tse.f 
it is not, so to speak, a blemish, deficiency or fault in a thmg 1• 
a contradiction can be shown in it," he writes. "On the ~n 
trary, every determination, every concrete, every concept IS a 
union of moments which pass O\'er into contradictory momc:_nt~· 
Finite things are contradictory in themselves." Moreover, lt 1£~ 
not men who remove these contradictions, but Reason ~erse. 
It is not us, but the very force within the thesis and anu~h~515' 
which is Reason, which promot.:s development. Cont~a~lc~:o~~ 
or the dialectic, is therefore a self-generatmg process-It IS t 
very moving _Principle of the world." . · 

Bec~use it ~s this, dialectic is a theory which explains how£ '~h~ 
t~~t. h1s~ry IS the story of the continuous development :cd in 
Sp1r1t. Smce all the former steps of the Spirit arc .Prc:scr f that 
the new on~ taken, it emphasises the essential contmult~ 0 11 it 
story of the Increasing revelation of the Spirit. But, t}'P~ Y.• al 
also stresses the _very opposite of the continuity of the blsto['bc 
pr~cess. It cxplams also that history is the story, not only$ j;it. 
qUiet unfoldmg but of the bounding forward of the P t· 
Ideas, institutions, things change slowly and almost impercepis 
ibly until a point is reached beyond which their very natuh~t· 
~udden_ly transformed-as water after a gradual process of ddcn 
mg wdl suddenly become steam. This moment ~f 5J in 
change, when seen in human history, might seem to 1nvo vcuid 
the catastrophic collapse of the old order such anarchy as ~} in 
refute the view that change is always for the better. Certain ~1.11 
such moments of change men may be extremely unhappy. h31 

collapse, however apparently catastrophic, will not _pre~cnt ws 10 
was uue in the old order pcrsi~ting, nor should 11 bhml ll 
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~;~a~~~\~:~~t ai1~~ ~~~~~~"~,f~;~'~s ifo~~t~a~~~ t~~~i~~s~, ~~~~~ 
says Hegel, in what seems :m odd echoing of the \'icw "Happy 
the people which has no history," is no criterion. "The history 
of the world," he writes in the Philosophy of Hislory, "is not the 
theatre of happiness. Periods of happiness arc blank pages in it, 
~or_ they arc periods of harmony-periods when the antithesis 
Is m abeyance." Dialectic thus claims to be :1 new system of 
sy~th_ctic logic, rcpbcing the old system of analytic logic, a 
pnnc1plc of self-movement through contradiction towards the 
fin~! goal of perfect realisation of Spirit, a conception of ordered, 
rattonal progress which explains away periods of apparent an· 
archy nccompanying the collapse of old orders as being them­
sch·cs the misunderstood signs of progress to higher goods, a 
theory which is both csscnti;~lly consen•.:~tive and fundamemally 
revolutionary. 

liisldea of the State 

o~rc~r:.t \~~i~a~.:J~~~~~~~ t;thi~~.r:\~s oi~h~~t~t;fa;tfi~/~~ 
:~~!ver to the question: "Wh.:~t is the State and why do I o~ey 
~- From what he has ;~]ready s.:~id, his ans\~:r to t~at 9ucsuon 

B~t51itcl~~r~t~; ~Ji a~~~e\~~tl~c~~c~r0~~~~~f:r~~Jc~~~sqo•~~ ~~~~ 
~rnposc the State: Hegel docs not deny the existence of these 
ttercsts :and passions. On the contrary, he speaks of them very 
~~nkly. In words of which Gladstone was later to make con· 
b~ crablc usc, he wrote: "W.e assert, then, that nothing has 

en accomplished without interest on the p.:1rt of the actors, 
~~~h!f interest be called passion, we may affirm abso_lutely that 
sion !!1g in the world great has been accompl_ished .~vlthou~ ~hs~ 
S ' Therefore Hegel's answer to the questiOn: What IS 

0
1jte and why do men obey it?" is .:1n answer i~ terms, _n~t 

thn Y of the Spirit seeking its go::al, but of men se~km&,to s::at•s Y 
c crnsclvcs in activity ''Two elements," he wrues, therefohe 
5 nter into the object of our investig::ation, the first, the Idea, the 
o~hOnd, the complex of human passion; the one th~ war~~ ~l~ 
tl · er the woof of the \'ast arras-web of Universal HJstor~ .. 
it~tngs, according to Hegel, ::arc forms assume~ by the srrlt on 
it Way to self-knowledge. Through its muluple c'"?bo ~~~nt£ 

Progresses from the inorganic world to the organic wor 0 
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plants ::tnd animals, until it e\•cntually comes to an imperfect 
consciousness in M:1n. Man is the highest physical or animal 
embodiment it has C\'er attained, or c\·er will attain, Hegel ad<ls. 
Beyond Man there will be no further physic:~\ C\'olution. 

But man is never a lone individual. He lives with others, and 
is dependent on them, ns they nrc on him. Hence it is mean­
ingless to consider him apart from the congeries of institutions 
which serve his needs nnd which arc themselves the embodi­
ment of the Spirit as it makes its way through the world. The 
earliest of these institutions which history reveals is the family, 
serving man's sensual needs, affording him and his a primitive 
protection, providing a precarious provision for simple needs. It 
is a unity which, as in China even in our own lifetime, is re-

w:~~~~. ~f-~~t;ei~c~~r;o~~~r,~~n~h~~~~i~~:ll t~j~~ ~f"~s~!~~~-~~~~~ 
is thus the thesis from which Hegel begins his analysis of the 
State. 

But the family is too small for the adeguate satisfaction of 
'man's wants, :md as children grow up they lea\·e it for a wider 
world. That world is what Hegel calls the world of bourgeois 
society, and it is the antithesis which is called into being by the 
original thesi~, the family. Unlike the family, which is a unity 

~~f::s~c~o~~g~~isve:!ci~;mi~e~ ~~s~c:l i~~~ec~~~~tth::h~:j 
women held together only by tics of contract and self-interest. 
Whereas. t~e characteris~ic of the family is m_utual J~, the 
charactenst1c of bourgeois socictx i~ uni~~~l compeUUon: B_ut 
however. cold_ a~i\•c lii.compari~on with t~e fam1ly 
bourgeois society m1ght seem, there is a rauonal mcamng to be 
discerned ~n it as \~ell as in the family. The whole process. of 
trade and mdustry In bourgeois society becomes a new orgamsa-

~~:d~~~;e f~~Ph:~ ~!!il~3~t7:£~~~·g50h~~~w~a~v~~~~~;Jc~~t~~; 
same time se~ving his fcnows, which makes bourgeois society 
take on a rauonal and universal significance. Moreover, hour· 
geois society cv_olves laws, even though not necessarily just laws; 
it creates a pohce force; and becomes more and more State-like 
in form. As it develops it produces guilds and corporations, 
which teach their members to think not of their own interests 
but of the interests of the whole to which they belong, and 
which, because they do thi~, reveal, not the socinl instinct, which 
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is competitive, but the State instinct, which is co-operative. The 
thesis, the family, a unity held together by love, knowing no 

~i~~;~c~~c~~g~rc1~~~ ~ot~~~~!-~~u~fs ~~ct":~~r~si~y b;:~~~~i~i~~: 
knowing no unity, even though it is manifestly struggling to· 
wards :1 greater unity which it h:~s ncvc_rthclcs~ not y~t attainc~. 

The synthesis, which prcscn·cs what 1s best m thcsts and ann­
thesis, which swallows up neither family nor bourgeois society, 
but which gi\·cs unity :md harmonr to thc':n, i~ the State. _It 
docs this because it is a supcr-orgamsm, wh1~h 1s ?oth f:'lm•ly 
and society raised to a· stdl higher power, ::md m w?tch c~c~, by 
consciously identifying himself with. the who~c, wills the mtc_r· 
csts of the whole, which he recogmses ns hts own. l-Ienee m 
Hegel's peculinr language it can be snid: "The essence of the 
modern State is that the Unit•ersal is bound up with the full 
freedom of panicul.:trity and the welfare of individuals, that the 
interest of the family and of bourgeois society must connect 
itself with the State, but also that the Univers::tlity of the State's 
purpose cannot adt•:mce without the specific knowledge and will 
of the particular, which must maint:ain its rights. The Universal 
must be actively furthered, but on the other side subjectivity 
must be wholly and vitally developed. Only when both clements 
arc there in all their strength can the State be regarded as arti· 
culated and truly organised." 

There arc several characteristics of this State that we must 

~f:~i~~: ~}s ~h~ihi~,;~~~ ~~~o3~m~~~~~~~a~~en s~lri~3~a~hr~~:~e~ 
m. 11s progfeSS thTOUgll the ngcs, It is "the Dit·ine Ids asJL.._ 
Cxtsts on earth.': In all sobriety it can bee3i'kd "the march of 
Goct·on earth." It follows that Hegel makes no atteffi'p~ 
R'O~sseau, to squnre the circle and ndmit the possibility of 3. 

soc1al contract. The notion that the State, which is the product 
of a long, u~cons~ious but nevertheless divinelr guided growth, 
can be cxplamcd m terms of a contract Hcge rejects with the 
utmost contempt. 

The ~tate also. is an end in itself. It is not only the highest 
exprcs~ton to whtch the Spirit has yet :ntaincd, it is "the final 

~:r~~~~;c~~Y~~~P~~~ o;ta~~~t~;:~ T;:~;~ ~~~~h:he~ec ;.~n st~i~~:l: 
physical evolution beyond man. 

The State, too, is a whole which is far greater than the parts 
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which compose it and which have significance only in it. "AU 
the worth which the human being posscs~cs," Hegel writes in 
the Philosophy of Histo,-y, "all spiritual rcaliw. he possesses on!J. 
through the State." IndividualS, therefore, must obviously be 
complCte"iy'Si:ilrOrdin:ncd to the State. It "has the highest right 
over the individual, whose highest duty is to be a member of 
the State." 

The State, moreover, is unchecked by any moral law, for it 
itself is the creator of morality. This can be seen dearly in its 
internal affairs and in its cxtcrn::tl rcl:nions. Firstly it lays down 
what shall be the standard of monlity for its individual citi­
zens. It goes without saying that they can never plead con­
science or the morall01w ag01inst it. K01nt had believed that they 
could, th01t the individual conscience or the "practical reason" of 
the individual w:1s the guide of guides to ding to. Hegel, going 
beyond Kant to Jean Jacques Rousseau, maintained th:!.t con­
science can only tell us to do wh:1t is right. It cannot tell us 
what is right. Conscience itself must be informed by the tradi-

~~~~~\~t~ ~~~~;~i~ha~·~v~~d::~es~~e~i~t~~n~~:s\?t··;nh~i~~~~ 
conform:~.bly to the customs of one's people," which arc indeed 
"the collective .reason of the past." And the State is the truest 
interprete~ of the tradition of the community. Only it can tell 
us what IS good, and conformity with its decrees, or Social 
Et?i~s, is t?us the highest morality. "What the absolute 01im of 
Sp~rlt re,9-uues and accomplishes, what Providence docs," Hegel 
wntes, trans~cn_ds the imputation of good and bad mo~i~es, 
Co_n~equently 1t IS only formal rectitude, deserted by the hvmg 
Spmt and by God, which those who take their stand upon 
ancient right and order maintain." More simply, whatever the 
~tate docs is right, _however high the apparent cost. And if the 
mnocent are sometimes hurt, what else is to be expected? 'Ve 
can only say of. the State: "So mighty a form m~st trample 
down_ ma~y ~n mnocenr Aower; it must crush to p1eces many 
an object m us p:!.th." 

Secondly, the State can recognise no obligation other than its 
own safety in its relations with other States. Its own welfare is 
its "highest l01w." "It is a generally acknowledged and well­
known principle th01t the particular interest of the State is the 
most important consideration," he declares in the Philosophy 
of Right. Against this no plea based on hypothetic morality c~n 



TIIJ: ~1".\TJ: AS URGA:>:ISM 165 

be alluwc<l. In the Et!Jt"cs he writes categorically: "The State is 
the self-certain, absolute mind which acknowledges no :~bstrael 
rules of Rood and bad, shameful :~nd mean, craft and decep­
tion." Intern:~ tiona] Relations, therefore, arc relations between 
Son:rcign States who l>clic\'C that wlut is in their own interests 
is right and that the only sin is to act knowingly against those 
interests. "The fundamental proposition of international law 
[ th:lt treaties should be kept inviol:ate] remains :1 good inten­
tion," he writes. "States look upon the stipul:nions which they 
make with one another as provisional." Hence "when the par­
ticular wills of States can come to no agreement, the controversy 
can be seulcd only by war." 

Moreover, war "is not to be regarded :Js an absolute evil." 
"The· universal lo\·e of mankind" is an "insipid im·ention." 
\Var is itself virtuous activity. H one may misquote Acton, it 
can be said that for Hegel peace corrupts and everlasting peace 
would corrupt everbstingly. "War is the state"of affairs which 
deals in earnest with the vanity of temporal goods and concerns 
-a vanity :1t other times a common theme for edifying scr­
monising. War has the higher significance that by its agency the 
ethical health of peoples is preserved in their indifference to the 
stabilisation of finite institutions; just as the blowing of the wind 
preserves the sea from the foulness which would be the result 
of a prolonged c:~lm, so :tlso corruption in nations would be the 
product of prolonged, let alone 'perpetual' peace." Moreover, 
"successful w:~rs h:~vc prevented civil broils and strengthened the 
inten~al power of the St:~te." Indeed, the very weapons with 
whicli wars arc fought arc, Hegel maintains, thoughtfully 

f~~ai~s~~;;:,ol~ecit~nsb~s:h~i~~~:t;nc~~n~~y~~\~r~~~~~~; ~h;a~u~~ 
said of it as of gunpowder: "Humanity needed it, :~nd it made 
its appe:~rancc forth~vith." In the most real of senses, then, guns 
and gunpowder do mdeed bear the st:~mp of eh·ilisation. It can 
be no surprise after this to read that the rights of uncivilised 
peoples :1re :t mere formality-"the civilised nation is conscious 
that the rights of barbarians are unequal to its own and treats 
their 3utonomy as only :1 formality." 

We c:~nnot. dismi~s t~ese views as :~n unpleasing but unim­
portant Pruss1:1n preJUdice, nor even expl:1in them away by sug­
gesting that in periods of mounting communal emotionalism, 
such as was the German War of Liberation, s:1fe scholars fre-

I'.T-1! 
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quemly react in a way more savage than serene. Fur Hegel's 

~£ah~~115a~: ~~t~:U~h1~sb~~~d ,~ho hi~:J~~~;~~~~o~~ bfe t!~eg~;J~~c~~ 
the German Machiavelli, he was not of course blind to them. It 

~isa g~~!~:Je;~il~~o~nhe;~6~b!~en~~l~ss~~t~0~~c~1!\d (~~~~ct~~ ~t~~ 
W:lS the final abode on earth of the Spirit. "Each State stands 
for and embodies an idea," he s:1id, "or to be more exact, each 
State embodies a particular pha~e of the Universal Idea." Yet 
on the other he believed that the World Spirit or Reason making 

~tf ~~ie:~r~~gl;it~~~~0gt~~;u~~e~la~1~\l~:~~~~~~de e~·~;1 e~,~~~~ict\~~ 
whole Universal Idea. llut at di!Terent times di!Tcrent dominant 

~~~:esiSee~p~~f~JJ:~~; ~~~i~~~r~t~;~:ai~~·t;;lit1~ ~~~~~o~h~' ~~~~~~~~ 
phase at any epoch is embodied in a dominant people." Only 
through the cojtflict of States could such dominant peoples 
emerge and the Spirit reach more perfect ful!llment. 

War, then, plays an important part in world history. Hegel 
makes Schiller's expression "Die Weltgeschichte ist d:1s Welt· 
gericht" ("World history is the world court of justice") his own. 
In war it is the World Spirit which itself decides which of th( 
'c;'lltesting States is its true embodiment and which gives the 
VIctory. Success in war justifies war and is conclusi1·e proof that 
th~ _victorious State is the uuer personi!lcation of the World 
Spmt th:1n its defeated opponent or opponents. There is, how. 
ever, a qualification to be made here. The State chosen for vic. 
tory by the World Spirit is ne,·cr conscious of its destiny. Hence 
?0 St.ate can urge in justification of a war it has begun that it 
Is act10g merely at the behest of the World Spirit, though it can 
al":"'ays make that claim in justification of a war it has Won. 
H1tler could not claim in 1939 that he was the mouthpiece o! 
the W?rlcl Spirit hurling its gage of battle at Lhe feet of lcssa 
embodiments of itself. Had he won in 1945 he could, however. 
h:1ve excused his aggression in 1939 by triumphantly claimin; 
that Germany was acting then as the \Vorld Spirit dictated. 
Unpleas:tnt as is his doctrine, Hegel could not conceivably ha1~ 
h~ld any other view than this. A genuine paci!lc settlement ~ 
J1sput.es between States would presuppose the possibility rl 
State Interests being reconciled in the light of some higher ia 
terest. But as no such higher interest is possible, genuine, peact 
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ful seulements arc out o( the question. However, whether or 
not we can share Hegel's optimism that in the long run the 
State which is the fullest emboclimem of the Spirit ancl which 
is chosen to carry on its clevclopmcnt will prevail, we can un­
doubteclly agree that Hegel is whole-heartecl in his view that 
the State ancl only the State is the creator of morality. 

Yet this State, which is di\'ine, which is an end in itself, which 
is a whole greater than its constituent pans, and which deter­
mines morality but is itself unchecked by it, is, Hegel insists, 
a means of enlarging not restricting freedom. He goes funher 
ancl says thnt only in the Stnte cnn man find freedom, while 
without it he is completely in subjection. Freeclom, he adds, is 
the outst:mcling characteristic of the modern State. He criticises 
the Greeks because they did not recognise that the State must 

~~~ ~~ :';f~~~ !frtlfc~~sf~~~i:~·h~1~~i~~c~l~~~~~ta~fi:1h~~rbe~~ 
left for the youngest of historic peoples, the Germans, "to attain 
to the consciousness that man, as man, is free." Indeed, so highly 
docs he think of Freedom that he writes: "The history of the 
world is none other than the progress of the consciousness of 
Freedom." What, then, docs he mean by Freedom? 

The Spirit, he says, is free, for it has its centre in itself ancl 
self-contained ness is the '·cry essence of Freedom. Matter, on the 
other hand, is not free, for it is subject to the law of gra,•ity 
and always tends to a point outside itself. Therefore the develop· 
mcnt of the Spirit is the development of Freedom, and human 
history is thus the history of Freedom. Human history cul­
minates in the State in which the Spirit finds its final embodi­
ment. Therefore the perfect State is the truly free State, and the 
citizen who gives perfect willing obedience to the perfect laws of 
the perfect State has perfect Freedom. 

Yet C\'Cn the perfect laws of the perfect State may seem some­
thing external to the indh·idual and imposed on him, and if they 
arc imposed on him, how can he be free? Hegel answers they 
arc not external to the individual, not imposed on him by any 
outside force, but arc what he himself wills. The individual 
is also an embodiment of the Spirit, though not of course as 
perfect an embodiment as the State. He has sufficient of the 
Spirit in him to wish to identify himself completely with it, 
but not sufficient to make that identification automatic, easy, 
or even possible without help. He is capable of acting self· 
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ishly, with 110 thought for others, followi~g the instinc~s of ~he 
brute. When he nets in such a manner be ts o~t ~f rc!:llton Wtth 
~he scheme of things. The Spirit is sleeping wtthtn lum, :lnd he 
ts not free but a slave to error and desire. Only whco he seeks 
to identify himself with the Spirit is he doing what he would 
r~ally wish to do, is he acting not according to momentary dc­
~lrc b?t according w his_rcal will_. O!lly in sc: bras he succeeds 
In actmg according to hts real w111, m gr:tsp~ng the p_urposcs of 

~~:c~~~~f:r11~h~v:~~~iJ~~teca~0~h~~c~c~-5cr11b5c ~~vc11 'at~~~:~~t f~~~ 
un~ducated power of choice, but only the willing of what is 
rauonal, of what the Spirit would desire, and the power to per­
form it. 

But how sh:~\1 m:~n know whnt his real will is? How c::tn he 
ide~tify himself with the Spirit if he can be led astray by bru~c 
desire and selfish interest? The State is there to tell him. It IS 

the schoolmt~stcr which brings him knowledge of the Spirit, of 
A~solute Reason. His re:~l will impels him to idemify himself 
~i~h the Spirit. The Spirit is embodied in the State. Therefore 
It. Is his real will to obey the dictates of the State. Indeed, the 
dictates of the State arc his real will. Thus the commands of the 
State give man his only opportunity to find Freedom. It does 
not necessarily follow, however, that he will :wail himself of til<!t 
opportunity. He may obey the State because he is afr:tid of t~e 
consequences of disobedience. If he obeys because of fear, he 1s 
not free, he is still subject to alien force. But if he obeys be· 
cause he wishes to, because he has consciously identified him· 
self with the will of the State, because he has convinced him· 
self that what the State demands he would also desire if he knew 
all the facts, then he is subject only to his own will and he is 
tru~y free. The State, says Hegel, is "that form of reality in 
wh1ch .the individual has ami enjoys his freedom provided he 
recogmses, believes in and wills what is common to the whole." 
T~ do justice to Hegel, which is not always easy, it must be 

:.dmmcd. that this pro\·iso is of the very greatest importanct. 

~!~.~~rb~~~~eb~l!~vb~l:~~;s t~l~a~t~~~yw\~~~!~1 in:e~u:~l f~~~:~1: 
Will the State irself develop. The State is necessary to make 
men free, but free men are necessary to make the State perfec~­
We must, however, still remember that freedom for Hegel IS 

obedience, even though voluntary obedience, to the State. 
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Freedom ~o ddincd is, to say the lc:.st of it, an :.uthoritari:.n 
kind of freedom. which. is no~ m:.cle less :.uthoritarian by the 
fact that Hegel's St:.tc _1s, unlike Rousseau's republic, a State 
rich in associ:.tions, guilds.' corpor:.tions, :tnd a State which is 
constitutional and not arhnr:.ry. None of the :.ssociations, not 
even the Church, has t~e sm:.llest right against it, and 
the Constitution, though Important because it enshrines the 
rule of Jaw, in fact detracts \"cry li.ule from its omnipotence. 
After this, Hegel can h:.rdly surprise us when he adds that 
Freedom hns nothing _wh:.tever to do. with the right of people 
to elect their own oilic1als or make the1r own laws, or with such 
degener:.te m:1ttcrs :.s fr:edon~ _of speech or of the Press. 

It is de:.r th:.t Hegel, m wntmg thus of the State, is rcferrin~ 
to no particular ~t:Jtc. We m~st not ~~ misled by his person,.] 
feelings: infatu:ltlon ~or ~~~ly IS as legnmute, or, to write more 
accurately, no more Jilcwtt~llate th:.n predilection for Prussia. 
Hegel is speaking. of the 1deal State-the State in idea as it 
exists nowhere in tm~e and p_lace. In such a State the· Spirit can 
contemplate itself wH~ ~onunual complacence, unnble to dis· 
cover in itself contra{hcuo~ or Jl~w, all-knowing, all-powerful, 
eternal, God ;lt last entered mto H1s heaven. 

I3ut what is entirely true of the ideal State is always to some 
extent, 1-Iegcl m:.int:.ins, true of the actual State. For however 
much it may be declared to ,·iolate right principle, it "possesses 
alw~ys, if it belongs ~o the de\·~loped States of our times, the 
essential clements of 1ts tru~ existence." Actual States, he in­
sists, will :1lways be more rauonal, will always be truer embodi· 
ments of the Spirit, than the individuals who compose them. 
Therefore those indi,·iduals can ne\·er have the right to resist 
what they consider to be unjust, and the State here and now 
possesses all those characteristics which we have seen to be 
those of the State in idea. 

"The State," Hegel said, "must be comprehended as an or· 
ganism." In all essentials his is the most complete organic \'iew 
of the State. _It is a ~:.tu:al. growth. It is a whole gre:.tcr than 
the parts whiCh arc JOtnnsJcally related to it and which ha,·c 
meaning only in so far :.s the whole gives them meaning. It is 

~~n~n~fi~l~t~,~~~i~ta~~d~!~l~sc~r~~ b;i~t~~· ,~;ri'cl~v~ro~~~:~:i~f~t1~ 
citizens which it alone makes possible. And this is true of 
existing States as wdl of the State in idea. Since this is the 
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State's nature, the question, "Why should I obey it?" is as il~.tcl­
ligcnt as the question, "Why should my hand obey me? It 
would be no true hand if it did not, and I would be no true man 
if I did not. My h:1ncl is fulfilled in me, ::and I am fulfilled in the 
State, and there is nothing more to be said about the maucr. 

An Appraisal of Hegelianism 
Except for a few such as posanquct and Bradley, Hegel's 

~~~;- ~~ ~~co;r~~~r~~s s~~~cra n~~~~r:~~~;i~1~g o'tf~~~:r 1~r~~~~~~i 
political thinking and such a c~nation of their most P!?PU· 
lar political pr~cticcs that they have tended lO regard it as somc­
tking that is useless, th:u is dangerous, and that ought to be 
abolished. They have seen it-:as did Hobhousc, who wrote his 
attack on it, The Metaphysical Theory of the State, to what 
seemed to him the most appropriate of accompaniments, the 
thudding of German bombs dropped by Zeppelins in raids on 
London-as something sired in war ;mJ giving issue to bigger 
and better wars. Yet it is difficult to deny it all virtue. 

To begin with, it is not a static theory of the State. It pornays 
the State as a relative organisation expressing at each stage of its 

~;~~~:J.m~~~ t~~rJt~gr~~o~:s r:vt~~~h~i:rt:tc~tlbl~i~ ~~~~n:f ~~ 
St::~te a conservative theory which nevertheless admits the neces­
sity of growth, or an evolution:lry theory which nevertheless 
stresses the importance of conservation. In any case, his view of 
the developing State is one which must command respect. 

Hegel's teaching is valuable, _too, bec_ausc it insists on man's 
d_~p~n_dence on _society. Individualism, treating the State as an 
:1ggregate of isolated units, largely ignores man's social charac· 
ter. Too often the State, in the theories_ of Indiddualism, is hos-

~~e~~k~h~s; !~~se~t~~~~r~~~~lf r~~sr~~~~~~~h~ b~l~C~l~e~i~c 'f~l~ig~l~ 
in showing how much man is influenced by society. He made 
the idea of liberty richer by showing that man's conception of 
it largely depends upon the institutions which have trained him 

~~~i~;~~·::J~,~isb~~~,~~~fi~~~dt~i; ~~sc~~~a~iss;h~\~~;~o~ilil 
has proved how the early impressions made on our minds always 
remain. 

It c:ln also be said of him that he made politics somethin~ 
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more than ;, mere compromise of interests, and th:tt he m:tdc law 
something more than mere command. It is not an ignoble doc· 
trine that the police State is in:tdcqu:'ltc :tnd 1hat the State must 
be \"icwcd :1s part of man's moral end. 

Finally his whole work is a \":tluablc reminder that we would 
do well not to minimise the importance of the nalllr:tl growth 
of a community. 1-I~ said, for instance, of Constitutions: "What 
is c:tllcd making a constitution is a 1hing that has nc\'Cr hap· 

ri~f~ t~c~:~~:Jr; ~v~~:~s~;~~:i~;i~i~!J ~~\~·~loH~/:1~;~~~~~~~~~~J! 
cFcrmany and Japan have taught the world how dangerous the 
organic State c:m be, and it has been frequently wished that 

t~r ~c~t~~u:~kis\!0~: r~~~!~~~:t ~~~~p~~c o~~~~~l~annd sr~~n;d: 
mircrs of the \Vcimar Constitution had not pondered longer 
o\·er what Hegel had to say about Constitutions. And perhaps 
a closer kn:nvledge of the Pllilosopl1y of Mi,d might have sug­
gested to General 1-bcArthur the unwisdom of his loudly an­
nounced com·iction that he had successfully "processed" Japan 
into \Vestern democratic modes of thought and \Vestern demo­
cratic practices. 

Uut if something may be said in favour of Hegel, much must 
also be said against him. His claim to ha\"c revised the law of 
contradiCiion and to have substituted for i~~P!i!Je<;tic, 
a new and more fruitful logic, is singularly t.incondncing. His 
Dialectic is not a new method of logic. Whate\·er in any vague 
sense seems contrary to anything else, as punishment is to crime 
or centrifugal to centripetal force, he claimed as illustrations of 
dialectical contradictions. Yet it is obvious that such oppositions 
have nothing to do with logical contradictions-they can be ex­
plained by ~on.-contradictory state~nents in complete conformity 
with the pr111c1plcs of the old log1c at which Hegel affected to 
sneer. MorcO\'er, the Dialectic is a method of reasoning which 
is capable of much too easy and general interpretation to claim 
scientific accuracy. Any historical situation may be interpreted to 
represent thesis or antithesis or synthesis, according to its poli-

~·ii~~se~~~;~~e~f~f it~ls~ri~~~~~e:~~- I~~y~~!f~~c;i~t~~e:~~~a~~~~ 
all defeats to be regarded as the beginnings of victory. For in­
stance, for two ye:ws after 1933 German Communists refused to 
recognise that Hitler's victory had been a defeat for the German 
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Communist P:~rty. We may very well doubt ll.1c v:~lu.c of a 
method of analysis which enables Hegel to worship the St:~tc as 
God and Marx to damn it as the Devil. We may even conclude 
that just ::~s the doctrine of Natural L::~w w:J.s popular i.n the 
18th century because it allowed :1\1 men to deduce frnm N:J.tu.re 

::~~ h~~~~~1~o;~ljaur51i~ct~~h!~:ha~~~:J.~:~htoc:~1~u":i'c:0b~~~u~1 ::; 
cnab~cd men to deduce from history those theories of man 10 

rc!:J.uon to the State which they wished to sec generally accepted . 
. If the Dialectic is unconvincing, the uses to which Hegel puts 
lt arc frcCJucntly unplc:~sant. With a wave of his wizard's wand 

~~:~r;~l:s~~Js ~~:~o~~~c?~1-i~~s ;~~h ~F~!i~~~~.~7dh~a~~y~~ ~~~ 
knowledge of objective truth"; and adds: "The St:J.te must 
protect objecti\•c truth." This seems a promising enunciation of 
a famous liberal doctrine. But before we know where we arc, we 
hav.e arrived at the position "the State has, in general, to m~ke 
up tts own mind concerning what is to be considered as objecu~·e 
truth," 3nd all that is left of the liberal creed is a skeleton dts· 
appearing disconsolately over the horizon. . 

in~f~~1d~%n~:j; :~~~ic~~c~~~fcr~~~t;ctl~~ !J~:~~\1~l ~~~:ctil;r; 
~~;~u:~itrn~f\.:~~~~ift~~fo~~l~~;itbyw~~~a~ii~~P:~~~;~c ~~i~;s ~~~ 
ili~r~ia~~n~~~!oi~~s c~fu~;~y~i~i;r~oc~~~~f/ ... :\7:! ~~C:~~n~v~l~~:lb:,~~ 
tur':"'cd them all into their opposites, and the aridity of the 
ac~!cvcmcnt must dull our appreciation of the wizardry of the 
artiSt. 

Few of ~s, morco,•er, could agree that the State is the cho~en 
representative of God, even though we recognise the great tm­
por~an~c of the part it h:1s played in bringing about the order 
whtch 1s necessary for ;,I\ intellectual development. For the S.tate 
h~s not been the sole factor in furthering this growth of ration· 
alny. It would be completely unhistorical to ignore the part 
played, for instance, by the Church in this. It is plain that 
actu;,l States fr<.'C)ucntly imperil all that has been won in this 
respect in the past, and every day it is becoming more obvious 
that the claim that each Sovereign State is sufficient for its 
members is the greatest danger to modern civilisation. The 
Juggernaut, passing in triumph over the crushed bodies of its 
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devotees, has bccom~ an oiTc_ncc to civilisc_d consciences, and 
the Deity jnc:nnatc 111 Sovcrc1gn States whtch arc all strongly 
attached co the practice of mutual thro~t-_cutting, and who can 
therefore only advance through the su!Ctdc as it were of dif­
ferent forms of itself, is not a Deity which can command our 

~,fs{~~i~-c~~o~;,~]~:~~:-~.1~~-:~J:ln~~t:~i~~;i~~a~!~~~;~:~;.a~~~\a~~; 
find it wiser to I unit rather th:m to mstst on the so\·crc•gmy of 
each Swtc. For if ~he world can progress _only throug_h r_he con­
tinued suicide of different forms of God, Its progress 1s hkciy to 
be most reminiscent of th:u of the Gadarcnc swine, and in this 
atomic age, to m_isquotc T. S. Elliot, m:'inkind to end not with 
a whimper but wuh n bang. , . . 

th~'£~o~~e~~ ~~~~~all~ %Jfoe\~~ ~h~l~~l~;t:ba~~~~:r~~~:~ 5s~~~l~ 
be open to criticis.m .. Yet by assuming the oper::ttion of the 
Divine Mind even m 1mperfect States, Hegel builds up a strong 
presumption .ng:1inst any :riticism of existing: S~ate.s. He is too 
strongly inclined to the v1ew that whatever 1s 1s r1ght because 

~tv~!J't~~~e.n~l~~~~ ;~i~~o~i~·i~;vo~;s~,::p~ej t!~v~~ss~~l;,e;ha~~:~~ 
cess itself is in danger of commg to an end. 

But nil criticism of him can be summed up in the charge th:n 
while he sought to give a more s::ttisfactory definition of Liberty 
than th:lt provided. by those ~vh<? ~egard the State as a m~chine, 
he in the end sacnficcs the md1v1tlunl to the Grent Lcvmth:m. 
Far from curbing Leviathan~ he has merely dressed it in the 
garments and given it the a1rs of Mr. Pccksniff, and made it 
oppress us for our own good. Preaching the fulfilment. of 
humanity, he has opened the floodgates wide to those surgmg 
tides of inhumanity that have threatened since he wrote to en­
gulf the world. Ardent apostle of Reason, he has done more 
th:tn most to prepare the wny for that age of Unreason in which 
we Jive. The evil that he has done has lived after him and is 
writ large in the world today. 

TIIOM"S 1111.1. GREEN, 1836--1882 

His Task 
About the r87os, as Dicey has taught us, a great change took 

place in the nature of English legislation. From the 183os !t 
bore the stamp of the individualism that saw in "the systematic 
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extension of individual freedom" the cure for "the evils which 
bring ruin on a commonwenlth." From the t8ios it c~rried th<.: 
mnrk of the collectivism "which fnvour~ the intervenuon of the 
State, even at the sacrifice of some individual freedom, for the 
purpose of conferring benefit upon the mass of the people." 

!~~ser~~~tn~ow~fds u~t:ft~;~~~~m~id th~t ne~~~~~~ii~~ imp~tti~~~ 
philosophy of the mid-century; for the imfi\·idualism that was 
expressed in the doctrine of laisser-faire was not nn essential part 
of that political philosophy which, as Herbert Spencer pointed 
out, could lend itself perhaps even more rcndily to justify col­
lectivism than individualism. Indeed, Socialism in England ha' 
not hesitated to acknowledge its indebtedness to the Utili 
tarianism which, in Dicey's words, provided it with a legisla­
tive dogma-the principle of Utility, a lcgisl:ltive instrument­
the active usc of p:arli:amentnry sovereignty, and a legisl:ltive ten­
dency-the extension and improvement of the mechanism of 
government. 

Yet in the period of transition from individualist to collectivist 
legisl:ation, Utilitarianism tended to be discredited. It h:ad been 
too closely associated with prejudice :against State action, anti 
men who were now more ready than formerly to listen to 
Southey maintaining that the State could if it would pre\·em 

~~~eg~{a~h~ fa~~~s~~~~~~~ ~v~l~h ~ve~rp~,0~~cYcJ01t~\i,:~,~~a;~~~ 
ishness under the name of political wisdom-1 mean the maxim 
that civil society ought to leave its members alone, each to look 
after their several interests, provided they do not employ diren 

;~a~~s~r/!~:S~~--~!;~~ns~s t~.f~ls~~i~~~~t~;;'; :~,?~!~~!~:~\fa~~~~ 
nught was," could not remain entirely unaffected by their con. 
tempt for Hedonism and by their exhortations th:at men should 
follow higher paths than Utilitarians could tread. Arnold's plea 
that men. sh_ould follow not their ordin;-,.ry but their best self, 
Carlyle's ms1stence that true liberty consisted in man's "llnding 

~h:r~:n~;i~~i\~0~~~ ~fde7;~o~~\a~~en~ifoh~g~:~~~~~ s1~chv~~~ 
godly heresies in the 1870s. Even those curious racial theories­
theories of the Folk which became so famili:ar in the 2oth cen­
tury, which are to be found in Past and Present, wherein 
Carlyle preaches the doctrine of the strong, silent m:~n and in 
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;h~i~1o!:c ef~~~~~~~~~~l~~~:l:~~e~he1~~a~~f:~~~tt:~h~~~~~ ~~;;~nhc~; 
e\·er seen-arc not entirely unacceptable in the 187os. For by 

~of~r~~ha'd~~~·1i~~/:h~~~~lk~ ~fx~~~~u~ll~~~~r~~~ ~~~~~:s;li~:: 
of mcialist mumbo-juml>o, and of sound community feding 
which we know as late-Victorian Imperialism. 

Possessed of too much common sense to soar to these high 
altitudes, in which giddiness is no uncommon affliction, and dis­
credited by its dose association with laisser-faire individualism, 
Utilit:uianism in the latter part ofthe century was at a temporary 

~t:s~~:t~t~~\~!~c~~~i~~J~::~o~~PSJ·s~~·a~~~gb~fo~ca~~ist~:~rJab~ 
done those things which made it ditlicult for Englishmen to 
adopt it must first be remo\·cd from Hegelianism. This was 
the task of T. H. Green. 

The Hegelian in Green 
It is obvious how very much Hegelianism Green's writings 

contain. Green wholehe:~rtedly belie\·ed in the existence of 
Hegel's Divine Spirit or Re:~son. This to him was "the vital 
truth which Hegel b:~d to te:~ch." He believed that this Divine 

~!~r!~1 ~~a!~;~sr~~ctwr:~1l~~~·:~~~~~~ift~;~:ntte~~f:r~:dfot~ ~t:cfooa;~ 
for Hegel, was a constant progress which embodies the "eternal 
consciousness." He believed that the Di\•ine Spirit reaching its 

~~~~~ rh~~~ i~u;~1ct~~t~~{e~ :~~~~~3:~1:~~~~~~1 ~fg;~!dh~!:~ ~~r:~~~ 
he declared; "To anyone who understands a process of develop· 
ment, the result being developed is the rc:~lity." He insisted, as 
Hegel did, that when m;ln holds f:~st to the ide:~l his grasp of 
rc:~lity is strongest. He maintained with Hegel that .all institu­
tions, communities, associ:~tions were embodiments of the Divine 
Spirit. He :~ccepted Hegel's view th:Jt every new embodiment of 
!his Divine Spirit was a fuller embodiment than the one preced­
ing it. Each step t:~ken by the Spirit on its march through the 
world was more real than the one before. The association was 
more real than the family, the State was more real than the 
association. 1-Je believed that men also were at least partial em­
bodiments of this Divine Spirit. While not minimising human 
frailty and human passions any more than did Hegel, believing 
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as did Hegel that in great men, the a gems of history, they were 
"overruled" for good so that. he can write th:'lt while Ca:sar 

ili:fc~~;;u~cJ;d 3t~~~~dp~Jc~~;;h ~~r~~~~~~c~oa:Jl(! ~~~~{J1~~c 11bi~~~: 
ing of Roman Law, he held firmly to the idea, as did Hegel, 
that the Divine Spirit in him constituted man's real self. With 
Hegel, Green accepted the view that the State was the latest :md 
fullest existing embodiment of the Dh·inc Spirit, an embodi­
ment of the greatest possible significance to man since it helped 
him to increase in himself that measure of the Divine Spirit 
which he already possessed. \Vithout the State in fact, Green 
believed, man is not really man at aiL Only in the State c:m he 
fully express himself, can his nature be developed to its fullest 

~~ft~?jc~~~~~s:r~ ~e~~~~~c~f1hi~0~~nu~~~~~:;,~t ~.~~~~·u::s:,sb~~ 
as a.good m:t~c. indisfcnsable ~ccausc of his own inherent virtue; 
n~t ~s a. chauung o. ~he J?evJI, but as a releasing of the God 
W1thm h1m, The pobtJc:tl hfc of man, Green concludes in words 
which almost paraphrase Hegel's, is "a re,·clation of the Divine 
Idea." 

It is clear, too, that in Green, as in Hegel, there is a very full 
realisation of the majesty and might of the State. The State, 
Green insists, is the. only source of actual riJ:lhls._ "Ideal rights," 
he says, "may be conceived which arc not in the State; only 
when th~7 arc in _it do they, b~come rights." .. 

~ree':l s ~tate, like Hegc~ s, IS a community pf com.m~mucs, but 
agam like Hegel's there IS no question but that It 1s supreme 
over all the communities it contains. "The members of the State 
derive the rights which they have :ts members of other associa-

~~':j, ~i~~ ~~~~~=.1~:e~~.~~vt~t~0d:~c~~ f~~~n:~l i:~: ~~s~~i~~~~; 
within it in that in it alone the General Will is fully realised. 

Like Hegel, Greeflls very concerned with the problem of 
Er_eed_om, and his view of Freedom bears a strong resembhwce to 
Hegel's. For both, man is most free when he most completely 
identifies himself with the Divine Spirit. Freedom, Green says, 
is not being left alone to do what one likes, since all depends 
on what one likes to do. Man is free only when he is following 
his "true" good, and his "true" good is also "social" good since 
it can only be achieved when the good of others is also realised. 
Freedom, then, Green writes, "is a positiH power or capacity of 
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doing or enjoying something worth doing or enjoying and that, 
too, something: we do or enjoy in common with others." Or 
more simply, Freedom is "the liberation of all the powers of 
men for the social good." But men arc capable of pursuing 
social good only because of the Divine Spirit that is in them. 
Therefore Freedom is identification of oneself with the Divine 
Spirit. Since Green agrees that the Oi\·inc Spirit finds its highest 
embodiment in the State, it is ob\·ious how dose is his ap­
proach to the Hegelian thesis that true liberty is realised in the 
State. 

Finally, Green's \·iew of the importance of Society is very 
similar to Hegel's. "Without society no person," he writes 
epigrammatically. He believed with Hegel that each community 

~~~·~~~e oi:Sit~\:~ti~~~s~a~de::e ~~r~~i~~~v~:hfch:~~td t~ ~~~: 
for a Chinese would be immoral for an Englishman. The impli· 
cation that what is is right seems clear, that the individual 
should be more influenced by the moral code of his community 
than by any purdy abstract code. At all events, Green says, it is for 
the community and not for the individual conscience to declare 
what acts should be committed. So long as the moral conscious· 
ness of the community was not offended man had the natural 
right "to drive at any pace through the streets, to build houses 
without :my reference to sanitary conditions, to keep his children 
at home or send them to work analphabetic," and only when it 
became atTended did man lose th:n natural right. There is here 
almost as full a realisation of the import:mce of the community 
as anything to be founcl in Hegel. This helps Green to see, as 
Hegel docs, th:lt no reform will endure which ignores national 
~cntiments, chnractcr, and institutions. But it also carries him 
far townrJs Hegel's \'icws. It is significant, for instance, that 
when Green speaks of the obligations of the citizen, these arc 
not to other actual citizens but to some "real" entity called 
Society. It is Ji/Ticult to avoid the conclusion that there is a very 
we:•t deal of Hegelian mysticism in Green's thinking about 
Society. 

In these views of his on History, on M:~n, Society and the 

~~~~li~~~~ i!5in~~~;tn~Je':{~~itih~u;~~ddd;~l~l ;~s~t~fi~J:r:.: 
ns might have been expected of an Oxford scholar bred on the 
classics. Nevertheless, his is a sufficiently stiff dose of Hegelian-
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ism, and almost certainly it would have pro\·cd too unpalatabk 
for Englishmen to swallow had it not been diluted by ~ v.cry 
strong measure of English common sense, h:ul Green,. simtl~r 
in so many things to Hegel, not differed from him rac:bcally Ill 

so many more. 

The Individualist in Green 
In his lectures on the English Commonwealth, Green quoted 

the remark of Vane the regicide: "The people of England have 

~:a11ke1'~;0~n~51hr a~d~d~b~.I~h~~c;11~~o~fd 1;~g~~va~!1c~nJh~~ 
hungry, they will find their food in the ideas which, with much 

~:~~~~~55b;0~ ;h~l!s~~hy ~£ ~:~~~ft h~'~~~ ~~~mdr;~:~~d ~;r~ 
we have, as it were, the two streams th:lt came together in 
G.rccn. The one is Hcgelianism-thc philosophy of which Vane 
d1d not dream. The other is Radical Individualism, which could 
fi~d so much to admire in Vane :tnd the English Puritans. In 
spu~ .of his Hegelianism, Green remained a Radical and an 
~ndlvJdualist. h is typical of him that he was a friend of Chart­
ISm and an opponent of that "national honour" in whose 
name so many crimes have been committed. On being asked as 
an ui?dcrgraduate to join a University RiAe Corps against 
Char~1sm, he replied that he would "like to learn the usc of the 
arm m order that he might desert to the people if it came to 
such a pass." He thought that Palmerston had done "about ns 
much.harm as it is possible for an individual Englishman to do" 
-until, that is, Disraeli came along, and then he wasn't sure. 
It was because of his Radicalism, because he was at ]e:~st as 
~uch an Individualist as he was an Hegelian, that Englishmen 
l~stened to his teaching. 
-For all his belief that the State was the embodiment of the 

Divine Spirit, he never regarded the State as an end in itself. 
It was a means to an end, and that end was the full moral de­
v.elopmcm of the individuals who compose it. He believed pns. 

~~h'i:~cZrbi~~ ~s:l~~;t~~a~i~~yfo~~~Yh~~~:S~~t~~ant~v~r~~~;~~ 
hfe of the nation," he insisted, "has no real existence except as 
the life of the individuals composing it." "To speak of any pro­

, gress or improvement or development of a nation or society or 
I mankind except as relative to some greater worth of persons," he 
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wrote, "is to usc words without meaning." It is typical of him 
th:lt he regards the function of the State as being negative, not 
positi\'e. It is not to make men moral, since mor3lity consists in 
"the disinterested performance of self-imposed duties," it is to 
remove the obstacles which pre\·em men becoming moral. I 

It is true, of course, that in order to rcmo\·e obstacles the 
Slate must interfere to such an extent 1hat what appears negative 
in form soon seems most positive in content. "To any Athenian 
sla\'e, who might be used to gr.:~tify a m3ster's lust," he wrote, 
"it would have been a mockery to speak of the State 3s 3 realisa­
tion of freedom; and perhaps it would not be much less to speak 
of it as such to an uni.:Jught and underfed denizen of a London 
yard with gin-shops on the right hand :1nd on the left." It was 

:~;e~~~r s:~~~h t~l:~\~~~:h~;~. n:~~:~l r~:of.;J.si~~ om~~nhu:r~ti~h~ 
s.:~ncti1y of contract," he said, "is doubtless a prime business of 
go\'ernment, but it is no less its business to provide against 
contracts being made which from the helplessness of one of the 
parties to them, instead of being a security for freedom, become 
:m ins1rument of disguised oppression," In acknowledging th:1t 
.:~s its business, the State was assuming no inconsiderable powers 
of intcn·ention. Green's indignation at the moral degradation 
which for so long Society h::d so easily accepted shines through 
his words: "We content ourseh·es with enacting that no man 
shall be used by other men as a means against his will, but we 
lea\'e it to be pretty much .:1 matter of chance whether or not 
he shall be qualified to fulfil any social function, to contribute 
anything to the common good, and to do so freely." Indeed, he 
would gladly have echoed Carlyle's "that one man should die 
ignorant who has the capacity of knowledge, that I call a 
tragedy, though it should happen, as by some computations it 
docs, a thousand times a minute." If the State w:ls to intervene 
to prevent that tragedy, to ensure that C\'eryonc: should be 
qualified to contribute something to the common good, its inter­
vention W3S likely to be steady, constant, and far-reaching, and 
its purpose would clearly be positive. 

The negative form in which Green spc::~.ks of the State as the 
remover of obstacl~s is nevertheless signific:J.nt. It is a reminder 
th:lt in the final analysis what m::~.tters most in life must remain 
wi1hin the province of the indi\'idual-the development of his 
moral nature-"the fulfilment of a moral capacity without which 
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m:ln would not be m::tn." It is a reminder, too, that the limits 

~o~:~~ri~~~~0~c~~~d3fth~n3~~c~c;~c~tr;~~y b~c~;c~~i:~~~~~is~~~ 
The State can do everything which will help, but it must do 
nothing which will hinder the free development of moral per­
sonality. "The true ground of objection to 'patcrn:ll govern­
ment' is not th::tt it violates the laisser-Jairc principle and con­
ceives th:Jt its office is to make people good, to promote mo~al­
ity," he adds, "but that it rests on :1. misconception of morahty. 
The real function of government being to maintain conditions 
of life in which morality shall be possible, and morality con­
sisting in the disinterested performance of self-imposed ~utics," 
parcrna~ government "docs its best to make it impossible by 
narrow1n~. the room for the self-imposition of duties and for the 
play of diSinterested moti\•es." 

There Cll~ t~us be no question th:lt for Green the State is 
not an end m Itself, but is only a means to the development of 
?'en. And. as though to leave not the shadow of doubt ::~bout 
It, Green IS never tired of insisting that institutions exist for 

ili~; h~~;~~ ~h~i~n~~~~~~:- ;:;h~ ~~~~~~rt'h~\~~;i,~t~o~~c~~ 
dvi! life," he emp_h?sises, ;,lies in ~heir operation ~s giving 
reality to the capaclttes of will and reason and cn::abhng them 
to be really exercised." 

After ~is_insistence on the importance of individual men and 
women,_ I~ Is har~ly surprising to find th::at in spite of ~he aura 
of mystiCism wh_1ch surrounds his conception of Soc1cty, the 

~~%e 0~0;h~~~jl~ ~; i~0~it~~:~~t"egd~~~e:ota~e~ i~r~~t~~ ~~~~~s;~~ 
did, :·un moi commun," a common me. ' 

It IS true that he believes in the existence of the General Will. 
Indeed, he is convinced that this General Will is the real b::~sis 
of _the. St:Jte. Legal Sovereignty, he agrees with Austin, must 
res1_dc m the ~upremc authority within the State, in that bod}' 
wh1ch. rec~gmses no power above itself. But behind this legal 
Sovere1gi? IS the General Will, and this General Will, not force 
or fear, IS what rc::~lly determines the h::~bitu::tl obedience of :1 

people. Men h::tbitually obey only those institutions which, per· 
haps unconsciously, they feel represent the General Will. And 
this is true irrespective of the form of government the State rna)" 
possess, since even an absolute monarchy must inspire loya\tf 
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and voluntary submission in its subjects. "There's on earth a 
yet auguster thing, Veiled though it be than Parliament or 
King," Green quotes. This is the Gcncr::tl Will, the true So\'C· 
reign of the community. 

Bu~r~fsn i :r:::k ~~c~~l~~Ys~~~i~~~~~u~i ~~k n ~~o~h~f ~~n~~l ,~~~~~ 
of "that impalp:1blc congeries of the hopes and fc::trs of a people, 
bound together by common interests and sympathy, which we 
call the General Will." He C;'llls it "the common consciousness 
of a common good"; "a sense of possessing common interests, a 

~~~~rf:~rh~~~th~~~~~~~~~~t~~~~~~ iJ:\~i~la fo~o~!~-~t~t~~ ~~~iili~ 
will of the State. His General Will is certainly not th::tt in whose 
name so n1any crimes ha\'e been perpewncd, which has pro~cd 
such an excellent stick, not only with which to beat minoriues, 
as Dean lngc saw, but with which to bludgeon whole com· 
munitics into obedience, that it has become almost the accredited 
villain of modern political thought. 

Belic,•ing that will not force is the true b::tsis of the State, yet 
knowing that there arc States in which force not will is pre­
ponderant, Green has to admit, although he has already told us 
that the State is the latest :md fullest embodiment of the Divine 
Spirit, that "actu::~l States at best fulfil but partially their i~eal 
function." And he is prepared to draw from the ,·ital_distinct~on 
between the State in idea and the State in fact conclusions whtch 
Hegel can llC\'cr admit. He · Rous~ca_u's 
·"ew that th · ~ jn abeyance in all ex~st~l]g 

Stt~tcs, lC also rejects Heg~s_riel'L..l.b.aLthe_la~~s in_J;X!S_t!!lg_ 
--stiiti!s arc sy'}_1mymous with the Qc'!~a_L ':Y!ll· The State, there­

fore, ~s. 1t cx1~t~ is not ne~css~r_ily a comp~eter embodiment of 
the D1vllle Sptm than the mdmdual. The 1deal State would be, 

~!t~~lu~~d ~h~ ~~~~~ &:rc, b~r~ef~h~sd~~~e:tcebeb~~~~~~~d t~f 
"'S:iC'iTilcing the individual to the State, as Hegel can. There is a 
\'cry important difference between his and Hegel's idea of Free· 
dom, similar as at first they might seem. For Hegel, Freedom is 
the voluntary identification of self with the laws of the State. 
For Green, _Freedom is the right of a man to make the best of 
himself. Th1s may mean volun_tarr_ ~~entificatio_n ?f self with the 
laws of the State. If the State JS a good State, 1f Jt is adequately 
fulfilling its function, it will mean this. But it might not mean 

I'.T.-13 
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this. It might even mean that the individual, _albeit in fear 
and trembling, will be compelled to go up ag:unst the St~tc 
-a possibility which Hegel could never but which Green read•ly 
admits. 

in ~h:~~iet~h~t~~e:~ndi~:~~a~\·:~; 1 ted~~~:irif~~~~n 1~fsgoe~c~~~~ 
the State. It is true that Green docs nothing: to make the path 
of the resister easy. He is not concerned to build broad highways 
for would-be resisters, for of all broad highways they 
would, he belie\·ed, lead guickest to the c\"crlasting bonfire. 
Rather he insists there can never be any right to disobey the 
State, for the State :~lone is the sol rce of rights. He is emph:~tic 
that resistance can never be justified merely because legislation 
runs against personal inclinations. "There c:m be no right to 
disobey or ev;'lde any particul::tr law on the ground that it inter­
fe~es with any freedom of action, any right of managing his 
ch1ldren" or "doing what he will with his own," Green says. 
"I~ upon new conditions arising or upon clements of social good 
bemg taken account of which had been overlooked before, if in 
any of these ways or otherwise the reference to social well-being 
s~ggests the necessity of further regulation of the individual's 
liberty .to do as he pleases, he can pleao no right against this 
regulatton, f~r e.very right he has possesseJ has been dependent 
u~on ~?e soc~al JUdgment of its compatibility with general we\l­
bemg. He warns men that in resisting the St::ate they should 
always be a"':';'lre that they will probably be wrong ::md the State 
al~ost cert:unly right, for the Stntc will be speaking with the 
Wisdom of ~he nges, and th::tt may be presumed to be greater 
than the Wisdom of individual men. He tells them that they 
s?oul~ nlways know that resistance mny be utterly disastrous, 
smcc It m:~y tempt men to unleash the bonds of that might)' 
demon Anarchy. He commands them, wherever they have the 
~ort~ne to enjoy constitutional government, to put up with oh· 
JCCtlonablc laws until they can repeal them constitutionally, 
for the common good will suffer far more from resistance than 
from conformity to even a bad law for the time that must claps~ 
before it can be changed. Even where the blessings of constitu· 
tiona! rule are unknown men should, he says, feel justified in 

t;~~~i~f tt: ~~~~~J o~re~~e~e~~a~~ d~~~~~~~~sit~~~~~- ;;e t~~ 
means of agitating for its repeal, if the whole system of gover!l' 
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m~nt is so bad, because so p~n·crted by private int~rests, that 
temporary anarchy is better than its continuance, or if anarchy 
is unlikely to follow resistance, then only should the Stat~ b~ 
disobeyed. 

But when all warnings nrc uttered, Green will ultimately agree 
that there arc occasions when man, if he is to be tru~ to himself 
:md at whatever cost, must refuse to gh·~ obedience to the State. 
Knowing all that can be urged against it, Green says, if you 
must resist you must, and the choice can be no one's but yours. 
You will ne\·er have the right to resist, but you may b~ right 
in resisting. And if you arc, it will be your duty to resist-and 

~~~ ~~'Tu~;ri~i~~~~llr~ni~fc~~ ~~;~~cl';,0~~ ~h~i~~~,je~t:h~0~~;:~ 
mon good, because in existing circumstances your full moral de­
velopment would be impossible. But if you arc convinced of all 
this you must act. Normally your resistance should be based on 
popular and widespread discontent. But you m::ty dispense even 
with this since your action is not to be determined according to 
the Chinese saying: "Where there arc many persons their pres­
tige is great." Yours may he the Daniel's part to d::trc to stand 
alone, for where popular sentiment is apathetic it may be your 
duty to act in the interests of the common good. 

Not content with admitting that Luther's "Ich k::tnn nichts 
:mders" (I cnn do no other) is a cry which if need be every 
man worthy of the name must be prep::tred to raise against the 
Smtc, Green goes on to re-enunciate something like a doctrine 
of Naturnl Rights on behalf of individuals within the State. 
Utilitarians and Idealists had joined in attacking the idea of 
Natural Rights as rhetorical nonsense and unreal, a vi~w which, 
as far as those rights were concerned which Locke had thought 
were man's in the State of Nature, Green would have unhesi­
tatingly accepted. But he believes that men may h::tve c~rtain 
claims which ought to be recognised as rights, even if in fact 
they arc not. Sue~ claims are thos~ which must be granted if 
man is to fulfil h1s moral nature, and such claims Green calls 
Natural Rights. Since these Natural Rights "arise out of and 
arc necessary for the fulfilment of m::tn's moral capacity," they 
are not based on the claims of an earlier against a later state 
of Society, but arc rather an appeal from a less dc\'eloped to a 
more mature Society. They arc therefore "ahead of, not behind, 
political development." 
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Uut how are we to tell what these Natural Ri~hts arc? We 
arc: not to listen w "some remote: philosophcr's.'·icw of it," We 

:~~ ~;~~~~;~r:~~~u~h~~:':f:h~ ~~~~~ \~£~1 f~ra~~~a2.; ::hi2~ 
we must base the Natural Rights we wish to put rorward, must 

~~t~~ o:~t f~i!o::.u~i~::~sid;~ll 0:cc~~o~;l~~16c bf~~ ~he :!:~~~ 
good, We "must be able to poin1 to some public intcrc~t, gcncr· 
ully recognised as such, which is involved in the c,:crcase of the 
power claimed as a right, to show that it is not the general 
wcll:bci?g, even as conceived by our fellow ~i1izcns, b~t some 
spcc1~l mtcrest of a class that is concerned m prcvcnung the 
cxcrc•sc: of the power claimed." . 

The confusion of Green's utterances on Natural Rights as 10 

be reg~ttcd. "Rights," he tells us, "are made by recognition. 
There IS no right but thinking makes it so." Yet he also t~lls 
us that t?erc nrc Rights which ought to be recognised-which 
seems to 1m ply that Rights nrc not made by recognition. Perhaps 
w~ must. conclude that he should not have spoken of Natu.ral 
Rights. Since he can only mean unrecognised powers, which 
according to his definition arc not Rights at :111. There seems, 

:~:i~:~~?:oof~:;h~~r~t~~it~~~:~i:Chi~\g~~s:a~~ s3a~:~~t t~eo~~ 
what Society thinks that matters. Yet he adds that only what If. 

necewry !or the individual's full moral devclopmcn~ is im_por· 
tant. Mans f~ll moral development is possible only m SociCt~, 
yet what Society wants may not ahvays coincide with w~at IS 

necessary for man's full moral development. And finally, 1f we 
agr_ee_ that :~II Gretn is saying is that the appeal from the State 
as !l IS .to the State as it ought to be is the appeal to the State 
a~ !t might rt~sonably be expected to be, remembering that its 
Cltl~ns arc nc_nhcr devils nor gods but men in a world of men, 
a difficulty stdl remains. Apart from the indication that the 

~~~:d~~~lo:~~~~ 7he01~u~~t~::: th~~~~i:ft~t~e~h:'iuad~e1~f 
what might reasonably be expected? It cannot, then, be denied 
that what Green has to tell us about Natural Rights is lackin,g 
in that _crystal clarity which is to be desired in all philosophers. 
But neither can what he says be regarded as anything but a 
strengt~ening of the individu:~l against the State. There is no 
confusiOn, no lack of clarity, no lack of firmness in his conclu· 
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sion that "then.: may be cases in which the public interest is best 
served by a viol:uion o_f some actual l:n~." In_ this and its 
attendant view that the, judgment of conscience IS morally the 
court of last rcso~t, Green stands pol_es ::~part from HegeL 
Green's view here IS a necessary and log,cnl consequence of the 
distinction which he makes between the d,· jurt: sovereign. 
which is Roussc:-tu's. sovereign, residing solely in the Gencrai 
Will and which, unhkc Rousseau, he bclic\"CS is to be found to 
some degree in most S~atcs, and the de facto sovereign, which 
is the remnant of ~aws m C\"_cry State wh1ch arc not the product 
of the General Will but wluch proceed from the particular will 
of some ruler who depends on force and who procures obe­
dience through fear. For the implication of this distinction is 
the rejection of J:Ieg_cl's view that t~e ~villing of a common good 
acquires moral s1gmficance only wlthm the State, the rejection 
of Hegel's view that "civil society" has no moral significance 
until it comes under the control of the State, and the return to 
the earlier view of Locke and the !'!aturnl Law philosophers that 

~~~ibC:c~~~~f oif ili~rS!_a~~·~ ~~~~:b~ta bs{:;~~ ~~ ~h~od~~~eJ~;~~c-~ 
moral conscience of HS members. Hence in spite of his Hegel­
ianism, Green reverts to the old English tradition of individual­
ism in which the importance of the individual's mor.:~.l conscience 
is u'ndcrstood nnd the State's authority suspect. His is the faith 
which to Hegel_ would hn~c bce_n ~he heresy of heresies, that in 
the final analysas there exasts wnhm the community an ethical 
system which is independent of the_ State and which gives the 
individual a standard whereby to cnticise the State itself. How 
this leads him to conclusions that would have been anathcmn to 
Hegel, his views on ::~ssodations and on International Relations 
will make still further clear. 

In Green's State as in Hegel's the supremacy of the State over 
the associations it contains is unquestioned. But there is a sig· 
nificant difference between them in the reasons for it and the 
nature and exercise of it. For Hegel, associations arc important 

~h~a~:i~~~;fc e~f'??bd!u;;~o~:a:~c~~:;i,?~~~~~;l~cfs i:o:-;ftf~i~~~~ej:~~ 
far as they do this they prepare men for that voluntnry obedience 

~~~~~~1 t~eele:~~h~r~i ;~e o~0 ti~~Je~:;~e~h~~fJ ~;~~~shh~;~v~rb~a~~~ 
Since the whole value of associations lies in the fact that they 
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develop the State instinct in man, they can neve~ ~sscrt th~m­
seh•cs :against the State. For Green, however, associations arc 1m· 
portant because they fulfil the individual. They existed b~forc 
the State came into being, :md have their own system of nghts 
which arise from their very nature as associations. The State 
m~st be supreme over 1hcm because it must co-ordinate and 
adJust them. But it must also preserve them. "A State," he says. 
"I'.rcsupposcs other forms of community, with the rights that 
nnsc ou_t of them, nnd only exists as sustaining, securing :~nd 

~~~k~~~nfh~h~~~~. ~~~:;· a~ch~~ f~~~~~~c:;t~~~~~i£~;0~r~~n°~~ 
the State docs not preserve associations, it is no true State. In 
both H_cgel and Green the fact of the State's supremacy is 
unquest•o~ed. But in the one the exercise of the supremacy of 
the State LS unlimited because of its own nature and the nature 
?f ~ss?ciations. In the other the exercise of the State's supremacy 
ts hmned by its own Mturc and the nature of associations. 

And i~ ~reen's State must preserve the rights of the lesser 
commun~tLes within it, it must respect the rights of the larger 
com'h~nLty outside it. Just as Green believes that there can bc: 
~n ct •cal system within the community independent of the 
~ate, so he thinks that even in the absence of a super-State 

~ ere can be a common General Will of humanity "the com­
mon h·ns!ioumcss of mankind," from which can be' formulated b\ ct. Lea co_dc whereby to judge the morality of the State's 
~ av'hl;lr to Lts neighbours. In existing circumst:tnccs he knows 

t ffat .T 15 
8cannot be complete, nor its sanctions absolutely 

~ c~~~~ciu Ut he is sure that such a code exists and that it can 
he J 1. hthcr developed. As consciousness of common interest 
withi~ ~: toccss of time led to the Gcnc~al Will fashioning 

;id; the ES_tat:~~cwa:uld~~ ~;:.~c ~~~;;;~~~c ::~~~c~~~l~~ f~r~~: 
b~•.on ° Lhtcrnational ethics, An international ethical code is, he 
~ 1~.\'CS,ht ~obvious extension of the ethical system accepted 

d~!ir~n a:~ ~~~~j ~~~~ ~~r~:ffi{rh::s~ltommon sourcc-man's~ 
It. 15 obvLOus how emphatically Green rejects the Hegelian 

thesis that such an international code is impossible, that the 
State ~a~ ~ever seck to base its external actions on mor:tlity be­
~ause Lt .•s use!£ the sole source of monlity and what it docs in 
lts own Interests is the whole of morality. Four of Hegel's propo-
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sitions, in part!cular, G~cen ta~cs. exception to: to the proposi­
tion th:lt w:tr 1s not C\"11, that n 1s a nccess:~.ry consequence of 
the existence of Swtcs, that no higher form of Society than the 
St:J.te can ever be concci\·cd, and th:tt International Law is a 
contradiction in terms. 

\Vnr, he :tsserts, is nlways an evil which viol:ltes man's right 

~0 sltii~f·g;~~~~~ ~~I,' ~~h~~e~~~~ ~~ ~~ec~r;;t;a~~C:n~nof~~li1n~~~~~~ 
conditions necess:try to the moral de,·c:lopment of men. But such 
circumstnnces, he is convinced, will be very r:1rc, .and where they 
exist they nrc the rcsul~ of some gre:J.~er cv~l that has tak~n pl:1ce 
in times past. The_ hallnn \V:~.~ of L•berat1on was an cv1l m_ade 

~~~c~s~~hc~~ ~!l~ss~~r5r~~t~~l~~~h~~:o~:ftr ~~~.srg:~~cs~1isa~~~ili 
that humility which is one of the rarest virtues of political 
philosophers, th:lt is "only a reason for more general self-re­
proach, for a more _humbling sense (as the preachers say) of 
complicity in the radical (but congucr.ablc because moral) evil of 
mankind which renders such a means of m:1intaining political 
freedom necessary." Of those "who from time to time talk of 
the need of a great war to bring unselfish impulses into pl:1y," 
he comments: "They give us ~e:J.son to suspect th:J.t they arc 
too selfish themselves w rccogmsc the unselfish .-.ctivity that is 
going on all nroun~ t_hem." And a_s. for the argument that war 
is necessary :ts pro\'!dlllg opportumtlcs for noble endeavour, he 
writes: "Till all _methods hnvc; been cxhnustcd by which n:tturc 
can be brought mto ,the scn:•:c; of man, till society is s_o or­
g:mised that everyone s capabilities hnvc free scope for their de­
velopment, there is no need to resort to war for a field in which 
patriotism may display itself." 

He roundly denies that "the wrong which results to humnn 
society from conflicts between States can be condoned on the 
ground that it is a necessary incident of the existence of States." 
The Srnte, he said, is "an mstitution in which all the c:tpacities 

:~~c g(~~~f~!~fy 1~:1.;~g~~:t~~~~nf~~c rh:~yol~~vc~~ t~0e ~~~~~ ftn1s £~~ 
others to do so." Or ngain, "no action in its own interest of a 
Stntc which fulfilled its idcn could conflict with nny true interest 
or right of general society." Thus he concludes: "It is not the 
Stntc as such, but this or that particubr State, which by no 
means fulfils its purpose, and might perhaps be swept away and. 
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superseded by another with advantage to .th~ ends for wh!ch 
the true State exists, that needs to defend 1ts mtcrcst by acuon 
injurious to those. ou~si~c it." . . . . , 

Finally, Green 1s w1lhng to admtt the poSSibliLty of the States 
supersession by other and pcrh:1ps higher forms of Society. "It 
is easy," he writes, "tb conceive a better system th:1n that of the 
great States of modern Europe with their national jealousies, 
rival armies, and hostile t:~riffs." And while acknowledging how 
far mankind is from realising "the dream of an intcrn:ltional 
court with authority resting on the consent of individual States," 
he believes "that there is nothing in the intrinsic n:nurc of a 
system of independent States incompatible with it, but that on 
the contrary every :~dvance in the organisation of mankind in 
States in the sense expl:~ined is a step towards it." Much ash~ 
owes to Hegel, Green could hardly have more effectively market.l 
the gulf that lies between them. 

Though his preference for popular control and panicip:~tion 
in government is admittet.l, it bas nevertheless been claimed that 
the seeds of authoritarianism arc to be detected in Green's 
writings. It has been said tb:tt he did not claim tb:lt good gov­
ernment must be popular government, that he admitted that 
~ictatorsh~p I?ight act :tccording to the General Will, that as 
his s_ole cntcnon was the common good this could be as well 
provided for by an :Juthoritarian as by a constitutional govern­
ment. 

There seems some cvit.lence for this view. Whether in the 
absc?ce of P':lblic control private interests could be kept from 
oustmg public goot.l, whether good citizenship wns possible 
without active participntion in politics, these, for instance, 
seemed to Green "questions of circumstances which do not per­
mit of an un9ua\ificd answer." Green is too good an Hegelian 
not to sec the importance of historical differences between States, 
too humble and at the same time too wise to think that all is 
dross that is not Liberalism. 

But if Hege~ianism makes him aware that he ought not to 
give an unqualified answer to the questions he raises, indi,•it.lual­
ism in fact co~pcls him to give one. He s::tys of the R:efo_rm 
Act of 1867: \Ve who were reformers from the begmmng 
always said tha_t the enfranchisement of the people was an end 
in itself. We said, and we were much derided for saying so, that 
only citizenship makes the moral man; that only citizenship 
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gives that self-respect which is the true basis of respect for 
others, and without which there is no lasting social order or 
re:1l morality." Instincth·c loyalty is too little to demand from 
citizens. They must be "intelligent patriots," longing to serve 
their country. "The citizens of the Roman Empire," he wrote, 
"were loy;1l subjects, the admirable maintenance of private rights 
made them that; but they were_ not intelligent patriots, and 
d1icfly because they were not the Empire fell." Only active 
interest in the sen·ice (lf the State can make intelligent patriots, 
and only participation in the work of the State can produce that 
acti\·cinterest. 

We cannot doubt where Green stands. We must not in listen­
ing to the grudging admission forget the triumph::mt assertion. 
Green, though all his instincts urge him to, will not deny that 
there may be good goH.:rnment which is not self-government. 
But he loudly proclnims his conviction that the best government 
can only be sclf-go\·ernment. Un-Hcgclian in his refusal to con­
sider the State an end in itself, as something other and greater 
than the sum of the individuals who arc its citizens, as neces­
sarily a completer embodiment of the Spirit than the individual, 
on-Hegelian in his insistence that the individual may have the 
duty to act against the State, that the State must prcsen>e the 
rights of the lesser communities within it and respect the rights 
of the greater community of which it is itself part, Green 
is no less on-Hegelian in this, that for the passive voluntary 
identification of self with an authoritarian State which Hegel 
demands, be substitutes an active participation in a democratic 
State which his individualism requires. Green, the individualist, 
who judges State, Society, General Will by their worth for the 
development of individual morality and individual character, 
who so notably and so nobly dedicated himself to social and 
political service in the City of Oxford, would not have been 
true to himself had he done less-and would cert:1inly ·have 
made much less of an appeal than he did to Englishmen. 

His Achievcmt•nt 
"If it be it.Jivi~ualism to sec in every political mo\·ement the 

fate of human bt:mgs and in every contro\·ersy o\·cr institutions 
the weal or woe of fellow citizens, then there arc few more de­
clared individualists in political philosophy than T. H. Green," 
writes Maccunn. Yet there can be no doubt that T. H. Green 
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belongs to the Idealist school of political phil_osophcrs. I:Jc _re­
jects the Mechanistic theory of the State ;h bcmg too arttfioal, 
:md as O\'Crlooking the importance of the historical growth and 
development of communities. He rejects the Force theory of the 
State, since he is convinced th;'lt will not force is the true b:tsis 
of politic:al obligation. He accepts the Organic theory of the 
St:Hc, even though, 3s has been seen, only with many qu::alifica­
tions. He regards the State as natural since man is ncccss:lrily a 
social anim:tl. He sees Freedom not as the absence of restraint 
but as a process of sclf-dcvclopmcnt by freely obeying laws and 
customs which arc seen to embody a rationnl scheme of Justice 
within the Community. He believes the State to be essentially 
good, because it is :1n indispens:1ble guide enabling men to 
underst:lnd their own moral obligations, calling upon the best 
in them and providing them with a code of dmies in disch:arg· 
ing which they can llnd true freedom. 

He is, then, we must admit, :1n Idealist, but an Idealist who 
can be hailed as :an Incliddu:alist. Perhaps that is why we must 
further agree that he is the most e:asy of Ide:alists to criticise­
though ~vc might :add in so many w:1ys the most difficult to dis· 
::~grce ':'nh. We may say th:at his theory that institutions ::Jrc the 
cmbodm:aent of reason is dangerous since it may so easily lead 
to the v1ew thilt. whatever is is right. We may belic\·c that his 
theory of Sovcrcagnr_y, combining as it docs the ideas of Austin 
ilnd of Rousseau, as unsatisfactory. So\'ereignty, he says, is 
supreme power, b~t it is only supreme power when supported 
by the General Wall. Hob bouse's criticism is called for: "In sn 
!a~ as it is. w!!l, it is not general, and in so far as it is genera\, 
It IS ~ot wtll. We may find singularly unconvincing hi.s theory 
that m great men the _had is "overruled" for good-scctng in it 
an uncomfortable remmclcr of the truth of Frederick the Great's 
assertion that however bad the means used to attain an end may 
be there will always. be found some philosopher to whitewash 
them. \Vc may constdcr his whole appro;1ch much too rational. 
He neglects the subconscious factors that inAuencc men's actions 
in States, just as in his theory of Punishment he appears to 

!~[!~~~~~~~i~~ e~o~~~;;ll-!~s rFt~ct~rt~li~!r:~~ ~ic~~~~s!t~~n c~~~~~ 
pleasure-seeker or the cl_assical economist's picture of economic 
man. We may think ~Is economic views arc in:adcqu:ate and 
unsatisfactory since he 1s content with demanding l:tnd rcforna 
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while he sees no danger in concentration of capital. And recent 
e\·ents suggest that Mrs. Partington attempting to sweep back 
the wa,·es with her mop was a supreme pessimist compared with 
those who belie\·e, as he was tempted to and as Article XI of the 
League of Nations maintained, that world public opinion will 
suffice to stop the excesses of power. \Ve have seen the diffi-

~:~ih~ ;;:~ ~~~~c~e ~~~n~:~~~~~/~~tc:~~~-~~ ~-ii~~t~n~~~dan~~~h;~ 
he gives with the other, a. trick th:ll would be readily seen 
through were it not for the fact that like the juggler he success­
fully manages to keep everything in the air anyhow. When he 
agrees that the judgment of conscience is morally the court of 
last appeal, yet insists that the individual can nC\'Cr have ::a right 
ag:~inst the community but only a duty to impro\'C the com­
munity, this must appear :ln elaborate attempt to have it both 
w:~ys. It must also incidentally be a strong reminder of the diffi­
culties under which all believers in the organic St::ate labour of 
maki~g ade'luate provision for the operation of the individual 
conscience. And if practically we lind Green's views not unsatis­
factory, logically we can hardly reg::ard them as \'cry convincing. 
B~t however much we arc impelled to criticise him, so many 

of hts conclusions arc convincing and satisfrtctory, even if more 
so th~n the logical process whereby he arrives at them. ,Ben­
thamLsm had built on scllishness ::and had ignored m::an's capa­
city for sacriflce. In spite of appearances, it had made no ade-

~~~a;~ob~b\;~f~;~ i~~~a~1~~~~:~~ n fh~f i~~~~~;t~t ~~~tf:::;!;t~~£i;h~ 
individual and of the group, but in any case it was com·inced 
that a true theory of politics could be bucd on interest alone. 
Green called on the best th:lt was in man. He showed that when 
man gave of his best there could be no conflict between his true 
interests and the interests of the true St::ate. He taught men to 
sec that faith in their own moir~l development and faith in their 
fellow-men m:1uered far more to them than any particular interest 
they might have. In his distinction between outward acts and 
inward will, between whnt is better done e\·en from the wrong 
motive and what is only valuable because of its motive, he gave 
men a far sounder criterion whereby to judge State action than 
did Mill with his doctrine of sclf-::ancl-other-rcgr~rding actions. 
In doing so he ga\'C the individual a far more effective protection 
against the undue exercise of the State's power than anything 
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with which Utilitarianism could pro\'ide him. lcle:alism had 
s:tcrificed the indiviclual to the State, h:ad made the State an encl 

~~t~~he~!isa~~t\~~~ns~~~ ~~~~~ean°j i~0~~\~~boh~~~. ~~~f~~s~~~a:~; 
in raiton d'l:tat and ''inue in war. Green teaches men that the, 
individual need not be sacrificed to the State, which is neither 
an end in itself nor the sole source of morality. And he shows 
them that it is not true to say of States, as the Corinthians said 
of the Athenians, "to describe their ch:aractcr in a worcl, one 
might truly say that they were born into the world to take no 
rest themselves and to give none to others." The sole law be .. 
tween States is not the law of the jungle, war is evil, and an 
immoral action remains an immoral action c\·en if committed 
by the State. Correcting ancl supplementing both Utilitarianism 
and Idealism, Green gives men a common-sense criterion which 

j~~~c~~byaffs1~r~~t~:~t~~n;~~r\1e;~a~~d h~o~~~~~s ,~hf~~ ~3~o~~ 
State i£ it contains the largest possible number of h:appy, moral 
human beings. 

So far Green has endeavoured to give what he has to say a 
universal application. Yet we cannot be unaware that his goocl 

~~~:~r~: ~~~t ~~0~o~~!~;fusr ~r~i~e~~~~!~~/?e ~~~~!~hi t~e i~d:~;. 
tion o£ a gentleman J will have lost its meaning, because the sort 
of education which alone makes the gentleman in any sense will 

~ha~vi:ninth~eL~erd·~ ;~;~:~ ~hoi~ldvabe t~~oa;~!~~~i~~. 0,~j~0~\i 
seriousness and reverence, we may hope and pray for a condition 
of English society in which all honest citizens will recognise 
themselves and be recognised by each other as gentlemen." His 
whole approach is demonstrably English, even to the warninJ! 
against the remote philosopher. No German who had survived 
that far could have read further in Green. And any Frenchman 
who had arrived with Green at the point where he discusses a 
right that ought to be a Right but wasn't a Right and coulcln'1 
be a Right, must have closed the book and gone sadly away con· 
vinced, as he had always suspected, that the English fog fouml 
its fitting counterpart in what the English in their conceit called 

~~:; ~~~~d~~a~~·e;s t?tc i~i~~ ~~~: ~:::~~~ ~~i~~~;~~P:!~~~~ahf:C~ 
expected to be, becomes less opaque when addressed to Engl_ish· 
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men who Jo in fact ask dteir State to justify itself continually, 
but who, perhaps by way of reaction to the \"io\ence of their 
earlier hi~tory, and perhaps because of the protection of their 
mother, the se;J, have for m;my years shown themscln~s remark· 
ably reasonable in their politics without necessarily taking the 
trouble, or e\·en possessing the capacity, to define what they 
mean by reasonableness. 

Here, then, is Green's achie\·cment, that he g:l\"e Englishmen 
something more satisfying than Benthamism at a price they 
were prepared to pay, th3t he left Liberalism a faith instead of 
an interest, th:n he made Individualism moral and social and 
Idealism civilised and safe. Englishmen at least will consider 
that achievement no inconsiderable one. 



THE STATE AS CLASS 
{MAilX, LENIN, 5TAL1:>~) 

ItA IlL MARX, 1818-t883 

"PHILOSOPIIEas have sought to interpret the world: wha1 
matters, however, is to change it," Marx declared. Judged 

mwt ~~ ~~~rd:d::~n~c o~iili~cl~~~~~~~p:r~~~n~h~i:~ ~~s~ 
~nAucntial, political phito!iophcrs who have c\·cr lived. _He did, 
mdccd, offer an interpretation of the world, but much more 
important from his point of view he com claim to have fashioned 
one of the great formative forces of history. Recognition came 
slowly to him in his own life-time, His Commrcnist Manifesto, 
published in 1848, began to cxcr~ise ·;n appreciable inAucn~ 
,?nly after t~c founding of the First International in 186.4. But 
thereafter hts stature grew and grew and his influence re:~chcd 
out to the four corners of the earth, until today millions ir 
Europe. and in Asin accept his teaching as revelation :md loa\ 
upon h1m as the God of the New Age. Their voices acdaimin! 
h1s go~head and venerating his disciples swell into the m01 
menacmg roar that civilisation as it has been developed in th 
West has ever heard. 
The Appeal 

His, then, has been a shattering impact on the world. Me. 
=r~~te to die gladly in answer to his appeal. Wherein lies hi 

The ag~ in which he was writing was one of great physic:J 
and techmcal achievement. Marx is almost lyrical in his cnth~ 

~:~~e f~~,!:~!:~~iM~!;j~~~~:i~·h·a::G~en bth~ri\~~!s~~· ·~h~:, '~~~~ 
fu:~~r;~!!r~i E~;pt~:~n:Y::~~~·s, 1t\~:~na~~0u~S~~:e~ndvG~~h: 
cathedrals .... The bourgeoisie ... draws all nations into ci~ 
lisation .... It has created enormous cities ... and thus rescue 
a considerable part of the population from the; idiocy qf rur: 
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life ... ;;mel, during its rule of scarce too years, has created more 
massive and more coloss::al productive forces than have all pre­
ceding generation> together. Subjection of nature's forces to 
man, machinery, :tpplication of chemistry to industry and agri­
cUITiire, steam-navigation, railways, electric telegraphs, clearing 
of whole continents for cultivation, canalisation of rh·crs, whole 
populations conjured out of the ground-what earlier century 
had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered 
in the lap of social labour?'' 

It was a~ og~ 1hat '':'as becoming incre:1singly ration_alist and 
IJlaterialist, an age wh1ch at once valued techntcal achte\·cment 
and confidently anticipated that such achie,·emcnt would bc­
cOI'rle bigger and better. l'llax Decrbohm's cartoon in which he 
portrays a stout, prosperous, complacent Victorian gentleman 
comempl::ating a future in ,~h.ich he s~es a s~outer~ more pros­
perous, more complacent edmon of h1msclf IS typ1cal of 11. It 
w3s ::an age in which the products of technical achievement were 
very une\·enly spr_ead, a1_1 :~ge ~f growing wealth for many an?, 
so it seemed, of 1ncrcasmg m1sery for more. It was an age 111 

which religion was no longer exercising its former appeal, ::and 
the world h::ad grown colder in consequence. It was an ::age in 
which civilisation was not ::as impressive as technical achieve­
ment. Greek_ ~!!.\·_cry, Marx maintoincd, at least produced an 
aristocracy of marvellous taste, a culture which still thrills the 
,y()iTd~ Industrial slavery, on the contrary, could claim for itself 
no more impressive purpose than "to tr::ansform a few vulgar 
and half-educated_ upstarts into 'eminent cotton spinners,' 'ex­
tensive sallsii£:e rl1akers' and 'influential blacking dealers.' " It 

~v~:cr01~n a~~e ~~~d~v~5cs~~~~:t,~~e o}n ~:~;~fa~;~.:vfi~~!nfeel~n!~~ 
"Go_d says 'Take w~at you want from the world and pay for 
i_t,'." runs the Spamsh proverb. 1·1arx saw the achievement of 

bourgeois civilisation and saw also the cost, It has left intact, 
he wrote, "no other bond between m::an and man bU[ naked 
self-interest, bur callous 'cash-payment.' It has drowned the 
sacred awe of pious ecstasy, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of hour· 
~eois sensibility, in the i_ce-~ol~ water of egoistic calculation. It 

t~: \~~ito~fe~e~i~~o~~~ d~~~~~o~1£r:~c~~~jy v~~~:ti·o~;hti~~n a~~ 
reduced them to purely financial connections.'' Seeing the enor­
mous growth of capitalism, Marx values it correctly. Aware of 
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the transformation of things that it has. produced,. he is not 
blind to the transformation of men that 1_1 has cnt~Jicd. . . 

An age, then, of acl~icvcm~n~ <~nd s_u!Tcnng:, of s_tndcnt sctcn­
tific ::tssuranc:c and fadm~ rchg•ou_s fanh, of apparcn~ ful_filmcl~ 

b~ds~~ aafr~i11t:~cl s~r~:·t~i~";i~~c~.~~l~~h~~~g~~ ~~;~~~~ :::ku~P 
and :trc not fcd"-this was the ageln \vllich M:1rx lived. It 
\\'as bcc:~usc he was able to fill that emptiness that he has gone 
striding the world like a giant to this day. 

Marx w::~s not, of course, the first Socialist writer of the 19th 
~C_!ll';!_ry. There was a rich crop of Socialist ideas before h_c 
.wrote; its very abundance bearing witness to the spiritual cmpti· 
nc~s of the age. S~. Simon :md G_!!iz.ot were sprc:lding the ide3 
of the cbss war; Proudhon the notion that property is theft; 
Fourier- thC cOiiception of the middle classes as commerci:l\ 
despots; Sismondi the view of the inevitability of crises, booms, 

b~do~~u~r~o-~;:~:ti~~e in~;~Jh:f ;~~,;t;~i!~~tM~r~r~~:ob:~ 
tcrly c?ntcmptuous of such mcn-"Utopian" Socialists he c:~.llc~ 
th~rn Ln scorn because they attacked the wrongs in the Cap!· 
tabst system,. not the: system itself, .and because they co~ld r:aevcr 
say how theLr Utopias could be e1ther :mained or m:1mta111ed. 
T~tY conjured up visions of beautiful roses, but, preparing no M' for the rose trees, left them to feed merely on beauty· 

arx, who was the most bitter, indeed scurrilous of dispu· 
~nts, w:..s not in the habit of being just to his opponents. 
all~~h more c:..n ?c said for. the. Utopian Socialists than he 

1 vfd. They VOiced those IrratiOnal longings of the emptY 
sou rom which so much of the driving force of Socialislll 
T::::cs. They provided. him with ~a~y a useful brick and tool. 
h l sopulansed the 1dca of a SOCLahst society They elaborated 
~ c a our theory of ''alue. But they failed where he succeeded 
s:r~~~:e th~y. did not sec that two r~quisites of So~iali~m as a 
cal po1ht~eal factor were a doctrmc which ma.mt:uns that 

r ontas~eLa.. forces arc making for Socialism and a permanent 
c j c . Wtth a source of power which can be harnessed for 
re~~e 01100::try socialist activity. They failed, too, because they 
~1arx'~:~~ile. to present their ideas with anything approachill£ 

f i\~rb su~1~e~c~eb~~~:se he was such an explosi\'e compound 
0 e rcw prophet and scicntifi~; propounder of political alld 
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economic theory. Ic is l\Iarx the Hebrew prophet who is 50 

filled with a religious conviction of the rottenness of Western 
civilisation that he makes denunciation the keynote of the 
Conuntuu"st Jlianif.:•#o and of Das Capital. It is Marx the scien­
tific propounder of political and economic theory who produces 
alike a theory of party tactics and a philosophical theory of the 
incvimblc course of social dc\·clopmcnt. Sometimes the two cle­
ments in him, Hebrew prophet and social scientist, support each 
other. It is not f:wciful to suggest th:n the Jewish belief in the 
opposition between the chosen people and d1c Gentiles 
strengthens his belief in the opposition between the prolctari:n 
and the bourgeoisie, that the firm Jewish faith in the inexorable 
divine judgment on Gentiles increnses his confidence in the in­
exorable judgment of Dialccticnl !\hterialism on Capitalism, 
that the }c\vish cert:tinty of the ultimate restoration of the chosen 
people in the !\1essi:wic Kingdom confirms his certainty of the 
eventual achievement of the d:tsslcss society. Sometimes the two 
dements in him contradict ench other, and discrepancy between 

~~;c v~~:~l:J!~ts~!i:/cs~ie~J~i~~eb~:~~;~~t ~~~?n.1h~s s~;~;~~ct h~i7: 
filled with fury at the wickcdnes~ of those who have acted in a 
way that ns scientist he maint:uns was indispensable for the 
progress of the race. 

But illogicality is not always :1. ~ourcc of wenkness, and though 
we would be surprised if DarWin overflowed with compassion 
for the nnimals and plants which had been eliminated in the 
struggle for life, it is di!Tercnt wit~l Mnrx. His compassion an~ 
his moral indignation are vital to Ius success. He filled the empti­
ness of his age because he gave to ~lis teaching both th~ fo:cc 
of religious conviction nnd· the certamty of apparently sc1ent1fic 

-h~:~!~r~~r?;l~~r~0di~;~£ st~~a~:~r!a~~:n~0~1~e~::; ~f ~~~h~.a~ 
new meaning of life. To those who followed him he was indeed 
the prophet of a new religion, holding out to men at once a 
system of ultimate ends embodying a meaning of life and form-

!£Ss~]b:~t1i~~ £~a;'~h~d:h'Zc~~h:~1\:e~~~~na~hdo~~r~di!~d!:d~a~rf~a~~ 
the victor's crown. To this day the Marxist's characteristic atti­
tude towoJ.rds opponents, who arc regarded as being not only in 
error but in sin, bears the authentic stoJ.mp of full-blooded 
religions. 

P.T.-14 
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th!uh!sr~~~~ 11~is~ 1~~~~~~~~ n:~~~r 1~h~~ ~~~~~~~~:xf:~:~~c:~: 
demanded by his rationalistic and matcnahsttc age wh1ch _wo':'ld 
not tolerate any creed that h~d no scientific or pseudo-sc1enttfic 
pretensions. It was because hts message was a\~o a most masterll 
analysis of the social processes, because he cla•mcd to be rc.vca · 
ing the laws of historical dcvdopmcnt, because he proclaimed 
that socialistic deliverance from the ills of the world was a eer· 
t::~inty amenable to rational proof, that he became so wildly 
successful. Preaching alone would have appealed only to t~e 
few, an<~lysis of the development of man in society to S~lll 
fewer. But a combination of the two, preaching that could c\~tm 
to be analysis, analysis th:lt carried with it a religious dcvotton 
to man's deepest needs, generated an enthusiasm and won a 
passionate allegiance that spread widely the conviction of even· 
turli victory. 

The Message 
What was his message? 
It.i.t.,::l revolutionary call to the working-class. "The workc_rs 

have nothing to lose but their chains_.Jbcy have a wOriCI to win:" 
Workers of the world~ unite I" It is a call for the working-class 
to follow the lc~dership, though not to accept the dictatorship, 
of the Commum~t P~rty, the \'anguard of the p_roletariat. It is 3 

~all ~or the workmg:-class to adopt certain tactics, highly flexible 
I~ km~ and _chang•ng with changing circumstances, but con· 
s1stent 111 the1r revolutionary purpose. "The thing to do now,'' 

~h~~ i~7stela~d ~~~l~e,i~'i:h~o ~~~i~~~~:~n~:~f{~~~r th~:s~~~: 
mu~•.sts mu~t make use of ~II antagonisms between the hour· 
geoiS!e of. d~fferent countries and between different bourgeois 
groups ':"'ithtn every country. Thus the Communist Manifesto 
has no t.n~_!e~~ _il!._ reform but only in revolution. Yet for pur· 

~:~~a~f r~£~;~~ath~~ i~t J~e~c~~{ f~~~~~u~~~~nu~?s~~r~~\~nd~~; 
from that day to this. Thus Communists ever since have under 

~;o~~n~?s~~~~ed~~~ti~0nns:~tcth'J ~~~~h ~tp~~lct~r~~~i~fe~~~~~~~ 
In the words o~ Yaros\avsky: "What coincides with the intercs' 
of the Proletanan Revolution is ethical." It is wrong to bclic' 1 

that Communists accept the necessity of defending any form o 
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c:tpitalist government against any other form. Surprised indig­
nation, therefore, at the attitude of the Communists towords the 
Social Democrats in the \Vcimar Republic when the Nazis were 
on the attack is as out of place as it is at the Communist attitude 
towards the last war prior to the German attack on Russia. 

~~tb;~~f;si~~ }f:t ~~~:;"";:C~~5 ~o~v~~~~~!~~~:ncr~' ~~~ufr~cd~Zr:/~! 
is inconsistent only il, in the opinion of his leaders, he :tcts in 
such a wny as to Jdny or prc\'Cnt successful revolution. Man­
ism is, furthermore, a call for the working-cb.ss to follow a ccr­
t;:~in strategy-to strike home and rise in revolt only in rc,·o­
lution:uy situations. i'viarx had as little patience as Lenin and 
St::tlin with revolutions which h:J.\'c no hope of success. 

Of his call to the working-cbss to net, we need say no more 
than that good action for him is nction appropriate to the cir­
cumstnnces, and thnt, ns he is never tired of insisting, circum­
stances chan~e and new ci~eumstnnces of course _dema~d p.cw 
study. M:::trx.lsm, howcv~r, 1s m~c.h more thnn t1~1s danons_~!! 
to the workmg-clnss. It IS also n means of knowmg cx:tcdy, as 
a result of detailed study of n panicubr kind of the stresses and 
strains in existing societies, what arc revolutionary situations. 
And it is an nssurance of the ultimate \'ictory of the working­
class. What Mnrx offers here ns a guide to action and as a 
promise of success is a theory of Dialccticallvbtcrialism, n theory 
of Historical Mntcrinlism, and nn economic analysis that ta~en 
together can fnirly claim to be the greatest and most compelling 
statement of Scientific Soci:dism e\'cr made. 

Dialectical Materialism 
Nowhere unfortunately, docs Marx tell us what he mca_ns_ by 

"materialism." But at least he m.1.kes it plain that his materialism 
is dialectical not mechanical. In mechanical matcciaHsm evolu-

:~6e7r i~~~~'h!r;~~~-~-kTn--'Jial1~~~~~\al~~;~~~~~~e~~:~~~~sr;erh! 
development of matter frDITi-\\,-ifliin-;-cnvironment helping or 

~;~~~!ri!£, p~~~e~~;~l~ejt £;!~"::!~~il~~cit~,;~~~tl~bj~~%,~~cfi~t~c~: 
to the dialectical materialist, is nct!!•_s.not passive, and mo~ 
an inner necessity of its nature. Therefore dialectical m:ltenahsm 
is more interested in motion-than in m:'ltter, in a vital energy 
within m.ittcr inevita"66y driving it tow:J.rds perfect human 
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~cicty just 35 Hegel's dcmi-urgc, drove fonva~d to. the perfect 
rcalis:uion of Spirit. As Engels said: "The £hal~ct11:al mctho_d 
grasps things and their im~gcs! ideas, csscnt.t,ally in their 
sequence, their movement, thc1r birth and death. 

This motion to the dia\cctic:~l materialist who !_~llows Hegel 
very closely h;rc, is made ~ossiblc by the conflict of_ opposit~s. 
E:cry stage of history ~vh~eh falls sho~t of perfectiOn carncs 
Wlthm itself the seeds of Its own destruction. Each stage reached 
i_n the march to the c\:asslcss society, the _t:hcsi~, calls into being 
Its opposite or antithesis, and from the clash between the two 
a new _synthesis-emerges in which wh:~t was true in both thc_sis 
and antithesis-is prcscn·ed and which sen·es as a starting-point 
for .the whole process again until the classless society has been 
achteved. 

:·c?ntradiction," then, as Hegel says, "is the very mo,:ing 
pnnc::tple of the world." But for the Marxist :.s for the Hcgclmn, 
It works in a peculiar w::~y. The change it produces takes pl::~cr 

~:h~ha~~yb::~~~~~~~1J~ ~::i~a~ ~~~~l~i~y~~!~:i~si:~r~:cgh~;'b0o:~ 
,.c? abruptly. Water· becomes icc, Feudalism Capitalism, Capi· 
ta ~m Socialism, as a result of a sudden qualitative change. 
h ow. close~y Marx follows Hegel here is obvious. For Hegel 
~ ~ !-11_!'-y_crsa\ substance is Spirit; for Marx it is Mauer. Both 
bpmt and~-nci:!d to develop themselves an"d'GGiJi do so 
6' jJans of an inner dialectic. For Hegel the in~v_itablc.. goal-~l 
~h c. ~~~}~~y-~~~scious of itself; for Marx the inevitable goalll 
. e c ~ct.)!... perfectly-org:mised for produ'ction, suffi· 
CLh~th or itself. Neither Hegel nor Marx proves that the go1l 'h •c they st~te to be inevitable is indeed so. Both begin with 
~lie assum£'ion that it is and in both historical analysis serves to d· ulstr~te ut not to prove the initial act of faith. In both thr 

ta chtte retains a strong clement of mysticism. It is not toO 
~uch t? say that the influence on Marxists of the Hegelian tri1J N t Cstt, dntith.esis, and synthesis, is that of a religious mytl1. 
hot on r oes It greatly simplify social tensions, it symbolisr­

t e continual growth and prot..est of what can be regarded J~ 
~he .young forces of life against those that arc old and grey, an< 
U gt.ves ass~ran_cc of victory as lhc final outcome of the struggk 
Lcmn w_as JUStified i .. saying how impossible it is to undcrst:~n< 
Marx Without having studied Hegel. The only important dtt 
ferences between them arc that Marx ~P.plied the dialcctic .. to th 
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future :lllJ indul,gcd in much pseudo-scientific fortune-telling 
-which l-Ie gel would ha,·e been the first to condemn, and th:tt, of 
course, he completely rejected Hegel's philosophic idealism. As 
he wrote in the prcf:1~·e to the second edition of Das Capital; "In 
Hegel's writings, dialectic stands on its head. You must turn 
it right way up again if you want to disco\·er the rational kernel 

th~~: !~~d~~~s~'~fYt~~it~;fffi~~~ti;;~h~~n~~nf;o~rs;::!c~~~od~~t of 
dialectical materialism is that Marx nnd Engels ne,·er worked 
out their ideas about it. Nowhere do they treat it in detail, 
though it is of course assumed in all their writings. They arc 
dear only in their expressions of dislike for what has usually 
been called materialism. Thus the opening sentence of Marx's 
Theses on Fcuerbach rc;tds; "The chief defect of all hithertq 

~~~~~7fli:;:a~th1i~sn~;·~ ~h~~-'ul~~;is~~d~dde~~~~ ~!dt_l!~c:lt~b~ 
spinning llea-crackers"-ddinitions lacfing in clarity but not 
in contempt. Clarity might have resulted h:td Mnrx chosen a 
different name for what he clearly regards as a philosophy very 
different from that normally known as materialist. 

But clarity is not always desirable. It might ha~·c made im­
possible such cffccti,·e epigrams as; "It is not the consciousness 
of men that determines their c:dstence, but, on the contrary, 
their social existence determines their consciousness." Marx bc­
lic\"es that society is go\'erncd by inexorable laws. Thus he writes 
in the preface to Da.r Capital of "tendencies which work out 
with an iron necessity towards an inevitable goal." Thus he snid 
that a country which was more highly industri:~liscd thnn others 
"simply presents those others with a picture of their own 
future." ~ct t_his_ is hardly compatible_with his theory of know­
ledge wh1ch 111s1sts that knowledge IS indissolubly bound up 
with action and that its function is to change the world. Morc­
(J\'er the third of his theses on Feuerbach runs: "The materinl­
istic doctrine that men .:Jrc the products of circumstances and 
cducatic;n, and that chnngcd men are therefore the products _of 
other circumstances and a changed education, forgets that clr­
cumstnnces :uc changed by men and that the educator must 
himself be educated." L:~tcr in life he again m:~intains: "M:~n 
makes his own history," e\"en though "he docs not do so out of 
co11ditions chosen by himself," and he believed thnt those higher 
departments, such as law and philosophy, of the supersuucturc 
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~~ :~~i~~bs;;;~~~r:~ ~~~cl;,\~~~~r~~~~~gbro ~;~c 1~hc~~~~;~:~sfr;~~ 
their tether in economic interest and to C\"OI\'c a professional 
group at lc::tst partly independent of class bias. 

It seems clear that he had the idea that. man could become 
the master of his own destiny-though he persuaded many th:lt 
he meant the exact opposite, that history is wholly predeter­
mined. Engels l::ttcr admitted that he and Marx had O\'Crs~a.tcd 
the extent to which economic causes could be found for pohucal 
and legal institutions. In a letter to Bloch written in 189o, a 
letter which he found so satisfactory that he repeated the g1st of 
it to St::arkcnburg four years i:ltcr, he said: "Marx and I arc 
partly responsible for the fact that at times our disciples ha~·e 
laid more weight upon the economic factor than belongs to lt. 

We were compelled to emphasise its central character in opposi­
tion to our opponents, who denied it, and there wasn't always 
time, place and occasion to do justice to the other factors in the 
reciprocal interactions of the historical pracess." 

Yet in that letter Engels maintains that the economic situation 
is "in the last instance the determining factor of history," is 

~~~~~Yit~es~~~:ei~ J~: !fe~a~:r~:; a~~!~p~\~a~~:~t~rb~tshE!~;~! 
The problem remains. If man is really master of his destiny, 
th:lt c:1n only be through the usc he m:1kes of his mind. But il 

:r~~3v!5 f~~ls ~ufili~t:~bts~~~'cri~r~, ~~~~~;cer~;i~~n~t ,~li:~ei!d~ 
termined by the dialectic. If there is really intcr:lction bctWCCI 
them, then the whole thesis f::alls to the ground since we c:1nno 
now be dealing_ with a purely economic factor but with on 
which has been In p;:trt determined by non-economic factors, :tn1 
it cannot, acc?~dingly, be said th::at the economic f::actor mu! 
a\wayo:. be de<:jswc .. M~rx, in fact, was wedded to two ideas,_ t 

the ~dea thar)roductJve ~orces develop automatically, ::and t 
the 1dea that m some way/nan's mind develops them. It m~ 
ther:forc be thought_ that obscurit~ is advantageous to pol 
gam1sts even of the lntellenual vanety, and that it Marx h: 
really attempted to work out the connection between mind ar 
matcri:1l forces, he Would h:l\'C had to abandon his theory. 

Historical Materialism 
Historic:1l m:lterialism is the application of the principles 
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dialectical materialism to the development of society. Before out­
lining it, it is as well to deal with an immediate difficulty. The 

~ae~~~. ~~~ui~:. tfa~~c~s~~n it~c;;~~l;~~;~~~l~:~~t~~t~r~: 
according to which all the m:1ss phenomena of history arc dcter-

~:n ~~i~ho~~~;fafi~~i~~;h·,l~~d2-JbJh~t'~hasra~{;~~~~ 
iSOCcisivc in the history of man or Freud's conviction th::Jt sex 
is the determining factor, arc as compatible as Marx's contention 
that economic causes arc fundamcmal. 

The theory begins with the "simple truth, which is the clue 
to the meaning of history, that m:m n~ust C:l_!: to liyc,." His very 
survival depends upon the success with which he can produce 
what he wants from N;uure. P,co~o.Js_th~cforc the most 
important of all human acti,·ities. Men in association produce 
more than men in isolation, and Society is thus the result of an 
attempt to secure the neces~itics. of life. ~ut_~ocictY. has ne\·er 
accomplished that to the samfacuon of all us members, and has, 
iil consequence, always been subject to internal stresses and 
strains. Hence man, not realising that unsatisfied needs arc 
merely. the result of defective ':'odes of pr_oduetion, has always 
imagined another world in whJCh those needs will be met, and 
religion, which is no more than the shadow cast by a defective 
economic system-"thc sob of the oppressed creature, the heart 
of a hcardcss world, the spirit of conditions utterly unspiritual" 
-and which will pass aw:1y with the defects that have produced 
it, has been widcsprc:~d. It is "the opium of the people," not in 
the sense th:lt it is a drug administered to the exploited by the 
exploiters, but that in a society where no one's needs are fully 
met religion is the resort of all ... 

Man's attempts in recorded history to secure life's necessities 

~~~~~~~~u!rc~ ,{~1i~~i:?~n n~:~~cht~g:s.fo;~:r~i~:!l~u~~f:it!;~ 
slight and conlmunally owned. There are the ancient, the 
feudal, the c:lpitalisr, in all of which the class which controls 
the forces of protlu,tion dominates the rest, thus perpetuating 
tension- and conflict. In all stages of human life the forms or 

~.~~~i~~~~-~ifJr;~~~t~:: ~~~~~~~i~vcittl~1~l~~r~~~J~~ :rd~c;~?~~~~~ 
:~1i~t;0~~~lt( i:tt~ t~~~ ~~~ds~;~~~u~!:fs:t~~i~~~~s.~~l~ ~~~~l~:~~~n~~ 
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Therefore "all the social, political and intc\~cctua\ relations, .al\ 
religious nnd legal systems, :'Ill the thcorcUc:ll outlooks wh1~h 
emerge in the course of histor)'• nrc dcrh·cd from the matcnal 
conditions of life./' 

... We must, then, distinguish between the foundations or the 
substructure-the productive forces-and the superstructure­
religion, mor:~.ls, politics. As Marx writes in T/w t8thBr14mtJia: 
"Upon the several forms of property, upon the social conditions 
o( existence, a whole superstructure is reared of \':trious :md 

~~~~~~~~;~rfc~dTt1!~g~icil!r;~~;;o~:~~: :~d1~h~~: ili"~c c~~~ 
:>£ Its .material foundation and out of the corresponding social. 

.:o.nditions." This is not to say that n1cn, consciously or uncon· 

:hll:1~th~: ~~~i!;;~x~~:~h~ica:0~t~~·y! 1 s~~~in~t:io t~h~ 
economic factor and in the long run ineffective. Nor is it to de· 
c~are that religions, metaphysics, schools of nrt, ethical ideas, 
literary tastes, and productions arc either reducible to economic 
motives or of no importance. It is only to unco\·cr the economic 
conditions which shape them and to which they owe their rist 
and fall. Gencralising and popula.rising, it may be said that the 
Theory of Historical Materialis•n holds that our daily work, 
_forms our minds, that it is our position within the productive 
f~rces which determines our point of view and the particula~ 
s1des of things that we sec .. 

The forms of production which underlie society, the theory 
further maintains, change :~ccording to necessities inherent in 
!hem so as to produce their successors merely by their own work· 
mg. The system, for instance, ch:~.rncteriscd by the "hand-milt"' 
creates an economic and social situ:~.tion in which the adoption of 
the mechanical method of milling becomes a practical necessit)"· 
The "steam-mill" in turn creates new social functions, new 
groups, new outlooks, which in time outgrow their own frnme. 
The fnctories which arc necessary to soh·e the economic prob­
lems of the t8th century create the conditions of Jgtb-ccntury 
problems. These self-developing forms of production arc, ::as it 
were, the propeller which ::accounts first for economic ::and then 
for social ch::angc, a propeller which requires no external impetus. 

It follows, then, that until the stage of perfect production is 
reached, ::11\ societies will be transitory. It follows, too, th::at each 
stage is a step nearer perfection. Every society, M::~rx says, is can· 



fronted with problems which it must f::ace and solve-or collapse. 
liut the possibility of colbpsc is ne\'cr considered, though no 
gre:lt knowledge of hi~tory is needed to convince one that ch·i­
lisations can and <lo collapse. Indeed, in his Critique of Political 
EconomJ' Marx cn:n says: "Mankind always takes up only such 
problems as it can solve." In the most literal sense of the word, 
~vbrxism can cert;linly claim to be progressive. Each stage, how­
C\'er bad it may seem, is a necessary stage on the way to the 
dassless society. Marx said of Feudalism: "It is the bad side 

;~~~cl;t cb!~~~~t~h~e~1t1~1~~Jc ~:\·~~:e~~~~v}~i,cl~tn~h~e~i~i~t':l't~~ 
supremacy of feudalism, the economists in their enthusiasm for 
knightly virtues fo~ the be:mtiful harmony between rights and 
duties, for the patnarchal life of the towns, for the Aourishing 
home industries in the country, for the development of industry 
organised in corporations, companies :md ~uilds, in a word, for 
e\·erything which forms the finer side of feudalism, had set 
themselves the problem of eliminating e\·erything which could 
throw a sh::adow on the picture-serfdom, pri\'ileges, anarchy­
where would it all ha\'c ended? They would ha\'e destroyed 
e\'ery clement which called forth strife, they would have nippe<l 

~na \~!1~e~~~e~!~~l ~~s\'~:l~P;ili~~~d 0! r~71~e~~ i~~tlo~1t~~sg ~~~e~is%0;~~! 
No st::age will end until it h:1s become a fetter on, rather th::an 
3 spur to, the forces of production. Men c:tnnot therefore short· 
circuit history and ·:overleap tl~e natura~ phases of_ evolution." 

!~~~:~;e~cb~f~~~u~tl;;~a~~~ccts:t~~!le;~~~~.·~~nad~h~o~hd.l:ce';~!~ft 
will be sudden as when water turns Into steam. In that sudden 
revolutionary change the entire structure of society will be 
eventually transformed, until the new society in its turn is o\'er· 
thrown and remoulded. 

M::arxism, then, is an optimistic doctrine of ipevitable progress 
and of the ultimate triumph of man. "~fan h:ts only to know 
himself, to measure all conditions of life against himself, to 
judge them by his own character, to organise the world accord­
ing to the demands of his own n:tture in a truly human way, 
and he will have sol\'cd all the riddles of our age," is Engel's 
proud claim. But so far m:1n has ::appe:ued in l\.·[arx's picture 
only :lS a Chinese p:1inter of the old school would present him­
as a small, insignificant figure sitting at the foot of a rock or of 
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a tree d f d by the immensity of nature around him. The 
undcriyi~vafocrccs of production, of which he and_ his skill _::.rc 
admittcd]f a part, arc the ~xplanation of ~he ma1~r h_istoncal 
transitions. Has he no more Important role Ill the lustoncal pro-
cess of which he is part? . . 

He has for men arc the agents through wluch the orgamsa­
tion of th~ world is adjusted to the changing ncccls of the powers 
of production. In maintaining that, Marx is not thinking of ~en 
as individuals. The great import:mcc he att~ch~s. to produc~10n 
I:ad~ naturally to his vi~w that m~n as an •n~h~Idu<~.l has h_ttlc 
stgmficancc. Procluction 1s :1. collccuvc :~cr, :1nd It IS thc_collccuvc,.., 
therefore, not the individu:1\ that is the unit for Mom:. In all 
social structures until the clasSless society has been reachCd the 
collective is the social class which, if conditions of life deter· 
mine people's thinking :~n? behav~ou_r, must be composed of 
those whose conditions of hfc arc similar. 

As soon as mankind emerges from the primitive communist 
state, it is seen that :It every stage of society a particular class 
gets control :~nd exploits the rest. Th:lt it docs so is no m:ltter 
of chance, but is the result of the inexorable law of history. The 
class_which exercises ownership of the means of production will 
?ommatc the rest. When, for instance, the most important factor 
10 the forces of production is :~gricultur:~l, land-owners will be 
the ruling class. The dominant class alone bas freedom, and to 
presen·e this must act the pan of oppressors. They therefore 
create ::m executive and repressive instrument by the usc of which 
theyh~pe to maintain their positic;m and which is called the State. 
Forc7 '~· then, the raiscm d'Ctrc of the _State, repression its char­
:~ctenst~e. As M:~rx expressed it in Das Capital: "After cveq· 
revolution m:~rking a progressi,·e phase in the class struggle, the 
~u{Jly re~ressive character of the State power stands out in 
. 0 . er reltef.'' As the conditions of production change, the cx­
~stLng State ceases to meet the requiremems of the new exploit· 
~ng class. The feudal state, b:tsed on status, is not :m effective 

~~~i~tu~t~1 :~sred~~t~~:;;a~~d ~h:~~~!~:~ ~fP~h~c~l~yo~~~/~~~ 
the a_rnval of the new StMe, with its moral and political beliefs 
and .'ts property relations suitable to the interests of the new 
d~mmam class, is inevit:~blc, hut it will not h:~ppen automatic· 
a! Y at t~e very moment when economic conditions justify it. 
What WL]\ happen automatically is that a revolutionary situation 
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will be produced, and within that rcvoiULionary situation the 

~~~~f~~fn ~~~~e~~,c~~eT~~whi~~~~!e~f~~~ie~;~s t~~ h1i~t~~~a~~~fa:~ 
war. The idc:t of class w:tr was not of course new. St. Simon 

·and Guizot had both made usc of it. \Vhat is, however, original 
in Marx is the union of this idea with Hegel's dialectic. The rise 
and domination of each class, l\brx teaches, is :ts necessary as 
3 rc the v:1rious phcno~c_na of_ history w~ich, in Hegel's view, 
~vere needed by the Spmt on us way to !ts goal. Applying the 
di:J.lectic, it follows thnt each dominant class necessarily develops 

ist~rf:Pfr~~~~n ~n~~ ~~~~~. ~~r;~~=~n~ej:~;:e;~ca~:v~pp~~~;:r ~~~ 
oppressed, the new ruling class emerges. This class war nt last 
reaches its simplest phase when the capitalist is face to face with 
the proletariat. Capitalism, the thesis, calls into being its anti­
thesis, organised labour, and from the resuhant clash dte final 
synthesis of the classless society will result, when "pre-history 
ends and history begins." 

pe~~~ ~~~~~~ ~~1~o~~~~\'s,~~~~e~~h'ic~~ th~e~~~t~~o~Jh~1~f~~~i;~~ 
'lctariat w11l gradually soc1ahse natural resources and stamp out 

the l:J.st remnants of capitalism. In this period goods will still be 
distributed, not according to need but according to work per­
formed. The dictatorship of the proletariat will be as much re­
pressive as was the dictatorship of all preceding dominant classes. 
The State continues to be the ~cprcssive organ of the class con­
trolling the means of productiOn, but instead of the minority 
oppressing the n~ajority the majority will oppress the small group 
of former exploiters. The workers' State will thus be far more 
democr:J.tic than the bourgeois p:trliamentary democracies. They, 
indeed, were :1 sham and a contradiction in terms, since de­
mocracy c:wnot exist in any society which is divided, as it is 

M~~:" ;!;:a~~;~a;n~~ ~w~e;;rc~~~~:!~~~~i~;t~l;~~~;~~n g~fuS~~ 
mocr:tcy. He was a great autocrat, convinced of the infallibility 
of his views. He could never h:tve said as did Cromwell: "I 
beseech ye in the bowels of Christ, think it possible that ye be 
mistaken." Belief in infallibility is not the hall-mark of the 
democrat, nor is the view, so typical of him, that only the col­
lective mattered, not the individual who could never have rights 
against it. But since he believed that revolutions were possible 
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on\ in the [ullncss of time when the proletariat would he bo~h 
th/ great majority and capable of taking o\'cr what Was best tn 
capitalist, bourgcois, parl.iamcntary democracy, ~~ took ~o~ 
gr:mtcd thnt, as Engel~ sa1d, dcmocracl: w~uld be the spcctfio.: 
form of the dictatorship of the P":'lctarmt.. . . 

Under the loving care of the d1ctatorslnp of the prolctanat, 
Soci:.lism will blos~om imo Communism. Uut of that Marx 

~c~!: :ci~:~lc;h~~g!~~i•;fc i~:~l :~~~~~~·~:ri5~~~~~: ~bin~~~ 
however, we can say of this golden age. Society will be organised ' 
then :md goods distributed on the principle "from each accord- .. 
~ng to his ability, to each according to his ncc:d." And of course 

-there will no longer be :1 St:uc. That instrument of dass 
oppression will have come to the end of its long m:areh through, 
history, for there will be no more classes. l 

It is much to be regreucd that Marx and Engels arc so 
and even con£ used. in what they s_ay of the St~te "wit 

c~ 

sions. In 1874 Engels declared that the State, "as a result o the 
social re\'o\ution of the future, would vanish," because aU public 
fun~tions would simply he changed from political into adminis· 
tram·e ones. ~hat this is supposc.d to imply is far from clear. 
In 1877 he wntes that by converting the means of production 
into Stat~ property the prolctari:~ot would :~bolish die State :IS 

State. T~us same seizure of the means of production would "at 
once be Its last independent act as a State." This, if no less great 
a tax on our credulity, is at least more definite, as it tells us 
when to expect the St:~tc to wither :~.way. In 1882 Engels adds 
that when .t,he State scil'.cs the means of production there "':ill 
take place the leap of humanity out of the realm of necesstty 
into tl~e realm of freedom." The prospect becomes still more 
:1ppeahng, and the date remains IICI less definite. Hut two years 
later there is an unfortunate retreat. The whole m:1chiner{ ol 
t~e ~~ate, Engels says, will be rcleg:~ted to the ~us~um o an· 
uqUIUCs, along with the bronze axe and the spmmng whc:el. 
'fhis relcg:nion, however, will no longer t:tke plac~ when the 
means of production ha\·e been nationalised, but cvlilc:ntly a~ 3 
much later time, In t8!)J he speaks of the \'ictorious prolctarl31 

:;~~r~1r~~~wu~ t~~ ~h~rs~e~:ef:~o~~i~ls:~di~i~~~.3~1:;P~bJ:r~ 
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pulling :1~icle the whole paraphernalia af State." This is in his 
preface to the new edition of 1\"brx's Cimi IVar i!J France, in 
which Marx wrote that the working-class "will have to go 
through long ~tru~glcs, a n·holc series of historical processes 
which will completely transform men nnd circumstances alike." 
Engels, it is ob\·ious, hns transposecl this idc:1 which l\·brx in­
tended to npply to the period before the revolution to the post­
re\'olution:~ry era. "Io ;vbrx," ~aid Lenin, "you will find no 
trace of Utopianism in the sense of inventing the 'new' society 
and construcdng it out of fancies." In general this is true, but it 

·can hardly be doubteJ that the idea of the State withering away 
belongs to the realm of fantasy and is as Utopian :1s :tnything 
that Marx condemned in others. 

"What I did that was nc~v," Marx claimed, "was to prove (1) 
th:tt the existence of classes ts only bound up with the particular, 

· historic phases in the. de\·clopment of production; (2) that th'" 
class struggle ne<:ess~nly lead_s t_o the dictatorship of the prole­
tariat; (3) that th1s cltctatorslup nsclf only constitutes the transi­
tion to the abolition of :11l classes and to :1 classless society." 
Here, then, is Marx's theory of Historical l\I.:neri:dism, not a 

j~y~e~~~~~s:0~11:~~:h~0d b~f ~~~~~~~?~~~~!?n afvh~~~~· \~i¥11 heJ;o~,:i~~ 
understand the pattern .of the past and to predict the path of 
the future. In Das Caplltrl he shows how he intended it to be 
applied, and in Das Capital also he supported it with an economic 
analysis of c:1pitalist exploitation of Surplus Value. 

His Economic Analysis 

Ri~:d~:: ~~~o~;s a~~~~din;f t~u~~J~i:h ~h~u~'aitu~'l"at~:~~~0;on~~ 
;~~~Jc~s th~~'J~b~~~i~ ~~ ~~~o;d~~~~\v~~l~~t~u;~i~t~~~~~~nida)J 
~~u~~~~i~~J n~~v~r~?~l~~~~~bo~~:r~~~ei~~vi~~clf~~~m:~d~;;: 1~~ 
must command a price proportional to the number of labour 
hours that entered into its production. This will be the number 
of labour hours required to house :md feed the labourer and to 
bring up his family. This is the value of his services, for which 
he receives corresponding wages. But labour is unique among 
commodities because in being used up it creates more value. 
The employer therefore, once he has acquired the lahourer's 
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stock of potential services, can make him work more hours than 
would be required to produce th:n stock. The value thus created 
over and :tbovc what the bbourcr is paid for, Marx c:~l\s Surplus 
Vnluc, and he rcg:uds it as the source of all pro !it. . 

If his theory of Surplus Value is :m ancmpt to explain pnccs 
it soon runs into difficulties. For if, as Marx says, Surplus Vnluc 

~~~~~~d~~;~}:~s t'v~~~Ju:~~~\~~u~f\\~~~~(~;J~~l~:cr~ ~;o~~~bt:~h~~ 
one in which capital is im•cstc<l in machinery-which is absur~. 
In Volume Ill of Das Capaal, Marx tries to deal with thts 
~lifficulty. Competition between capit;~\ists for m'?rc profitabl: 
mvcstmcnts, he says, tends to ntualisc returns on ln\'CStcd capt· 
tal. There is, as a m:'IW,:r of fact, no justification for the nssunlp· 
tion that _there is a uniform rate of profit in a capitalist economy 
;1t any g1ven perio<l, but c\·en if there was, f'.brx is now CX· 

~~~i~~~!n;r~~e a~~ th1u:~~;~~l ~~~~~-~s~~~~~~~r~~su~l~~;il~~~: ~\~~ ~~·~~ 
as h1s lir_st d_elinition of price, according to which the price of 3 

commoclny 1s determined by the labour power put into it. 
But perhaps it is f:~irer to ?-.-larx, who intensely disliked 

econom1cs ?nd whose chapters devoted to economic theory art 
the dullest m Das Capiral, to regard his theory of Surplus Value 
not so ?tueh :IS a theory of price but rather :1s a theory of the 
rust ~nee. For all his apparent conCCilll'ation on what is, it is 
111.t at ought to be that his main interest lies. In spite of the 
f~ ur~- ~£ his im·olved attempts to explain away the inherent 
a surf •~es ?f the notion of Surplus Value, he can still make 
~h~ ~vo~kat •te~ to show that the ini~iative, skill, intelligence of 

crs nng them no reward smce they arc turned solei)' 
the c:~pitalist who portrays them as his own 
pro\·idcncc, and organising ::~bility. He can 
f Surplus V::~lue to show that a competitive 

i~l1-~~~\~~~iv.:• a_n<l 0t~~t;o;~c~;~~~g~\~~oet~, ~j,: :~~~~~~~8o~ 
. 'f ' wh1ch w1ll emanc1patc human labour-power fron• 
•15 PJ51 ~~~ 1as a_commodity." As a theory of price, the theory cf 
Surp ~sb a ue Is rubbish; ::1s an appeal that it is degrading 10 

~e~a: 0B:c:ss~i~~~:o!i?;s~~!s ,h~w:t:~l.t~;~ iM~~$~5:~:~: 
of valueh has rather the significance of a politic:li and socill 
slogan t an of an economic truth." We can ::~gree with hiln 
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that "unique as an investigator of the laws of the proletarian 
movement, eminent :md e\'en n great pioneer as a sociologist, 
Marx is, in respect of economic theory, predominantly an 
agitator." 

Marx's theory of Surplus Value is merely the introduction to 
something that interested him far more, an examination not of 
capitalism as it is but of capitalism as it was becoming. Using 
nature in the Aristotelian sense of what a thing will become 
when fully developed, we m:1y s:1y that it is with the, nature of 
capitalism that lV!:lrx is primarily dealing, and that his main 
concern is to show that its nature is sclf-Jc~truction. Capitalism, 
according to him, is doubly doomed-doomed by the general 
!nw of capital accurnul:ltion and centralisation which begins to 

Va~~~~cd~~~\~~~a~;~~l~y ft~~ ~~~~7 i~~c~~~it~~:l\sra~~;i~~l~i-a~~c~~rr£~;' 
to the law of capitalist accumulation there occurs "the concen­
tration of already formed capitals, the destruction of their indi­
vidm:d independence, the expropriation of capitalist by capitalist, 
the transformation of m:1ny small capitals into a few large ones." 

:a~ii~n~~~u~h~:~~nw~tfh c~h~ta~n~~e~nJ:~oi~~~~f~n nf~rb~~~~~;b t~~ 
i\:.ef~t~h~ :~~i~~~i~~.5~j,~·:~~~t i~f t~he 1:~~~~li~;:c"h~~~s:i~Y~vJ~i:~ 
he is but one of the wheels.'.' "To accumulate," Marx says, "is 
to conquer the world of soc1al wealth, to increase the mass of 
human beings exploited by him, and thus to extend both the 
direct a.nd the indirect sway of the capitalist." To fail to accu­
mulate is itsc:lf to be thrust into the ranks of the exploited 
masses. Competition, the growth of credit, the cJe,,elopment of 
a joint-stock system, technical improvements invol\'ing high ini­
tial capit:1l cost, all speed up the accumulation and the cen­
tralis:Ition of capital. But "poverty grows as the accumulation of 

~?~~~5rf~;si:·b:~~.t~~~~:~:~;n~~~r:~~!~!~~~~~~Jh,~~:~r;~~ 
~~~~~r ';'~'1~~r ~~~il t~~h~~t h~~-ctl~~t~~i~r;~~slo~~cb:r~~l!~~r:;i~s~~ 
Moreover, the development of capitalism simplifies the class 
struggle, since it leaves only two classes, the property owners 
and the wage-earners, embattled against each other. Th_us. by 
increasing the poverty of the great majority .and by simphfym~ 
the class struggle, the law of capitalist accumulation leads capt-



1'0 1. l 'I" 11: A I. T II o 11 1; II 'I 

talism to the fin:~\ and inevitable dash with the prolctari:u that 
can have no other ending th:m the triumph of the oppressed. 

As though to make assurance doubly sure, Ma~x demonstrates 
that capitalism must destroy itself by its own mtcrna\ contra· 
!lictions. It is too wasteful of men. Under the pressure of compc· 
titian it becomes "a stJU:llldcrcr not only of flesh and blood, but 
also of nerve and brain." This waste must cvcnlually cause a 
breakdown of the mechanism of capitalism, which c::mnot work 
without men. Of C\"cn greater importance, it creates abundance 
:md fails to cope with it. Capitalism can never resolve the funda· 
mental contradiction that competition both makes inc\•itablc the 
wcatest increase in the production of goods and by rationalisa­
tiOn of production methods and consequent lowering of wages 
r:~uces the market for these goods, thus destroying the possi-

~;~~~~~~ o~n~~is~~·;~~-f~~ t;:n~~-1~~j~v~~~fse~0 e•~~~rr~~:hitt:~~s ~;;:~! 
:~~~~eu~/i~5c~ ~ ~~1fl~e0:~;· ~anndd ':;ve~f::c~~e d~~~~~~~eof~t ~:~: 
of productl\"e forces, on the other by the conquest of new mt~r· 
~cts and by a more thorough exploitation of the old ones. That 
IS to ~ay, by paving the w:~.y for more extensive :~nd more de· 
struct•vc cnses, :~nd by diminishing the means whereby crises 
arc prevented." Crises become bigger and bigger until they 
endanger the whole community. Then, when it is demonstrated 
~cyond all doubt that capitalism cannot provide security "for its 
j aves£ even within the confines of their slavish existence," the 

ay h_ reckoning is at hand. The ringing tones of the Hebrew 
prop bet announce it: "Along with the constanrly diminishinc 
111~md cr of the magnates of capit:~l, who usurp and monopoli~ 
a f a _vantages o{ this process of transformation, grows the: mas! 
~vit::'~j~i~y, oppression, slavery, degradatio~, exploitation; ~ul 

. ! too, grows the revolt of the workmg-dass, a class 10 

crc:~smg ~n numbers and disciplined, united, organised by thl :.;hy mec tanism of the process of Capitalist production ttsclf J m~nopoly of Capitalism becomes a fetter on the mode PI 
prJ uctJon ~hieh has sprung up and flourished along with i 

;~cial~~'lt~~n 1~£ ~~~~~li:~t~~~t ~!a~~c: a~~~~: ~~c~~o~~~ti~~c:;1 
1ncompat1ble With their capitalist husk. This bursts asundc1 
The knell of capitalist private property sounds. The: cxpropri: 
tors arc expropriated." 
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. lvl:Jrx"s econo_mic_ an:tlysis has thus achie\'ecl its purpose, which 
IS to atTorJ sc1enufic proof of Historical J\hteri:llism and to 
make good the claim of the Communist lv/anifesto: "The theo­
~etic~:d concl_usi_ons of the Communists arc in no way based 011 

1d~as or prmc•plcs that _haYc been in\·cnted or discovered by 
~Ius or thnt would-be um\"ers;J! reformer. They merely express, 
Ill general terms, :K~u:tl ~elations springing from an existing class 
stru~~le, fro_m an h1stonc~l mo\'Cillent goi!1g ?" u1~der our very 
eyes. SustnmcJ by the tnple assurance ot Dialectical l-.-Iatcrial­
ism, of Historical Matcri:dism and of an economic analysis Of 
t_he n_aturc of_capit:llism, the i'vhrxist can march confidently on, 
flrm 111 the fanh that the trampling of proletarian feet is already 
echoing across the promised land. 

An Appraisal of Marxism 
Throy,gh years of bitter poverty, l\farx :~pplicd himself to the 

task of constructi1~g scientific sucialism, and the magnitude of 
his achie,·cmt·n~ cnnnot be denied-by -e,·en his most unsympa­
thetic critic. Hc'"u1icovereJ ,-ita! truths, and he forcs;nv important 
UCvCIOpnlClltS th:Jt were hidden from his contempor.:lries. He 
re.:I!iscd, as thJ diJ not, what was the' rt:lationship between the 

~h~~Fh{;~~~n~~nd~~~;;r,~:~~~t~r~,:~~o b~1t1~p~~yc~1~fi~;eJ~~it~i~~ 
national frontiers. He knew thnt the volume of trade is no true 

:-·.test of national well-being. He was aware of the e\·il results thnt ., • 
cdn follow fron1 m:1king men mere minders of machines, and he 
was right in bcl_ieving thnt,_ by way of_compensntion, concen­
trating people in large factories or mines would produce in them 
a strong psychological feeling of unity. He saw that indus- .. 

f~!~i~~:~ii;;. ~~~~ 5:h:~,:~~~ar;l~~ti~~:~;o~n!f~ef~c~~:sn1:::di~e:0~i~v~;~ f 
~~th~~~~ri~:~~~i~~yo)l~n~~r~~ct~~'~f~~:;b;~i~~c~~n £~t~~;~~! 

0. _Jepencfencc of political and legnl institutions with the pre\•admg 
.economic sy~tem is one of the most fruitful of 19th-centu~y 
conceptions.\;J'erhaps it can even be ndmitted th.:lt because of th1s 
he was the most important socinl philosopher of the whole 19th 
century. There has been no more powerful attack on compl_a­
cency and squalor than his, and when we re.:1d, for inst.:lnce, Jn 
Townsend: "It seems to be a law of nature that the poor 
should be to a certain degree improvident that there may be 

l'.l'.-15 
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always some to ful . h mmunit The stock of human 
most. igno~lc olf~~s ~u~he i~~reased, !,:hilst the more dcli~ate 
~:~~~~c~0\5 :!\~~vc~ from drudgery, but arc lc~t at Iibert~ w1th~ 
out interrJ'ption to pursue those callings w\uch arc suited tc 
their various_ dispositions," perhaps we c:m add, :md none mor 

ncTh.~~~yis ~hus much that is true and worth-while in Marx, but 
much also th:n must be criticised. Thcr~ JL__tbc unresolved I · 
dilemma in his conception of matcrialiOO.lt can ~c agreed t!1at 
his is no crude fatalistic materialism. But there Is no dcnymg 
the fact that the idea of economic forces operating independently 
of man's will is of the essence of his teaching. Where he dc~ls 
with the forces of production, or the stages of history or of soc1al 
consciousness, the language he uses is the langu:~ge of deter­
minism. Where he deals with men or particular events, h~ 
speaks of deliberate intent and conscious direction. He has 1t 
both ways, surreptitiously as it were, though he will not allow 
us to have it both ways more openly by claiming that both 
material and non-material factors arc of the utmost importance 

~~il~r~n:h~te~~!~P~~~~is~!s th~ri::s~~~a;~~~e~~i~~e th~~s:~i~;;~ 
leon had never }i,·ed someone else would have appeared to do 
his work for him is an illustration of the strength of dcterminisiJ\ 
in his teaching. It is no accident that he excludes the clement of 
chan~e, though no very wide knowledge of history is needed to 
convmce most of us of the truth of Voltaire's remark: "Tile 
oldc~ one becomes, the more clearly one s_ees ~hat King Haz:,rd 
fash10ns three-fourths of the events in thLs miserable world. 

Tnteresti1_1~ ~s ~1arx's. theory of classes is, examination even~~ 
Wc~~crn CIVIILsauon w•!l not support the view that economiC 
posmon always detcrmmes social eminence. It is, indeed, frc· 
quently the very reverse, and in few countries is business achic,c­
ment even tod:~y the only or the best avenue to social distinction- ~~ 
Marx, too, is wron~ ~n his static conception of dass~s. Classes .... · 
are not fixed and ng1dly main_taine~ b_locks. _There 1s constant 

:~~tc~~~~tfr£c~t~~~0so~\~i\t~:s~~~hd~~ i~~~~sf~;~~~~: :~~ 
fall of individual families from one to another. No doubt thd 

, bet is truer of some countries than others, so that S<;Jrel cou~ 
! write: "The English arc distinguished by an cxtraordmary Ia 
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of ~nderstanding of the class war." But it is certainly not true 
ollly of Great Brit:1in. 

Marx believed that he h:1d "scientifically pro,·cd" that the de· 
,,clopment of capitalism would leave facing each other in irrecon­
cilable opposition two and only two classes. That has not been 
so. He did not allow for the emergence of a new class of man­
agers and skilled technical advisers. As he could only judge by 

f1~j~~J~~eb~\t1~ i~o nf~r~~c~e tf:c~~iu~!a~t~a~~a~~~i~ ~~~hi~ 
seems evident that he has failed to do so. The forecasts b:'lsed " 
on his economic annlysis of Surplus Value have similarly proved ,.. • 
wide of the mark. He declared that working men must become 
Cver poorer until the day of final reckoning. But real w:'lgcs to· 

~~Juide nh~fvh~~ 1~c:~r~~~g '~:r~~r~~n~?s:~t't~;tt ~~~~~~1 a,~~~f[t 
be concentrated in fewer a~d fewer hands. The development of 
trusts seems to confirm tlus, but ~:mly superficially. Small busi-

~~~~s%~hs~~~ ~~c:~~i;.tc;t ~~~~~r1t5~ d~~a~~~~::~!~ ~fi~~~~ ~:~ 
weigh the nd,·:mtages of centralisation. In fact, the ownership 
of capit::~l is being more_ evenly. spread throughout the com­
munity than at nny prenous per1od. Marx did not foresee the 
possibilities of the Tr?de Union Movement and of ~he ~ocial 

;he;v}~~u~~~t~~.:~;e~sril:i~~ld \~:r~i~';~l~~.~? t~"::~;';ei~~~lils~~~~ 
"is actually becoming .more and ~nore bourgeois, and it seems 
th;H this most bourgeoiS of all nauons wants to bring matters to 
such a pass as to have a ~ourgcois aristocracy and a bourgeois 

f:co~;a;~:J~esi~~c blt~i~f ~:~~o~fst~~~~g~~:~.~ .. tl~o ~~~r:~~r~~:~ 
once said: "These fellows have the whole thing down to an in· 
cx::tct science." But Marx's mist~kes here arc important. He w:ls 
convinced that the classless soc.•cty W::ts coming bec:mse he be· 
Jieved that the next phase of history would witness the rcvolu· 
tionary dash of two complet7ly opposed cl:1sses. As these h~ve 
not emerged, the classless society \.vould still appear to be shun­
mering dejectedly on far·:t~vay ho.r1zo~s. 

Nor should Marx's serwus h1stoncal faults be overlooked., 
There is no justification for his division of history into fqur'f · 
main periOds. The dialectic .seem~ to demand it, and rh:r:f?re 
it is ::trbitrarily done, ccntunes dJfficult to fit into the dJVISIOQ 
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being corwcnicntly furguttcn in the process. 7\Lux ca~not l~c 
blamed for nnt knowing what has only been \c:1rned smcc ts 
death-•hat mmlern anthropnlo):!Y would nol ~uhs1amia1c ts 
description 0 ( primitive comnuuu~m. But 1here ~~ no excuse or 
his ,-icw ot the ancient world. The great achievements of the age 
nf the Antonines were well known when he was writing. h was 

~~~~~s~f5~1: ;:js~r~:e~f1i,~~c~g;f ~~~~ ~~~:~,\i;~j~rc~v:~sr~:~~a~~~~c~; 
was even greater nonsCnse w speak of a movement from the lo,~· 
lc\·d of such an age to a higher "feudal" lcvd-:-mcrcly to S~11 

the requirements of :m imaginary di:r\ectic. A philosophy of Ius· 
tory which is based on 1he experience of a hundred years and 
neglects the teaching of the previous thousand would not, Acton 

'wanu us, be very satisfactory. We may apply his remark IO 
Marx, adding the reflection that Marx has never asked hims~lf 
why the development of capitalism should have oc~urred o~ly ill 

Western Europe. If,only material factors shai!e.l~ist';lry, this de­
velopment of capitalism should be true of all CIV!hsauons .111 over 
the world. That it is not true of other d,·ilisations should teach 
us that important as ue the material factors that Marx stressed. 
other factors influencing man's development arc 10 be ncglcctet! 
nnly at our peril. . 

Marx was wrong in ignoring the psychological aspects of poh· 
tics. Though his is an 'cxplnn:nion of the State in terms of forct. 

::f;~,~ecr.d~c~\~1~c~~v~n ~~i:~Jo~~~;~h~er;r~~~~~~:l~s~~i~~e th~~b~~~ 
desire power for the satisfaction of their pride and self-respect 
and that for some men power must be regarded as an end in itsdL 
One must go further and 1ay that nowhere docs he show any real 
appreciation of the dcfecb in human nature. His most reat!abk 
pages arc those in which h~ al!ows a deep compassion and J 

righteous wrath to caU forth the rolling thunder of the prophet. 
Yet he hardly seems aware of man's sclllshnc~~ in any immediate 
~cnse. Lenin once said: "The great sociali~ts, in foreseeing the 
:n-riva\ of the cla~sles~ ~ociety, prc~upposcd a person not like thc­
prcsent man in the street." Th:rt n:1'ive admission that hunr~n 
nature is ignored by Marx is perhaps the most convincing proof 
that great man as he was he yet knew not all things. 

Yet it cannot be denied that the true and the false togct~~r 
in him constimtc one of the most tremcndou~ly compdl~n~ 
forces that modern history has seen. Sometimes in alliance With, 
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~mnetimes in opposition to. that other great force of the 19th 

~~~·:llr~~~~:l~~~-til~::~:rtlil~l~;l~~/;~;i<~:r~~el~listltt~a~~~~~- ;~~~ t;~~ t~:veffe~~ 
upon futur~ developments, J\lan: can be -'>ure of his place in any 
collection ol the worlJ's great masters of political thought. 

HisTnsk 
It is not un..::ommon in the history of faiths to find th:tt com­

ment:lrics on the original doctrine soon make their appearance, 
anJ conlnlent:lrics on the commentaries, until in course of 
time fundamental parts o{ the faith arc altered almost beyond 
recognition. This has been true of ~farxism, much of the inner 

f.~~~~i~~?. ~fo;!~~c~l~c~1~:~:1e:~;p~:~~:~tl~~~:h:~fo~d (~rcf~~s0~v~::-'h~;~ 
pened to be also ?ne of the greatest politic~! geniuses of mod7rn 
history. Yet Lcmn was not 3 great theonst. The real MarXIan 
scholar ~1mong H.us~i;~n revolutionaries w;~s Plckhanov. Never­
theless, Lenin's writings arc formid;~bly numerous, for he 
assumed the task, :IS St;~lin tells us in his Foundations of 
Lcniuism, of bringing Marx up to Jate, of restating the f;~ith 
and rescuing the true revolutionary Marxism which had been 

~~~:~~a~y a~lde o0f!:J;~~:~~ts1~~~~i~~-i~~0111{~1:si~~ ~~c a~~~~;li!~~~~ 
it, Lenin set the feet of Marxists upon that Stalinist road which 
the great majority of those who have not been liquidated seem 
to have been content to treaU hitherto. 

co~!~~r!1;~~n t~~g:;lte t~~~l~~co~~i~~lofc~~~c~-~~fdcf~;~.~li:~o :td~s:~: 
embattled against each other-the possessors of capital and the 
proletariat. Intermediate classes would be pressed down into t_he 
proletariat, and t~e class strugt;le_ would grow C\"er m_ore Ill· 

tense. I-I is proKhec1cs, as Be~nstem •n t.hc t81lo's had no d1ffi~ulty 

~~as~~:~~!:~g~o:~~ec~r~~~~1h;~~~~~a~7 e~1i~~~~cc~ht~e1t~~J ;;~~~ 
stronger. The class struggle had_ not become more pronounce~: 
it had become so much less ob\"lous that in 1914 socialist p<~rtJes 
all over Europe saw their interests no longer in the :1dvoc:•cy of 
class war but in the active support of national war. \Vbcrc 
prophecies were so clc;arly ~vrong, it _might reasonably be ex­
pected that the analys1s whteh gave nsc to them would come 
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to be seen as mistaken. Lenin thcrdorc hastened to the defence 
of Marxism, bringing it up _to date in the latest s_ta~~ of capita_li~m, 
and, by making usc of_ hts Theory of ImpcrtaiL~m, cxplam~ng 
away developments whtch were the very reverse of those whtch 
Marx had foreseen. 

His Theory of Imperialism 
In his Imperialism: tl1c Highest Stage of CafJitalism, Lenin 

maintained that the lower middle classes tmd the skilled work 
men of advanced industrial countries were saved from the in­
creasing misery which Marx had foretold for them, and there­
fore forbore to prosecute the class war with vigour, only bc­
o;ausc of the colonial territories which their countries dominated. 
Their relationship to colonia.! peoples was the relationship be­
twcc_n capitalists and proletariat. They, who in the absence of 
~mp1rc would ha.vc been the proletariat, were now the ca.pita.l· 

~ti~cr~:~d1~~g~~3a~\~~. ~:~:~~h~a~rcst~b:d,e~-~~lo~~~S~~l~~bi:~~:~ 
?f colomallands. This stage of Imperialism, Lenin asserted, was 

~f i~~ es~~;~~tho~~htr:;;~ih7~:c\~h~d\~ta~~~~i:~~yaf!~!~~~c~~ 
f>:s cap1tahs'!l develops, Lenin says, units of industrial produc· 
uon grow b1gger and combine in trusts aml cartels to product' 
~~nopoly capitalism. The same process takes place in the finan· 
~a _wclrld. Banks combine and become masters of capital th~t 
t e·'\Ustrialists usc so that monopoly capitalism is also finance 
c~p,~a 15j· Monopoly-fin:mcc capitalism is aggressi\'ely expa11· 
siOm~. ~ characteristic export is capital, and its conscquenct'S 
ar~ t r~e old. It results in the exploitation of colonial peoples. 
~~h~~ ~~bsubjc~ts to the capitalist law of increasing misery_ and 
. . eny It destroys. It produces war between the nauops, 
~~~f~e 11h subs~itutes imcrn:'ltional competition for competition 
~ m J: nation, and in the clash of combines :tnd Powers seek· 
~~~ly i~r b e_ts and tcrriwry war becomes inevit:tblc. And u\tiJll· 
3£ th flogs about the end of capitalism and the emergence 
0 f the new order, since with the arming and military training 
0 e Mrkcrs Wars which begin as national wars will end as dJS1 

wnrsj a~x therefore, says Lenin, was not wrong. He h3<1 
mere{ p:ud insufficient attention to one stage, and that thr 
penu tlmate stage, of his own argument. That argument, boll'· 
ever, was essentially correct, and the faithful could believe that 



all would come about as he had foretold. 
Lenin's Theory of Imperialism \Vas a neat answer to criti­

cism:o; made against 1\brx, but it was fundamentally dishonest 
in a wny that l>.brx himself had indeed specifically condemned. 
l\1arx said on one occa::;ion: "It is a distorting speculation to 
declnrc a later historical development to ha\'C been the cause of 
a precedent e\·ent or development." The consequences of a pro­
cess cannot precede the process itself. Yet this is exactly what 
Lenin mnkes them do. When discussing economic institutions, 
he hnd to choose a late opening date for the period of imperial­
ism. He could not put the domin.1nce of industrial combinations 
earlier than the first decade of the 2oth century. But when dis­
cussing the political consequences of industrial ::md financial 

;:r~~sc~:if;•p!1r~a:~~~ ~~h~~1h0\~1sa?n ~~~1he~~~;i'f~r ~::Ji:rt~~~ 
the first decade of the 2oth century. The partitioning of the 
New World, for instance, was complete much before the end 
0 f the 19th century. The results, in fact, seem to be there long 
before the cau::;e-an anomaly confirmed by contemplation of 
Great Brita.in which had the largest empire in the world and 
which was never dominated by finance capitalism .as Lenin de­
fines it. Lenin was awa.re of the awkwardness of making the 
political consequences of an econo_mic process precede the pro­
cess itself, and he sought to rcl1eve embarrassment as card­
sharpers have frequently done-by shuffling the c:trds. He used 
an early or :1 ~ate date as _the beginning _of the period of im­
perialism to su1t the chan_gmg needs of h1s argument. 

Nor is that the only slc1ght of hand of which he is guilty. If 
the rc.al intcrnation:ll is not the Communist but the Capitnlist 
through the development of i_nternntional cartels, why s~oulcl 
that not lend-as Kautsky beheved that it might-to an mtcr­
national sharing of markets, to an intcrnationalis:ttion of poli­
tical institutions which would reAcct the economic intcrnational­
isation of interlocking combines, as an alternative to w:1r? 
Lenin, of course, will h:1ve ll:o_ne _of this. He charges K~utsky 
with not seeing that the parmwmng of world markets IS pro· 
portio nate to power, to the power of so\·ercign stares and ~f ~he 
economics which .arise within them. Here he is smoothly shdm~ 
the ace from his sleeve into his hand. He is smuggling in a poll­
tical factor-the power of sovereign States-which governs ec~­
nomic evolution a.nd is not governed by it. In so doing he IS 
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~~~~i~~~~i~}i~~cht:n~;~~i~1i~~~ ~~~~ a~~n~p~~ ;,i ~~P~~~~~5':1lg~~~~~~stl~£ 
the imperialist age go\·crn the development ~f n~onopoly cap~· 
talism. Thnt is both true and non-M;nxist. H1s \'ICW IS a crcdlt 
W hi~ realism, though not to his hom:sty and lc_ast of a\1 to his 
Marx1sm. It is Koutsky 1hc ottackcd, not Lcmn the attacker, 
who abides in this exchange by ~·farxi:m rules. 
~here remains ::1 further ambiguity in Lenin's ~hcory of lm· 

pum\~sm. History has so strikingly refuted it. Lc1_11n argued that 
J~vcstmg capitalists pushed their governments Hlto dangerous 
diplomatic adventures and maint:ainccl thnt this was the root 
l·ausc of war in the :~gc of imperialism. ~·lore frequently the 
\·cry opposite hns happene1l. It was, for instance, the go\'ern­
n:tem~ of Italy and of Russia who pushed their financiers into 
snuatrons which made war against Turkey and Japan extremclr 
pro?able. And at the time they did so they were importers of 
chprtal, not exporters as, according to Lenin, expansionist States 
\ ould be. Financiers may have pushed Great Britain towanls 
~ e 1Boer War, hut other interests, irncrcSis of power believed to 
he t lrc:nenccl by Kruger's flirtation with Germany, took her into 
tat war. 

In other ways Lenin's facts were wrong. l-Ie said that the 
e~polrt ~f '?Pita! did not "de\·clop formidable proportions until 

~f en;f~~~~n~~~it~~ ~~~s ~~~~c~~~Jtr~Y;;;e a;~~it:!~~tc~~:n~~~a~~~ ~~~~ 
~vrong ~n bollt count~. He insisted that there was an inseparablr 
So~nectJon between the export of c:~.pital :tnd empire. The 
: WJss surpassed all other n:~.tions in their holding of foreign 
~vcs~mems per he:~.cl of the popubtion, yet there is no Swiss 
::r~~~:~;~Ic_ held that the possess_ion of empire :tl.lowed a bbour 
livin b Y rn tl~e. mother c?untrles to enjoy a hrgh stand:ard of 
mrJr£ Y .explotttng colomnl workers. Yet Sweden and Den· 
hi he' \},hrch had no empire, maint:~.ined a standard of living 

gcl J than that of france and Belgium, which had. He con· 
teh e . t. at impoverishment and ser\"itucle :~ccomp:111y capitJI 
~v en It 15 sent abroad. That of course sometimes happens, but 
Y to Neans as a rule. For a long time America, Canada, Au~­

tr? ta, dew Zealand headed the list of capital-importing coun· 
meJ, an they arc not notorious either for poverty or subjection. 

~~ea H~~~·.erl~~i :i~~1:0 ~~5~0~\1~\~a:v~~l~fia~:l ~~~~l~ ~ ~~~~~et~ ~c a!o~·;. 
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fessor St:tley has condusivdy shown, the correlation between 
the mo\"emcnt of cnpital ami poverty seems to be the direct 
opposite of whnt Lenin declnrcJ it to be. His Theory of Im­
perialism, in fact, in so f:tr ns it is a defence of Marxism, is 
both dishonest and untrue; in so far as it is true it is not a 
defence but an dfcctive renunciation of the tc3chings of the 
rnaster. 

His Restatement of Dialectical Materialism :md of Revolutionary 
Man.:ism 

It was his t:tsk, Lenin tells us in Srau and RevoittliotJ, "tore­
suscitate the real te;u:hings of i\larx." He sought to do this in two 
ways, firsdy by re:tflirming the fundamental faiths of dialectical 
materialism which he bclie\"cd. were being undermined by the 
contcmpor:try :tttempt~, as for lllstance in Studies in the Philo­
soplly of tHarxi.on, to restate them in terms of the new physics, 
:tnd secondly by insisting that progress towards Socialism could 
only he n.:volutionary, not evolution:try as Bernstein and the 
revisionists nl:tintaincd. 

In ,\-/at'"rialism and Empirio-Crilicism, Lenin examines at 
length the nature of matcrblism and the dialectic, and con­
siders the relationship between i\larxism and science. It is the 
measure of his stature as a lvlarxist theorist that far from con-

~~;~Jfuti;y (\s~fr:li~~;~~:ir~~~~.tr~~~~~~ti~~ ~~adx~:~·e:~c~~lins~~~~Y~ 
(~~~i f;:n~~~ce ~~~t~~~n~~::l~cof1~i!~~rb:~ch~~~;i~J~i~~11~r~~:~~;~k~:~: 
There is nothing here of Marx's subtle view, admittedly never 
clearly worked out, that after all th('" human spirit will be able 
to master its animal n:tture, that e;Jch of the higher departments 

:~o~~:~ ~u~~~s(~~~f~~~~· i~r~~:~ a,~.J~~~h :h~Jt~!1~5t°Fc~~~ ;~~~tl;c~~~:~ 
pendent of class bias and. who~c work stands in the most ~~~­
direct nnd obscure of rdauonslups to economic forces. There IS 

only here d1c strictest letter of economic determinism, a~co:rd­
ing w which c\·erything is to be directly explained by c:o.:,sung 

t·c711110~~;~~,:~~:~~F1I?,.t,olution, Lenin deals much more :tbly with 
those who sought to make M:trxism evolutionary. The ,·igour a_nd 
speed of Stah• and Revolution is i~ ll_"IOSt signihcant_c~:llltra~t '~.Hh 
the dreary repetitions of Materwlum and Empmo-CntiCI.•m. 



222 POLITICAL THOUCHT 

For :lction, not theory, was his _forte. He was _onc_of the grc:~.!est 
revo~utionary strategist~ of all. tll~c, t~nd noth1ng IS r~orc typtc:tl 
of h1m than his uncqu•vocal mmtcncc on the ncccsstty of rcvo· 
lution-:mcl than his violent clcnuncbtion, expressed in the 
beautiful langu:~gc that is one of the minor joys of the Com· 
munist heaven, of those unblushing, impotent, insincere, dis­
honest, cynical, opportunist, vulgar people who opposed him. 

In later life M:~rx himself had thought it possible that in the 
most ;Jdvanccd and favourc<l industri:ll communities, such o.s 
Grc3t Brit:~in and the United St:ncs of America, :and pcrh:tps 
also Holland, socialism might be ::tchic\·cd gradunlly, without 
revolution. Engels, too, in his preface to the new edition of 
Marx's Class Struggle; in Francc~published in 1895~has dis­
cov~red that street-fighting inevitably invoh·es certain incon­
vemences, and is of the opinion that, after all, the faithful need 
~ot ?ccess_ar~ly feel committed to it. It is not, therefore, surpris­
Ing •f so;•ahsts who believed that Marx was wrong about the 
lower m•_ddle classes being crushed out of existence, and who 
thought u certain that many potential sympathisers were being 
kc~ta\~aymerclybytheir fear and dislike of revolutionary violence 
~vh•ch •n theory Marxists extolled, wished to re\·isc Marx's teach­
·~gs on revolution. They seized on what Marx bad said about 
t. e Sthatc "withering away," and held it to justify their conclu­
Jon t at universal suffrage and increasing p:~rtncrship in in· 
1 u~try 7cant that socialism could be attained even without revo­
luuo'l. t was obviously unnecessary to go to the unplensant 
bcngt_lh 0~ forcibly nbolishing a capitalist state which seemed to 

eLw•t. enni away rather quickly. 
h elmn,f \~ lo held in its extreme form the doctrine th:~ot the 

w h 0 b J· history is the result of the collision of opposing forces, 
w do .c ;.eved that the very act of collision was both unavoidable 
:~n :~g td saw in these idc:.s of Bernstein and the revisionists 
~nvithe~='"r onable sin ag:linst the light. He insisted that the 
S~atc sy~~~ away" rcferre~ t.o the "rer:nains of the proletarian 

the St rn aft~r the soc1:.hst re\·olut•on." It could not appl)" 
to. . tlate Wh•ch exists before that revolution. By very dcli· 
01.0fdned be Phe-Socialist Sta.tc is a "special reyrcssivc force" 
\VIC , J t c possessing class. It will never o itself "wither 
a~ay_ a'b _can only be abolished-by re\·olution. 
c. 1 ;s 0 Vtous here that in spite of Stalin's insistence, in his 
11rst ccture on the "Foundations of Leninism" delivered a! 
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Svcrdlov Uni\'crsity in 1924, that the view is incorrect that 
Lc1~in rc~·ivcd the early_ rcvolut_ionary _reaching of Marx as 
ag:11nst Ius later ln_odcranon, Lcmn w~s m fact reverting to an 
car!y, mc:rc. rcvolutmnary l-.tux. l-!~ pomts ou.t that in the period 

~~o~~h~r~~\';1~ ~~c s~:s~~~~~ ct~~O~l~l~:~~~rsb~a~~;;c:~:c~~~ah~ 
is panicularly impressed with the only number of the German· 
French year-books which Marx published, in which he advo­
cates "merciless criticism of everything in existence," :~hove all 
"criticism w!th weapons." Rcsta~cmcnt of materialist philosophy 
was for Lcmn a work of ncccssny for which he was not natur­
ally suited; rcst:~tcmcnt of rcvolution:ny faith was a labour of 
Jo,•c by one than whom none better could be found. 

His Adnptntion of Marxism to Russia 
It was Lenin's third great task to :ldapt Marxism tb Russia. 

As a R~JSsia~ of th~ R~ssi.ans. wl~o need yield place to no one 
in Russian h1story 111 Ius. msunet1ve understanding of Russian 
realities, and. as .a revoluuonnry strat.egist of genius, he realised 
that in certam circumstances revolutiOn was possible in Russia. 
Those circumstances were Tsarist defeat in war and the exist· 
ence to take :alvantage of it of a resolute, highly disciplined 
group of professional re~·olutio'!'aries, limited in number, wield. 
ing ruthless terror! and .u~pcr\'lous I? the voice of rea~on or t.he 
dictates of humnnuy. 1-hs mterprctauon of .r-.farx convmccd h1m 
that war was inevitable. His knowledge of Russia convinced 
him that Russian defeat was inevitable. Therefore it was for him 
to create the party which would carry the revolution through to 
its successful conclusion. 

th~~~~~~~ ~~~~fte~1 ~y11t!l!1~~is1~n°c~e~rtili~ Ru~is~~u!~r~~rp~~~~~ 
a difficulty arising from M?rx's O\':'n t~aching. Russ~an revolu­
tionaries hnd :'lccepted Manasm, seemg 10 it a revolunonary gos-­
pel of unsurpassablc force that was at the same time a co~pound 
of economic theory, philosophy, .and history e:-;actly s~1tcd. to 
their taste. But !vfarx must have rCJCcteJ Russian rcvoluuonar1cs, 
since the social nnd economic structure of Russia failed to fulfil 
;my one of the conditions which he regarded as essential ~or. the 
!>Ucccss, and C\'en for the emergence, of his type of socl:-.hsm. 
True Marxists among Russian revolutionaries, such as. P~ek· 
hanov, knew this and accepted the thesis that serious soc1ahsm 
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can sprin~ only from fu\1-flc_ds:::cd c:~pita\ism. Therefore they 
could not bclic\'c that there m•ght be 1hosc short-cuu to rc\·olu· 
tion which Lenin's :malysis of the given ~illl:Hion led him to 
think possible. For Marx had taught 1\wt tlll·rc coul_d be no such 
short-cuts since rc\·olutionary mo\'cmcnts must :1nsc spontane­
ously and cannot outrun the underlying imluslrial and c.:onomic 
conditions which gi\'c rise to them. No society perishes hcforc all 
the forces of production which it contains nrc dc\·clopcd. There­
fore the bourg(:ois n.:\'uhnion mu~t be <omplctcd before the 
proletarian rc\·olution couhl be begun. 

in!1 c~~~!~~ ~: ~r!r~~\1, .. :~k~1 ~~:~~d\\~f t'!:~t ~~:~~~~(~~J~~a~~,~~~c~f,1~~j 
arguet.l when he Uemantled of Marx: "\Vhy should we, men of 
the proletariat, spill our blood for this? Must we rc;,\ly plunge 

~li~~b~~a ~~Je: ~~0 a~~~ ~u ~g~~?:!:11°LI1 ~~~~c~~~~ ~~~~~i :~~!~~l~;r~ ~t;~~ 
claim to us, in order to attain from there the nebulous he:wen 
uf)·our Communist creed?" But it was <lillicuh to deny th:'ll 
I~IS was _what Marx haJ taught. At most, Marx had claimed, 
h1s tc<~chmg cou\J only "shorten <1nd lessen the binh pangs" of 
the new order. It coul<l not help a society to "overleap the 

~~~~~a:h~;:~eha;~e~:o~t~~;~~;k01~~J~/Si~~;-i~~;c~~ ~ho~~~i~~~ ;;~; 
onlr supplement a rc,·olutionary situation which cannot exist 

~i~~~~;h~e~:~~;~cli~~ ~:~a~f~hl~ti~;e~~ts~,~~<l~~t~~l~~~{' '~~~1Ju~: 
clu<~e everything~£ permanent ''alue in capitalism. 

w~coh Le~~~~e~~~~s~~fx~~~ l~i~~~:~~hl:~]0~~i~c~~tt~~~k~~~~~~ 
~;~7t~t~~e~r:~~~~d o~f c~:~sen~J~~~~' ~~~s~:~~~n~~· t~~~~~~~~~t~~~ 
th?t unw1se publicity tod::ay might mean Siberia for revolution· 

~~~~het~n;o.:~h;~~¥t1 ~~~; a'!~;t!e ":~dc;~~il~~iJ]1 r~~~~~~ ~~~i~:~~: 
democracy Ill P<~rty organisations, amidst the <larkncss of th< 
autocracy and the domin:1tion of the gendarmes, is nothing mon 
tha~ a _useless and harmful toy." They feared that this was: 
c~me~1ent excuse, and they believed that if democracy was de 
ntcd Ill th~ party there: could be little hope that the mass~ 
would receive the education in it which they held to be ": 
necessary condition of socialism." 
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Lenin, it .i~ lru.c, was much mor.c i~tcr~st~d in making mcu 
<::lrry om h1s 1:~'.l!cy than he was m Jusufymg .it 1hcoretical\y. 
Yet ns a !\lanl-;t, and perhaps also as a Russian, he felt the 
need o( advancing ~omc theoretical justification of it. How was 
he to do so? 
~vbrx had hccn hoth more verbose and more logical than 

mos~ men. ~lm he h:1J n~t wo~keJ out all the problems r;:aiscd 
by h1s doctnnc of the relauonslups of man to the material world. 
l-Ie. left in h;:appy obscurity th<; respective roles in revolutionary 
polu;y of the spontaneous act•on of the masses, which is de· 
pendent on the objecth·e materi::tl situation, and of the conscious 
leadership which is based on an understanding of the technique 
of revolution. On the one hand he insists, as Lenin did, on 
dct:dlcd analyses of particular situations to discover the actual 
location of political and economic strengths and strains-as his 
own studies of the Paris Commune and those of Engels on the 
Peasams' Revolt make clear. On the other hand he m::tintains 
that n;\•olutions arc possible only in the fullness of time, when 

;:~~~:.al ~~:~~~.i;r~s ~~~~~~~l~;uS~e tl::a~~~~~ta~~~t rbao~fl t~o~:~~;_:~ 
leadership :1m.l the spontaneous action of the masses arc neces· 
~ary, lVf:Jrx is silent as to how the halance between the two 
should be maintained. 

His Idea of the P:1rty 
Lenin achpts Marxism to Russia by seizing upon one side of 

Marx's teaching, what he has to s::~y ::~bout conscious leadership, 
;:and, in spite of his warning, ignoring the other, his \'iews o.n 
1he spontaneous action of the masses. His is almost a class1c 

~~5~1~~~:isn~~~~n~hkcc tt~l~-b~;~~~s~~l~e;~~~ ~~ \~f !d:.0thc ~.:~;~ 
cr~deness of the materialism he has advanced in his Mauriolism 
t1nd Empirio-Criticism ma~es it impossible for hi~ to :lr~u.e 
1hat his idea of the rc\·olutmnary role of the party IS a lc!l;•ll· 

mate deduction from fvf:Jrx"s idea of the superstructure e\•olvmg 
professional groups not obviously dependent on their classes. 
Though eve? if.h: lwei :1doprcd that l.in~ o~ argument, he would 
have found It <hllJcuh to e\'ade Marx s Insistence that the Colll­
munist Party should be the vanguard but never the 1_nasters of 
the workers. As it is, Lenin prodL~ccs a new, non-Mar~mn.theory 
of the revolutionary function of mtcllectuals. EmanCipauon, he 
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maintains, is to be the work of a b:wd o_f intellectuals officcring 
the rabble, not, as Marxist dogma has It, the work of the pro­
letariat itself. The workers, he says, do not spontancou~ly be­
come s~ialists, but only tr:~dc unionists, and rcvoluu?n:uy 
ideology must in consequence be brought to them by middle­
class intellectuals. 

Several implications follow from Lenin's ide~ of the Part_y 
and from the justification he puts forward for 11. The first ts 
that "ideas" and not the "material conditions of production" arc 
the effective causes of revolution-the very reverse in fact of 
Marx's teaching. The second is that force c:111 he far more 
effective than M:ux and Engels will allow. The third is that the 
revolution will alway$ be violent, whereas for Marx the force 
that the revolutionaries will comm:md is likely to be so over­
whelming that the violence will be limited. Yet e\·en now when 
it seems so clear that Lenin was adoptin~ an essenti:•lly un­
Marxian position, he still uics to reconcile it with orthodox 
Marxism. He could not claim to be preparing the party to 
bring about the bourgeois revolution, since he was preparing 
it in such a way, and JUstifying it in such a manner, as to make 
impossible any but his own version of the socialist revolution. 

~~~~ed~~%t~;~tT:~~~k[;~~rw::;~~~r~~~i:l~~'~:l~::!~. rl~v~~;i~: 
~h~::;~~~~~n:h~~g~0~ist~::~~~;~;~~:irc:~o;;;r;~~~: t~~7~:~~dJ 
revo~ut10n m Russi:~ in 1917. Yet his action then was not only 
co~ststent with his own theory, but strictly speaking was the only 
acuon that would have been. So that it can be said that Lenin's 
relegation to "the archives of 'Bolshevik' pre-revolutionary an­
tiques" of the idea that a time of preparation must elapse be­
tween ~he ~ourgcois and the proletarian revolutions is also one 
of the tmphcations which follow from his doctrine of the role 
and the solidity of the Pany even though he himself had not so 
understood it. 

'fhe Dictatorship of the Proletariat 

That doctrine has yet another i~plication o~ the g~catest im· 
P?rtancc. !t necessitates a new version of Marx s tca~hmg_on _the 
diCtatorship of the proletariat. For Marx the Sta~e ~s an _mstatu· 

~l~a~. :~~~c~le 0;c~o~~:to~P~h~~hs a~:~is~~~e:~p~:alts~~ h~ss;~;k~ 
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of the dictatorship of the proletariat just as before that revolu­
tion he would h:wc spoken of the dictatorship of the middle 
classes. Far from implying by it the establishment of a one-parry 
dictatorship State, M:~rx never doubts that his dictatorship of 
the prolctari:H will he the most truly democratic State that the 
world has seen. l-Ie writes in the Commr11tist ,\lani/esto: "The 
first step in the revolution by the working class is the raising of 
the prolct:niat to the position of ruling class and to establish 
den1ocracy." Engels is even more cmplutic. He writes in 1891: 
"If anytlung is ccrwin, it is that our party and the working d:~ss 
can only come to power under the form of the democratic re­
public. This is, indeed, the specific form for the dict:ttorship of 
the proletariat, as has already been shown by the great French 
Revolution." 

Engels was referring there to the Paris Commune of J87o. 
What he and Marx approved in the Commune was the fact that 
it was formed by universal suffrage, that its officials were elective, 
responsible, and revot:ablc-chamctcristics that arc those also of 
democracy in many c.:~pitalist States. Dut if Lenin was right and 
Marx wrong in saying that the _workers do not "develop" a 
revolutionary consciousness but have to be told, it must follow 
that if a revolution comes before they have been adequately in­
structed they will not be able to take control, nor would they 
know what to do if they were. Therefore the small body of in­
formed, disciplined revolutionaries must themselves seize power 
and hold and usc it as their superior knowledge and revolu­
tionary consciousness dictates. The dictawrship of the prole­
tariat must become a dictatorship o\·er the proletariat. Trotsky 
was right, though by no means without responsibility for the 
very thing he criticises, when he described Lenin's idea of t_he 
Party as "the rcpl::tcement of the ~Hctatorship of the proletanat 
by a dictatorship over the proletanar, of the political rule;: of the 
class by organisational rule over the class." Lenin admitted ~s 
much when, in his commenraries on Marx's The Civil Warm 
France, and C:·irique of r/u: Gol~a Programme of 1875, he. makes 
the dictatorship of the prolctanat become the dictatorship of a 

ony~ta~1tl i~t~~e.rcluctant to accept this fully as he w;:~s to :td.mit 
th:lt the socialist could :~t once follow the bourgeois rcvolutlo~. 
It is amusing to notice how, the greater and more important h1s 
deviations are from Marx, the more insistently he tries to recon-
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cilc his position with that o~ Marx. Trotsky. m;1kcs no bones 
about admitting that a minonty cannot come llltO power demo­
cratically. That is what be meant when h~ said_: "The_ real 
kernel of the class rc\·olution has come uno urcconcJlablc 
,unflict with i1s democratic shell." lbdck, tnu, was honest in 
saying: "The Soviet Go\·crnmcnt is no dcmocr:Ky, it is the form 
of the government of the workers." "Democracy," he added so 
that there should be no mislakinghismcaning, "is the domination 
by capital, a side-scene of the Jomin;ltion by c:1pital." But Lenin 
>till maintained Marx's doctrine that the tr:msform:Hion of the 
proletariat into the ruling cbss is cqui\·alcnt to the cslab\ish· 
mcm of democracy. In Stair: and !?.evolution he writes: "\Vc 
:~11 know that the political form of the 'st:nc' at that time [after 
the Re~·olution] is complete democracy." He w:ts led into the 
·~o~t vtolent of mental contortions by his nttempt to square the 
':rde, to make the dictatorship of the proletariat a dcmocwcy 
smce Marx and Engels will h:l\·c it so. Thus he tell~ us thnt the 
proletarian State is "the most complete democracy"; that b, 
t~at ~~t'ocracy is possible only within :t State. Then he writes 
t <~t d ull ~crnocr<~cy" is possible only when this State has 
bease l'to J"tst. FinaHy he informs us that "full democrncy" will 
5~ ;e<~htse only in order to disappear. l-Ie s:J/'s only after the 
a:ae"·a\ceas_cd to exist "will democracy itscl begin to wither 
· . Yt • 1 . at ts, there will be a period when the Cornmuni~t 
~'fc~~/ t''ll he no State but will still he a democracy-in spite 
State'~ ac~ that he has ;~]ready said that "democracy is :.lso a 
~vhen than$ that_ "consequently clemocrncy will ;1lso clisappear 
in shclte~intate dts01ppears." Lenin_ was Olclcpt at hOlir-splitting and 
not eve Lg ~vhen necessary bchtnd a dense fog of words. But 
tions. 11 emn can cover up the Olbsurdity of these contradic-

to T~~~~ tn;:,y, h?wcver, be real significance in Lenin's attempt 
a~ a ay t~c dtctatorship of the proletOlri:tt as democracy. His 

w.bc s~ol-p ex dtOlracter, and part of him undoubtedly wanted it 
to .1 ;,E wo months after the Remlution he coulcl, for instance. 

;~~~ e ~nJ ~~;ftc:a~h~n~~~lcj~Jo~:el:c~~~c ~~~:t\:a;v~~a~~i~~llc~~ 
Foe:•~~~~~kt:; ~~tor~~,~~~clti~~~l b:l~~~~" \~~~ ~~c:~r~stcn~nre;;;/; 
and Rcvolutio'!, surprising as it is in one who hacl spent hint· 
self so much •n dealing with problems of organisation and of 
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power. I Ic wrote: "The exploiters ~rc naturally unable to sup­
pr~ss the people without :1 very complex machine .for performing 
this task; but the people can suppress the cxpl01tcrs C\"cn with 
a \'cry sin1plc '1nachinc,' almost without a machine, without a 
spcci:J! appar:nus, by the simple organi~ation of the armcJ 
workers." l-Ie was, morco\'cr, willing to allow a good deal of 
frccdon~ of discussion within th~ Party. He accepted defeat by 
Bukharw and the Left Bolshc\·iks on the \'ita! issue of Ger­
man pc.:tcc terms in February 1918. He wrote in his css:ty on 
Religion; "i\ political party c:umot examine its members to sec 
if there nrc any contradictions bct\vccn their philosophy and 
the Party programme." :\s far as the Pany was concerned, he 
preserved, too, the human wuch that seems so absent in the 
present monolithic Russbn State-surprisingly enough since the 
letter to Gorki in which he wrote: "It would not matter a jot if 

~~;~e;~~ta~~~~s r~~,~~~~i:~~n:l~~,~~~e sh~r~~!~e~~~ ~~~,~~~::t~.~. t~~nc~ 
nor suggest tlut humanity was one of his most eminent charac­
teristics. Thus he prevented the severe punishment which his 
colleagues intended to \'isit upon the polyandrous Kollontai 
when she neglected her re,·olutionary duties to go off to the 

;;~~~he ':i~:pfe ~~~~~~~~~~~itr~~~~1gle~~~a~h~~Jer bes;~i~t~n~:~e!~ 
spend five years together. And he disliked the new Soviet 
bureaucracy almost :JS much as he h:1d disliked the old Tsarist 
autocracy. In consider:1blc bitterness he called the Soviet Re­
public •·a Work-State with burcaucr:ltic excrescences," and at 
the end of 1922. he admitted: "\Ve h:1ve taken over the old 
State appar:Jtus." . 

His regrets were doubtless gcnumc, but the development he 
regretted was the logical result of his own deviations from 
Marxism. Since power abdicates only under the stress of count~r­
power, as he so well knew, it was as vain to expect, as he did, 
that the disciplined, undemocratic, minority Party which he had 
called into being as the master of the people would blossom 
forth into a democratic leadership of the people, :~s it was to 
hope, as again he did, that after a re\'olution carried throug.h 
by such a Party the State would gradually wither away. :His 
own most significant actions were dictatorial through and 
through. His famous revolutiona_ry slogan, "All power to the 
Soviets," for instance, was a demal, not an assertion of demo-

l'.L-J6 
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~:::; :~i;~~~fb·t~~ ~oe:i~~s.~;'~~n~\~;~ci~~i~~e~·~~l t~~\~~a;~~-~ 
as against the "open" Party, opposing every scheme whic_h 
threatened its monopoly. And in his doctrine of "dcmo~rattc 
centralism" he insists on the subordination of lower to htgher 
party organs, even using this principle at the toth Pany Congrcs• 
in 1921 to force unanimity on the Party. Trotsky was right wher 
he said of democratic centralism: "The apparatus of the pan] 
substitutes itself for the party, the Central Commiuec substitute 

}~~~~!oC~~~r~ff:~::it~e~~ •• fi;h~Yv~~l~~ti~:~:l:~~~si~~~t~£ t~~~~! 
The Proletarian Revolution nnd the R.cncgndc Kauu'r; rcmin' 
one of nothing so much as the preacher's note: "Argument wd 
here. Shout[" Kautsky asked how the rule could pass from th 
"vanguard of the oppressed" to the exploited majority of yestc1 
day. Lenin had no convincing answer for him. Nor had Stalir 
Marx's statement that a soci:~list society can be established only i 
a ?ighl_y civilised :1nd industrialised country remains unrefutc 
--:-1~ sptte of Lenin's adaptation of Marxism to Russia. Yet, even 
hts ts a bastard Marxism, no one will minimise the signi!lc:mce i 
what he: bequeathed to Russia and to the world. 

JOSEPH VISSARIONOVITCH (DJlJGASIIVILI) STALIN, 

As Marxist Scholar 
!879-1953 

~efore the rising of the 7th November 1917, which detc 
mmed the destinies of Russia and involved an abrupt departu 
from accepted Marxist thought, Lenin consulted his holy bool 
much as Cromwell did before taking his fateful decision 
pu~ge the Long Parliament. Lenin's searching of the Marxi 
scnptures to justify an action which he had already detcrminl 
~0 tak_e, and which was in fact contrary to M3rx's own teach in 

~b~~\~~~l ~;~~~~~Je~n :t~~;~~:s~11~:a~~~~? ~:s ~~:~~~1 
~i~:dceb_:1kde3;~~.J:;c~~~sfc~e~~~tn:f :hie~ £~;~u~a~~clyc~;~~ 
very rapidly, it follows th3t Communist theory often boxes t: 
compa_ss with a rapidity th3t is disconcerting to those who l 

not sk1lled navigators on Communist seas, and th3t is a suffici~ 
cause. of embarrassment for anyone who wishes to synthesi 
and Jnterpret it. If it be any comfort, it can be borne in mil 
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that the Jifliculty of keeping step in the quickly revolving dance 
is undoubtedly much more cmbarr:ming for Russian writers. 
Ch:mgcs in the Party line are frequently a matter of disconcert­
ing, violent, and even fat:tl surprise for those who arc ill-advised 
enough to proclaim today what they would have been punished 
for not maintaining yesterday. 

Until the late twenties, moreover, when events were arrang4J, 
:md history rewritten to suit an autocrat's wishes, Stalin's repu· · 
ration as a r-.·farxist scholar was dcscn•cdly p_~ His essay, 
MarriJm and tht• Nationalilies, su.~gcstcd and supervised by 

~;~~~~~ ~.~:~~i~7 h~:rs~~j~c~lcn~~~n~~c~~~~ oit n;?aeza~'::?~v~o0~n:;r~ 
ruptcd him when he was engaging in a theoretical argument: 
"Stop it, Koba. Don't make a fool of yoursdf. E\'erybody knows 
th:Jt theory is not ex:wly your fidd." With Stalin the worst 
dements of Communist theorising are exagger:ned-the hair­
splitting, for which Lenin is so largely responsible, goes drearily 
on, and massed illogic:Jiities parade up and down, constituting in 
their \'Cry number the big batt:~lions to whom fearful men give 
the crown of \'ictory. The dialcctic:~l contr:Jdicrions which :lS 

thesis :~nd antithesis arc supposed to issue in :1 higher synthesis 
become more ob~·iously :1bsolute opposites, which arc resolved 
only by the outright victory of one of them. Thus Stalin gives 
as an example of the dialectic: "Lenin's attitude towards the 
right of nations to sclf-detcrmin:Jtion, including separation." 
"Lenin," he says, "sometimes expressed the principle of national 
self-determination in a simple formula: 'Separation for amal· 
gamation.' Just think-scp:1ration for am:~lg:Jmation. It smacks 
even of the p:~radoxic:ll." Yet when all the \'erbiagc is cleared 
away all that he means is that oppressed peoples wanting to 

~'G~~~~i;ro~n~u~~:~ stok~~~n~c ~~:~!~Y:~;;mt~:~a~tet~~~!~: 
Estonia today. Instead of the clash of thesis and antithesis pro­
ducing some new synthesis, all that has happened here is that 
the antithesis "amalgamation" h:1s completely swallowed the 
thesis "separ:Jtion." Thus Stalin informs the t6th Party Con· 
grcss in June 1930: "We :1re for the withering away of the State. 
And yet we also believe in the prolct;1rian dictatorship which 
represents the strongest and mightiest form of state power that 
has existed up to now. To keep on de\•doping state power in 
order to prepare the conditions for the withering away of state 
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p~wer-that is the Marxist formula. Is it 'contradicwry'? Yes, 
'contradictory.' Rut the contradiction is vital and whol~y reflects 
the Marxian dialectic. Whoe\·er has not understood tillS fe:nurc 
of the contradictions belonging to our tr:msitional time, who­
ever has not understood this dialectic of historical processes, that 
person is dead to Marxism." Yet here again the contradiction is 
straightforward and absolute and to call it dialectical :and claim 
for it a higher logic is to deprive \angu:age and thought of its 
meaning. In fact, in Stalinist theory it can safely be claimed that 
if a conclusion follows logically from its premises, it must be all 
right; while if it seems to contradict them, it is dialectical and 
so must still be all right. Such ment;ll contortions arc of ::as \itt\( 
interest as value. Legend has it that Confucius returning from 
an interview with Lao-tze, unimpressed by his profound specu· 
lations, s::aid of him: "Who sh:all follow the footprints of the 
dragon in the air?" It would indeed be as unprofitable to stud) 
in detail the many com·olutions of Stalinist theory-involved 
rapidly changing, disingenuous as it is-as Confucius believe( 
it w~uld be to follow the flights of Lao-tze. 

It 1s, however, worth while to consider two of the emendation 
Stalin made to Lenin's teaching-his doctrine of Socialism i1 
One Country and his views on revolution. Both h:we played :u 
important part in the development of contemporary Russia. 

Socialism in One Country 
I~ his Problems of Lcninhm, writlen in the autumn of 192-

~talm first concluded that it was possible to establish socialiSI 
Ill one country C\'en if the world remained c::apitalist. Russia w: 
strong enough to pick herself up by her own boot-strings. H 
cff~rt~ alone would suffice for the complete organisation of 
~oc1alist economy since a proletarian goYernment, controllifi 
mdustry and credit and supported by the great mass of t1 
people, could develop, as no other government could, her \'J 

spaces and great potential we:~lth. This belief in Socialism i 
One Country, soon to hecome the party shibboleth, was none. 
Leni?'s teaching. Lenin, and indeed Trotsky, ·looked U(X 
Russ1a as a powerful proletarian fortress which could be mJ< 
still stronger by further socialist advance :1nd which could res 
protracted capitalist siege. But Lenin, who thought of sociJI 
society in essentially international terms, had never declared t~ 
the embattled fortress could stand so indefinite :1 siege :~s 
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make possible the full dcvclopmcm of socialism within it, while 
Trotsky h:t<l grimly foretold thnt, unless helped by international 
rc\'olution, socialism c\·cn in Russi:t must f::ail. Not only was 
Stalin's new doctrine of Socialism in One Country a clcp:lrturc 
from Lenin's thought, hut it was a departure not long contem­
plated and hastily m:Hlc. Early in 1924 Stalin could still write: 
"For the final victory of socialism, for the organisation of so­
cialist production, the efforts of one country, particubrly of a 
peasant country like Russia, arc insufficient." It was a departure 
h:IStily made to serve an immediate purpose, to provide Stalin 
with a weapon to be used against Trotsky in the struggle for 
power that took place between them after Lenin's death. 

In that stru_ggle Trotsk(s theory of "permanent re\·olution" 
found many adherents. According to that theory, put forward as 
early as 1906, the anti-feudal or bourgeois revolution, which could 
be expected to break out in Russi;,, would become almost imme­
diately an anti-capitalist ::md socialist revolution, Contrary, there· 
fore, to accepted Marxist dews, backward Russia and not the pro· 
gressive Western countries would be the first to march along the 
road to socialism. But she could not hope to get \"cry far along 
that road unnided. However, her influence and example would be 
.such that rc\·olution hn\·ing begun in Russia would spill over 
into Europe. In this way the advanced \Vestern countries, h:~ving 
been helped by Russia, would in their turn help her to achie\·c 
socialism. Therefore not Socialism in One Country but Social­
ism in One World must be the object of all true re\·olutionarics. 
It W:IS to defeat this theory, which had at least the merit of 
foretelling the course which events :lctually took in the two revo­
lutions in Russia in 1917, that Stalin hit upon his doctrine of 
Socialism in O_nc C~mntry. And a pot.ent weapon he fo~nd it, 
for together wnh lm subtle m:mreuvrmg and his clcar-stghte<l 
appreciation of the realities of power, it g:l\"C him victory. 

As would be expected of a hasty development decided upon 
for an immediate purpose, Stalin's ideas on Socialism in One 
Country were not well thought out. He put forward no serious 
answer to the criticisms levelled ag:ainst it that the peasants 
would resist the collectivisation it implied, that if st:mdards of 

~i;~~a7is~m~i~1~td f~~t~~,c~:1 i~~u~~~~s~~:~h!~ f~P~t~li~~oc~~;~i~f 
scarcity which an isolated Russian economy in its present back· 
ward condition must necessarily be, glaring material incquali-
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ties between social groups were bound to :1risc. Nor was his 
acceptance of the new doctrine unconditional. He insisted that 
the victory of socialism in Russia could never be secure so long 
as the surrounding capitalist powers threatened her. And he 
continued to parade his belief in the nearness of world rc\·olu­
tion. What he gives with one hand he thus at least partly taktJ 
back with the other. And, perhaps strangest of all, there seems 
on the surface little difference between his views and those he 

:t~:::~~~~i·c!d :~~ ;:~;s5 f!~:~~~~aii~~c~~~n~:tr~c::~~~~eb~:~ 
there is admission that socialism could not be achieved for a 
very long time. In both there is agreement that hostile c:lpitalism 
might wreck what socialist development h~s ~lre~dy been ~c· 
Co!fl/:lishcd. And in both there is the hope th:!.t world revolution 

::1; t ~~~~~0d~~;u~celfs :h~~~~;P;h~s~~b1~h~~h ~f~~{;~:~~~hs~ 
be t~c\led ~nd wllich ~11 ~grce will be long, arduous, ~nd d~ngcr· 
ous, c~n be completed or not. Th~t such om issue could ~rouse 
mu~h interest, let ~l?ne unloose grc~t passions, might seem ~s 
cur1ous as that mcd1ev~l schoolmen should be concerned with 
the ~bsorbing question: "How many angels c~n dance on the 
point of a needle?" 

Yet ~he difl~ences which seem so slight arc vital, and in spite 
?f all Its aD!b1guities the doctrine of Socialism in One Country 
1s of_great Importance. It was the recognition of the fact that 
Russ1a was a _force in her own right, not just a springbo~rd (or 
world revoluu?n as Trotsky considered her. And the St:thn who 
regarded Russu1 as an end in itself was much more likely to win 
her support than the Trotsky who viewed her merely as a m~ns 
to an end. To the old Bolshevik who agreed with Trotsky, 
Western Europe was the real centre of the world, and Russi:a 
a ~ackward community on the edge of outer darkness which 
m1ght, nevertheless, help Europe but which must in its turn 
await the saving strength of Europe. To Stalin, Russia was the 
centre o! ~~e '~orld. It was her destiny to become the centre of 
a new c1v1hsauon superior to that of capitalist Europe. Isolated 

~;u~h ba~ka\~a:o~~~u~~v:h~~~;a~nj~e h1;~:clfthb~etss ~~:ss:;l~~1e d~f 
struggling mankind. Socialism in One Country was the 20th· 
century version of Moscow the Third Rome, the dream of 1¢'· 
century Slavophils. It was the marriage of Russian revol111ion 
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with Russian history. From that marriage was born tht: force 
which carried Stalin to supreme power. And perhaps the truest 
view of the purges that followed upon it is that they were the 
terrible revenge taken by Russian history on revolutionari~ who 
had dared to deny her. 

The Totalitarian State 
The direct result of the adoption of Stalin's policy of Socialism 

in One Country was the growth in Russia of a tot:1litarian State 
::~cknowlcdging not so much the dictatorship of a Party as of an 
indh·idu:~l, working through a huge burcaucr::acy and dedicated 
to the use of force, a Moloch to whom the majority of Lenin's 
original companions ha\'c been sacrificed. 

The growth of Stalin's dictatorship can be seen in the chang­
ing nature of the Party. The Communist Party, while Lenin 
]j,·ed, enjoyed a considerable measure of freedom of discussion 
and e\'en of nction. It dcb:ned, at gre:u length and with greater 
\'irulence, the policy to be adopted towards the German peace 
terms offered at Brest-Lito\'sk. Then, when a weak Russia was 
involved in a life-and-death crisis, a group of Communist 
leaders-Radek, Kollontai, Orinsky-published a daily p.1per in 
Moscow expressly to defeat Lenin's policy. Then, too, consider­
able discretion was left to Trotsky in his negotiations with the 

~~~:dn~~ r~~~~rl:sei~r~~~~~~~t~t~~~lab~:~~~~sn \~~~~r Tr~t~~l~.d,:t~ 
lo\·ed theoretical dispU[:uions, could conduct the fiercest of pok­
mics with Bukharin and yet remnin friendly with him. Pravda, 

~r~t~~~~nK~~t;:e~a~~j zi~~~-~~;c~~~.:rish~:~t:~t~~~~cc~~t~~~~~~ 
articles highly critical of ndopted policy. 

The difference is obvious today, when no Party member dare 
proclaim himself an "oppositionist" and ask for the right to 
criticise the policies of the Government. The rank and file, since 
the Party accepted in 1925 "the principle of hierarchical disci­
pline" according to which e\·ery level of the Party is bound to 

G~~~~~ ~~r~e;~~s ~~"~h!hmi~ch~~~ oaf ~~~;ri:;:~~t,~~r:/:~~· ta:~; 
itself stands re\'e:Jled as little more than an uncritical instrument 

;~r~i~n~ra~~edanajm!~~:~j~;~;- ~~eis ;aa~~ly b~~~~~sinfor~~fitf;~ 
about which Stalin did not concern himself unduly. In the diffi-



cult years of war and turmoil from 1918 to 1925 Party Con· 
grcsscs met annu::ally. Since Stalin became all-powerful the 15th 
Party Congress met in 1927 after a two years' intcrv::a\, the r6th 
in 1930, the 17th in 1934, the 18th in 1939 and the rgth in I952-

Thc growth of the dictatorship can be seen in the disappear· 
ance of possible sources of resistance in both town and countrY· 
In the town the trade unions have lost all freedom. The annual 
conventions of the Miners' Fcdcr::ation, of the Textile Workers, 
of the Trades Union Congress, have not met since 1932. Sin~e 

!h~uUT$.1(~ :~~h'ath~£~,~,~~-i~i~ S~~r~' i~o:~~c~iMa~~~~at~~tlP·;, 
Secretary of the Labour Party, reported: "In Russia there IS no 
collective bargaining as the Tr::ade Unions know it in Great 
Britain. 1 :~m not sure th:Jt the workers' org:~nis::ations can be 
regarcled as 'trade unions' in the British sense that they ::arc 
free agents to speak and act ::as their members demand irrc· 

~8~~~t·~e:!s~~cli~;~s~n~f ~~~i;t;;;~e~~et;f~~e~:c~ t!1f!c~~~~~~ ~~~ 
know it." In the country the peasants have been dragooned tnto 

~~~bct~J~Y b~~nc~ho!f~~~~:~e~r:~·tr~~~~.~~s~~e~~~v~~i~ht~~3~t~~; 
c:ln thus exercise. Everywhere it has become obvious that, 1n 
spite of its grandiose title, the Union of Soviet Soci::alis~ R~ 
publics, the Soviet has no independent existence in Russta 10 

day. St::alin .admitted as much in 1933 when he s~id: "fro~ 
the standpomt of Leninism the collective cconomtes, and 1 n 
So,•iets as well, arc, taken as a form of org::anisation, a wcapd· 
::and nothing but a weapon." As Buber so finely commentj. ~ 
"One cannot in the nature of things expect a little tree that 1:1 

been turned into a club to put forth leaves." II' 

Before Stalin's death the dict::atorship e'•en reve::aled ~c'_.... 
li::arities which char::actcrisecl the Fascist and Nazi dictatorsh•Pser 
such as the habit of conducting huge plebiscites at whi~h :t"c-~· 
whdmingly favourable votes were recorded, and the habit hil' 
pressing faith in the regime by indulging in a nauseating ,~ors 3w 
of the leacler. Thus we read of elections at which Com~un~~rJ j~ 
Jidatcs pollecl99·4 per cent of the total votes cast. Thetr re .a r.f 
the 1946 elections w::as still more impressive. They polled 99 11 1h' 
cent of the votes-a revolutionary advance of ·4 per cent, 3 ,cf)l 
more rem~rbb~e ns the electorntc had. be:n incre::ased by s~~.,.it1 
millions, mhab1tants of annexed temtones, whom the 
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press had_ \'Cry recently called authcmic reaction:~rics, bourgeois, 
a~d Nazas .. This is indeed an outstanding achic\'cmcnt since 
wath the blrth-r:ttc omd the de.1th-r:uc in mind such high per­
ccnt:J.gcs warrant the conclusion that good Soviet citizens pm;t· 
pone both arriv:ds and dcparturrs so as not to interfere with 
e~ectoral arrangements. Perh3ps the only discouraging feature 
( out figures so high w:~s the extremely small margin left for 
urthcr revolutionary ad,·ancc. Fortunately such a reflection is 

one that need occur only to bourgeois minds. In the elections of 
December 1947 Stalin, who stood for a Moscow constituency, 
polled 131 per cent of the \'Otcs. Higher mathematics of this 
~fr~ offer such a scope for unlimited ad,·:~.nce as is not dreamed 
ad 10 ~ur philosophy. Tims we rc:.d, too, of the cxtr:.ordi~ary 
0 ulat1on of St:.lin. His name, for inst:.nce, appeared ror umes 
n the title page of Pravda for the 17th December rg;o. It 

?peared 45 times on the first p:.gc of the M~tlkal Worker of 
~~28th December 1950. Perh:.ps indeed, we should spc:.k of the 
f Clfication r:.thcr th:m the :.dula:ion of Stalin. Here is an extract 
rom Pravda of the .28th August 1936: 

"0 Great Stalin, 0 LCtrd~r of the Pcop/~t, 
Thou tvho didst give hirth to man, 
Thou tvho didst make fertile the t:arlh~ 
Thott tvlto didst rt:jttVt:llttte tlte c~,,~,n~t. 
TAo, tvlto givest hlossom to the 1prmg. 
'fhott tvlto movest the chords of harmony; 
Thou splctrdorrrof n!y.spring, O,!lrolf 
Sun r·eflected in a nul/ton IIMrls. 

Prose· h · sc Just 
Sl<llin IS no less fervent: "Stalin, I sar: to .t ~ und"::[ i~ that 

• and I need say no m_ore. E\•erything 15 bncl:Cunuy, the 
name. E\'erythmg: the p:1rj• t f: II "ng ~ 

_immortality-everything." An the he 0;:)1 th:mks 
1gnorcd: "I write books. I am an aut or. · 

:llr~hcwcd f;,~:t a:ti:":h:,,f'~~;.,:.~:~.~~ 
haPpy a~~s t? thee, 0 great educator Stalin. :. Stalin. 
E:,.crrthi <I Joyous, :~II thanks to thee, 0 gre t country. And 
~hen th:g belongs to thee, chief of .our ~d the 6rst word 
It shan uu:o~iinb! :lo;t~G:.~nts me w1th a • 
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The Stalin dictatorship has had its int_crn~tion:~l_ rcAcction, 
too. As e:~rly ::ts 1924 the French Commumst SoU\·annc ~vas ex­
pelled from the Third International of World Communtst P:u­
tics, or Comintcrn-thc first to be excluded because of lack of sub­
mission to Stalin. Thcnccforwnrd the Com intern increasingly rc· 
fleeted the Stalin line. Its 6th Congress in 1928 was the last at 
which any variety of opinion was allowed. Today its su_cccssor, 
the Cominform, is merely a rubber stamp of the Krcmh~ .. 

However much many convinced Communists must ha\'C disliked 
it, the development of this bureaucratic, monolithic, Byz;'lntine 
autocracy that St:~lin perfected, an autocracy incidentally which 

~c~~~s~~~yb~~~~s~fif~~~~~~~~t'~~~ !~ub~a~:t;1~~~~h~~c~~te~~;:i~: 
the St:ltc must be made powerful enough to do iL The doctrinc 

:o~h~~:l~: !gc0r::fd~~~~~f t;~: 5n~~~ss~c~e~~~r~~l~i;f1~~~~~e~t~~; 
strong totalitarian belief in force is pcrhap~ the greate~t differ­
ence between Stalinism and the traditional Marxian outlook, 
Lenin had departed far from Marx's \'icw that force could play 
only a subordinate role compared with the basic economic and 
soct:ll _processes. Stalin left it behind altogether. 

Stahn made other changes, too, in Marx's teaching. He virtu­
~lly aband?ned the classical Marxian theory of the State, accord­
mg ~o wluch the State is merely the rcpressi\'c instrument of 3 

do~unan_t cbss which will disappear when classes arc abolished. 

~~~~ th~~c~a~e hithc t~~:~~ ~;~a~~~6 a~dn~~~~~i~~~}\~~icte~~ 
brought back and a bi-cr.meral Parliament on the 19th-century 
~odcl.~ct up, _whereas in Lenin's Constitution of 1921 the word 
~tate has dtsr.ppeared r.s being bourgeois and is replaced by 

~. c word,"Soviet," while "citizen" has become "proletarian," 
_peasant, ::tnd "soldier." Stalin still paid lip-service to the be­

he£ th::tt the State will "wither away," but that mir:1cu\ous C\'ent 
he pos~poned to the Greek K::tlends. Engels had once believed 

~~~~~~~is~~u;~33f1lecla3s~ s~f~c~~n~~~ ~~~~~-o~h~~~~~f~0~t:l~~~ 
sp~akm~ on the 1936 Constitution, had already been accom­
plnhcd lll Russi::t, which was now a socialist, classless society 
free from exploitation, But there was still no sign of the Statt 
withering away. In a report to the 18th Party Congress on the 
loth March 1939, he explained why this was so. The State could 
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not wither nway, he said, because of "capitalist encirclement." 
The admission that the State remained nccess::try because of the 

~~t~~~j~~tsi~~~~;~;~~,~~t ~·~~d~~c~ki~;k!f£r~~~:r~~r~~dub;: ;:~~ 
ta{;st agents. In putting forward this \'icw, Stalin had to correct 
not only Marx and Engels hut also Lenin. £,·en for St:~lin, public 
correction of Lenin was not without its embarrassments. But he 
m:~nagcd it neatly by clcclaring that Lenin hacl intended to 
enunciate the new doctrine in a second volume of his Stat~ and 
R~volut;on. "Death, howc\'cr, prevented him from c:mying this 
t:lsk into c:-.:ccution. But what Lenin did not manage to do 
should be done by his disciples." "Will our State," he went on, 
"remain in the period of Communism also? Yes, it will, unless 
the capitalist encirclement is liquidated and unless the danger 
of foreign military attack has disappeared. Naturally, of course, 
the forms of our State will again change in conformity with 
the changes in the situation at home and abroad. No, it will not 
remain, and will atrophy if the capitalist encirclement is liqui­
dated and a Socialist encirclement takes its place." It is, then, 

~~!h ~hcSt~t~rl~s ;~J~~1:f; ~~a;~dwf~irclb~~i~o~vi;~;re:~:~f~d:i~h~ 
Stalin State goes on developing its power, stoutly maintaining 
the while that any who declare that this is a curious preliminary 
to it emulating the Snark and softly and silently vanishing away 
and never being heard of again arc blind to the dialectics of 
Marxism. 

Two further consequences of the policy of Socialism in One 
Country arc worth noting. One is the strong condemnation of 
the idea of "equality in the sphere of requirements and indi­
vidual life" as a ''piece of rc::tctionary petty bourgeois absurdity 
worthy of a primitive set of ascetics, but not of a Socialist society 
organised on Marxist lines" which is contained in Stali~'s 
address to the 17th Party Congress in 193'1· "It is only Lcfust 
blockheads," he added for good measure, "who idealisc the poor 
as the eternal bulwark of llolshe\·ism." Unequ::tl returns, as he 
saw, were necessary to encourage the skill and efficiency with­
out which the industrialisation which was essential to the suc­
cess of the policy of Socialism in One Country could not be car· 
ricd through. There was support for his view in Marx's saying 
that even in a. classless society pay at first would be according to 
labour and not needs. Yet a strong strnnd of equalit:trianism 
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runs through Marxism, typical of which is the practice on which 
Lenin insisted that no member of the Party should recch·e more 

!?s~nt~~ec~:~f:Si~! ~hsa~il~~~ ~~~c~~~:~ti~~~~;\~~g~~:~.~~~~o:~; 
necessitated .by the needs of industrialisation was carried by 
Stalin to lengths incompatible with the spirit if not the letter 
of Marxism. 

The other result worthy of note is the strong growth of Rus-

~e~t n:fi~{:~~si~n ~i~:~. f:?s ~~;~~fe~~~y r~;ea~~~d a ~~!c~c~~Jft; 
Stalin gave to business executive.~ in February 1931. The cold 
Communist clichCs which he U'SCd on that occasion warmed and 
sprang to life only when he began to speak of the purely Rus­
sian moth·es for his policy. "We dn not want to be beaten. No, 
we don't want to. Old Russi:~ was ceaselessly beaten for her 
backwardness. She was be:~tcn by 1hc Mongol Khans, she W:ls 
beaten by the Turkish Beys, she was beaten by Swedish feudal 
lords, she was be:~ten by Polish-Lithuanian Pans, she was beaten 
by Anglo-French capitalists, she was beaten by j:tpanesc barons, 
she was beaten .by all-for her backwardness. For military back­
wardness, ~or cultural b:ackwardness, for political backwardness, 
for indusmal backwardness, for agricultural backwardness. She 
was beaten because to beat her was profitable and went unpun­
ished. You remember the words of the pre-revolutionary poet: 
'Thou art poor and thou art plen1iful, thou art mighty and 
thou :~rt helpless, Mother Russia.' We arc 50 or 100 yc:~rs behind 
the ad\'ancec.l countries. We must make good this lag in 10 

year~- Either w_e ~o it or they crush us.'' Stalin here portyayed 
Russia as the VICtim, wherc:~s it had been Bolshe\·ik practice to 
depict others as her victims. That practice, as in Pokrovsky's his­
tories, was now fr~wncd upon and his books banned. The de­
velopment of Russ1an nationalism is seen in the wartime appeal 
"Your Mothcrla~d needs you," and in the resuscitation of old 
H.ussian heroes, hkc Dimitri Donskoi, Peter the Great, Suvarov. 
It is seen also, despite some post-w:Jr toning down, in Stalin's 
~00ounccment, as_ an am:~teur philologist in the summer of 

50 of the doctrme of the superiority of the Great Russians 
I9 er' nil the other nationalities of the U.S.S.R. It is seen, a.bo,·e 
o;; jn the close parallel between Soviet Imperialism ami Tzarist 
J,n'perinlisrn wh1ch has startled the world since 1945. 



T II F. STATF AS CLASS ,,, 
Stalin and Revolution 

The policy of Socialism in One Country has brought Russia 
far from the teaching of Karl Marx. Yet it would be wrong to 
conclude that Russia today is no more than Tz:1rism writ large. 
She retains a genuine interest in revolution, as we will see as 
we turn to Stalin's views on the subject. In his Dialecrical and 
fhstorical Materialism Stalin wrote; "Dialectics docs not regard 
the process of de\·clopment ns a simple process of growth, where 
<JU:llltitntive changes do not lead to gualit::ative changes, but as 3 

de,·clopmcnt which passes from insignificant and imperceptible 
qu:Jntitative changes to open, fundamental changes, to qualita­
tive changes; a development in which the qualitath•e changes 
occur not gradually, but rapi<lly and abruptly, t:~king the form 
of a leap from one state to another.'' The practical consequences 
he deduces from this arc as follows; "If the passing of slow 
quantitative changes into rapid and abrupt qunlitative changes is 
a I:J.w of development, then it is clear that revolutions made by 
oppressed classes arc a (jUitc natural and inedtable phenome. 
non." The ch~1r1ge from capit:~lism to socialism, he believed he 
has prm·cd, can l~e achie,·ed only by a 9ualitath·e c~ange, by 
revolution. There ts no reason to regard dm as merely hp sen•ice 
to a once-held faith, re\'ealing no interest let alone portending 
no action. Admittedly from time to time, as internation::~l exi­
gencies dictated, Stalin decbred that the socialist and c::~pit::rlist 
worlds could exist pcacca?ly to~ethcr. But h.is.a.ccions never sug-

~~f~~~c~hatto h~h~~~~~~h~~11 J1~cdC\~~r t~~~l~~~~~~~y· o!h~~~e~sti~l~ 
or that he failed to hold firm the revolutionary faith that 
he proclaimed so loudly nt the 7th Congress of the Third Inter­
national in 1935, when he s:~icl; "The Congress will have a 
great historic import?n.ce. It must open up broad revolutionary 
perspectives to the m1ll10ns of .workers of ~he \V~st, of the E:~st, 
of America, and o~ tl~c coloma] and semt-colomal countries; it 
must mark the begmnmg of an era of w:lr and of revolutions " 

On the contrary, he was \'Cry much concerned with the do~­
rrine of revolution he inherited from Lenin. In his Foundations 
of Leninism he used L~nin's "theory of the un~vcn development 
of Capitalism," .:Jcco;dmg to which in the penocl o~ world inJ-

;~~a!~~;a~~ti~1~:1~fe~a~~t~t~:~~1d~. :~dit ~~~eer~a~~ tt~o~~~: 
of forcibly feeding the colonial ;Jncl semi-colon1:1l countries, dif-
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!h~~n~c~~f~~i:n o~~c~ttc~l~::kil~u~~ffi~\:tmj~:l~~~vc~fk t~k~o~id th~ 
imperialist chain w~ilc capitalism remained strong elsewhere, to 
prove that any country coulcl bcc~~1c _rc:\{ly for socialism._ Since 
he accepted wholeheartedly L:m_n ~ 1dca of the rcvoluuonary 
function of the small, highly d!sc•phncd, ruthlc~s Party, he was 
led to the conclusion that not only was rcvo\uuon possible but 
that it ought to take place. If it did not, that could only be be­
cause it had been betrayed-hence not only the vilification of 
socialist leaders but the purging of communist lc:Jdcrs the 
world over. He w:~s also confirmed in his readiness to sec revo­
lutionary situations where such did not necessarily exist-hence 
his instructions to the German Communist Party in 1931-2 to 
attack the Social Democr:IIS, which in effect meant assisting the 

N~~~~nind:~~o~~~ ~~i~hv:~:~:~{~~:~ll~~· denied his belief in 
~e Inevitability and necessity of revolution-when he envisaged 
m 1.924 the possibility, which then seemed "extremely hypo· 
thettcal" but which :.fter 1945 bec:nne :1 m:ltter of li\'cly in· 
t~rest to communists in Eastern Europe, of a peaceful transi· 
tlon to socialism in certain capitalist countries which might 
become subject to what he called a "socialist encirclement." 
It. has been argued that in saying this Stalin was no•. breaking 
wnh traditional Marxist theory since Marx himself conceded 
th_e possibility of a peaceful development of. soci:~lism in .ccr· 

~1,1; IT~~~;f~ld t~~~~i~~~~· :~1 ~~~ti,:.l~~~ b~~a~~~:lt~fe~1P!~bj'c~~n~~ 
socla LSt encirclement would obviously be made possible only b)' 
external force-by the strength of the Red Army, not by the in· 
terna\ force, which alone Marx would have recognised as legiti· 
mate, t~at was the result of the full working out of social ami 
f~~;eom 1c. proc~sse~. Stalin's b~l~e.f in revolution was a b_e!icf in 

. i· Hts behcf Ill the pombthty of a peaceful transitiOn to 

{~~~~-·The1 ~.~~~~e~c~c~~~irs; d~~~;~~~;se~: d~~:e;1~~~ ~fb~J~1. in 
. But how, It may be 3 skccl, could Stalin's doctrine of Socialism 

:~ ~~:~o~n~~c~~~ccc;;~;~~~s :~~~i~!s ~~:~~S~~~R~?\'~h~i~~s~vne~ 
to that IS not easy, and many will be of the opinion that Stali~ 
:-vould h.ave got further with the one if he h:.d forgotten hi 
1nterest Ill the other. However, he clung to both, reconcilin! 
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them. by thinking of world revolution only in the interests of 
Russ1a. He never \Vrotc off the possibility of world rc\·olution 

~{U:ss~~~y \~~~J~~~~~li~it?'on~f ~hoar;dr~~~~~~~~n~fi;rg s~!fi~ ~~dn i~ 
the absence of proof to the contrary we must add for his suc­
cessors, is to follow from Russia's strength, not from Russia's 

~;:n~\~iJeann1t ~~~~1~~~1 i:t \~rN'u~h~~i~~b!h/~~0s~~a~h~e~~~;~~~~~i 
it comes, its looming shadow will be one of the most potent 
influences prcp;1ring the way for that century. Meanwhile for 
millions the U.S.S.R. remains the true home of a crusading 

ft~~~ia~Jn1n~~~~~a;7s~:vb:~ 1tufs3s~!•:Jgli::,~~~~;;~s•~da~fi!d nt~t ;:~:~X 
tionary faith. That compound of Imperialism and Faith, as 
always in history, is capable of generating enormous force. The 
Russia that Stalin fashioned is indeed a tremendous monument 
to power. 

Stalin and Lenin 

m;-hec~!~ \~:~~:~~e ~~~~-.~-h·i•;!J~~0f{u~!~i~•~1~~\~l~ct7o:~eit~~li~n°a~f~.~~ 
he announced boldly. "No power on earth can deprive us of that. 
For huntlrcds of years States h:wc been built on the bourgeois 
model, and now for the first time a non-bourgeois form of State 
has been discovered. Maybe our apparatus is pretty bad, but they 
say that the first steam engine invented was bad too: they arc 
not even sure whether it worked or not. But the point is th:\t 
now we have got steam engines. However bad our State appara~us 
is-still it has been created; n most important historical invention 
has been made, a proletarian type of State has been created." 
Would he, however, have rejoiced in Stalin's achievement? P~r­
haps not. He would not ha,•c liked the bureaucracy, the Ill­

equality, the nationalism, the deification of the leader. He was 
not, in fact, as sure as he seemed that his revolution would march 

:hieu~{i~~n~}>' oJd· ~~~";~::.-.:i~~ ~~~o~:a~i~ }~~ss~~ ~~~h~r:~~!~ft~ 
History, he said, taught that conquerors having inferior ctvihsa­
tions arc ultimately overcome by the superior civilisation~ of 
those they have vanquished. Something similar, he feared, mtghr 

~;~~e~riit7catlh~/~t~fi~l.~ ~!nc~~s:te~f ~~;i;:,adr:,~:~i:n;n~~c~~b: 
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lidy criticising Stalin in Pmvda, ami just before. his ~cath led 

hiYe!~~,l;~.~c~~~sf, ~~~o~l~ b~~~~;:11 1~~~a~i£~~fi~~~~~th~~i.cnin's 
Russia. The main characteristics of that Russia arc the logical 
result of Lenin's basic assumptions. Rosa Luxemburg had no 
difficulty in showing the bureaucratic tendencies. inherent in 
I:cnin'.s conception of the sma~l p~rty of pro.~cssl~nal rc~ol.u­
tJOnanes. He himself had ma111t:uncd that So\'let Soc1ahst 
Democracy is in no way inconsistent with the rule and dicta­
torship of one person; the will of a class is :H times best realised 
by a dictator, who sometimes will accomplish more by himself 
a~d is frequently more needed." And as Bermand Russell saw, 
h1s conception of Bolshe\·ism was internally aristocratic and ex-

~~~~~~;' sr:::~~~~t:.:~~ sf;~ !~~5c~~~~~:rfl~~vn ~sf J;~~c~hf::~~~~~:~ 
trat1on of wealth." Lenin could not ha\'e long prevented the 
development either of inequality or of nationalism. As early as 
1920 Russell could write: "Nalionalism is natural :111d instinctive; 
through pride in the revolution it grows again e\·en in the breasts 
of Communists." He saw it in the Polish war. When Trotsky 
called for "Three cheers for our brave fellows :It the from," he 
hoted, "the :audience responded as a London audience would 
have .~espondcd in the autumn of 1914." He even appreci:ated 

t at .the reconstruction of Asiatic Russia has revi\'ed what is 
essenually an imperialist way of feeling." 
T~~twas ~enin, indeed, who had made possible Stalin's Russi:a. 
h Staltn drove more recklessly and welcomed more joyfully 

It t E(,0~. which was being more clearly revealed with every mile 
e ~ h •nd, must not blind us to the fact that it w:as Lenin 
w h? h ~d built the car and started it off on the road along 
; Jc t has been drh·en ever since. One thing at least is sure. 

ower ul as Russia has become, it was not for this that Marx 
and Engel~ toiled. Remembering their high hopes, it is difficult 
~?~ 11to .heheve that the light has dep:arted or to doubt that the 

~~~1chus~~;~ ~~l~st~~e:~a~f t~~ss:i~vh~ t~~n~~3 :~~~n!:i~\1 :~~ 
evtdencc that the earthly par:adise has :~!ready been attained. 
!hough t~ose who remember Proudhon's warning to M~rx: 

For. ~od s sake, after we h:ave demolished all dogmaus~s 
a pno11, !ct us not of all things attempt in our turn to insul 
another kmd of doctrine into the people," and "simply because 
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we arc :lt the bc::td of a movement, let us not set oursch·cs up 
as the leaders of a new intolcr.:mcc, let us not pose as the 
apostles of :1 new religion even though this religion be the 
religion of logic, 1hc rdi!j:ion of reason itself," will not lightly 
acquit Mnrx of rcsponsibdity for later .J:vclopmcnu that -have 
occurred in his name. 



CONCLUSION 

W£ have seen in the precedin~ c!l:apters something oE the 
organic :wd of the mech:uHStlc theory of the State as 
it h::~s been held by some of the gre:at m:Jsters of poli· 

tic::~l thought. It may seem so obvious to the English that the 
State exists for man that they regard it as proof positive of 
Germ:tn wrong-headedness if not of German original sin that 
the Germans have held to the opposite view that m:an exists for 
the State. Yet the masters who ha\·e preached the org:anic doc­
trio~ of the State have been neither patently wrongheaded nor 
obviOusly greater exemplars of original sin than the rest of us. 
And ~nlcss we arc to believe that manifest stupidity is the 
:sovere1gn recipe for survival, we cannot conclude that a view 
th~t has been accepted throughout the ages has nothing to be 
said f~r it. On the contrary, we must acknowledge th:n both the 
orgamc and the mechanistic \·icws of the St:1tc h:ave their 
strength and weakness. 

It cannot be denied that the organic view h:as the gre:Jt merit 
?f corresponding to our experience of life at least in this that 
Jt ahknowlcdges that there is a w<~.rring within m:an's members 
s~ t ht too often he docs what he would not :and what he would 
t h· e docs not, and it appreciates that when he acts according 
1~ ~~ better sdf he can most truly be c:alled man. It recognises 
~ e tffcrcnt me in a way that mech:anistic theory too frequently 

o_es not. And more than mechanistic theory it recognises the 
cxts~e1ce of the social me. It knows that the individual is never 
an .tso a~ed atom, but is formed to a very large extent by the 

~;~~e:Icl'~a~~ics~c~~ !~~:~c~r~,~~3i~~~c ittl:~~r~t~~s h5a~m:~~~~ 
rr~~u~ntly been hostile to those lesser liberties of associations 

~~~~.~c whi~~a~~ t~h~~~~ ~~~ ~ve~~le \"J{~n~e~~~a~~s~cl~rtha;Sr~~c~ 
InsiStence on the political effects of environment in its broadest 
~cnse, on the consequences of antecedent events, on the grat 
1mportance of political org::tnisation ::tnd the close intcrdcpend· 
ence of citize~s and the State, on the general truth that policies 
rnust be bad 1£ they disregard national character, environment, 
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and history, :md that the end of the State must be kept in view 
and recognised as something still more important than the tem­
porary ~:nisfaction of the possibly fluctuating demands of the 
present generation, all may be no more than a commonplace 
stntement of the general causal interrclation of things, but it is 
a statement to be found much more in the upholders of the 
organic than the mechanistic view of the State. And more than 
mechanistic theory, organic theory encour::tges both the best and 
the soci::tl me, for in it the State, the gre::ttest of man's creations, 
is used to help him to achieve the greatest development of which 
he is capable. Because it encourages the best and the social me 
it is a much more satisfactory explanation of the urge of public 
duty than anything that Utilitarians, for instance, can rise to. 
And even though too often in those who h:n·e insisted on the 
unity of ethics and politics, ethics would seem to have become 
political rather than politics ethical, the value of the view that 
the State is an ethical institUlion with a mor:tl end must be 
:tdmitted. Moreover, organic theory is :l weighty reminder that 
the view of liberty as being ldt to do wh:tt one likes is inade­
quate, that freedom to he worth while must be posirh·cly and 
not negatively defined. In giving us that reminder it presents 
us with a facet of the truth that extreme individualism could 

~~;c~af.~::::fs\~C~::~J ~~\~~1bry r~~:;~nt;~~J~~~~~l~:~~e~:;!~ei~ 
theory is important. . _ 

If the organic theory of the St:tte had not been impress1ve,_It 
would hardly have survived so long. Its weaknesses, indeed 1ts 

dangers, are, howe\·er, striking. In any theory in which the 
State is real and the individual an abstr:lction, the danger ~f 
the reality engulfing the abstr::tction is a great one. Org:.mc 
theory shows that too great an :1malg3mation of individual_:Jn~ 
State is :JS dangerous ::tn ideal as too great emancipation of tndt­
vidual will. In it man, overshadowed by the State, too frequencl_y 
becomes less than man. He is tre:lted as no more than a condutt 
pipe for the divine energy, as a passive creature for whom th_i~gs 
must be done, not as a being who finds fulfilment in positiVe 
:tctivity. In it, naturally, the individual can ne\'er t3ke .up 3 

stand for c_onscience' sake against the State, since if he d1d. he 
would be denying the superior reality of the St:tte. Conscien­
tious objectors, for instance, would never be tolerated in :1ny 
State which regarded itself :1s organic. Such a St:tte can never 
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make a distinction between the go~d man ~nd the_ good citizen, 
for goodness in such a State consists ~~ly m servmg the ~tate. 
It follows that in organic theory the cmzcn can have no rights 
against the State, th:at tha_t ~heo_ry lc:aves man no safeguard_ for 
liberty. It will allow no lhsu~cu~n to be m:a~c between socJet_Y 
and the State so con\"inccd IS It that man 1s absorbed in h1s 
relation to th~ politic:al community. Hence not even society can 
act as a cushion between man ancl the St:tte. In fact, howc\·er 
T"?uch it m:ay seck to define libcny in a po_sit_ive sense, _it reduces 
~1berty to obedience to the Stat.e. In all _thl~ 1_t defeats _ns_clf. For 
It can never sufficiently appreCiate that md1ndual vanat1on, un­
likeness, effort is as necessary for the welfare of mankind as 
collective activity and mut.ual support. It tries ~o &i':e social life 
an ethical character. But It docs not sec that mdJviduals must 
continually re-create whate,·cr spirituality there is in the social 
wh?le. Moreover, it regards the State as the only conceivable 
entity. Organic theory has been. aware mor~ than a great deal 
o~ ~echanistic theory of the eXIstence and Importance of asso­
Ciatioas, but it never allows them a full ancl free growth. It has 

s;;·t~ f~e~r~~~~:e th!o1rhye th~sr:~~\ii~i;sofft~e ·~~~~~ ~n~i?h:~b~le~~~ 
And since it is the sole source of morality, organic theorists ha\'e 

~~~~:~:~s!~fd ~f ~~~~~·~'p,,~~o~~p~~I~ctk~~~~ i:ts •• ;:~~~;:b~!~~; 
of London I had just witnessed the visible and tangible out· 
come of a false and wicked doctrine, the foundations of which 
l~y, as I believe, in the book before me .... Hegel himself car­
ned the proof sheets of his first work to the printer through 
streets crowded with fugitives from the field of Jena. With that 
:nork began the most penetrating and subtle of all the intellectual 
mRuences which have sapped the rational humanitarianism of 
the 18th and rgth centuries, and in the Hegelian theory of the 
~od-state all that I had witnessed lay implicit," he was O\'erstat· 
In$ the case. But there was some truth in what he said. W c mn}' 
think that such a view of the State would have been dangerous, 
an_yh~~v. In days when the new tribalism appeals, when the 
pnmlttve gods and the customs of the folk have been called 
upon, as in Germany, Italy, ~apa~, and Russia, to give warmt~ 
an~ comra?cship and prote~uon '? a world made col~ by capt· 
tahst practiCe and classical hberaltdcas, such a theory ts doub!Y 
dangerous. The call of 1he Nazis: "Ein Reich, Ein Volk, E1n 
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FUhrer"; the outburst of Hitler: "I need men for judges who 
are deeply convinced that law ought not to guarantee the inter· 
ests of the individual against those of the State; that their duty 
is to sec to it that above all Gcrmnny does not suffer"; the cry of 
Mussolini: "For Fascism the State is an :tbsolute, in whose 
presence individu:tls nnd groups :ue the relative," show clearly 
the connection between Nazism, Fascism, and the organic theory 
of the St:ltc. We can reflect, for good measure, that the organic 
theory is necessarily undemocr:ltic, since the toes cannot dict:lte 

:~ct7~d~~~~~:l0~r~~n~i~~~c~[~:c~~c~~~~cs;;~~~i~e t~~~;;n~~atli~; 
is openly rcgnrdcd as a delusion. For men fulfil different func­
tions, and d10se functions arc not equally important for the 
maintcn::wcc of the whole. Hence they arc to be treated as equal 
only to the extent to which the Stntc itself decides that its in· 
terests require them to be equal. When, in nddition, we remind 
ourselves that States ha\'C never in all history been as strong as 
they arc today, we may well doubt if a doctrine whose tendency 
is inevitably to make them stronger is really desirable in the 
2oth century. 

The mechanistic theory of the State is strong where the or~ 
ganic theory is weak, weak where the organic theory is strong. 
Its te:::tching, that the individual is real and the State only 3 

device, that there is no such thing as a common good of t~c 
State which is something other than the good of all citiz;ns,. IS 

a ,·cry powerful and timely insistence that the State can JUStify 
itself only in so far ns it exists for the individuals who co~· 
pose it. The grent merit, indeed, of the mcch:1nistic theory lies 
in its snfcguarding of the individual. It recognises, of course, 
that individuals differ in naturnl cnpa.city and therefore in wh~t 
they have to offer to the State. But it will not agree that t e 
State has the right to sacrifice them in consequence. It sep:n· 
a.tes State and society, so tha.t society can on occasion act as a 
support to the individual in his relationship to the State. lf 
agrees that men may have to resist the State on grou~d~ 0 

~~~sb~~rec,~,n~0i~']~~sg J!1~Ji~~~~:h:jlC::n 1~~~0~sis~r~~:~ ~f ;~r;~:~~fy 
superior morality by the State. Mechanistic theory, m?re~ver, 
lends itself very well to the creation of democratic institutions, 
thereby providing further s:tfeguards for the individual. It ~an 
reasonably be claimed, too, to be a. better inocul:ltion agamst 
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the new tribalism, and to be perhaps a little bit less of a menace 
to peace than organic theory. At least. i~ do~s not make th_e 
strong State unnecessarily stronger by gmng n an al~nost relt­
gious devotion. And it is not committed, as is orgamc the?ry, 
ro the view that the State is the final end of man's evolution. 
It regards it merely as a device that has proved indispensable in 
the past and that can give way to something else should some­
thing else prove indispensable in the future. 

But like the org:mic rheory, the mechanistic theory of the 
State is of course very much open to criticism. There is nothing 
spiritual _abo~n a machine, nothing that calls out the best in _a 
man. It IS chfficult to deny either that the State can or that It 

should do this. Perhaps it is not an accident that States which 
regard themselves as machines seem on the whole more con­
cerned with material than with spiritual values. l>.·lechanistic 
theory does not take account of the individual's wish to be some­
thing better than he is. At least it does not consider that this is 
something in which the State should have an interest or some­
thing ~hich th_c State can do anything about. There is certainly 
truth Ill the VIew that in mechanistic theories of the State an 
adeql!ate_ account of justice is possible only by surreptitiously 
substitUting the rational spiritual being for the isolated natural 
bein_g ?n whom the theory rests, so that the fundamental con· 
trad1ct1o~ of, for instance, Locke and Adam Smith is that they 
work With natural units and treat them like rational units, 
thereby demonstrating the inadequacy of the philosophic move­
ment_that they represent. Indeed, it is never easy in mechanistic 
theories_ to understand the alchemy whereby private interests arc 
turned mto public duties. It may be added, too, that mechanistic 
theory_ has_ rarely had a sufficient appreciation of the importance 
?£ soclc~y _m developing the citizen. Further, if there arc dangers 
!0. d_escr_,bmg fr~edom as the pursuit of r:~.tional action, there is 
:~.ndJty m _defimng it as the absence of restraint, and the frc­
qucn~y wnh _which mechanistic theories do this i.s significant. 
And1f organiC theory lends itself so readily to thc_ncw trib31· 
ism, it may he that mechanistic theory has done something to 
bring about. that new tribalism by lending itself so readily to 
the view whiCh Ford expressed: "We now know that anything 
which is economically right is also morally right. There can be 

~~\:,0~~~ta~e~~:~i~~~~edc~~~tm~~ch~~is~~0~h:~;ali~·:i~;f; 
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unreal, that it docs not correspond to our experience. The citi· 
zen, says Br:~dlcy, "sees the State every day in its practice refute 
every other doctrine, and do with the moral approval of all what 
the explicit theory of hardly :tnyonc will mor:lily justify. He sees 
instincts arc better than so-called 'principles.' He sees in the 
hour of need what arc c:J\lcd 'rights' laughed at, 'freedom,' the 
liberty to do what one pleases, trampled on, the claims of the 
individual trampled under foot, and theories burst like cob­
webs. And he sees, as of old, the heart of a nation rise high and 
beat in the breast of cnch one of her citizens, till her safety and 
her honour :1rc dearer to each than life, till to those who live her 
shame and sorrow, if such is allotted, outweigh their loss, ::md 
death seems a little thing to those who go for her to a common 
and nameless grave." Some of the above criticisms might be 
met by the reply that society is a living growth, an organism, 
:1nd that this living organism, society, cre:1tes for its own con· 
venienee the machine that we call the St:lte. But not all the 
above criticisms, and certainly not the last, could be refuted in 
this way. 

"The discovery of wisdom is the surpassing good," Philo 
wrote. "When this is found all the people will sing." It will be 
:.pparent that all wisdom is not with either the organic or the 
mechanistic view of the State, and that mankind as yet has but 
learned to croak. Nevertheless, all who think of these things 
will be partisans, ahhough it will be a matter of little profit and 
conceivably of great harm if they allow themselves to think, in 
their conviction that the one view is the better, that all who hold 
the other arc fools or knaves. Both views, it must be admitted, 
can be held by men who arc neither. Moreover, it must be 
conceded that they correspond to existing States. Great Britain 
and America are clearly examples of the mechanistic State, as 
Italy and Germany yesterday and Russb today, with its State 
worship and subordination of the individual to the State, are 

~~ff:~~C:es0~e~~~e~~g:h~co~~~~ei.c ~~~t~~:~ ~c~h~5~i~~c atf:O~~t~~ 
the State, and therefore between the States which embody these 
theories, arc fundamental. Much as we might long for one world 
in which there will be a single moral and political system, we 
have to admit that such a world docs not yet exist and has 
little prospect of existing in the immediate future. The world 
in which we live is a world of States with such different moral 
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beliefs that no compromise in principle is possible bet wee~ them. 
And the question we must ask, given diflcrenccs whtch are 
genuine, fund::amcnul, irreducible, and inc:~pablc of compro· 
mise and given the embodiment of these funcb.mcn_tally opp~scd 
points of views in first-class Powers, is: C::m such lhffcrcm VLcws 
peacefully co-exist? Is the world committed to a series of ideo· 
logical wars, tempered perhaps by tiredness, but leading inevit­
ably to the last battle of the Gods that Norse mythology fore­
told? 

Kant did not believe that such radically different views could 
live peacefully together. Accepting the sovereignty of cnch State 
and rejecting the idea of a world State, he thought that inter· 
national peace was possible only when all States were ruled on 
something like the same internal principles. Lenin, in another 
context, agreed with him. "We are living," he said, "not merely 
in a State, but in a system of States, and the co-existence of the 
Soviet Republic side by side with imperialist States for a long 
time is unthinkable. One or the other must triumph in the end." 
The experience of our own lifetime, too, must make us wonder 
if Knnt and Lenin were not right. The 2oth century has become 
known as the century of violence because of the devastating wars 
~h~t h::~ve already taken place in it between organic and mech:ln­
IStiC S~ates, the last of which has left in a yet stronger and more 
menacmg position the last remaining gre:'lt org:mic State. Fur· 
thermore that State hns shown thnt it is at the moment in the 
grip of a force compound of the cxransive imperialistic zest of :l 

strong and growing State and o a proselytising faith. That 
force wherever it has shown itself as for instance in France ::~t 
the time of the Revolution, has co~e to be r-ecognised as one of 
the most explosive in history, big with tribulation for other 
P':oples. Russin, in effect, says todny what Boissy d'Anglas 
tnumphnntly said in France during the Revolution: "There is 
only o~e good way to administer a country, nnd if we hn\'C 
found It why should other people not benefit by it?" Therefore 
the words which Pitt applied to the French: "They will not 
accept u_nde~ the nnme of Liberty any model of government but 
th:u wluch 1s conformable to their own opinions :md ideas, and 
all men must learn from the mouth of their cannon the prop~· 
gation of their system in every part of the world" can be legi· 
timately applied to the Russians now. And we have learned in 
bitterness in the lase few yenrs that no genuine agreement be-
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~~~~rly:h~h~~~ssii:nw~:~d thbee ~~s~~~n t~vb!~e~:s th~~,,~e~:sis:b~~ 
evidence whntc\·cr for the \'icw of Lord Russell that "we are 
now again in an epoch of wars of religion, but a rdigion is 
now called an idcolosy,'' nnd dnngcrous to be sure that such an 
epoch will not demand blood as it did in the 16th and 17th 
centuries. 

But though it' would be madness to forget that only with 
mutu:ll exhaustion. the spreading of the ide:as of the Politiques 
to whom the new religion of the State m::mcred more than the 
old religion of the Church, and the de,·elopment of R:uionalism 
to which all religions were equally false and :~II fanaticism folly, 

:d b~~i~:~ot~~, ~ftl~~~~i~u~ ~~ar~i~~o~i~a\o ~~~~~ e~~~;:J~n~n~oec~h~~~ 
wh:J.[ has once demanded blood will always continue to do so. 
History docs not repeat itself, if only because men can read its 
elementary lessons and determine not to repeat mistakes. To 
avoid the sin of hybris let it be said at once that they arc un-

~~kecllu:~r~.u;~tu~h~~cm~~ykb~ ~ fr~~te t~n th~h;~ic~~v~cl::~~~ 
fanaticism is prepared to pay to achieve its object; in an atomic 
age the price to be paid would certainly be high. Inde:cd, the 
very price which all must pay if those who de:ny the: possibility 
of the peaceful co-existence of the oq::;:mic and mechanistic 
theories embodied in their respecth·c State~ arc right is such that 
it can itself be used as an argument to prove them wrong. For 

~r!~c~c~i~:;s fa\~;; ~v~rtb~ ~~ ~~~~~;3~at~o~0;/o;~t~~:sfs~t~o~~ 
sciousry. clclibcratcly, and devastatingly, e,·en the most Mcssbnic 

fcfar~~jltc; ;:g~~~:; t~~~~~: e:~nret~~!~g~f~~~ir31~:ie:~nar~3~: 
irreconcilable as those of Catholics and Protestants, True Bc­
lic\crs, and Infidels. There is much truth in the dissenting 
opinion of Justice Holmes in the famous case of Abrams v. the 
U.S.: "Persecution for the expression of opinions seems to me 
perfectly logical. If you ha\'C no doubt of your premises or 
your power and want a certain result with :.11 your he.ut, you 
naturally express your wishes in law :md sweep :.way all oppo­
sition. But when men have realised that time has upset m:any 
fighting faiths, they may come.to bclie,·c even more than they 
believe in the very foundations of their own conduct that the 
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ultimate good is better reached by free tr:aclc i~ ideas-that tJ:tc 
best test of truth is the power of thought to J:J:Cl Itself accepted m 
the competition of t~c market, and that tru~h is thc.~nly ground 
upon which their w1shcs can be safely carr1cd out. If men can 
indeed remember that time has upset many fighting faiths, they 
must also rcAcct upon the impossibility, or at least the very great 

~\~~u!(~h~f s~~f:.r~h~ ~~~~: ~~~ i~:f:~~~. 0has1~~u~d'~~n~~~~ 
many and Japan how clifficult it is to convert a people who be­
lieved i11 the org::mic theory of the State to the mechanistic 
theory. Hitler's New Order similarly showed the difficulty of 
convening a people who believed in the mcch:mistic theory of 
the State to the organic. And Soviet Russia today reveals the 
contradiction that was to be found in Napoleonic France-the 
assertion of the external rights of National So\·ercignty and the 
denial of the same rights to others. Those, too, who are under· 
stan~ably oppressed by the persistence and virulence of a com· 
mumsm that seems impervious to argument migbt recall with 
comf~rt the words of Herbert Spencer: "A wave of opinion, 
rcachmg a certain height, cannot be stopped by evidence, but 
has ~ra?ually to spend itself." Remembering all this, men may 
find In It yet another reason for believing that situ:ttions will not 
always be so strnincd and that hoth \'icws of the State can exist 
peacefully side by side . 
. ~pan those who believe that they can, a \'cry great rcsponsi· 

h•\ny rests. They must m::~ke their view prev::~il that howc,·er 
fa u~ble Crusaders may be their rightful place is not in the 

ofC~~~a~e~~~r ~~~~~: ~~h~~~·t:r~~;g;;~:~e~~\:~~ ~h~;t~~~~c~~ 
~hre of the common danger so well illustr:tted by the Vice· 

ancdlor of Cambri<lgc University in his opposition to the 
sch~me of.the Eastern Counties Railway "to run excursion trainS 
to . ambndge on the Lord's Day with the object of attracting 
fo~d•gncrs and undesirable characters to the University of Canl· 
br• .ge on that sacred day ... the Vice-Chancellor of the Uni· 
vermy of Cambridge wishes to point out to the Directors of 
the ~aster~ Counties Railway that such a proceeding would be 
as d1spleas_mg tn Almighty God as it is to the Vice-Chancellor 
of the Umvcrsity of Cambridge" -of acting as the assured but 
~naccrcdi~ed agents of God. They must expect less from pol~· 
tiCS, refus10g to believe th:!.l God speaks invariably in the Cab•· 



CONCLUSIOS' 255 

net in London. the \Vhite House in \Vashington, or the Kremlin 
in Moscow. And they must p:ty more attention to politics, taking 
care not to allow those situations to de,·clop that would encour-

~~: a~h~h~c~~=e~olfti~d:'~ol~~~iln~o~hA:c,~a~n £!~ ~~a~h~l id: 
logical conAict imo one wherein practical adjustment of in­
terests is possible. If this docs not hap~en, there will be without 
question a new predic.llment of mankind, Clllling for a new 
politiclll philosophy to resolve it. But it would not pro6t us to 
specul:uc about the ide:1s of the post atomic-war world. 





INDEX 
Acton, Lord, •54• 216 
Adams, 12~ 
t\lcibiadc:s,I: 
Amcric;~,n Constitulion, 74-5 
Anaximander, 2, 18 
Aquinas, So, •53 
AriSioph;mcs, 3, 11, 107 
Arhtode, ix, 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 1o, 15, 

24 • ~s. <!2, o~6, so, 59· So, 97· 
1:o, •so, 153. 156: ami Pbto, 
38--9; contribution 10 Political 
Thought, 38; organic theory oi 
Slate, 38-41 

Arnold, Mathew, 174 
Athens, -I• 6, 11, •~, 13, 23 
Auerbury, Bishop, 63 
Aulee, 30 
Augustine, St., 42 
Austin, 1Bo, 190 

Bacon, Francis, \'iii, 46 
Bagehot: on "constituency go\'trn· 

ment," 106; on I8th·tcntury 
constitution, 125 

Barker, Sir E., \'iii 
Beccaria, 82 
Bentham, J.,65,69, 1o6, 107, •oB, 

111 0 1120 113,115,116,117, 
119,126,127, 1-19;andSocial· 
ism, 10.1; characteristics oi his 
S!a1c,96-9; idea of the State, 
94-6; importance of, 99-106; in· 
flucnee abroad, 87; influence at 
home, IOI-6; life and writings, 
83-9; principle of Utility, Hg-
93; the Philosophe, 101 

Berdicff, 129 
Bernstein, 217,222 
Bism"rck, 153, 155 
Blumschli, 132 
Boissy d'Anglas, 252 
Bratton, 63,81 
Bradley, 170, 251 
Burke, \'ii, \'iii, 48, 6:, 101, 102, 

125,128,136 

Canning: on !Sth·ccniury consti 
tu!ion,125 

Carlyle, 100, IO!j, tiD, t74, 179 
Chadwick,83, IDJ, 104 
Ciccro,4,53 
Coleridge, 99, Io~j, 115, 125, uS 
Collccti,·e farms in U.S.S.R., :36 
Comintcrn: reflection of rise of 

toialitarianStatc in U.S.S.R., 238 
Comm11nist Mani/l!sto, 194, 197, 

198,213,227 
Comtc, 131,134 
Confucius, 1-::t, 232 
Cromwell, ::to?, 230 

Ddolme,63 
Demosthcocs,4,tD;• 
Dc:scaru:s,43•65 
Dicey,Bs. '73•'74 
Dickens: on American dcmocr3tic 

cuhure, no-1 
Disradi, JJo, 178 

Engels, •ss. 200, 201, :oz, zo8, 
214 0 215,22.j-8pass.,238,:39• 
'H 

Epicurcans,9, 10,-12 
Euripides, 3,4,107 

Fedcralisl, 64,93 
Feucrbach, 201 

Galilco,43•46, 50,51 
Gbdstone, 104,110,161 
Gottsch3lk: criticism of Marx, 2.24 
Gre3t PowCTs: 3S embodiments of 

connicting poli!lc3l philosophies, ,,, 
Greeks: charattcristies oi, 2-5; 

debt of PoliTical Thought to, 
1-2; langu3ge, s-6: p<;tlitical or­
ganisation of, 6-<); variety of 
Political Thought, 9-11 



L:llnanino:, 130 
l.:!ws,16,22,J8 
Lenin, 155, '94· 199, :u6, 231-3 

pass.; 235, 239, 241, 2~2, :1 .. 13-4• 
252; adaption of Marxism to 
Ru•sia, 223-5; auloqacy o£, 
2Jo, 244; dict:llor~hip o£ prole­
lariat, 226-8; dislike of growing 
bureaucracy in revolutionary Rus· 
sia, 228; freedom of discussion 
within P:~.ny, 2:9, '-JS; his task, 
21]-18; idCJ of Party, 225-6; prc­
lcncc of dcmocraC)'• n8; rcspon· 
sibility for gro•ving burc:~.ucr:r.cy 
in rc•·olution:~.ry Ru,.b, 229-30i 
rcnntcmcnt of Dialectic:~.! Male· 
rialism :md of Revolutionary 
Marxism, 221-3; theory of lin· 
pcrialism, 21S-21; theory of un· 
ncn dc•·clopmcm of C:I.J>i!alism, 
241-2. 

Lo~;;; ~-55~ 5;5~~· ,~;;,;,~~~??ti,; 3:f 
his State, 75-8; comJ>arcd •vith 
Hobbes, 67-8; form of his State, 
73-5; importance of, 78-82; li~c 
and writings, 65-7; namrc of hiS 
"-ppcal, G8; separation of powus, 

~~:~~~~:~:;~~~:~~~~~~:r~:~~~ 
Lothian, Lord: on democracy, 1~ 

t~;,'~b~rg, Rosa: criticism af 
Lenin, 244 

Mcilwain, 63 
Maistrc, de, x 
l>brsilius of Padu:~., 42 
Marx,K.,9,83,104, 155, 1p,:~.1S, 

~~t32J~~~:~;. ~~;~2~:~';45; ~:J 
:~~mo~~;~]:07;!~~:J;~,~~~~:I.i~~ 
capitalism, 211-12; dialcctidll 

~r~;~:1lis~~. 19i;;~1; h~~~~~:; 
lll:l.tcrialism, :1.02-<)i nature of •P· 
pen], , 9~-8; s1udy of rc•·olutiolh 
199; surplus value, :rog-IOi 
wnhcring aw:1.y of State, :~.o8-9 

Mcttcrnich,viii 



Mill, J:~.mes, 88, 102-3, J06, 107, 
112, 126 

Mill, John Stuart, 88, 91-3 pass., 
191; alterations in Utilitarianism, 
110-17; case for democracy, 115; 
117-19; dangers of dcmocr:~.q·, 

~·~E~ 0Ji;:~a~~Jr:~:~rit~~~~i:~; 
view of libeny, IIJ-15-

Milton, 73, 113, 127, 196 
Mirabeau, 12-J 
Montcsquieu, 7-J 
Moscow: the Third Rome, 23-J 
MUller, Adam, x 
Mussolini, 155, 2-J9 

l'apoleon, viii, '3·1o ::!.1-J 
Natural Law, Il:l, 42, -J3, 55, 6!:1> 

79, 95, 17::!., 1S5 
Nietzsche, 120, 129 
Norninalhts, 42 

Oakeshott, 63 
O'Hrien, Bronterre, u7 

Poley, 91, 96,97 
Pormenides, 2 
Pericles, 3, 16, 29,37 
Philo, 251 

~j;~~a~,n 4r-rench Revolution, 252 
Plato, 42, 50, 107, 126, 127, 150; 

Dialogues, 15-16; doctrine of the 
Soul, 20-20 e!Teet of Socrates' 
death on, 12; family baekground 
and early years, 11-12; founding 
of Acodemy, 13; idea of Human 
Excellence, 29-30, 35• 40, 41; 
orgonie theory of State, 38-41 0 

~h'fio"s~~~:~; ~~9°:h~ s~:;~~. 2~~~~~ 
Skili"n journeys, 13-140 Stot~ 
and educntion, 3o--3; Stale ;md 

~~!~~dut~l, i~:· d?e~40~2~~teth~ 
Human Predicament, 16-17" 
theory of Ideas, 18-20 ' 

Plekhonov, 217, 223, 224 
Pol!s_, ~.' 19,24, 26_. 35, 38,39 
Polmcal hberty, medieval uadibon 

of, So-1 

2 59 
Politie:ll Thought: Bacon on, \·iii; 

lbrker on, •·iii; braneh of ethical 
theory, vii; Burke on, viii; Hegel 
on, viii; Metternich on, viii; 
N3poleon on, ,-iii; not a science, 
,.;;, Stephen (Leslie) on, viii; 
what it is, vii; what it owes to 
Greeks, 1-2 

Priestley, 82,84 
l'rotagoras, 15 
l'roudhon, 196, 244-5 
Prth:~goras, 2, 1S, 131 

Representation, I8th-eentury theory 
of, 12-1-5 

Rt:pub/ic, Tltt:, 9 1 13, 15, 16, 24, 
26, 27, JO, 3-\o 36,37 

Ritchie:, 79, 123, 135 
Rousseau, 10, 30, 72, 73• 77, 83, 

IJO, 131, IJ6, 163, 164, 180, 181, 
1H5, 19o; conflicting interprc:ta· 
tions of, 136-S; Gc:nerol \Viii, 
144--90 idea of nature, qo-2; idea 

~~o~tfitf~. 11~2~0/ 1:~,'!~"\~u;~~~i~~j 
Thought, 150-20 sociol conuac:t, 
143, 1510 ''iew of rai1011 d'.frar, 
'47 

Russell, Lord, 24-1. 253 

Schiller, 122, 166 
Shaftesbury, 65, 66 
Shaw, G. B., 62 
Shelburne, Lord, 87 
Sids-wiek, 97, III 
Soci:Jiism: debr to Utilirarianism, 

'74 
Socr:~lists, Utopian, 196 
Soer:ltc:s, 3, 4, 1:1 
Sophists, 23,43 
Sophocles, 4, 11, 107 
Sou1hc:y, 17-1 
Soviet in U.S.S.R., 236 
Spare:~, 23 
Spencc:r, Hc:rbc:rt, 25-1 
Spinoza, 61 
Stalin, 155• 194, 199, 217; and 

t~&:i~~~::~~~~;c~:~~f£~:~:~~~~i 
C:<JU:I!ity, 239-400 cull of Lc:ader, 



2b0 

23r1-7; c:m<:.rgcncc of Tot:~lit:ui:m I Thuc:rdid~,, ], 10, 107 
Stone, 235-6; growtl1 of Russian Tocqucville, De: on danger of 

i~~~;;~E~~:g~,::;v:~::~~:;: i:~\li:~~l~~:,~~;:::;,:~:~~:: 
c:in:h:mcnt, 242; wn.hcrmlo: awa)· p1111., 2Hi :l<lm•>•ion that Uol· 

-.~~~ ,5~ste~;ei~. x, 9· 4~.-s. o~. ~~~S:;~r~ic\;~~~~~t ~e0~~~~o~~~~~ 

~f~~~~:4~Jh~;!~~if~a~~;·J:~:~j ~-:::;~~.;~:!;:~~oi~~~~:~:~~;r~],;; 
of Historic:~] CoheJeocc, xi; tr3di· \Vallas, Gr'llmm, vii 
tino of Will ::md Artihcc, xi, Whit~hr:~tl, 3 

Thalcs. 2 
Themistodcs,t6,]7 

I
"''"""'"' 0"""· ,,, ,, 
\\'nnhwortl:, 109,133 

XctlO]>hun, ::,107 

Young, G. M., ~3 

Zcno, 2 




	2022_02_01_12_28_03_001
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_002
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_003
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_004
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_005
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_006
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_007
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_008
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_009
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_010
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_011
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_012
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_013
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_014
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_015
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_016
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_017
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_018
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_019
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_020
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_021
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_022
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_023
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_024
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_025
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_026
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_027
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_028
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_029
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_030
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_031
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_032
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_033
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_034
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_035
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_036
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_037
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_038
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_039
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_040
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_041
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_042
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_043
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_044
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_045
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_046
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_047
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_048
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_049
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_050
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_051
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_052
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_053
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_054
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_055
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_056
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_057
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_058
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_059
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_060
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_061
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_062
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_063
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_064
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_065
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_066
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_067
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_068
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_069
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_070
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_071
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_072
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_073
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_074
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_075
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_076
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_077
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_078
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_083
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_084
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_085
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_086
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_087
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_088
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_089
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_090
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_091
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_092
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_093
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_094
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_095
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_096
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_097
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_098
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_099
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_100
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_101
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_102
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_103
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_104
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_105
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_106
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_107
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_108
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_109
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_110
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_111
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_112
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_113
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_114
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_115
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_116
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_117
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_118
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_119
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_120
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_121
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_122
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_123
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_124
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_125
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_126
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_127
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_128
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_129
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_130
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_131
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_132
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_133
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_134
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_135
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_136
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_137
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_138
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_139
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_140
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_141
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_142
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_143
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_144
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_145
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_146
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_147
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_148
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_149
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_150
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_151
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_152
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_153
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_154
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_155
	2022_02_01_12_28_03_156
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_001
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_002
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_003
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_004
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_005
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_006
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_007
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_008
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_009
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_010
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_011
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_012
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_013
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_014
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_015
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_016
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_017
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_018
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_019
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_020
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_021.
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_022.
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_023
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_024
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_025
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_026
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_027
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_028
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_029
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_030
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_031
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_032
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_033
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_034
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_035
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_036
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_037
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_038
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_039
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_040
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_041
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_042
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_043
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_044
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_045
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_046
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_047
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_048
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_049
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_050
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_051
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_052
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_053
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_054
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_055
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_056
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_057
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_058
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_059
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_060
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_061
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_062
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_063
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_064
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_065
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_066
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_067
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_068
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_069
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_070
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_071
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_072
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_073
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_074
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_075
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_076
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_077
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_078
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_079
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_080
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_081
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_082
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_083
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_084
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_085
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_086
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_087
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_088
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_089
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_090
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_091
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_092
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_093
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_094
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_095
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_096
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_097
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_098
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_099
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_100
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_101
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_102
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_103
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_104
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_105
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_106
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_107
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_108
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_109
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_110
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_111
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_112
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_113
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_114
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_115
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_116
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_117
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_118
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_119
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_120
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_121
	2022_02_01_12_28_04_122

