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11 faut étudier la société par les hommes,
et les hommes par la société: ceux qui
voudront traiter séparément la matlere
polmque et la morale n’entendront jamais
rien a aucune des deux.

JEAN-JACQUES ROUSSEAU



PREFACE

This short essay on an intricate historical theme, to which it is
customary and proper to devote large volumes, has been designed
to whet but not to satisfy the appetite. Its perusal will, 1 hope,
provoke a wider and more intense study of social and political
thought ; for it is not intended to be regarded or used as a sub-
stitute for further reading and reflection but as an invitation to
prosecute these activities. The very strict allowance of space has
imposed a severe selective discipline, which has limited both the
questions and the authors chosen for consideration. But in so far
as the choice might have been made better or difierently, I must
take full responsibility for the arrangement of the material.
Inevitably, in covering so long a historical period, I have been
deeply indebted to those many scholars whose knowledge of
particular periods far exceeds my own. The works, both critical
and expository, which I have found most valuable, are included
in the suggestions for further reading.

Several volumes already published in this serics have been
specially concerned with political thought or have crossed its
frontiers. Students of the subject should not fail to supplement
the brief outline in this essay with the more precise studies under-
taken in Mr. Mabbott’s The State and the Citizen, Professor
d’Entréves’s Natural Law, and Mr. Mackenzie’s Socialism. 1 have
taken the liberty of saying less than I might have done on the
subjects covered in these volumes, for this very reason.

I am particularly indebted to Professor G. D. H. Cole both
for encouraging me to begin this book and for his critical under-
standing of its difficulties. I could ask for no gentler an editor.
Professor T. S. Simey, with whom I have teen privileged to work
in Liverpool, has generously supported my prosecution of a task,
liable to be overborne at any moment by the weight of other
academic duties. Mr. M. B. Foster was good enough to read the
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8 PREFACE

first chapter and his penetrating comments have been of very
great value to me.

But it is to my wife that I owe the strength to have finished
what I set out to do, and not only because she alone is able to
shorten my sentences. If I were to consider an introductory text
book a worthy offering for any woman, it is to her, I think
that I should be moved to dedicate this essay in political thought’.

Liverpool C. H. V.



CHAPTER 1
JUSTICE

THE terms political and theory are both Greek words, in form
so close to the original that it requires considerable imaginative
cffort to understand the changes which their significance has
undergone in the course of a development through more than
two thousand years. Not to make this effort condemns the
student either to the belief that nothing which the great Greek
thinkers taught is any longer relevant or useful for our current
political debate or to the habit of interpreting everything they
said in the language and values of modern speculation. Both these
tendencies arc to be regretted. Reflection upon political associa-
tions was initiated by the Greeks. ‘The first valuable contribution
the Greeks made to political theory was that they invented it.”*
Since that time, the setting has altered often, the emphasis has
been moved back and forth, the terms used have changed their
meanings, until sometimes they bear almost the opposite of their
original significance. But the importance of distinguishing and
defining the relationship between human beings which we, like
the Greeks, call political and the need to study this relationship
systematically have been constantly recognized in European
society.

The science of society, unlike the sciences of natural pheno-
mena, has very few neutral and stable terms which can be exactly
defined. The Greek city, or polis, even though it is often called
a city-state, differs in many respects from those political associa-
tions which we have been accustomed to call states during the
last four hundred years. But this lack of stability and precision is
not altogether a loss ; for it serves to emphasize that the historical
setting, the views and prejudices of the thinkers concerned and,
increasingly, the influence of earlier thought and tradition together
mould the meaning and decide the fashion of political terminology-

1 A. E. Zimmern : ‘Political Thought’ in The Legacy of Greece (Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1921), p. 331



10 THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL THEORY

If we loosely call the Greek polis a state, there is a danger
that many of the theoretical assumptions held about modern
states will be transferred to the Greek background and that in
consequence what the Greeks said about themselves will cither
seem beside the point or else be misinterpreted in terms of modern
problems and post-classical theories of man and society.

Before the construction of the polyglot imperial socicties
ruled over by Macedon and Rome, the Greek world, united in
a general way by language and a sense of common ancestry, was
divided into numerous settlements round the shores of the
Mediterranean. These cities, though sometimes confederating in
loose groups for short periods, were for the most part sclf-
governing communities, with small populations of from ten to
a hundred thousand, economically poor by later standards and
too quarrelsome among themselves to provide stability or sccurity
in the face of threats from more powerful or better-organized
neighbours. The survival, and above all the achievements in
thought, art and civilized living, of this variegated Greek world
is one of the miracles of history, a kind of happy accident which
does not seem to have recurred since and which might therefore
be thought to have little connection with the complex political
system which succeeded it. Indeed, the human and economic
limitations of the average Greek city were such that it is difficult
at first sight to see why reflection upon its problems could re-
motely concern or interest the social thinkers of later ages.

Men had lived together before the Greeks and were doing so
in larger, richer, stronger and more stable societies in Persia and
Egypt contemporancously ; but, though we study the history of
these great societies, we rarely enquire what they thought about
politics, despite the apparent similarity of their scale and success
with more modern political achievements. Political speculation
had not been separated from the mythical, theological and merely
customary traditions on which the administration of these large-
scale societies was founded. Their political thinking was propor-
tionately small as their scale, economic, administrative and
geographical, was large.

By contrast, the political reflections of Plato and Aristotle,
though written at the very end of the classical Greek period and in
some measure provoked by the evident failure and confusion of
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Greek city-life, have endured as masterpieces ever since, con-
stantly renewing their influence down the centuries and of value
to later thinkers precisely because they cannot be reduced to mere
commentaries on the contemporary Greek political scene.

The specific problems and difficultics faced by the citizens of
classical Greek cities, the quarrels of Athens and Sparta, the
internecine conflicts of oligarchs and democrats are indeed
remote from present-day concerns. But it was because Plato lived
through experiences of this kind, because of the shock he received
when the Athens of which he was a prominent citizen judicially
put to death his friend and master, Socratcs, *a man,’ as he said,
‘whom I should not hesitate to call the most rightcous man then
living,” that he was moved to reflect on the purposes involved in
human social activities and to try to distinguish the good from the
less good. In doing this, Plato penetrated the local and ephemeral
events of his own times to discover principles and methods which
have significance wherever men come together and are faced with
the inevitable problems of their co-existence and contrary
purposes.

Plato’s particular answers to the questions he raised are less
important for later students of politics than his insistence that
men are intended by nature to live happily together in harmony
and peace, that they fail to do so from lack of knowledge how to
attain this end and that it is possible by systematic reflection to
discover the proper path to follow, if not necessarily to make
sure that everybody follows it. It is this critical and reflective
attitude to social affairs which has distinguished subsequent
political thought. Later thinkers, such as Augustine, Hobbes,
Rousseau and Marx, have remained in this sense in the Platonic
tradition. They differ about the cause of disharmony ; they offer
diverse suggestions for reorganizing social relations in a more
satisfactory pattern and they have various specific proposals for
the proper Institutional arrangements to achieve the desired end ;
but though provoked by other imperfections than his, they all
follow Plato’s example in critically reflecting upon man’s plight
and the most efficacious plan for his rescue.

In a post-Christian, scientific era, we have two major diffi-
culties in understanding Plato’s way of seeking answers to these
general questions which, nevertheless, are common to both
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periods. It has been customary during the Christian centuries to
believe that many, and at some periods most, of the truths about
the way and purpose of human life, individual and social, have
either been revealed by God or can be deduced from such a
revelation. That Christians argue about the mode and extent of
this revelation does not seriously detract from their agreement
about its significance. Secondly, during the last three or four
centuries, it has been increasingly evident that truths concerning
the natural universe, including man ag a biological and psycho-
logical specimen, are to be discovered by observation and experi-
ment, from experience rather than revelation. This scientific point
of view also claims sometimes to provide truths about social
relations and about the sphere of human life called politics.

It might be argued that the trye knowledge which, Plato holds,
would enable us to live harmoniously together in society is a kind
of revelation of a divine order. It is perfect as the social and moral
life we know in experience is not. Byt this Platonic vision is not
of a God ; it does not suggest that the relationship between the
knower and the divine truth is Personal ; and, above all, it is
confined to a very small minority of intellectually and morally
gifted persons, called in Greek Philosophers,

The closest parallel among Present-day intellectual dis-
ciplines to this mode of knowledge js g ematics. We know, if
we are sane, that twice two is four apq v for oo proof against
the temptation to hold that the angye, might perhaps be seven-
teen. It was this kind of certainty Which p]afo dgimed for rational
insight into moral and social truths, By contrast, mathematicians
do not now expect their study to pro;qo final conclusions con-
cerning events either in th1§ world or
believers in divine revelation do not re uiré a mathematical
certainty in the moral truth to whjcp, they givc their assent.

There is a further difficulty j, Coming to understand what
Plato tells us about the character and g

. . s Purpose of political associ-
ation, which is that he constantly employs ?n his degcription of the
kinds of men and social groups Which he believes to be the most

satisfactory an analogy drawn fy technical skill, a favourite
argument of his teacher Socrateg andmca ’ Ln’erall more
intelligible o their contemporaries 3, “e ONC B e Y !
ourselves. ¢ Greek wo e
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Unfortunately, most of the terms which we use in modern
languages in the west to describe moral and political values have
come down to us through more than one translation and have
lost in their long journey much of their original Greek or Latin
sense. These difficulties of translation have accentuated the
unfamiliarity of Plato’s analogies. It is difticult to detect in virtue
the idea, originally almost neutral, of being good at something,
which pertains to the corresponding Greek term arete or the Latin
virtus. We shall find the same difficulty with justicc and nature,
examples where even the Latin showed signs of deviation from
the Greek. Thus, the good man, for Plato, was analogous to the
good sailor and the good carpenter, one possessing a special
knowledge of a special technique, but the knowledge was of the
good life, or, more simply, how to be good at being a man.

This teleological or purposive view of human life is common
to both Plato and Aristotle and their tradition has come down to
later thinkers. But the idea of what a good man would be like,
were he successfully and constantly good, has been modified and
sometimes changed out of all recognition. For Christians, this
question proved relatively easy to answer, because to be a good
man was to be like Christ ; a personal model rather than an idea
served to exhibit perfection. But when later thinkers try to define
the good.man as the happy man, the man who successfully
satisfies his desires, or the fre: man, the parallel with Plato’s view
is no longer a close one. Admittedly, it might be argued that Plato
thought of Socrates as his model and had in mind his friend and
master’s exceptional character and attainments when he described
g::, r‘:\lzg ot; ;;rtue, thp man who was best at being a man. But, in

, y certain kinds of persons were ever likely, from
natural endowment and intellectual ability, to attain such a,moral
status. For most people the essential precondition of a good and
morally successful life was the character and constitution of the
community, or city, in which they lived. Plato was acutely aware
that the cities of which he had experience condemned most of his
contemporaries to unhappy, imperfect and frustrated lives. He
conceived the science of politics as an enquiry into the right
ordering of the relations of the citizens, such that they might help
one al}other to be good men. It is this reordering of the pattern
of social relations, the reframing of the constitution or republic,
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the Latin term which corresponds to the Greek politeia, or polity,
which is the theme of Plato’s most important study in this field,
the Republic, a conversation-piece whose sub-title is Concerning
Justice. It would, indeed, be an advantage if we could go back to
using the term polity to describe the body-politic uncluttered by
secondary meanings.

This first and most famous of all enquiries into the character
of the political relationship, of the ways in which men constitutce
themselves into organized groups and how they could do so more
effectively, makes two assumptions which we shall find absent
from many later writings on this subject. The same moral qualitics
which characterize the good and happy man arc taken to be those
which will ensure the harmonious life of the group also. The
citizens fulfil themselves through their membership ; they belong
together and sustain one another in ways which remind us more
of what we should expect of a church than of a modern state.
Sccondly, of the desirable moral qualities, or patterns of be-
haviour as we might now say, of which the four principal examples,
wisdom, courage, temperance and justice, have since been known
as the cardinal virtues, two are aspects as it were of the character
of particular sub-groups of members, but the remaining two,
temperance and justice, pervade the whole life of the group and
its members and represent the harmonious co-opcration between
the differentiated parts of the whole.

This harmonious society, then, is an achievement dependent
on there being men within it capable of making right judgments,
because it is this sense of deciding wisely rather than pronouncing
according to law which is nearest to the Greek term translated as
justice. But Pla.to’s social theory is in the original sense of the
word aristocratic. He did not believe that many men were wise ;
and thus, while different members of the group might individually
be specially virtuous, most of them could only be just citizens,
that is function in a politically harmonious and co-operative way,
through the grace or good luck of belonging to a well-governed,
or wisely governed society. Justice might be achieved by the few ;
it was conferred on the many ; and each group required the other

to epable both to live in harmony. But the same behaviour
required to promote social harmony was that which expressed
and at the same time developeq indivi
Ped the moral character of individual
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citizens. Thus did Plato see the political relationship as the
indispensable prerequisite of moral achievement. '

Any social thinker who sets out to do more than describe how
the institutions of a society function and speculates on the further
question of the ends which the society is pursuing m}d the dis-
tinction, if any, between these ends and those which. it ou.ght to
pursuc is compelled to explain why, in his view, failure in this
sphere cver occurs, to give some account, whether naturalistic or
otherwise, of the genesis of imperfection. If this new political
society, the just society sketched for us in the Republic, is Plato’s
resolution of a moral dilemma, how did the difficulty arise ? This
problem is distinct from the historical crisis through which Plato
lived, which may be described as the occasion of his enquiry. To
say that the decline of Greek city civilization into war and faction
was due to the popular teaching of the day, the superficial tenets of
the Sophists, was to argue that their opinions on the character of
the good life and the good society were untruthful and misguided.
It did not meet the wider and more difficult challenge of why men,
able to envisage a better and more co-operative way of life, are
found in fact to be thus misled, at the mercy of what Plato called
opinion or belief as distinct from knowledge and somehow
unresponsive to the truth.

One of tl}(: S.ophists" views, which Plato is particularly at pains
to discount in his enquiry into the true character of the just polity
is that which holds that social customs, laws and constitutions aré
merely conventional, artificial agreements, as it were, made
between individuals who are in fact bent on satisfying their
particular aims and not concerned with any shared end with
othgr members of the group. Against this early version of the
social contract theory Plato contends that the bonds of society are
natural and, by implication, universal, arising out of the character
and needs of man, none of whom is sufficient unto himself.

The simplest definition of social justice is one which can be
framed at the economic level ; for it is in the necessity of a re-

ciprocal system of needs and services, in which each member of
the group helps to supply the lacks of his fellows, that Plato
recognizes a universal principle binding men together in a
balanced partnership. The material satisfaction of needs provides
at this rudimentary economic level for the happy and satisfying
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co-existence of the members. As in other simplified utopian myths
from the Garden of Eden to the Marxist millennium neither sin
nor sorrow need disturb the harmony. But Plato, as later were
Rousseau and Marx and earlier the author of Genesis, was con-
cerned to explain the common experience of imperfection in
history, and the enquiry in the Republic goes on to describe the
development of society beyond primitive organization which
satisfies only the barest needs.

It is at this point in the argument that Plato introduces a
metaphor which has reverberated down the ages whenever later
writers on politics have succumbed to his influence. The simple
economic community is described by Socrates in the Republic as
‘the true one, in sound health as it were’: and its complication by
the addition of luxuries as an ‘inflammation’. The setting up of
a political community is thus likened to the recovery of health
after disease and government is seen as the regime of physicians,
with special knowledge, able to reconstitute the economic society
and maintain it in a healthy condition. In the first, simple state of
the society its moral condition, its expression of justice or har-
mony, lay in its exhibiting the principle of the division of labour.
This principle will continue to be manifest in the society which has
recovered from its fever; but in order to prevent a relapse it will
Include the newly specialized group called by Plato ‘Guardians’,
physicians of the social soul and, after differentiation, defenders
of the social body.

. Despite this revealing, but also dangerous, metaphor of
disease and recovered health, the process in Plato’s description
is little like the fall from grace, common to Jewish and Christian
thgught, and only superficially sjmilar to the corruption of
primitive innocence which is described by Seneca, Rousseau and
pre-Marxian communist writers. Rather does Plato seem to suggest
that the growth of a more complex and cultured society, above the
level of what Glaucon described in the Republic as ‘a community
of pigs’, must involve a period of maladjustment and disharmony
to be brought to an end only by 5 new and different application
of the division of labour and of the modes of interdependence,
whereby the members of the community can survive. The two
sources of disturbance are not in thjs case primarily imperfections
of human character, but the relatjon between the human tendency
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to multiply wants and the evident limitations of the conditions in
which Plato himself lived : the relative niggardliness of natural
resources and the threat of competition from other human groups
leading to war. Plato does not take into account situations where,
conceivably, these two factors would not be present.

But the aspect of the metaphor from medicine which tells us
most about Plato’s theory of politics is the profound difference

between qatural health, which can be experienced without know-
ledge of its causcs, and reconstituted health which depends on
obeying the orders of a physician who,

- by definition, is applying
his general knowledge to particular cascs. Without pressing the
metaphor t00 far, we can see that Plato tended to think of the
specifically political relationship as superimposed on 2 natural
cconomic system operating according to the division of labour

erlg\j chma% e o e eapah of the simpl: system to
- ex, unbalanced and incapable, whi : .
this way, of provid pable, while constituted in

\ ing its own remedics and re- ishing 1
e o harmmony. and re-cstablishing 1ts

There i :
Jater arguar;i:\\t‘;o ‘g\Porlam. points to notice here which occur in
assumption that ih:u;t;eggb\tllcal organization. The first is the
: al supervision and id
ety C uidance
soct my v;;\igﬁ; t:c léndcrtaken by those members 'flready Sp:ct;aglze
n:)%\ e tion that r:; es and ecppomic techniques ; the second th;,
cot merely in e new political classes are to be differentiated
‘:n ral attribut::?pes(,:ibosi Cf‘?cc:z\ldskills but by reason of special
. . cn ebat
subjects and . ¢ about the
conjccmed ci:}:cgrd:lot 135 fa " statu§ of ruling groups hafsrief?;? :)egrt;
efend or criticize the poi i
Plato. e point of view held by

The speciz .
function ?t i;ﬂtomr(;zal attributes of the groups or classes whose
the city are wisdomrcat:l and defend the harmonious system of
enabled thereby to and courage, and the arts which they are
military art of defe pursue are the. political art of ruling and the
Plato speaks of thnce and the maintenance of order. Sometimes,
plishments like b 'cslt(:l activities as if they were technical accom-
be adding onl ricklaying or joinery, in which sense he woul
by su only two new economic groups to his communi
ggesting that the qualification for these two specia

ty. But
primarily a moral one he is differentiating them

1 jobs is
from all the
B
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previous groups in a way which makes the latter appear as
members of a single class in relation to these two new groups.
Like temperance but unlike the other two virtuous conditions,
justice itself does not specifically characterize any one of the three
social groups. Like health it is a condition of the whole body-
politic and may be defined as the balanced relation between its
parts. As also in the case of health, we must now distinguish
between the earlier unconscious pattern of co-operation of those
engaged in economic activities, and the acceptance of the ordered
or imposed pattern of co-operation provided by the physician
rulers. From this it is evident that the chance of living the just life
fox: most gf the citizens of a Platonic society depends upon their
be.mg subjected to the rule of adequately wise superiors. But to
thlS. must be added the corresponding requirement that if the
soclety 1s to continue to be harmonious, over a period of time, it
is dependent on its being successfully defended by the second
class gf courageous auxiliaries (as this sub-division of the guardian
class is called).
It 15, then, hardly fair to interpret Plato’s theory as advocating
the sacnﬁge of the individual to the state, which is only to mis-
;llllt:;l’plc‘lqt his analysis of the problem in terms of later arguments
o :r lﬂ‘en_ant language. Where wisdom and courage are believed
s thire virtues but necessary to survival, those who are held to
them Blsl: ?luahtxes will in a sense flepend upon }hosc who have
and l;lato’t € parts of the body-social are strictly interdependent ;
. diﬂ'erents Vision of justice is of a new division, by classes, of
and haoy sort of labour, the establishment of harmony, security
Ppiness, not for one class only but for all the members of
the new politica] community.
€ most telling criticism of these arguments, though its rootg
80 back to Christiap and Stoic doctrine, was put most clearly by
one of Plato’s deyoteq [ater disciples, Jean-Jacques Rousseau,
who proclaimed pe of the principal articles of modern democratic
faith in his contention that a11 members of a society were able and
should be wxlh.n.g to frame its laws and fight its battles. But this
concept of politica] equality must await later consideration.
Behind the Platonje conception of political order being the gift
of 'the few'to the many lay a pattern of metaphysical speculation
which, while it can render Plato’s views intelligible for us, at the
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same time limits their significance for a world which for the most
part now holds quite different views. The ideas of creation,
evolution or even materialism, as explanations of the universal
order, all in onc way or another deny the view that what is
expericnced in time consists in chaotic matter informed by a
pattern which is universal, intelligible and spiritual.

This view must be studied in works specially devoted to
Plato’s thought. We need only note here that for him it seemed
sensible to suggest that knowledge of thc moral virtues was
limited in fact to few persons and that therefore a healthy, har-
monious socicty required that most of its members could expect
to enjoy this harmony and security only if they handed over the
general direction of affairs to specially qualified groups.

In the case of the third, or economic, class, which must not be
thought of as a proletariat for it included all the owners of
property, a characteristic denied to the guardians, the imposition
of political order corresponded to the moulding of matter in
accordance with an intelligible form. The members of this class

were not temperate as a result of autonomous choice, though
admittedly by willing submission.

The second class, the auxiliaries, however, held an intermediate
status, for thcy were the pupils rather than the material of the
guardians proper. They were to be trained rather than merely
ordered, as men of sufficient intelligence may be taught to care for
their own health by being disciplined in the rules on which its
maintenance depends.

The first class of rulers, too, had to undergo training, and it is
to be noticed that the role of education in Plato’s political theory,
as in that of many later writers, is of primary importance, but in
contrast with the other two classes, they would have to be self-
trained. They were in the position of physicians healing them-
selves, or at least maintaining their own health, for they were part
of the triple-class community which their additional function had
brought into being; and in so far as ruling was an essential
attribute of this new society the rulers had to make laws to which
they themselves would be subject.

There is one provision made for the guardian class which has
long been cause for comment since Aristotle first criticized it in his
Politics : this is the special arrangements made for the forswearing
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of private property and family life. In so far as this suggestion is

no more than a corollary of Plato’s belief in the dependence of

a harmonious society on the political guidance of a gifted aristo-
cracy, his preference for rearing successive generations of the
ruling class, as one would rear thoroughbred animals, over
leaving the procreation of children to the caprice of personal
choice adds little to his theory of politics. But he had two other
purposes in mind. The first was to foster a sense of family unity
in the ruling class ; and, secondly, to remove from the guardians
all temptation to pursue personal ambitions by depriving them
of the economic and familial pressures which tend to limit the
concern of most citizens to their own private needs. The attempt
to find a principle of social unity constantly recurs in subsequent
discussions of political themes; and, historically, many ruling
groups have tried to achieve an end similar to Plato’s by less
revolutionary means. In the ecclesiastical sphere, there is a close
parallel in the life of the monastic orders. What is significant is
that, if such a plan were to be adopted, the group, like monks,
would have to impose this discipline on themselves.

Plato himself does not fully recognize this peculiar position
Ot'the guardians, since he tends to think of the ideal constitution
fg dtipeﬂfiing on the wisdom of Socrates and the other contributors
realize glxalog}le. But even in the Repub[{c .he explicitly states its
philo:;lo}? Wwill depend on the city containing a few uncorrupted
ofit InPhiers whom lucky circumstances compe] to take: charge
th -1 his [ater work, the Laws, Plato speclﬁca]!y recognizes that

€ wise phllosopher-kings will need to be subject to their owp

laws. But the implications of the idea of a self-imposed law were
hidden from Plato and belong to later history.

In the Laws, Plato is concerned to outline the pattern of g
Second-best rather than an ideal political society ; and it is to be
:gltlcegl that in thjg society temperance becomes the most admir-

'€ virtue. Nevertheless, we learn less about the primary charac-
tel’lSth§ of thg. political relationship from Plato’s later works than
from his earlier and admittedly visionary treatise.

POllt.lCS 1S Concerned with the general direction, control and
harrpomous ordering of the multifarious exchanges of goods and
services between the members of a given group. It is, moreover,
itself an example of one of these services, even the most important
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of them. Such a group becomes a political entity, a city, when it, or
representative members in it, recognizes such a common end, that
is the harmony and sccurity of the whole group, and sets itself
deliberately to realize it. The maintenance of harmony and
security, even if not in themselves specialist activitics as Plato held,
must be entrusted to special groups within the whole. These
groups would have their own specific function, their own par-
ticular work to do, just as the different but analogous economic
functions are undertaken by the economic class. Everyone in the
city is then in a political as well as an economic relationship with
everyone else, either in respect of making the rules and regulations
or laws, or of obeying them; and all contribute to the total life
of the city according to their special skills. Where the laws are
wise, the soldiers courageous and everyone obedient, the society
will be happy, harmonious and in the special Greek meaning of
the word, just. Finally, only in such a society can most men, for
the very rare cases of philosophers might be excluded, find this
same justice in their own souls.

Thus does Plato distinguish for us the political from the
economic order, and the moral life from the acceptance of mere
custom ; and, further, in the self-dedication of the guardians and
philosopher-kings, hints something of thc later importance of the
modern doctrine of political freedom.

It is tempting in passing from Plato to Aristotle to emphasize
those aspects of the latter’s teaching which most differentiate it
from Platonic doctrines. To compare angi contrast the thought of
these two most famous names in classical DhiIOSOphy has long
been a favourite and not unrewarding sport. To the initiated the
distinction between them is marked; but, in the long history of
political speculation, it is their similarity which is the more
striking : just as Oxford and Cambridge by contrast with each
other seem to their devotees places infinitely apart, whereas to
those who know them only from afar there is little to choose
between their shades of blue.

Aristotle was born into the succeeding generation to Plato’s
and was related to him as pupil to master, and afterwards re-
mained a member of Plato’s Academy for seventeen years.
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Unlike his master, he was not a politician turned PhllO:SOPhel', not
a member of the privileged Athenian ruling class and, if anyll.n.ng.
rather less aware than Plato of the disastrous trend of Pohucal
events in the fourth century B.c. As Alexander the Great’s tutor,
Aristotle was closer than most of his contemporaries to the centre
of world power at the time, and yet the picture he gives us of the
workings of political society, whether ideal or actual, is still that
of the Greek city whose independence was finally doomed by
Alexander’s victorious imperial career.

But also doomed for the greater part of two thousand years was
the development of free, scientific enquiry which ha(! flourished in
the social and politica atmosphere of the Greek citics and which
Aristotle’s inquisitive mind and wide interests notably repre-
sented. Up tg the fifteenth century, and, for many people, much
longer, Plato ang Aristotle remained synonymous with learning
for cultureq Europe,

- Weare indebted, therefore, to Aristotle for giving us, at what
I Ietrospect seems to have been the last possible moment, a
;na sterly sur Vey, summary and encyclopaedic review of the realms
Himgg‘zledge With which the classical Greek mind was acquainted.
of natyr I;e{ aps primarily a biologist, Aristotle tookl]the wl_l;ole
Uman 1?} life for his province and what he has to tell us about
the disccl, ¢ 1n cities is only one aspect of his catholic concern w;th
to say gy, CTY of truth. In some respects, notably in what hg has
the highegtut the ideal life for the individual capable of attaining
Neverthe)o.. <ccllence, Aristotle is no less speculative than Plato.
o there is greater emphasis 1r]; his aqademlrcl: :;ql:::ézsl

. ions: . W Observation of what was appening, o p
:)l}vzsrtilsgtztu 5 into events ; and although in the political field most
politica] | S Tesearches are lost to us, the account we have of the
iti if i ds closely to the norm of

politica] a5, the Greek city corresponds

of its Succy . oral ends accepted by the Greek world on the eve

Aristot]e>g ;8 to Macedonian imperialism.

Plato’s ReputhCatise, the Politics, is a very different work. frqm
eceived f [fcg Scholars have debated even whe_ther- in its
recer '0rm jt i Aristotle’s own composition, attributing the
relative fjlsorde" of the material to an accidental compilation of
students’ notes, Ay all events the Politics has none of the advan-
tages of a connecteq discourse framed as a work of art which we
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enjoy in the Republic. But the loss is less serious than a first
reading might suggest.

For one thing, two distinct themes may be clearly enough
distinguished : that concerned with political ends, purposes and
ideals and that which analyses the constitutions of Greek citjes
as Aristotle himself knew them. The order in which these subjects
are treated is not very satisfactory, but the two aspects of politics,
what we should now call theory and institutions, remain distinct.

The first, theoretical, argument, which is our primary concern
in this essay, though at times critical of Plato, is at one with the
Platonic conception of politics on two very important issyes,
Aristotle agrees that politics is natural, an activity necessarily
bound up with man’s specific character and destiny ; and he agrees
too that the political life is a means, an essential means to a
moral end. It is possible that in the present century we are returp-
ing to the first, if not also to the second, of these views, but we
must remember that for long periods in the interval one or other
or both of them have been denied.

To Aristotle’s second theme our greatest debt is linguistic ;
but it must be added that like other debts it is sometimes embar-
rassing. The analysis of contemporary Greek institutions wag
plainly a valuable enquiry at the time, though its interest for us js
now largely historical. But the terms which Aristotle used
monarchy, aristocracy, oligarchy, democracy, tyranny, havé
reverberated down the ages and are still, however drastically
redefined, terms either of honour or abuse in our current political
arguments. Polity, one of Aristotle’s most useful, because least
emotive, terms has regrettably shown least survival value. This
is not an altogether happy issue, bedevilling not only our analysis
of modern political institutions, but also our understanding of
Aristotle’s own point of vicw.

It is now commonplace to remark that Aristotle’s discussjon
of politics as an activity corresponds more closely with Plato’s
treatment of the subject in the Laws than with his outline of the
ideal community. But for Aristotle this is less a second-best
concern than a sober appraisal of what is best in the circumstances,
of what can in fact be achieved. While Aristotle agreed that
politics was natural, he did not wholly agree with Plato about
man’s nature. In one very important respect, he disagreed
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fundamentally ; and this psychological division of opinion has
had a profound subsequent effect on political speculation.
For Plato, the pattern of the good life could be known
theoretically, at least by a gifted minority of persons; and if
known, then taught, caught or imposed. This was the essence of
political life. But for Aristotle, scientific knowledge, knowledge
of necessary and universal truths, did not include moral and
political truths; that is to say these latter truths were not appre-
hended by an intellectual faculty called reason, but rather by
a practical judgment, refined in everyday expericnce. What was
ppgsible was no abstract pattern of living to which actual con-
ditions must be made to conform, but rather itself to be dis-
covered progressively in experience. The practical life is, then, to
be considered separately from the theoretical lifc and the truths
of ?h'e former are learned not by the contemplation of eternal
verities (though this, Aristotle would admit, is the highest human
activity) but by careful attention to experienced events and by
a Judgment of each particular situation, guided and supported by
a dlsc1plined moral disposition.

Is empirical approach to pragmatic truths is in close
armony yvith Aristotle’s biological interests. He saw different
Orms pf life in various stages of development, and without pro-

?&‘;;‘drmtg an evolution'ary doctr.in.e in modern terms, neverthc}ess
pursgite etfl the tfehavnour of .hvmg creatures as thf: organized
characs eo ends given to them in conformity with their particular
organi IS or natural. dispositions. The patural destiny of ap
— lsm was to strive to be §elf-sufﬁc1ent, by satisfying its
. ra n.e.eds; and it was in this sense that organized humap
Omrl'{unltxes were natural. The proper nature of any living
Organism was jts final developed state, that state in which it was
:Z?iSt perfectly itself. It was in this sense that man, specifically
! Onal, could find his true self only in community, could achieve
be dlghest development only in the polis, and could thus properly
(defined a5 5 political animal. Moreover the priority which
Aristotle claims for the polis over its individual members is to be
§1mllar1y explained ; it is a moral and natural priority rather than,
in the modern usage of the term, constitutional ; for the polis is

4 Mecessary precondition of the morally fulfilled lives of its
members,
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This state of moral fulfilment is described by Aristotle in
a word usually translated in English as happiness.! But this
happiness is the reward rather of good judgment than good
fortunc, and it is less a state than an activity, less an achicved end
than an acquired and constantly maintained harmony or balance ;
and without their political relationship, their living together
subject to the laws of the city, the citizens would never achieve
this desirable state, never be completely men or thoroughly happy
in Aristotle’s sense.

Up to this point, Aristotle’s description of a political society
as the natural and necessary framework for the successful moral
development of its members is not markedly different from
Plato’s. But because he is more interested in what can best be
done in the circumstances than what might be done ideally and
convinced that knowledge of moral and political ends derives
from practical judgment rather than scientific theory, Aristotle
does not phrase his political thought primarily in terms of
restoration, as does Plato, but as recommendations for the
maintenance of an already functioning order.

This is not to say that there is no consideration of why and
how human communities go wrong and fail to work. Aristotle’s
famous section (Book V) on the ‘Causes of Revolution and
Constitutional Change’ is still one of the best of the essays on this
perennial political problem which may be recommended to
students.

It might in general be argued that for Aristotle, as for Plato,
the prime factor which disintegrates a human society is ignorance.
As for Plato too, some people are more likely to be ignorant than
others. Slaves, unfitted to rule themselves, are thus properly
enslaved and necessarily dependent. But it is ignorance of a
different kind from that described by Plato. The section of the
community, the citizens proper, which is competent to redress
social disequilibrium, though a minority in the city, is not the
same type of minority as the Platonic guardians. They are not
people specially qualified to legislate by reason of a superior
knowledge of the good life, derived from natural endowment and

! Sir Ernest Barker, in his edition of the Politics (Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1946), has a valuable scction on Aristotle’s vocabulary. Sece in particular pp.
Ixxv-Ixxvi for his discussion of the Greek concept eudaimonia,
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rigorous training, but men of sound sense and common prudence,
self-controlled and well-schooled in moderation and balanced
judgment, and therefore capable of administering good laws.
They could not do this, however, were they not practised in
living the political life; and they are a minonty'bct.:ausc only
those in the community free from daily economic to.11 will have the
opportunity to exercise a capacity for politica! activity, to accept
office and to pursue those liberal ends which Aristotle calls
leisurely.

Thus, for Aristotle, citizenship is the privileged status of the
ruling group, able to practise the good life and the_reforc learn
more about it, and free to do so only because it is a leisured class,
wit}l: time and energy to devote its talents to specifically political
tasks.

But this ruling group of citizens defines for Aristgtlc.a the limits
of citizenship ; and his idea of the polis as an association for the
pursuit of the good life limits its members, unlike the scheme in
the Republic, to those capable of undertaking administrative,
leisured, non-economic, political or military activity. Aristotle
does not suppose that such a city will not require cconomic
support, but these illiberal and menial activities, though necessary
to the life of the city, are no more than preconditions of its good
life. Those who pursue them are mere subjects, not competent or
l;e\: to take their turn, as are the citizens, in the administration of

L.e.Ss inclusive in this respect than Plato, whose lower classes
participated in the organic whole as parts of it, Aristotle at the
same time makes fewer demands on his citizens in respect of their
political dutjes, They must be ready to take turns, capable of
belpg both rulers and ruled, for it is in this equal relationship that
thenr. Political statysg specifically consists. Moreover, they are not
deppved of the ownership of property, the guarantec not only of
the'll' €conomic independence but also of the happiness and
satisfaction which jg attendant on the pursuit of the higher,
political activities, Aristotle’s citizen group is, thus, pursuing
similar ends to Plato’s guardians but by different means in
different conditions. )

A citizen, then, is to be defined as one ‘who enjoys the right
of sharing in deliberative or judicial office’; and a properly
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constituted city ‘in its simplest terms, is a body of such persons
adequate in number for achieving a self-sufficient existence’.!

Self-sufficiency is the essential characteristic of an association
which may be said to be fully developed. It completes the natural
growth of the group as the satisfaction of narrower, more primi-
tive needs began its natural development in, for instance, the
family. That Aristotle could argue that the comparatively small
political entities of the Greek world were good examples of
completely developed human groups may sound unfashionable
to us to-day, but does not deprive his discussion of political
principles of all relevance for later ages.

Self-sufliciency, for Aristotle, carried with it the sense of
independence, wholeness, functional fitness and the organic
relationship of the parts of the self-sufficient, self-directing whole.
It differed according to the neceds believed to be natural to the
organism being studied. Indeed, the ability of an organized group
to satisfy the needs of its members depends to some extent on
which needs the members choose to put first. Man had more than
the simple biological needs satisfied by the family, more than the
simple social and economic needs satisfied by the village or other
small community. He became only the best of animals when
perfected, when his special moral characteristics, the life of virtue
made possible by the unique gift of language, had full play; and
it was only in the life of the city that adequate scope could be
found. Without justice, man would be worse than the beasts;
without the order, harmony and opportunities for living under
law bestowed by the city, justice was impossible.

‘Justice,” Aristotle affirms, in a famous definition, ‘belongs to
the polis ; for justice, which is the determination of what is just,
is an ordering of the political association.’? This is not to say
anything seriously different from Plato’s own ideal. Man cannot
live well alone. His association with his neighbours, determined
naturally by biological and economic interdependence, is no less
naturally determined by moral interdependence. It is only at the
political level that the group becomes independent and self-
directing ; and to do this it must differentiate within itself special
organs, in particular a political class proper, to serve the several

! Politics, p. 95
2 Politics, p. 7
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needs of the group life. Herein is to be found the good life at once
natural, perfected and truly human.

Aristotle analyses with some care the different possible struc-
tures of his citizen class ; for the expression of just balance in the
community requires not only the determining of the right quali-
fications for sharing in the privileges of citizenship, but also an
attempt to see that the rewards and honours granted to different
citizens accord with a rational and morally satisfactory principle.
This latter principle, whichiscalled distributive justice, is Aristotle’s
answer to the claims of egalitarianism. Equality should express
a balance between social function and the corresponding status
anc‘l reward rather than the unbalanced and, in the Greek view,
unjust attempt to disregard this differentiation of social function
in favour of an equality which is universal, but disproportionate.
Anstot_le would agree that the community should ask from each
according to his ability, but he would amend the later eighteenth-
century slogan to read to each also according to his ability.

The perennial problem of what in modern centuries has been
calleq sovereignty, which in the context of the Greek city was the
question of which group of citizens should make the final adminis-
"tlfﬁit;ve deC{swns, is also considered at some lcngth. by Aristotle.
guardcil:IfStion .resolved 1tsel'f for Plato.m the setting up qf the
empiricalc ats§ ; whcrea:s Aristotle, lqokmg at thg problem in its
tomarily t?:utlgg_, considered the claims of the rival groups cus-
the single o :1 in _human societies : the well-b.o_m, the wealthy,
But his o ul Sta.lndl'ng man, tl}e tyrant and thg citizens as a whole.
dependentnc usion is that the justly ordered city should be as little
Persons as posmble.on the decisions ?f persons ‘subject. as
botte, tare to the passions that beset men 13 ‘sogls; and that it is
Jaws shg {'gst 1t (the sovereigr!ty) in law’.! ‘Rightly constltutefl
be exercilsl dbe the ﬁnal sovereign ; and personal rule, whether it
soverei e by.a single person or a b.ody of persons, should be
e o ﬂ%ﬂ only in those matters on which law is unable, owing to
the difficulty of framing general rules for all contingencies, to
make an exact Pronouncement’.2

.B.ehmd this Preference for the superiority of the law to the
decisions of socia] groups, however carefully chosen, lay the

1 politics, p. 122
2 Politics, p. 127
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relatively unchanging character of Athenian law, the rules of
which were not enacted and altered as by a modern legislature,
but a permanent background of regulations against which current
decrees, should any be passed, might be measured.

Aristotle revered this system in so far as it represented the
stable, prudent and balanced rule of reason, but at the same time
he saw that there was no obvious guarantee that a body of law was
merely by prescription good and just. Laws, he saw, might them-
sclves be biassed in favour of one group in society against the
others, the situation which according to Marx normally obtains.
‘The one clear fact,” he concludes, as was Montesquieu to do later,
‘is that laws must be constituted in accordance with constitutions s
and if this is the case, it follows that laws which are in accordance
with right constitutions must necessarily be just, and laws which
are in accordance with wrong or perverted constitutions must be
unjust.’!

But by constitution Aristotle did not mean only or primarily,
as we do now, the division of authority and the arrangement of
offices ; for this definition leaves out of account the supremely
important question of the purpose or end served by the political
structure so classified. A king can be just or tyrannical] ; oligarchies
selfish or genuinely aristocratic ; and democracies mere examples
of mob-rule or representative of the general prudence and
wisdom which is often to be found in a cross-section of the
population. If the proper end of the community is to be
organized for the pursuit of the good life, only governments which
consider this common interest have the right, or morally satis-
factory, constitution. Only authority exercised in pursuit of this
common interest is just. Conversely, whenever any sectional
concern is paramount, and in particular the special selfish interests
of a ruling person or group, the constitution, according to
Aristotle, is perverted and the laws will be unjust and not properly
a final court of appeal.

The question of which form of constitution is best in the
aflministrative sense is, thus, secondary for Aristotle, Whether the
rich or the poor dominated the constitution, the few o the many,
fhey could do so either for the good of all or for thejr sectional
Interest. On the whole, Aristotle himself had highest hopes of the

1 Politics, ibid.
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collective judgment of the many, the bulk of the citizens, when it
took the form of decisions in favour of the whole polis, and he
calls this kind of constitution a polity. But we must remember
that the collective assembly had little of the final democratic
control claimed by modern legislatures. Its chief functions were to
elect the executive officers and to review their work. The term
democracy is reserved by Aristotle for the perverted expression of
popular government and had not then acquired the much fuller
meaning it bears to-day.

In personal as in public life, Aristotle was against extremes.
The pursuit of perfection must be along the middle path. It was
the prudent not the eccentric man who was to be trusted, the man
of regular and well-disciplined habits. So too did Aristotle prefer
the middle group of citizens, neither too rich nor too poor.
Moreover, it was the quality of the personal life of the citizens
which both sustained and was sustained by the political con-
stitution.

As for Plato, the part played by education was a foremost
consideration in building the just city. Citizens must be educated
in those habits of life which befitted the kind of city they lived in,
which would enable the constitution of that city to be main-
tained. The system adopted should be common to all the citizens
and regulated by the political authorities. But what we should
call state education was not merely an economic and adminis-
trative convenience, but necessitated by the final moral purpose
Whlch_ informed the political structure of the Greek city. It was
for this reason that the educational training suggested by Aristotle
for an ideal city was concerned to develop natural endowment by
schooling the character in good habits and exercising the rational
faculty, so that individuals themselves could maintain their own
self-contro],

In Aristotle, as in Plato, we must beware of interpreting the
emphasis he places on the unity of the city as the subordination
of its members to ap impersonal central control. It is better to
think of the Co-operation of the citizens as a partnership in the
good life; and for pogp Aristotle and Plato, the political life is
ultimately a meang to moral perfection, being both its pre-
condition and one of the best ways of exercising the moral
character.
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But for Aristotle, beyond the practical life lay the higher
reaches of pure intellectual activity, the theoretical life proper;
for it was in contemplation of universal, scientific truth that a
man, had he the leisure, ability and wisdom, could expect to be
most completely happy and in which he would fulfil himself most
satisfactorily as a man. This was the life of the greatest self-
sufficiency, least dependent on outside support; “for while it is
true that the wise man equally with the just man and the rest
requires the necessaries of life, yet . . . whereas the just man needs
other persons towards whom or with whose aid he may act justly,
and so likewise do the temperate man and the brave man and the
others, the wisc man on the contrary can also contemplate by
himself, and the more so the wiser he is; no doubt he will study
better with the aid of fellow-workers, but still he is the most self-
sufficient of men’.!

In the three centuries which elapsed between the death of
Aristotle and the consolidation of the Roman imperial system,
few of the political principles worked out in the life of the Greek
cities could be applied to the changing pattern of the nascent,
polyglot imperial communities of the Hellenistic age. But the
Greek ideal of the unified and morally satisfying community
persisted in the very different circumstances of the great society ;
although the myriad individuals, often uprooted and adrift, who
peopled the urban centres of the Mediterranean world must have
felt themselves infinitely far from its realization. It is not sur-
prising, therefore, that there was little scope for political specu-
lation in this confused period, and that the emphasis of the
leading schools of thought was on the practical moral problems
of the individual, fending for himself in what was often an alien,
unfriendly and dangerous world.

It was in this setting that the classical concept of the polis was
extended to the wider and more abstract vision of the cosmopolis ;
and during these centuries that the political virtues of the Greek
citizen were less in evidence than the stern, Stoic ideal of suffering
the decrees of fate and necessity, while never allowing circum-
stances to deflect the wise man from his pursuit of duty.

1 Nicomachean Ethics (Locb), X, vii



32 THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL THEORY

The relationship between theory and practice in human affairs
is inconstant ; and possibly never again since Aristotle’s day have
political practice and precept been as little divided as was the casc
during the preceding generation. The spread of Greek rule to the
middle-eastern empires and the supersession in the Mcditerranean
world of the loosely connected, self-governing cities by centres of
royal, and later imperial, authority caused a gulf I?ctween tradi-
tional Greek thought about city life and the new institutions of
the great society which was never successfully bridged from cither
side. Developments in the realm of theory remained ideal, dis-
connected from events and imprecise, while the new institutions
of central authority, extended citizenship, universal law and the
despotism of the later Roman empire failed to correspond to the
only political theory available to interpret them, and for many
centuries there was nothing new to replace it.

The growth of new concepts in jurisprudence, designed by
Roman lawyers to match the extended imperial responsibilitieg
of the original local civil law of a single city, did not of itself add to
the stock of political theory proper. Nor can we argue that the
emergence of the important new ideas of universal equality and
of the law of nature, striking and significant as they undoubtedly
were, constituted the sharp break with the classical Greek past
for which it has often been accepted as evidence. These concepts
remained ideals, far removed from the daily experience of the
large-scale administration which replaced life in the Greek cities.
It was the search for justice which remained constant ; though it
had to be conducted in new and unfamiliar surroundings and the
ideal forms in which the Greek and Roman thinkers of the
imperial period expressed their conclusions about social life were
necessarily imprinted with the institutional patterns of the greay
society,

The closely-knit political life of the Greek city was affected
principally in two ways. The city itself ceased to be a self-govern-
ing entity with wide initiative in the administration of its own laws
and in the conduct of relations with other cities. This resuls
became increasingly evident as Roman imperialism supplanted
Macedonian and the central power ceased to be in Greek hands,
But at the same time Greek thought and culture, language and
custom, spread east and west and, at least until the counter-
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attack of the middle-castern religions, gave to Hellenism a pre-
eminence on a universal scale which Athens in her prime had never
rivalled.

The inhabitants of this new, cxtended and uprooted world
developed an outlook on life at once less parochial and more
individualized. They were members, if not yet citizens, of a society
wider than and different from the cities of their fathers’ allegiance.
But the increased mobility in the Mediterrancan world, the
confusion of races, languages and cultures, and the diminished
chances of local advancement threw the individual back on his
personal life and resources. There was as yet no theory to dis-
tinguish the individual from the social realm, to differentiate the
provinces of private and public life, such as developed in later
centuries, but the experiences which demanded such an inter-
pretation became the common lot of the generations which
succeeded the deaths of Alexander and Aristotle.

The Roman imperial system which finally brought together
the warring, post-Alexandrian states was no organic social
development of the kind which could find a place in Aristotle’s
theory, but an efficient administration superimposed on a con-
geries of diverse cities, bereft of their freedom but saved from one
another. It depended for its success on a competent civil service,
a well-trained standing army and the wide, though diffused and
unrepresented, popular support of the many peoples for whom
the benefits of Roman rule outweighed subjection to its control,
taxation and overlordship.

But the new experiences of social life in an imperial age had
no immediate repercussions in the realm of theory; and the
Hellenistic and early imperial centuries represent a classical
example of the difficulties of interpreting new social phenomena
in terms of traditional concepts and theories. The first effects of
these momentous changes were modifications and differences of
application rather than any attempt at the revolutionary restate-
ment of the Greek theory of politics. There was available no
historical pattern of progressive or dynamic social thought,
such as we find in Condorcet or Hegel or Marx and their
followers. In theory it was a static, unchanging social order;

in practice subject to the most catastrophic and revolutionary
changes.

C



34 THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL THEORY

The characteristic distinction between the Greek and the
barbarian, for instance, was transmuted, under pressure of the
experience of a cosmopolitan world, into the general distinction
between the wise and the foolish ; and it was the wise, as formerly
it had been Greeks, who were specially favoured by heaven. There
was still a pattern of the virtuous life which could be known
intellectually by the gifted and taught to othefs; but these specia]
truths were open to any individuals with the ri ght endowment and
not reserved for a special, political class. Morfll individuals took
the place of political classes and their unity was universal,
mysterious and unseen. The concept of citizenship remained valid
and valuable ; but even the wide extension of this coveted privilege
by the early third century A.p. failed to incorporate the great
masses of the Roman proletariat; and the philosophers could
offer to the unprivileged only the doubtful consolation of keepin
their souls free, however enslaved and undernourished their bodies.
In the privileged classes the ideal of the moral life as the service
of the political body either administratively or judicially remained
valid and important, at any rate up to the founding of the empire,
as we can see from the life and writings of Cicero; but for those
to whom such opportunities were not open there grew up the
practice of regarding private, social relationships and service as
morally no less satisfactory.

Parallel with the continuance of the old values and habits there
developed new loyalties and customs outside and wider than those
of the polis. In the new social patterns of cosmopolitan society, in
the growth of the popular religions, and in the great polyglot cities
such as Alexandria, Antioch and, finally, Rome herself we cap see
the birth of 2 new pattern of social and political relationships apq
sometimes catch hints of the radical new theories which Jater
served to interpret this great social experiment in terms whijch
proved intelligible to its SPONSOTS.

But at least until the end of the third century A.p., that is to
say for six centuries after the death of Aristotle, the primary
concern of the successive governments of the Mediterranean world
was that of secylar administration, informed by such moral
purpose and legal equity as the combined wisdom of Greece and
Rome together could supply. In Sir Ernest Barker’s words ;
Roman development meets a Greek conception. That is the
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genesis of the conception of the Roman Empire.”* Differently
phrased, as Maine had said ecarlier, ‘the Greek tl}egry ofa law of
Nature was applied to the practical Roman administration of the
law common to all Nations’.* This was as close as the realms of
theory and practice ever came ; and even here the divprcc of the
theory from the facts was more in evidence than their assumed
harmony and congruence.

The social thinkers of the Hellenistic age, excluded for the
most part from direct political activity, concentrated on those
problems of personal conduct which most commonly beset their
unsettled contemporaries. The search for the good life continued
in the new conditions and the concepts of wisdom and self-
sufficiency continued to serve the theme of individual moral
character where before they had described the pattern of political
life in the city. Indeed, the cosmopolis or world city with its
life of virtue was the old polis, purified, idealized and writ
large.

The quest was common to all the great schools of thought,
Stoics, Epicureans, Cynics and later the modified version of Latin
Stoicism, of which Seneca and the Emperor Marcus Aurelius are
the most famous examples. But if the dominant theme was still in
terms of the Platonic insistence that the moral life was one of
co-operation with a man’s fellows in communal activity and of
Aristotle’s ideal of self-sufficient independence, the centre of this
co-operation was no longer the self-sufficient polis and inde-
pendence itself became an attribute of the individual rather than
of the community. The effect and appearance of much of this
teaching was, thus, negative and often unworldly. Among the
Cynics, of whom Diogenes is most often remembered, it became
anarchical and anti-social. For the Epicureans, at their best very
different from the self-indulgent aesthetes of popular legend, the
emphasis was clearly on a withdrawal from public responsibility,
on the studied avoidance of anxiety and care, which left them
with little noticeable influence on social thought and behaviour.
Even in the case of the Stoics, by far the most persistent and
influential of all the schools, the principal message was that a man

! Barker : ‘The Conception of Empire’ in The Legacy of Rome (Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1923), p. 60

*Sir Henry Maine : Ancient Law (10th ed., London 1884), p. 55
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should suffer fate and fortune with equanimity and without
complaint, do his duty with resolution rather than enthusiasm
and, should the situation become intolerable, withdraw finally in
the act of suicide. Marcus Aurelius austerely exemplified the first
ideal ; Seneca, whose fate included the service of Nero, sadly
followed the latter path. The ideal polis was no longer a possibility
within the confines of the new order. Athens could not serve gg
a satisfactory symbol. There was only the mystical community of
the wise, the universal city of gods and man, or else some utopian
dream of vanished innocence or paradise to come. In these
theoretical realms the manifest injustice and inequality of socjal
life could be remedied more effectively than even Rome with all
her power and prestige was able to achieve.

The positive contribution of the later Greek philosphers to
the interpretation of social and individual problems came to be
expressed in the development of the concept of nature. At once
the most fruitful and the most elusive and conf.using of all socjal
ideas, nature and the natural has enjoyed a continuous conceptual
career from Greek times to our own. But the cox}tinuity has beep
verbal only, for both the variety of the meanings attached to
these terms and the estimation of their value and significance have
been wider and less stable than in the case of almost any other
long-lived political concept.!

The distinction between the natural and the conventional in
human affairs was traditional in Greek thought. Both Plato and
Aristotle set out to show that political life was natural for man,
the morally proper exercise of reason in socicty, the forum of the
good life. Furthermore, for Aristotle, inclined to draw ypop
biological analogies and even to see political bodies as varying
examples of an organic type, the term natural served gz dual
purpose. It described behaviour which fitted the circumstances,
which, therefore, in terms of political justice, allowed for some
variation, and also the constitution which most closely resembled
the norm of good development. To be natural was to be har-
monious and normal, empirically adjusted to circumstances and
also ideally fully developed. Constitutions are not identical every-
where, but ‘in a]] places there is only one form of Government

! For the difficultics involved in the long history of natural law theory, see,
in particular, Professor A, P. d’Entréves’s essay, Natural Law, in this serics.
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that is natural, namely, the best form’.! This conception of the
natural as that which achieved its end not merely as best it could
but in the fuller sense of the unconditionally best way for any
particular species is not Aristotle’s usual use of the term. We must
be careful to see that it is an extension and not a contradiction of
his customary usage, because he would not have argued that
defective examples of civic or any other bodies were unnatural or
that the harmoniously constituted but less than perfect polis was
thereby rendcred merely conventional.

But it was this further use of the term natural, to mean an ideal
pattern of relations and development which should serve as a
criterion of judgment for assessing experienced events, which
came to be fashionable among Aristotle’s Stoic successors. The
confusion between the idea of nature as a causal system of
physical and biological changes and its use as a universal moral
norm has remained with us to this day.

Thus it was that Zeno, founder of the Stoic school and
significantly an alien from Cyprus with probably a Phoenician
ancestry, began to arguc that the only social order which could be
called natural was universal and that limited political bodies,
precisely in respect of their narrowness, were conventional. This
was not to divorce social and political relationships from the moral
life, but to say that only in a very much wider community could
the moral life successfully be lived. This not only implied a con-
demnation of the scale of the Greek city-life, but even hinted that
its central doctrine that political and moral ends were at one
might have to be questioned in the changed circumstances. With
the suggested widening of the scale of the polis came the first

awareness.tha_t perhaps no earthly community could satisfy man’s
moral aspirations.

_ If there is any theme which unites the divergent uses of the
idea of nature during these centuries, it is perhaps the emphasis
on necessity. We are accustomed to-day to distinguish clearly
between physical and moral necessity. Furthermore, it is obvious
that men are subjected to the causal sequences ot: the physical
order and to thesocial pressure of custom whether they understand
them or not, whereas the awareness of a moral obligation must

! Nicomachean Ethics (Loeb), V, vii, 5. Sce also M. B. Foster’s comment
in Masters of Political Thought (London 1942), vol. 1, ;;p.'191?59%r.s ©
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involve some kind of rational comprehension. But in a system of
values such as Stoicism, where the emphasis was strongly on
submission to the pattern of events and in which moral virtue was
accredited primarily to the way in which the wise man passively
accepted his fate, the distinction between a physical accident,
a bereavement, and, say, an act of injustice suﬁ’erqd by an indi-
vidual was not of primary importance. For the Stoic, nature was
the total system of necessary events: it was the.character of a
man’s reaction to this system which established his moral status.
In the Roman version of the creed, as we find it in Seneca, there
is the reiterated reference to the unchanging, perpetual factors in
life, the echo of the Greek insistence that that which changes least
is most real, most excellent, nearest to the divine. For C icero, too,
nature usually means the true order of living, carrying with it the
double sense of that which must be because it is ordained of God
and that which ought to be, by comparison with human behavioyr
as we know it,

Whereas, however, the political and legal structure of the
empire fulfilled many of the demands of th? ph'10§0PhCl'S, this
service was not done in compliance with their theories and both
the oppression and the inequalities of the imperial system could
only be stigmatized as unnatural. If there were a cosmopolis of
the wise with its franchise open to all, it was evidently not in the
Roman world and until the triumph very much later of Christian
doctrine with jtg kingdom not of this world and its ecclesiastical
_Organization within it, citizenship remained the special privilege
it had always been in Greek theory.

By the end of the third century B.C. the §toa had become tpe
most influential and eminent of the Athenian schools of phio.
sophy and for the succeeding four or five hundred years s
teaching retaineq 5 hold over many of the best minds in the Greek
and Roman worlds, Where Epicureans saw the political relation-
ship as a matter of convenience, maintaining the Sophist tradition
of earlier centuries and in some respects foreshadowing modern
utilitarian theories, the Stoics insisted on the natural, rational and
positive bond of all men subject to a universal law of justice,
ideally to be expressed in a world community, but also to pe
realized to some extent in the fulfilment of whatever social duties
fell to a man’s lot. Where the Cynics had preached the free
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anarchism and non-political brotherhood of the wise, another
recurring theme in social thought, Stoics could welcome and
serve the law and order of the empire, using their own concept of
a universal natural law less as an alternative and higher allegiance
than as a standard in the light of which the positive achievements
of Roman law could be assessed.

There are many references to the all-embracing, universal and
harmonious city idealized by Stoic teaching. It was more a moral,
even religious, concept than strictly political. Yet we can discern
the lincaments of the old Athens in this Hellenistic vision, with
the purified and universal law common to all its members, its
citizenship open to the wise, its bond of brotherly concord, from
which Zeno taught that only a man’s own folly need exclude him.
Two centuries later, Posidonius saw both gods and men as
co-citizens of this single, universal order; and the vision of the
true law, promulgated by divine decree and necessarily known to
all men by virtue of their common rationality, was expressed by
Cicero in one of the most famous passages of his De Re Publica.
‘True law is right reason in agreement with nature; it is of
universal application, unchanging and everlasting ; it summons
to duty by its commands, and averts from wrongdoing by its
prohibitions. And it does not lay its commands or prohibitions
upon good men in vain, though neither have any effect on the
wicked. It is a sin® to try to alter this law, nor is it allowable to
attempt to repeal any part of it, and it is impossible to abolish it
entirely. We cannot be freed from its obligations by senate or
people, and we need not look outside ourselves for an expounder
or interpreter of it. And there will not be different laws at Rome
and at Athens, or different laws now and in the future, but one
eternal and unchangeable law will be valid for all nations and all
times, and there will be one master and ruler, that is, God, over
us all, for he is the author of this law, its promulgator, and
enforcing judge. Whoever is disobedient is fleeing from himself
and denying his human nature, and by reason of this very fact
suffers the worst penalties, even if he escapes what is commonly
considered punishment. . . .”* The terms which Cicero uses here,

! Cicero does not mean sin in the Jewish or Christian sense. The Latin

rbcatdtsl ‘nec L \{"l; l;:st r»:,'hl(cihdn)carI;S lgerally ‘neither is it right by divine law’,
ut this is apprchended in the Greek sense by reason .
3 De Re Publica (Loeb), 111, xxii, 33 Y > not revealed



40 THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL THEORY

constans, sempiterna, immutabilis, will be found used of the law
of nature to this day ; and the suggestion that its severest sanction
lies in a man’s own conscience has similarly survived the changes
of two thousand years.

There was a similar agreement on the question of the universal
equality which was directly entailed by the rational system of laws
to which all men were held equally to be subject. This doctrine
of equality, the emergence of which is sometimes held to be the
distinguishing mark of post-Aristotelian social thought,! is, once
again, less a radically new development than an exfension and
adaptation in changed circumstances of Aristotle’s own argument
that one of the desirable characteristics of a functioning citizen
body is that its members should all enjoy equal status. With the
extension of the cosmopolitan concept of citizenship‘went a
similar extension of the corresponding equality. Neither ideal wag
in fact realized in the Roman world.2 The theory remained an
ideal construction. But once wisdom and virtue were theoreticauy
within all men’s reach, and so long as these qualities remained
the criteria of membership, then the equality and citizenship of-
the cosmopolis were open to all. ‘There is no human being of any,
race,” as Cicero put it, ‘who, if he finds a guide, cannot attain to '
virtue,”

. Inpractice there were not enough guides or else an unexplained
Indisposition on the part of most men to follow them. It was
plaml_y difficult and unsatisfactory to transpose the Platonic
doctrine of a city guided and guarded by philosophers into the
circumstances of a cosmopolitan empire. Cicero, who refers
Vaguely to the bad habits and false opinions which deflect the
Weaker brethren, was forced back on a general statement that the
most important conclusion of the philosophers’ discussions wag
the “full realization that we are born for justice, and that righ¢ js
based, not upon men’s opinions, but upon nature’.* It is a con-

1 Notably jp i : A History of Mediaeval Polisical
Tll‘ﬁ,"gy inv{fxe WL}}-,' %’l ain?;hAi ). Carlyle: -

. 3% W. W. Tarn: Hellenistic Civilisation (London 1927), pp. 272-73,
The Stoic world state"wafﬁ’\’i"r'zfé'ficf unrealizable, he says, ‘for the world was
composed of ordinary men, ruled by people who were not philosophers and
hadano knowyledge of the Universal Law’.

De Legibus (Loeby, 1, x, 30
¢ De Legibus, ibid., 28
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viction not unlike Rousseau’s famous declaration that men are
born for freedom, but Cicecro had no adequate theory of the
character of the chains to which Rousseau’s cxposition was
primarily devoted.

Equality, thus, became an equality of moral expectation based
upon common humanity. Cicero relates his general argument
directly to ‘a clear conception of man’s fellowship and union with
his fellow-men. For no single thing is so like another, so cxactly
its counterpart, as all of us are to one another.”! We ought, there-
fore, to live in a just socicty. This would be the natural, proper
and morally best condition of human social co-operation.

But Ciccro, still using the concepts of Greek political thought,
reiterates that the very being of a political body depends upon its
just constitution; and that the absence of justice renders the
republic a disconnected multitude. The language, however, has
become Latin and legal. ‘The commonwealth is the affair of the
people, but the people is not any assemblage of men, gathered
together in any fashion, but a gathering of the multitude united
together under a common law (consensu iuris) and in the enjoyment
of a common well-being.”> The organization of such political
bodies, whether by way of preserving existing examples or by
founding new ones, still claimed Cicero’s loyalty as an activity of
the highest value : ‘For there is really no other occupation in which

human virtue approaches more closely the august function of the
gods. . ..?

It was, however, the purpose of the political body, its pursuit
of communal well-being by means of submission to a common
law, rather than the precise mode of government and administra-
tion which, for Cicero as for Aristotle, conferred its true status,
morally and politically, on the commonwealth. An unjust govern-
ment destroyed the very being of the commonwealth ; and con-
versely Seneca in the following century agreed with Cicero that it
was not the.form of the government but its moral end which was
of primary importance.

When Rome with its own civil law resting largely on custom
came to be responsible for administering the Mediterranean

! De Legibul;ci ibid., 28, 29
2 De Re Publica, 1, xxv, 39 (Carlyle’s translati
3 De Re Publica, 1, vii, 12 ¢ Y slation)
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world, the strong central authority of the principate, which this
immense task provoked, continued to be derived in theory from
the consent of the people, just as in practice it rested on wide
popular support. We must not interpret this democratic language
in modern terms. It was never suggested that the pecople made the
Jaw : and, indeed, for Cicero himself, the justice which the law
of a valid political body cxpressed was decreed by heaven. In
theory, law was perceived by reason and therefore obeyed ; in
practice it was decreed and enforced by the political authority.

Side by side with the extension of Roman civil law there
developed the wider law of nations or iws gentium under the aegis
of which all those alien and foreign subjects of Rome who enjoyed
no citizen status could nevertheless obtain justice. The precise
intcrrglutngns of these two branches of Roman law and their inter-
pretation in the light of the universal application of natural law
prinClPICS Is cxtremely confusing. But there seems little reason to
suppose, despite passages in some Roman jurists to the contrary,
Umt.tl)c Roman lawyers responsible for the devclopment and
administration of these codes were wont to consider the question
from the point of view of philosophical political theory. ‘It is
in'dccd very difficult to construct a coherent doctrine from the
dlﬂ"crcnt. views which arc expressed on the subject in the passages
quoted i the Digegy.

Despite Cicero’s tendency to exalt natural law to a position of
Jegal rather than solely moral pre-eminence, it scems agreed that
in practice its decrees never enjoyed the status of a higher law
put were held rather to be ideal principles of criticism. If the
congruence of jus narurale and ius gentium was the point of contact
petween theory ang practicc under the imperial administration, it
would seem that it was only in theory and not in practice that
hey CVeT approached each other really closely.

The ac Ievements of Rome were doubtless idealized by later
centuries _flCDrlvcd of the benefits of her rule, but they were not
unﬂPPrCC"“Cd by many of her subjects at the time. Nevertheless,
howCVCf fCOTT_\pctcnt her civil servants, ho»yevc}' impartial her
f;),Stcm o’ lul)lvcrsa! laws, Rome coqld not dl§gUlse the fact that
her central authority rested increasingly as time went on upon

' |)’Iintr}:\1';:s.f(‘)n c“;v p. 24. The full discussion of these difficultics in
chapte’ I of Prolessor d*Entreves’s essay should be consulted.
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despotic military power. There were many critics of public affairs;
and just as Cicero regretted the declinc of the old republic,
Seneca despaired of the service of the empire, personified in Nero,
and declared that only the service of mankind in the invisible bond
of the cosmopolis remained open to the wise for whom the
republic had proved unworthy.

The equality and freedom which might be lacking in the lives
of the subjects of the empire could, in the Stoic sense, be found
perhaps in their souls. To some extent the wise man by limiting
his desires to the measure of his circumstances could establish in
his own life the balance and harmony which was not to be found
in public service. But it was less ecasy to find a realm in which the
ideal community, displaced from historical events, could in any
satisfactory sense be experienced.

Seneca himself imagined a golden age mythically relegated to
the beginning of time and his criticism of Posidonius, who had
described civilization as the work of reason, has been likened to
the Christian vision of paradise and the fall. An almost exactly
similar theme was used by Rousseau to illustrate the theory that
life according to nature was innocent and the arts and crafts
progenitors of luxury and avarice. Seneca’s views, although
different in very important respects from Christian doctrine,
notably in the maintenance of the Greek view that the pursuit of
evil is a kind of rational error, do give one significant hint of the
change which was to come over social thinking in the succeeding
centuries. ‘Justice was unknown to them, unknown prudence,
unknown also self-control and bravery.’? In this ideal myth of the
natural society the established Platonic virtues were not in
evidence because they were not required ; the ends which they
subserved were common practice. Here indced we have a classical
parallel to the idea that these social virtues flourish only in a world
gone astray and are in some sense provoked by its sinful condition.

The gaps, however, between body and soul and between the
political reality and the natural vision were too great to be
bridged even by a modified theory of Greek morals and politics.
These divided realms remained unreconciled. There had, however,
been other signs in the Graeco-Roman world of a new orientation
of thought and values, notably among the secret religious cults

! Epistulae Morales (Loeb), XC, 46
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world, the strong central authority of the principate, which this
immense task provoked, continued to be derived in theory from
the consent of the people, just as in practice it rested on wide
popular support. We must not interpret this democratic language
in modern terms. It was never suggested that the people made the
law ; and, indeed, for Cicero himself, the justice which the law
of a valid political body expressed was decreed by heaven. In
theory, law was perceived by reason and therefore obeyed; in
practice it was decreed and enforced by the political authority.

Side by side with the extension of Roman civil law there
developed the wider law of nations or ius gentium under the acgis
of which all those alien and foreign subjects of Rome who enjoyed
no citizen status could nevertheless obtain justice. The precise
interrelations of these two branches of Roman law and their inter-
pretation in the light of the universal application of natural law
principles is extremely confusing. But there seems little reason to

suppose, despite passages in some Roman jurists to the contrary,
that the Roman lawyers responsible for the development and
administration of these codes were wont to consider the question
from the point of view of philosophical political theory. ‘It is
indeed very difficult to construct a coherent doctrine from the
different views which are expressed on the subject in the passages
quoted in the Digest.”

Despite Cicero’s tendency to exalt natural law to a position of
legal rather than solely moral pre-eminence, it seems agreed that
in practice its decrees never enjoyed the status of a higher law
but were held rather to be ideal principles of criticism. If the
congruence of ius naturale and ius gentium was the point of contact
between theory and practice under the imperial administration, it
would seem that it was only in theory and not in practice that
they ever approached each other really closely.

The achievements of Rome were doubtless idealized by later
centuries deprived of the benefits of her rule, but they were not
unappreciated by many of her subjects at the time. Nevertheless,
however competent her civil servants, however impartial her

system of umversa! laws, Rome could not disguise the fact that
her central authority rested increasingly as time went on upon

1 D’Entréves, OP- Cit., p. 24, The full discussion of these difficultics in
Chapter I of Professor d’Entréves’s essay should be consulted.
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despotic military power. There were many critics of public affairs ;
and just as Cicero regretted the decline of the old republic,
Sencca despaired of the service of the empire, personified in Nero,
and declared that only the service of mankind in the invisible bond
of the cosmopolis remained open to the wisc for whom the
republic had proved unworthy.

The cquality and freedom which might be lacking in the lives
of the subjects of the empire could, in the Stoic sense, be found
perhaps in their souls. To some extent the wise man by limiting
his desires to the measure of his circumstances could establish in
his own life the balance and harmony which was not to be found
in public service. But it was less casy to find a realm in which the
ideal community, displaced from historical events, could in any
satisfactory sensc be experienced.

Sencca himself imagined a golden age mythically relegated to
the beginning of time and his criticism of Posidonius, who had
described civilization as the work of reason, has been likened to
the Christian vision of paradise and the fall. An almost exactly
similar theme was used by Rousseau to illustrate the theory that
life according to nature was innocent and the arts and crafts
progcnitors of luxury and avarice. Senecca’s views, although
different in very important respects from Christian doctrir;e
notably in the maintenance of the Greek view that the pursuit oi‘
evil is a kipd of rational error, do give one significant hint of the
change which was to come over social thinking in the succeeding
centuries. ‘Justice was unknown to them, unknown prudenceb
unknown also self-control and bravery.’! In this ideal myth of the’:
natural society the established Platonic virtues were not in
evidence because they werc not required ; the ends which they
subserved were common practice. Here indced we have a classical
parallel to the idea that these social virtues flourish only in a world
gone astray and are in some sense provoked by its sinful condition.

The gaps, however, between body and soul and between the
political reality and the natural vision were too great to be

bridged even by a modified theory of Greek morals and politics

These divndqd realms remained unreconciled. There had, however.

been other signs in the Graeco-Roman world of a new orientation’

of thought and values, notably among the secret religious cults
1 Epistulae Morales (Loeb), XC, 46
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which became increasingly popular from Hellenistic times on-
wards. It was from Orphism that the philosophers’ tendency to
segregate the spirit and the flesh principally sprang. These
religious groups not only brought together the drifting individuals
of the great society, but provided them with a new centre of
loyalty and companionship and, in their initiation ceremonies, set
aside the converts in a new divine-human unity. They provided
responses to an alien and difficult environment which the indi-
vidual could not make for himself and which his city no longer
PTC}V}ded for him. Not only is it true, then, that the Hellenistic
religions paved the way for Christianity, which began its carcer
as only one popular religion among rivals, but also that they fore-
Sl‘,adeed the growth of a new social institution, the church,
within and set over against the political body.

‘ 'T.he consequences for political thought and practice of this
division of spheres were profound and continuous. But the
111fﬂ}l€n;e of Christianity has not meant the abrogation of the ideal
?le é;listt.lce either in its Greek or Roman sense, but rather a re-
relatioi]?}lﬁ()f the purpose, limitation and character of the political
in a sing] P In terms of ideals which were no longer to be centred

Single human social institution, the city, whether Athens or

Rome, but to be shared between two realms and two institutions,
the chur

ch and the secular order.



CHAPTER 11
PEACE AND ORDER

‘I aM under an obligation both to Greeks and barbarians, both
to the wisc and to the foolish.’! That the Gospel of Christ, which
Paul felt constrained to preach to all men, marks a new develop-
ment in social thought does not require to be argued. But this
deliberate usc of the terms customarily employed to categorize
the different social groups of the Hellenistic world is evidence that
we must look with suspicion on attempts to assimilate Christian
doctrine too closely to contemporary pagan views. It is the novelty
of this development which requires to be emphasized. St. Paul’s
message cut wholly across the accepted divisions of the Gentile
world. It was not to be confined cither to those who could have
claimed Aristotelian citizenship or to those who aspired to become
Stoic sages. Whatever similarities can be discovered between
Christianity and other contemporary movements of thought, and
many must be admitted, the Gospel both in principle and in
practice was preached to all men. It enshrined an equality and
built up a brotherhood which had hitherto enjoyed little more
than the theoretical status of an aspiration.

No social or intellectual barrier limited entry to the new
fraternity ; and it was perhaps for this reason that the communities
which it fostered had, at the outset, few or po characteristics
which could at that date properly be called political. Yet it is plain
that they fulfilled many of the social and moral demands left
unsatisfied .by the decline of independent city-life. Morcover, the
religious rites of these nascent churches provided a far ’pro-
founder experience of incorporation than was given by the largely
formal cults of the civic divinities in the pagan world. Nor did the
release from anxiety and loneliness offered tq the faithful convert
require to be gained at the cost of the depravity and self-indulgence
which too often characterized the practices of the mystery

1 Rom. i, 14

45
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religions.! But we must not attribute the advanced moral level of
personal and social behaviour, characteristic of Christian aims,
solely or even primarily to the personality of Paul. That hc was
a gifted organizer of a widespread system of Christian cells, called
churches, is agreed and certainly the institutional framework of
the church owes much to his energy and genius. But the doctrine
which he preached and certainly the teaching which brought him
converts was the teaching and message of Christ.? There is no call
to sustain the view that the Gospels themselves contain no social
thought or that there is a special category of doctrine, known as
Pauline Christianity, to which we require to confine our attention.
The unusual features of the new religion were presented,
however, in a setting familiar enough to the Gentiles. It is com-
monplace to emphasize that the demand for salvation in one form
or anothe.r was widespread at the time. In company with the other
and earlier established religious groups, Christianity offered
freedom from the supernatural control of demonic forces, release
from ‘thc shackles of fate, and a spirit of indifference to the
vagaries of fortune. But in place of a negative submission to the
pattern qf events, a self-centred salvation which issued in apathy
fﬁ]:ni £hll](?59phl(: detachment which sometimes ended in despair,
close Soéie iglor} bropght a conviction of joyous purpose, a sense of
into a di:li unﬁty with the brotherhood, and, above all, initiation
and hereaf?;- uman commonwealth wit.h rewards in this _world
of the cosme n:l".ny times more substantial than those predicated
which was aer ltSl 1l?ehef in the reah‘ty of Christ’s resurrection,
not only t un'ts Ul11s, the central article of the new faith, served
bring together lt}? thq disparate realms of Qod and man, but to
interpret the te divorced spheres of mind and body, and to
rivals. We my tyz ery of death more convincingly than any O.f 1ts
the Christians ht en ask. ou.rscllvqs.what‘qher new beliefs provided
to build fiey 1; iIrllrtch w1th its m!tlal driving force.an_d the power
authority with O an institution of parallel significance and

the Roman empire until, in later centuries, it was
! That ..

er:?rﬁgeiirelﬁfhr.'smn groups interpreted the freedom of the Gospel

is obvious from St. P misbehave and modelled themselves on the mysteries

throughout his w :t' aul’s very strong condemnation of sexual extravagance

Coringth ritings and particularly in his letters to the Christians in

211 Cor. iv, 5
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able to challenge the secular power for the position of final
arbiter in the ordering of man and society.

The foremost of the conceptions which Christianity owed to
its Jewish background was the linked ideas of sin and redemption.
Compared with the Greek distinction between ignorance and
wisdom, which tended to separate the two groups of those who
could not and those who could attain to the truth, the emphasis
was shifted to the sphere of achicvement ; for sin was primarily
a failure to do or be something, a falling short of an ideal, a
missing of the mark. The character of revelation, whether accord-
ing to the Old or the New Testament, was such that it was open
to all men who were privileged or able to hear it. The chosen
people were all in the Greek sense philosophers, except that they
lacked the Socratic gift of identifying the life of virtue with the
knowledge of it.

The distinction between those who hear only and those who
hear and obey is frequent and significant in the New Testament.
‘Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into
the kingdom of heaven ; but he that doeth the will of my Father
which is in heaven.’! Those that hear and do are likened to the
wise man who built his house on a rock. Paul, treating the same
theme in a famous passage in Romans ii, repeats that it is not
the hearers but the doers of a law which are just before God
and the Greek term used in this passage for hearers could

almost be rendered students in the sense of people who attend
lectures.

There arose, then, a new pattern of unity or brotherhood, the
new Israel, w]_nch was to become the world-wide church. ,The
members had in common not only their knowledge of the divine
truth but l:helr c?n:)rr'xon experience of fajlure or sin and their
common hope of being ransomed i i
chtpred to divine favou%. Paul often glogl;esttl:tshz?trff:gilfl?]:lllilse ?:'11‘1:}
justify this restoration ; James prefers works : but ;'or both there
is a unity of sinners and redeemed and the’ signiﬁcantodivision
becomes one between God and the sinner rather than that between
the mind and.the body of the individual or the educated and the
uninstructed in the community. The familiar distinction in the

New Testament between life after the spirit and after the flesh
1 Matthew vii, 21
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must not be confused with the higher and lower aspects of human
nature referred to in pagan philosophy, but seen rather as the
contrary claims of the divine kingdom and the sinful self conflict-
ing in the individual’s life. '

But the opportunities for repentance, forgiveness and recon-
ciliation were no less characteristic of the life of thp new com-
munity than its conviction of failure and 'disobcdlcnce. Other
religious movements offered release and various forxps of purga-
tion, but none so effectively united its devotees in a closely
corporate group, centred on a loyalty to a divine founder whose
presence among them was no less real and far more influential
than that of the many social and political pressures to which they
were subject in the secular world.

It is often said that the divinely revealed law is not incom-
patible with the provisions of natural law as they were set forth
by classical social thinkers. The later assimilation of the two codes
supports this contention. But whereas there is little evidence that
the moral pronouncements of natural law theory were ever more
than ideal standards or criteria, the effect of the divine law on the
faithful was immediate and binding. Gentiles, Paul tells us,
deprived of direct knowledge of God’s will, may nevertheless act
in accordance with it, ‘do by nature the things of the law’ ; but he

adds that in this case they ‘are a law unto themselves’, responding
only to their own consciences.!

. From the very beginning of the new movement we may detect
signs of the

S0 profound effects which a conscious response to the
divinely reve

aled law was to entail. This was especially true of the
part which the church was later to play, by comparison with other
religious groups

, in its relation with the civ.l authorities. In Paul’s
condemnation of the insubordinate Christian cell at Corinth, he
draws attention to the continuance of a practice no longer
necessary among Christians, the reference of quarrels among the
brethren to a civil court. To have a lawsuit with a fellow-Christian
is already to have lost the case. Paul castigates it as a shamefu
procedure ; for while he recognizes that differences of opinion and
interest may occur, he holds that their resolution is always possible
and ought to take place within the brotherhood.? There was no

! Rom. ii, 14, 15
31 Cor. vi, 1-11
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suggestion that divine law excused the convert from compliance
with the civil law, an issue clarified by Christ himself in perhaps
the most often quoted verse! in this context, when the claims of
God and Caesar were precisely differentiated ; nor that the rigours
of the Jewish law could be evaded in favour of licentiousness, an
interpretation on the part of some early converts which Paul was
particularly at pains to discount. The new argument presented
here, which was destined to affect the social relations of the whole
of a great society and to dominate Europe for a millennium, is
that just as God is the final judge in his own causes, no less than
Caesar in his, so must the community of the faithful, the new
Israel, be the first and final court of appeal in all questions of
dissension among its members.

The moral distinction between Christian ideals and natural
law is not perhaps very great ; the pattern of Christian living has
many points in common with the approved virtues of sage and
philosopher in the classical world ; but the founding of a corporate
body recognizing a supreme final seat of authority and from the

beginning preferring its own tribunals was an institutional
innovation of very great consequence.

The prevention of dissension or, failing that, the promotion of
reconciliation became a principal aim of the new community.
There was from the first an emphasis on the relations between the
members and supremely on their relations individually and
corporately with God. It is this latter element which differentiates
the new doctrine from the harmony and justice of the Greek city,
with which otherwise it shares many characteristics. Paul speci-
fically warns the Corinthians against the pursuit of self-sufficiency,
of which Aristotle on the contrary would certainly have warmly
approved, as would probably many of Paul’s Gentile converts.
‘Not that we are sufficient of ourselves . . . but our sufficiency is
from God.’ This dependence on divine aid and support was as
characteristic of the church as of the individual. In its pursuit of
a peaceful pattern of relations between God and man and man
and his fellows, the church relied on God just as did the individual
in his concern for salvation from his sinful predicament.

God was not a source of confusion but of peace, as Paul told

1 Matthew Xxii, 21
211 Cor. iii, 5
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the Corinthians :! and earthly rulers must be concerned to provide
the conditions in which the peace of God might be made manifest
in the church. Paul asks Timothy to pray for ‘kings and all that
are in high places ; that we may lead a tranquil and quict life in all
godliness and gravity’.2 This has remained a consistent Christian
attitude to this day. As an ideal, it was not so much a substitute
for the just city as an addition to it. Order must be kept in civil
affairs no longerasa morally desirable end in itself, but subsidiary
and preconditional to a further spiritual end, the peace and
tranquillity of the fajthful.

It took many centuries for the full implications of this view to
be worked out and some of the conscquences were very strange
indeed. But it ig significant that from the very first the purpose of
the new sect Wwas expressed in a political metaphor: the building
up of the kingdom of heaven. It was a Hellenistic rather than
a Greek metaphoy proper, though, later, Augustine went back to
the idea of city, and it probably derived something of its
Charathr from the post-exilic intensifying of Jewish national aims ;
but Christ’s assertion before Pilate that ‘My kingdom is not of this
world’, however variously interpreted down the ages, clearly
stated the claims of 5 new jurisdiction and as clearly distinguished
it from Pilate’s oyp authority.
social ihlnﬂuence of the concept of the heavenly kingdom on
enquiry ?or-y and relations would make a single and fascinating
ourse1v¢sn 1tself and cannot be pursued here. We must content
politica] se‘: l.th dl‘awing attention to one or two aspects of this
and far., tmg for a religious group which haye had su})sequent
centurieg €aching effects. There have been times during later
rather thaw °n the emphasis has been placed on the heavenly
the wh olen-on the kingdom and attempts have been made to give
right or thel 3 an entjrely other-worldly setting. Were this the
problems of Y Possible interpretation, many of the less' tractable
though the SOC urch and state might have been avoided. But

1 equivocal Urce of authority may be in heaven, and even this is
ar =3 dict; Statement for an incarnational religion, the scope of
the juris IClion s Undeniably in this life and world. There is a
double sense in Which the kingdom is not yet come but is already

1] Cor. xiv, 33
21 Tim. ii, 2
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constituted. This has always been perplexing ; and it was in answer
to an enquiry about when the kingdom should come that Christ
replied : ‘The kingdom of heaven is within you,” and condemned
the Pharisaic desire for signs and portents by pointing out that
superstitious observation was of no avail.! A similar transference
of location is implied in John xiv, where the divine peace itself is
spoken of as not of this world ; and many of Paul’s Jewish con-
verts must have winced when they were told that ‘he is a Jew,
which is one inwardly ; and circumcision is that of the heart, in
the spirit, not in the letter’.*

As a condition of the individual soul, inward states of grace,
wisdom, rclease or other forms of sanctity and salvation were
commonly experienced in the Hellenistic and Roman worlds. But
such unity and interrelationship as these persons enjoyed was
notional and ideal. Membership in the cosmopolis had no social
consequences. The revolutionary impact of Christianity lay
precisely in the unity and community of the church being at once
a society of the redeemed in Christ and a well-organized system of
cells operating within the secular order, in the world but not of it,
subject to civil authority but recognizing at the same time a higher
allegiance.

There are two passages in the Pauline Epistles in which the
Greek brings out very clearly the new bond of unity which over-
rode all the recognized divisions of creed and race and status. In
both of them significant political terms are used. The Gentiles are
told in Ephesians that they must not think of themselves as
strangers or foreigners but as sharing a common citizenship with
other Christians.® A parallel term is used in Philippians where Paul
says ‘Our civic body originates in heaven’, a phrase which catches
both the dual domicile of the Christian church and its new sense
of incorporation as a constituted and functioning body of
believers, neither of which senses has survived the beauty of
biblical translation.® Dr. Wand has happily paraphrased this
declaration as ‘“We . . . are colonists from Heaven’,® which, though

1 Luke xvii, 21

2 Rom. ii, 29

3ii, 19

4ii, 20

8J. W. C. Wand: The New Testament Letters (Oxford University Press

1946), p. 133
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it is to read between Paul’s lines, emphasizes just that quality of
peaceful penetration and eventual Suz?rall?ty which was o
characterize the operations of the church in the world. ..

That the new doctrine did not seck to abrogate the C.Wll
authority of kingdom or empire but rather to enhance the claims
of earthly rulers is much more clearly understooc}. The famous
New Testament passages which SUPPO,rt these claims h‘avc been
quoted times without number. ‘Be subject to every ordinance of
man for the Lord’s sake’ ;! ‘Put them in mI?d to be in subjection
to rulers, to authorities, to be obedient - - s " and, most famous of
all, the opening verses of Romans Xiil, Wthh, begin : ‘cht every
soul be in subjection to the higher POWErS s where it would
probably be more satisfactory to translate POWers as authorities.
The citation could then continue ‘for there is no authority except
God’s ; and existing authorities are appointed by God, so that he
who opposes such authority is setting himself up against God’s
administration. . . .’ .

It has sometimes been argued that the admitted preoccupation
of the early church with the jmminence Of the Second Coming
sufficiently accounts for this acceptance of subjection to temporal
authority. It was motivated more by the indifference of those who
expected the whole secular structure to b€ superseded at any
moment than by a coherent policy for guiding the behaviour of
the faithful during normal earthly sojourn. Against this view,
however, we must balance the established tradition in both Jewish
and Hellenistic circles of the earthly ruler’s being the Lord’s
anointed or at any rate a candidate for deification. The post-
Alexandrian Greek kingdoms were not slow to borrow the cloak
of divine authority to which their middle-eastern subjects were
accustomed. This was particular]y noticeable in Ptolemaic Egypt >
and it was probably in Alexandria, where Hellenistic and Jewish
ideas came most closely into contact that the wisdom literature
of the first century before Christ was composed.

Atallevents it is in the apocryphal book of Wisdom that kings
are admonished as servants. or inferior officers, of God’s kingdom
to give ‘heed to the divine law and conduct themselves in accord-
ance with God’s counsel. ‘For dominion is given you from the

1] pg[er:'il', 13
2 Titus iii, 1
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Lord and power from the Highest.’ To see the relationship of
temporal and divine authority in proper perspective, it is as
important to bear this reference in mind as the better-known
citation from Romans. The responsibility of the ruler to God is
ultimately of greater moment, as in later centuries it became of
greater concern, than the subject’s duty of obedience to the
divinely appointed authorities.

It was not until the fourth and fifth centuries of the Christian
cra that the implications of the precise subordination and relation-
slup of the dual authority in church and empire began to have
serious consequences in social theory and practice. To begin with,
lh_e Roman administration tolerated the Christian sect as one
oriental cult among others. Later, Christians were persecuted
because they refused inexplicably to recognize the sole authority
of lhe emperor, who slowly graduated in time to the status of
a d_elﬁe.d, oriental despot. As the church increased in numbers and
:lﬂ Institutional complexity, its position both as an exotic cult and

S a persecuted minority could no longer be accepted as valid.
poa hcfavcnly colonist§ had become in prac.ti‘ce the paramount
the rflr, and it was again by the use of a political metaphor that
SOUgh(t)St farpqus of their clqss_ncal applognsts, Au‘ggsune of Hippo,
to to dlStl.l'lgUlSh' the civitas dei from the civitas romana and

Tegulate their relations one with the other.

ez}i?j glxtent of the influence of Augustine’s writings throughout
everth, e ages and afte.r t}le Rpformatmn has been consnglerable.
ippo° eless, we must distinguish carefully be}ween the Bishop of
C ristis Confro,ntatlon_ of the .problems of his own day and the
faithfulan saint’s continuous impact on the community of the
prOfou;;d‘i\UgUSt!ne himself was a product of clflssical culture,
at home ; gtTOdlﬁed by Christian influence but still recognizably
century, | 1€ Platoruc tradition. Lw:.ng at the turn of the fourth
an g érele enjoyed thp advantages in his later years of being
it Was o nt of an official anc} no longer proscribed religion ; but
iOCletia afcely a century since the severe persecutions under
"iStiann ; and to offset the contemporary good fortune of the
L community, heathen barbarians without and powerful
Isdom of Solomon vi, 1-5
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heretical sects within constantly menaged, the‘s.ccun.ty of Fhe
catholic church. The occasion of Augustine’s Writing his treatise,
De Civitate Dei, was the need to answer those cntnc,s ‘}’ho .“f'Sth
to attribute to the new faith the blame for Rome’s llnablllty .
defend herself against the Visigoths, and 1n Eartlcu'arlitor the
barbarian sacking of the city in 410. Nearer fiome, ”‘ﬂ."s own
episcopal see in North Africa, Augustine was 1n conilict with
Donatist heretics who claimed that n}emPeTSh‘p in the church
excused its adherents from all civil obligations.

For thirteen years, Augustine contended with these con-
temporary issues during his composition of a work in which few
of the questions asked by moral and political thinkers are not
raised and considered, It is too narrow a judgment to confine
The City of God to a treatise on the relations of churcb and state ;
and it is false to read into it a discussion of late mgdlaeyal prob-
lems wholly foreign to the times in which Augustine lived. Yet
it is true that ‘no one can understand the Middle Ages without
taking it into account’.! e

Augustine accepted not only the dual institutional structure
which the recognition of the church had introduced into the
prgapization of the empire, but 2 furthcr_ duality of purpose,
implicit in earlier Christian teaching, which characterized the
entire universal order whereby men and angels could be C}1ffer-
entiated according to their ultimate allegiance to God and his law
of love or to the rebellious self-interest of Satan. Augustine’s
classification of human groups is thus fourfold ; but it is difficult
sometimes not to equate the heavenly city with the church militant,
1S most eviden representative body on earth, and the earthly city
With the civil power, with which in certain circumstances it can be

closely allied, ’

Augustine himself undoubtedly recognized a.parallcl between
the unifying ere. of the imperial administration on the indi-
viduals who yere subject to it and the corresponding unity of the
faithfulin Cpyig; Tn a sense it was in a similar way that church and
€MPIIE Set about thejr distinct tasks. Yet the difference in purpose
was MOI€ striking thap the similarity in organization; and we
begin to see how profoundly Christianity was modifying classical

1J.N. Fi

ggis : T it ts of S. Augustine’s *City of God’ (London
1920), p. 1 e Political Aspects of
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conceptions when Augustine tells us that civil power is little better
than brigandage, if it lack justice. The term used echoes Cicero
and Plato; but the intention of the passage is to argue that God
also should have his due, and that no civil society fulfils a proper
purposc if it does not safeguard the freedom of the faithful to
worship in peace. Augustine, indeed, goes further and in criticism
of Cicero asserts that only a group united by true religion is
properly a people. Civil justice, whether in Plato’s or Cicero’s
sense, is therefore subordinate ; and Augustine is claiming that it
Is thf-: duty and sole justification of the civil power to safeguard
a religious institution and way of life which it can neither emulate
nor provide from its own resources. In terms of Greek thought,
th}s was a revolutionary change. To say that the emperor, who
might not even be a Christian, was nevertheless the defender of
tge fz‘uth, and to argue that the cosmopolis had reality only as
1¢ city of God, which the Stoic emperor, Marcus Aurelius, had
himself half understood, was to envisage the characteristic
;:latlons of men with one another and with God differently
Socél_n those obtaining in a Socratic republic or a Stoic universal
b lety. It implied, indeed, a new psychology, a fuller ideal em-
oracing life on earth and beyond death, and a society with twin
Institutions.
\vidThat Augustine uses the term city to designate each of his
thocr communities, heavcnly. and garthly, is a link between his
conught and the ideal Platonic polis. But he extends the original
o Ce]}t to include God gnd the angels; and we have to find new
Citir:S' or.the corresponding but not identical reflections of the two
e Cs in c;nmp. If we .borrow the term resp{lblica for the civil power,
tiniaﬁn _tIStl;ﬂgUl§h it fron} both the classical polis and the Augus-
ener gnn z )éieemg that 1t is no longer self-sufficient in Aristotle’s
on ea’r h thl; Cl?:}fteizrl a,Plf‘ilmary centre of loyalty. Nor is the church
Nizes no social divgis rslt) object of allegiance. Augustine recog-
Natural. There is a o Oln etween the natural .and the super-
copa L ngle universe of God and his creatures ; but
sequent upon the fatal clash of heavenly wills which deprived
Cai glvme society of _Satan and his followers, God created new
whi 1dates to fill their places and the temporal system within
eﬁCh to train t‘h'em. Temporal institutions are secondary, and
nable in auxiliary terms as they impede or further the divine
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purpose. The primary division among men is then allegiance to
God or the devil, though Augustine’s use of the term earthly city
for the latter’s party does little to clarify these complex categories.
The two loyalties are not to be identified with ecclesiastical and
civil allegiance in this world. Indeed, from another point of view
both church and empire are instruments of God’s will, channecls
for his mercy and judgment respectively. But the officers of these
two institutions do not necessarily pay allegiance where their
proper loyalty is due. Either temporal body is likely to be misused
if seen out of relation to its eternal purpose.

It is not indeed possible to explain this new grouping of human
societies and aspirations in terms of classical social and psycho-
logical thought. From the Judaic origins of Christian doctrine,
Augustine had inherited both the idea of the creation of the
temporal order as a dramatic working out of the relations of God
and man and the concept of sin to describe the deliberate with-
drawal of human co-operation in this joint enterprisc. Estimates
of the incidence, extent and effects of sin have varied during the
Christian centuries, Augustine took an extreme view, justified no
doubt by the troubled times in which he lived. Most men, in his
view, had their wills deflected from the divine purpose and were
led astray by selfish, temporal interests. To use the special,
theological term they were reprobate. As in the case of the
'gnorant, there was a remedy for this condition, but one provided
not by an aristocratic élite but by God. Only the grace of God
could rescue sinners and, in the life and death of Christ, this
redemptive force had been made available to all men. It was the
office, but not the exclusive right, of the church to reincorporate
the repentant sinper in the divine society. For men could be
divinely chosen, elect as it is called, despite themselves and regard-
less of their forma] membership of the church. Herein lay the
important distinction between the twin manifestations of the
divine society,

There is a simjla distinction between the two expressions of
what we may now properly call the secular order. In its wider
manifestation, as the company of those in rebellion against God, it
might number adherents from any human group, not excluding
the church, and it extended as the civitas terrena throughout time
and beyond space. The group is constituted, Augustine tells us,
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according to the object of the devotion of its members. The
carthly citizens choose the lesser, narrower, sclf-concerned
interests. In the precisely temporal sense, however, the civil power
and administration is not to be identified with the satanic city,
but, like the sinner saved only by grace, is liable to devote itself
to worldly needs alone unless sanctified by the presence of the
church in its midst, for the defence and preservation of which it
must recognize responsibility.

There is room in this classification for much confusion ; but
the student of politics can nevertheless see clearly that at best the
civil authorities were expected to play an auxiliary role compared
with the moral and spiritual dominance of the rulers of the Greek
city and at worst Augustine did not think it too much to
dub them brigands and to relegate secular power to the realm of
Satan.

It is not only, then, that Augustine recognizes a different
pattern of impediment to the good life from that envisaged by
Plato or Aristotle, but that he expects no final improvement in the
situation in this world. Something can be done about human
disharmony, but it is almost true to say that in Augustine’s view
only God can do it or at least that no one can be saved from the
predicament of sin without divine help, whether mediated through
the church or otherwise. Moreover, the redemptive effects of
divine grace are experienced in this world primarily as an expec-
tation of glory to come, a trust in the working out of the provi-
dential plan for the rebuilding of the kingdom in eternity. Men
must live, in Augustine’s words, in spe not in re, not looking for
present enjoyment during their sojourn in this world, but con-
fident that despite suffering now, and even because of it, they will
experience the fullness of God’s love hereafter as befits those
whom Christ died to save. The City of God has in one sense a
misleading title. It is only incidentally a study of politics in the
Greek sense. Its Christian setting and the debt which it owes to
old Te§tament traditions of thought give it the character of
a theodicy, a justification of the ways of God to man.

As products of the temporal process, man’s most character-
istic social institutions, such as government and property
(Augustine would add slavery as normal in the classical world),
are themselves the effects of his sinful will, the results of self-
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concern, and essentially imperfect. Yet, it is Impossible to cscape
the all-pervading divinely, imposed orderin the universe. Whether
in harmony with it or in rebellion against it, man is inevitably
subject. When sinful, he experiences _the divine order as a judg-
ment limiting and disciplining his desires- When co-operative and
obedient, he experiences this same order as peace and harmony,
fulfilling his desires. Because of this dependence, human institu-
tions, however sinful in origin, become instruments of God’s
will. Thus the order imposed by civil authorities, though less
perfect than idcal Christian equality, prevents the cffects of in-
equality from being totally disruptiv‘?‘.Proper.ty’. an cvident m-
perfection by the standards of a primitive Chrl.su:an communism
or even of the Platonic guardian class, at least limits and controls
the greed inherent in the desire to have and to hold. Augustine
is less convincing in his argument that slavery is also remedial as
well as a manifestation of man’s evil will. Even interpreted as
punishment, slavery still affects only one group in the community
and there seems to be no discoverable correlation between the
sins of particular members of this subject class and their member-
ship thereof. L.

The inconveniences and imperfections of these institutions
must be suffered as a kind of vicarious punishment by those who
are subject to them. Civil justice is not the same as divine justice,
but it is within the same dispensation, modified and adjusted
as it were to the conditions of this world. We may compare
Aristotle’s description of the best possible polity in the prevailing
circumstances. But the Christian insistence on the propriety of
obedience to civil rulers tends to limit the scope of rationa]
criticism of imperfect civil authorities. The extreme ff)rm of this
doctrine caused many heart-searchings in later centuries. But the
profits of obedience to the civil order greatly outweighed, in
Augustine’s view, its incidental disadvantages. He was too clearly
aware of the services rendered to socicty by the Roman adminis-
tration to be likely to underestimate the excellence of secular
peace and order, even though it were provided by pagans. This
earthly peace could be used by the citizens of the divine kingdom
for heavenly ends, and was indeed the precondition of their safe
pilgrimage through the world. Thus the eternal body politic
‘observes and respects this temporal peace here on earth, and the
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coherence of men’s wills in honest morality, as far as it may with
a safe conscience ; yea, and so far desires it, making use of it for
the attainment of the peace eternal’.!

The burden of the secular government is the judgment of God
upon sin. Evil is neither chance nor the social by-product of
ignorance, but due to a defect of the human will. It is to be
remedied by a divine discipline exercised through the very insti-
tutions to which the defect has given rise. The Judaic tradition
has here taken precedence of the Platonic; and the Christian
insistence on a harmony of belief and action issuing in love has
replaced the functional harmony of the Greek city which was the
product of the enlightened reason contemplating ideal intellectual
forms.

To hold that the will rather than the intellect is both the
master faculty of the human psyche or personality in its pursuit
of perfection and the source of its experienced disharmony is
characteristic of Jewish and Christian thought. Some Christian
apologists, such as Augustine, hold this view more extremely than
others who have allowed their thought to be modified by the
constant influence of classical philosophy. The will seeks the satis-
faction of desire, the state which Augustine describes as peace
and which is finally achieved only in the perfected divine-human
love relationship. But there are an infinite number of lesser loves,
seducing the soul from its true end and substituting transient,
imperfect and only partially satisfying experiences of peace. The
conflict of these diverse purposes makes up the sum of the
individual’s painful pilgrimage on earth. But there is a concomi-
tant aspect of satisfaction, the obverse of the coin, for which
Augustine uses the term order rather than peace, though often
the words are almost interchangeable. We may define order as the
peace imposed on the erring will by the divine discipline and
judgmept. History, as the scene of providential operation, is the
dramatic outcome of the divine judgment expressed in successive
events. Augustine gives as an example the peace imposed by
conquest.

Human society is, then, a distorted image of its true nature,
a fallen world, subject to imperfect institutions yet having in the
church the promise of paradise to come. It is easy to detect the

1 pe Civitate Dei, XIX, xvii (Healey's translation)
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Platonic influence on this Christian description of social institu-
tions. Nevertheless, the differences are profound. No provision is
made for the natural attainment of the ideal social harmony. The
distinction between secular and ecclesiastical institutions corres-
ponds neither to the functional division of the three class system
nor to the psychological distinction between the enlightened and
the dependent. Perfection and harmony, though both setting a
standard and having the status of an expectation, have no per-
manent place in the temporal order. Both the church and the
civil administration are ancillary to the attainment of the heavenly
peace, but it is not to be located within their jurisdiction, either
severally or together. Membership in the church is not confined
to fhe elect. Correspondingly, Augustine makes clear that civil
society, though good in itself, is imperfect in the eyes of God,
for it can realize only a relative justice and peace, in the sense of
conformity to a lesser order than the unattainable peace and
order of heaven. But it is by the highest, or divine, justice that
the validity and authority of the earthly justice is to be tested.
The very unity and being of a secular society depends on this
other-worldly reference. ‘So then, where justice is not, there can
be 10 society united in one consent of law, therefore no people.
-« - If no people, then no estate of the people, but rather of a
confused multitude. . . .1

Justice in this world, then, is relatively imperfect in this
Christian translation of the Greek original. But Augustine uses
the 1Eiea of peace to convey an active state of concord and har-
monious relationship, not in terms of Platonic social functions
but as a quality or condition of the new Christian idea of love,
It is a social concept, for Augustine’s voluntarist psychology con-
nects the individual at all points through decision and action with
his environment and his fellows. The peace of the reasonable soul
is ‘a true harmony between the knowledge and the performance’.
?t 18 10 this passage, too, that we hear further Pauline echoes.
The peace of morta] men with immortal God, is an orderly
obedience unto His eternal law, performed in faith. Peace of man
and man, is a mutual concord : peace of a family, an orderly rule
and subjection amongst the parts thereof: peace of a city, an

orderly command, and obedience amongst the citizens : peace of
! De Civitate Dei, XIX, xxi
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God’s City a most orderly coherence in God, and fruition of God :
peace of all things, is a well disposed order.”

Of all Christian apologists, Augustine, as we learn from his
confessions, was perhaps the most acutely aware of the barriers
which frustrated the attainment of peace. Within himself and in
the troubled, crumbling world of the ecarly fifth century, he per-
ceived discord, evil, ignorance and sin. From his classical up-
bringing he inherited the idea of moral conflict as a tension
between irrational appetites and the rational soul. From St. Paul
he had learned the significance of disharmony between knowledge
and performance. But he welcomes the conflict for the peace
which, by God’s grace, lies beyond it. Society is at best very
fragile; individuals for the most part doomed. Nevertheless,
church and empire represent, however imperfectly, an embryonic
system of right relations between man and God and man and
man, dependent in either case on the faith, or trust, that God
himself desires the perfection of these relations in love and is
working to preserve them and, when they are broken, to restore
them. It is the restoring of harmony between man and God and
man and his fellows, an idea very close to the Platonic, which
Augustine calls justice. The reconstituted concord he calls order
and the experience of this harmony by those to whom it is vouch-
safed is peace.

The civil authorities, under God, have a recognizable and
important part to play in this work of reconciliation. If they can
do little to promote it, being themselves often the chief offenders,
they can seek to limit the worst effects of sin. In a sense, this
negative role of the civil administration was made possible by the
theory of the two institutions and the assumption that positive

direction and guidance, as demanded by Plato, was the office of
the church.

The characteristic Greek virtues of wisdom, ¢

arac ourage, temper-
ance and justice ¥ p

are no longer seen as natural dispositions and
they are not to be acquired unaided by sinful men. They have

become subprdina'te to those three states of the soul known as
the theplogncal virtues : faith, hope and love; for without
these gifts of God, the temporal virtues would fail to issue in

harmonious social action. Only with the support of trust in
1 De Civitate Dei,SXIX, xiii
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providence and hope in the eternal city, and fqlﬁlled t}1rough the
peculiar Christian caritas, were the Greek virtues either to be
acquired, maintained or expected to bear fruit. o

The citizens of the heavenly kingdom passed‘as. pilgrims
through the alien, secular city. Augustine’s .dcscrlp'tlon reads
Prophetically in the light of the troubled period which was to
come. Nevertheless, we must beware not to read into his text
references to the problems of the later middle ages which he could
N0t possibly have foreseen. Nothing in Augustine can _]llS.llfy. us
In holding that he was in favour of a dominant cccl;:s_lastlcal
Power. Christians, as other men, owed obedience to civil laws,

Ut it was a limited obedience confined to secular affairs.

t was easier, howcver, to outline this distinction between the
two realms and to justify a possible conflict of duties than to resolve
the conflict when it occurred or to distinguish the boundaries of
Civil and ecclesiastical jurisdiction in precise historical conditions.

Il one way and another, these difficult problems'havc remained
With us tg this day, reappearing in a sharpened intensity at the
Refofmation and no less urgent in the setting of the modern

welfare state,

.. {\Ugustine’s distinction between the two cities sharpened the
dilemmg Concerning extra-political allegiance. Was it due to the
S:hurch as a corporate institution or to the conscncnce'of each
Individya] 9 Why, for instance, should the elect supmlt to the
church militant 7 This division of opinion was inherent in
Augustine’s whole theory; and after the Reformation both
Catholic apq protestant could justly claim his support. Histori-
cally, the drawing of a distinction between the religious and
Secular realms has been more evident in cathqllg: social theory ;
among Protestants, the tendency has been to distinguish between
an inper, Spiritual’, personal jurisdiction and the whole of the
external, temporal order. ) .

Ome blame, too, must be attached to Augustine for his over-
lapping Conceptions of the church and the heavenly city. It
becggne Customary to speak of the church on earth in quasi-
Political language’; and it is difficult not to see here a source of
the later mediaeval tendency to think of the church as a self-
Suiﬁpient Corporation, on the analogy of an Aristotelian polity,
having in itself alone all things necessary to the perfection of
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society. Something at least of the secular reaction against the
authority of the church in temporal affairs must be attributed to
these pretensions; but we cannot find more than the seeds of
these developments in Augustine’s own thought. Between this
educated citizen and administrator of a still functioning Roman
empire and the complex quarrels of pope and emperor in the
high middle ages lay half a millennium of barbarism, disorder
and catastrophe. But the message of Paul and Augustine helped to
guide the men of those times back to a condition of society in

which their successors could once again study the wisdom of
Plato and Aristotle.

During the thousand years which separate the Augustinian
twilight of the classical empire and the dawn of the modern era
which we call the Renaissance, Christian concepts of life and
society were either dominant or strongly influential. The middle
ages, customarily so calléd because they lie between these very
different periods of history, never lost touch with the impressive
example of Roman law and administration and remained faithful
to a Christian interpretation of events which were rarely either
peaceful or orderly. Distinguished from the earlier age by their
barbarian vitality and from our own by their primitive economic
organization and methods, the men who lived from the fifth
century to the fifteenth were at one in either believing or being
converted to believe, as had Augustine, that the efforts of the
civil power could never suffice to satisfy all man’s desires. This
further realm, which lay outside or beyond politics in the classical
sense, was represented for them by the Christian church. The
tradition of imperial government and the experience of incorpora-
tion in the Body of Christ constitute the twin themes of mediaeval
political history.

There is, however, throughout this period, a strange dich-
otomy between the ideas which might properly be included in
a survey of social thought and the events and practices which
occurred in the lives of the barbarian people who overran and
inherited the imperial system and subsequently developed into
the settled communities of the modern world. ‘They do not
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realize the facts of the present, because tl}ey' move in the theories
of the past.’® To some extent men do this in every age; but the
middle ages are pre-eminent for the width 'of' t}]c gap nearly always
to be observed between the social institutions through which
public affairs were conducted and the ideas cqstqmarily used to
interpret and explain the theory of their functioning.

It is impossible to convey the complexity of this situation in g
short essay ; but in order to underline the inherent contradiction
between the claims of the past and the embryonic patterns of the
future, we shall consider first the impact of the universal concepts
of cl}urch and empire and proceed afterwards to sketch the
growing influence of the indigenous customs and practices of
mediaeval Communities, out of which the political pattern of the
modern world was developed.

.In Some ways, Christian social thought was no less teleo-
logical than Aristotle’s ; and the two great institutions which re-
presented the spiritual and temporal powers could in a sense be

explained in terms of the functions of a Platonic republic. Ultimate
fgd; Were being served, but were sufficiently distinct in character
how;tfnt S€parate organizations to achieve thcm.‘lt was not,
in two S;)S}lg.gested that, therefore, a human community consisted
authon, cule)tles or that there was ever more .than one source of
Christiag’fraecause that authprity was ultm}atclx Gpd. The
apparent, bu':“:l\:’:l]‘k of the social theorle? c:}t; this period is always
Persistent]y classica?nguage and many of the arguments remain
De C?vl:at,l;ag Seven hundred years divide the completion of the
attempt af 5 - e;t frorq the appearance ?ft l:he x;lext considerable
was not umﬂyl;ematlc treatise on social thought to follow it, |
Salisbury, y 59 that we meet the Policraticus of Johp of
used by " &t much of the language and many of the arguments
almo S twelfth-century thinker seem to have ¢o d

st Unchangeq f; heir Greek original e o
commonwealth pg,, I?m pheir Wreet. lg als. Admittedly, the
but they shoulq b l'cls separate spmtu(zjl ;md tenlpor?l powers,
communal well.pey Closely co-ordinate or the attainment of
must be har €ing. The wprk and duties of Jegger groups

Monized into a single whole of diverge functions,

1 E. Barker: ‘Introduct i iti
B : ory : Mediaeval Political Thoughy® ; /
and Political Ideas of some great Mediaeval Thinkers (Londgtm lIQnZ;)YIi)'%ma[
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strikingly like a Platonic community; and the comparison of
a human society to the unity of soul and body in a person,
what may loosely be called the use of the organic metaphor, is
employed by John of Salisbury and often met in other mediaeval
writers.

But there are characteristics of this apparently organic theory
which, on a closer view, bespeak the Christian influence of the
intervening period. The common good of the whole is made up
of the virtue of the individual members ; and this virtue depends
less on the achievements of the citizens than on the effects of the
grace of God. If the virtue is frustrated, it is sin not ignorance
which stands in the way; and for that too there is only a divine
remedy.

A better-known example of the survival value of classical
thought is to be found in the writings of St. Thomas Aquinas in
the following century. This time it was an Aristotelian interpre-
tation of political purpose which was being accommodated to the
values and assumptions of Christian thought. St. Thomas’s
undertaking was important and in some ways revolutionary and
we shall have to return to a further consideration of his arguments.
But at this point it is interesting to remark that he seems to accept
Aristotle’s contention that the body politic is a natural pheno-
menon anc! represents the highest and best form of organization
for the achievement of the common good. Submission to political
rule is not wholly to be explained in Augustinian terms as the
wages of sin; for ‘there is another form of subjection in virtue of
which the master rules those who are subject to him for their own

good and benefit’.! But, plainly, St. Thomas could not leave out
the office of the church in his account of the life of virtue; and
he distinguishes between those overt acts which can best be con-
trolled by t.he civil jurisdiction and the inner life of meditation
and WOfShIP. which comprises the ecclesiastical sphere. But
Thomas Aquinas sees these realms in harmony where Augustine
more often saw them at variance, The thirteenth-century saint
extended rather than transformed Aristotle’s analysis. He agreed
that the .end of human society was the virtuous life; but the
highest virtue for Thomas consisted in the individual’s enjoyment

! Aquinas : Selected Poliyj, iti ; , ford,
Basil Blackwell, 1948, N 6 3:0(11 Writings, edited A. P. d’Entréves (Ox
B
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of God, and he did not think that the final end of the association
could be different from that of the individual. ‘Thus the final aim
of social life will be, not merely to live in virtue, but rather
through virtuous life to attain to the enjoyment of God.! Only
divine grace can ensure the fulfilment of such an end. Therefore
the Aristotelian city achieves its final end only in concert with
the Christian church.

The persistence or recrudescence of these classical theories
even in their Christian disguise kept alive the Greek conviction
that the study of politics was part of a moral discipline, and
served to modify the extreme Augustinian view that it was a
subject to be subsumed under the heading of criminology, and
the state a divine device for the control of delinquency. St. Thomas
himself strikes a renewed positive note. He accepts from Aristotle
that politics is a practical science; ‘for reason not only knows
but also creates the city’.?

More striking, however, than the continuity of classical
theories of political relationship was the undiminished belief in
the constitution of the empire as a functioning political institu-
tion. It was rarely this in practice ; but the shadow of past great-
ness exercised a kind of fascination on the new groups who
peopled the Roman lands; and as they slowly fashioned new
patterns of political order and eventually new political boundaries,
they were moved to try to describe these events in terms of con-
tinuing imperia] concepts. ‘The mediaeval empire was to them
continuous with the ancient empire, and in their theory should
have possessed and exercised the same power, and yet obviously
enough it did not do so.’® This reference is to the theory of the
m;{han lawyers of the thirteenth century ; but it states the problem
w l{:?n?(feg many mediacval observers.
ecor ou ted'l)", the prestige, administrative competence and

omic stability of the Roman see did much to preserve the
Pre-eminence of Rome and of the imperial tradition during the
centuries when the power and authority of the western empire
was crumbling away. But it is significant that later attempts to

1 Poll:tt:cal Writings, p.

:l{?%fc;lnwri:ings, ,‘3. ZS7

d A. J. Carlyle : A History of Mediaeval Political Theory in the
West (2nd ed., Edinburglr-x);ﬁd London 1938), vol. v, pp. 465-66 '
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extend settled rule over the western provinces were seen by their
instigators as recreations, or in Otto III’s term a renovation, of
an empire which had in a sense never entirely passed away. The
most notable attempt, that made by Charlemagne in the eighth
century, short-lived though it was, secems to have been consciously
modelled on the imperial past and to have been seen in theory as
a unified society at peace under the rule of a single monarch.
The Christian empire was the expression of the Christian ideal
society in a Roman imperial sctting. Onc of the articles of a
statement of policy, issued in 789, reads : *Let peace, concord and
unanimity reign among all Christian people, and the bishops,
abbots, counts and our other servants, great and small ; for with-
out peace we cannot please God.’! Charles himself knew that
exhortation did not imply practice ; but his purpose was clear.

Attempts to recapture the past proved easier in the realm of
theory than in the often chaotic conditions of early mediaeval
Europe. They were supported by the steady resurrection of
classical learning and tradition which became possible with the
relatively more settled life of the eleventh and twelfth centuries.
Centres of learning began to be founded. Important texts, such
as that of Aristotle, were once more available; and, most sig-
nificantly of all, the great codes of Roman law were studied again
and made possible the filling out of the concept of imperial
authority with some of the details of its legislative administration.
Already in John of Salisbury we find a theoretical discussion of
royal power not in the feudal language proper to mediaeval kings
but as representative of the general interest of the community.
These views echoed the classical imperial tradition and mirrored
hardly at all the current practices of the twelfth century.

In a society in which law was largely customary, the idea of
a centre of legal initiative as it were, with the emperor a law-
maker, bore little relation to the way in which mediaeval kings
either behaved or thought. But it presaged future developments
no less than reflecting the practices of an almost forgotten past.
Primed by Aristotle, St. Thomas supports the uncontemporaneous
ideas that those not called upon to direct affairs would be virtuous
enough if they obeyed the commands of a ruler, and that the

1 Quoted by J. M. Wallace-Hadrill: The Barbarian West 400-1000
(London, Hutchinson’s Universal Library, 1952), pp. 103—4
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individual bears the same relation to the community as does the
part to the whole. But for St. Thomas all secular rule was ﬁr.m.lly
subject to that natural law which was itself an image of the divine
law in the lives of men.

Later thinkers, notably the lawyers grappling with the in-
creasingly difficult problems of temporal rule, were very ready to
see the emperor, or at any rate secular rulers, as the source of
law, a doctrine which they learned from studying Justinian’s
Digest. But tbey found it awkward to assess the precise standing
of the ruler’s authority. Roman legal theory had allowed for a
popular origin of authority, treating the emperor as a represen-
tative rather than an absolute monarch. The difficulty was to
decide whether his power had been handed over irrevocably or
whether in some sense it remained delegated by the community.
The latter theory was more in consonance with current mediaeval
doctrines. There was the further complication in mediaeval
society that the functioning rulers of the kingdoms were not
emperors while the emperor himself often excrcised either a weak
or a narrow jurisdiction. The Roman theory of the principate had
become disconnected from a reigning princeps.

There is little doubt that this situation had to some extent
been created by the survival of the universal church as a function-
Ing administration and that it was exacerbated during the middle
ages proper by the growth of the power and prestige of the church
and its repeated efforts to secure a dominant position in Christian
Society in relation to the empire. Two factors in particular helped
to condition the often flagrant disharmony between the imperial
and sacerdota] authorities, which in theory should have conducted
their affajrg separately but in harmonious concord. One was the
inherent dualism of Christian doctrine, the early confrontatiop

of the churcp and the world, the divided allegiance between God
and man, which affected the whole of Christendom. The other
e PeCuliar to the west, for the tension worked itself out
differently with pe Byzantine emperors. During the barbarian
centuries whep, imperial jurisdiction virtually faded away, papal
prestige was enhanceq ; but later during the uncertain conditions
following the break-up of the Carolingian empire, Rome became

dependent for military and economic security on the good offices
of the civil power.,
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Once the western empire had become officially Christian, two
authorities hitherto opposed both in theory and function began
to pursue a common interest. What may be called the normal
theory of their divided spheres and jurisdictions and of the
relation between them was already set forth before the end of the
fifth century, and came to be known as the Gelasian theory, after
Pope Gelasius I, or the doctrine of the two swords. Bricfly, it
posited a single community or commonwealth of persons which
was pursuing two distinct ends of unequal excellence, one
spiritual, which St. Thomas calls salvation, and the other worldly,
temporal, in some writers carnal, which St. Thomas calls civil
welfare. This society is governed by two authorities, uncqual in
dignity but equal in jurisdiction and indeed necessary to each
other. Each power, sacerdotal or imperial, derives its authority
direct from God, through Christ, on whose behalf it wields the
sword of justice in its respective sphere both for itself and on
behalf of its fellow power. Thus the church promotes the spiritual
salvation of the citizens and expects in return the defence of its
temporal interests.

One twelfth-century writer speaks indeed of this Christian
commonwealth as the church in the wider sense of the whole
community of the faithful, but he recognizes the distinction of
two ways of life and jurisdictions. St. Thomas, who in general
supports the Gelasian theory, sees a difference of functions within
the single community, while according to the spiritual power a
hlgl}er status, as it were. Admittedly, he writes of kings being
Subject to the Vicar of Christ, ‘as to the Lord Jesus Christ himself.
For those who are concerned with the subordinate ends of life
must be subject to him who is concerned with the supreme end
and be directed by his command.”? But he does not support the
€Xtreme papal pretensions to a final authority covering also the
Management of temporal affairs. It is only in John of Salisbury
that we find it suggested that the superiority of the clergy, the
soul of the commonwealth, to the prince, its head, carries with it
A superior power as well as status. The temporal sword, says
John, was received first from the church which originally held
both from God.

It was this theory of two harmonious social authorities
' Aquinas : Selected Political Writings, p. 77
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co-operating in the dual concerns o_f serving the needs of men’s
souls and bodies, their survival in this world and their salvation in
the next, which was challenged on more than one occasion by am-
bitious popes between the eleventh and the .fourteenth centuries.
Finally, it may be said that the challenge failed and the doctrine
of the two swords continued to express the point of view of most
Christians. But in the event the Holy Roman Empire and the
mediaeval papacy, exhausted perhaps by their quarrels, were
transformed out of recognition, never in practice to regain their
former unique authority and prestige. In a sense, although the
occasions of these disagreements were characteristic of mediaeval
society, their causes were perennial and remain with us to this
day. A spiritual society which claims to control behaviour, which
requires property for its economic support, which stands in need
of defence, must at many points risk an overlapping of decisions
and administration with any civil power which it does not wholly
control or for which it cannot substitute its own Jurisdiction,
he particular quarrels of Gregory VII and Henry V, of
Innocent 1v and Frederick I, of Boniface VIII and Philip of
France, which may be studied in histories of the period, cannot
concern us in detail here. The possibility of provocation was
always Present in the special circumstances of the feudal structure
feuCIIT::l?dlaeval society. The higher prtla)latesl were almost always
civil adm?g-nates- as well. When few but clerics were educated,
Ministration was frequently placed in ecclesiastica] hands.
Py soc':iety whose wealth was concentrated in. the land, its
eSer;hlp constituted the sole source of economic S€curity. In
ot acts alone lay ample cause for gllss;n310n. Bu;, to increase
S he:nsmn’ the proper limits of ecclesiastical authority in jts own
€ the

boqusWere inherently uncertain and ill defined. Where Wercom_
eir allegi-

. > Ol the spiri life, of the moral realm? Could

:llllllé?;:a “ilon of ZP]l; ;U:Lller absolve his subjec-ts from th X

! fors 1t a sin to disobey papal aut};onty in tempora] con-
A’ltho 'NStance in the paying of taxes? '

feuda] Euu there was little hope in the general conditions of

imperia] c‘:&e, Wwith an active andhof;ennl(liosétlieb;;:cul)]accziy, that the

Deace, the poe could have triumphed a stablished universal

De ssibility was seriously mooted in theory. In Dante’s
onarchia, wrigten in the early fourteenth century, the
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resolution of the tension is seen in thc re-establishment of a
dominant temporal and universal authority. Dantc’s vision was
impracticable but true to the reiterated demand for universal
peace  and order put forward by Christians in all ages. The
pursuit of the ends proper to man required tranquillity, ‘“Whence
it is manifest that universal peace is the best of all those things
which arc ordained for our blessedness.’!

Dante’s contention that temporal authority derived directly
from God and not through the church was in support of the
traditional theory; but when he argues that temporal power in
the hands of the church is out of harmony with its true character,
that final authority should rest with the emperor, and that even
the pope should submit to the authority of councils and the
scriptures, the pattern of future events is already discernible.

The contentious relations of the spiritual and temporal powers
throughout the high middle ages are at once events of the greatest
significance for the later development of European theory and
institutions and yet somehow irrelevant to the settled convictions
and thought of their contemporaries. This great question, write the
Carlyles, ‘did not, in itsclf and directly, contribute anything to
the development of the other political ideas or institutions of the
Middle Ages. . . . But . . . in its relation to the general principles
of human life and its organization, no development in history is
more significant than this of the independence of the spiritual life
and its organization.”> We may argue that the conditions of the
times tempted the church to overplay its hand, but it is important
to remember that the position it was defending, however ill-
advised the choice of means, was the independence of the moral
life of individuals from the arbitrary control of the civil power,
an office which in Augustine’s terms might be described as the
taming of the brigands with justice.

Although the quarrels of pope and emperor were doubtless
vivid enough for those directly involved in them, their seeming
irrelevance to the more immediate concerns of mediaeval life and
thought must be attributed firstly and perhaps largely to the per-
vasive influence of the one unifying theme in mediaeval theory
and practice, the reverence for law, an institution at once divine

1 pe Monarchia, 1, iv
2 Mediaeval Political Theory, vol. v., pp. 451-52
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and human and superior in status, scope and universality to all
other potentates whatsoever.

In the earlier centuries, the slow break-up of the western
empire into barbarian tribal territorics had allowed time for the
mingling of tribal custom, already fairly coherent from its
common Germanic origins, with the established legal practices
of the settled Roman community. This Roman foundation,
though modified in time, helped to stabilize and universalize
barbarian practices. It provided, moreover, an aura of eterna]
justice derived from the prestige of the former imperial adminis-
tration and the canon law of the church. By the tenth century, law
had become a universal system of just and equitable principles
and in its positive sense was an attempt to apply these principles
to the conditions of everyday living.

This process of application was, as the term legislation itself
implies, rather the recognition of the proper tradition thap the
taking of administrative initiative. Historical changes had altereq
the spirit of the old Roman law, while maintaining its prestige
and framework. Law was not made, but discovered and promuy]-
gated ; and there was a clear understanding that rulers and ruleq
were mutually obliged to maintain the established law which
neither group precisely authorized or decreed, but to which both
were subject. Lex facit regem, Bracton’s famous phrase, reflected
the normal belief of the times. The king did not make the law,
but neither did anybody else. It was a universal characteristic of
the total community, one of those unifying concepts incor-
porating those subject to it into an intelligible whole. A king
unrecognized by the law or claiming to be aboye it had no statys
In mediaeval society. There was a sense, according to St. Thomag
in which a ruler was free from the constraint of the law in thaE
h.e could not be proceeded against, at least in theory; byt this
View by no means implied that a king was free morally to gjs-
regard the law or to substitute for it his own will,

Christian doctrine had contributed to the Roman imperial
tradition of a single central authority in civil affairs the more
exalted notion of a similar authority in the universe. The presence
of the church militant gave this conception an embodiment and
immediate significance which were lacking in the universalism of
the Stoic cosmopolis. ‘Human government derives from divine
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government and should imitate it,’* St. Thomas writes ; and his
words succinctly summarize the lesson which the church had
taught to the new European peoples.

St. Thomas himself was living and writing in that period of
the thirteenth century when the renewed influence of Aristotelian
thought was in conflict with the traditional Augustinian social
concepts of the Christian centuries. He represented the new
positive spirit of a more settled and stable society and his advo-
cacy of Aristotle’s naturalism did much to modify and counteract,
though it never superseded, the sharp division between the life of
the spirit and the claims of the world which marked Augustine’s
treatment of secular concerns. St. Thomas accepted the natural
life and secular politics as a necessary stage in the pilgrim’s
progress to heaven rather than a threat to its successful achieve-
ment. The two patterns of life ran together successively and were
not liable to be at variance. Grace, he thought, was the comple-
ment of nature not its destruction. Faith was not contrary to
reason but confirmatory. Active virtue was the proper training for
beatific contemplation.

Like the contemporary efforts to upset the balance of the
doctrine of the two swords, Thomist Aristotelianism had more
significance for later developments than for mediaeval thought
itsclf. It was the first step in that rehabilitation of the classical
idea of rational living which flowered in the humanism of the
Renaissance. But St. Thomas himself never disconnected his body
of rational cthical principles from its divine source. They were
codified under the traditional concept of the law of nature. This
he defined as ‘participation in the eternal law by rational
creatures’.® But eternal law was itself ‘the rational guidance of
created things on the part of God’. Thus law in the political sense
can be defined as ‘nothing else than a rational ordering of things
which concern the common good, promulgated by whoever is
charged with the care of the community’.? This definition came
very close to what most of St. Thomas’s contemporaries thought
about the character of law.

St. Thomas’s ethical acceptance of the natural and civil life

1 Aquinas : Selected Political Writings, p. 155
2 Political Writings, p. 115
3 political Writings, p. 113
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as having value, albeit subordinate, and as being ancillary rather
than antagonistic to the life of grace had one very important
consequence. It reversed the traditional Augustinian attitude to
property and submission. ‘For neither private possession nor
servitude were imposed by nature; they are the adoptions of
human reason in the interests of human life. And in these cases
the natural law is not altered but is added to.? St. Thomas does
not go so far as to make property natural; but to argue that it
is rational is very different from regarding it as a divine remedy
for the sin of avarice. Sin had not detracted from man’s ability
to know the truth, but only from his competence to act in accord-
ance with it. This traditional Christian doctrine supported the
Thomist defence of reason in the ordering of temporal affairs.
Beyond reason, faith apprehended the divine law, which directed
man to his further and higher purpose, the end of eternal
blessedness,

In St. Thomas’s vision of the interlaced systems of divine,
natural and positive law, unified, majestic and for the most part
uncllapging, we see something of the awesome character of this
Sovereign authority of the mediaeval world. God himself main-
tained the peace and order of the universe and everything in it
with ap authority and superiority which dwarfed the pretensions
Of pope and emperor, kings and councils. This august conception
came down from heaven to meet the very different world of

custom and precedent, prescriptive right and feudal due, which
was the dai] ' of med :

y pattern of mediaeval living. That the two met
and fused was both the strength and the glory of the mediaeval
achievement, 1t was a world opposed to change, dominated by
the past, resisting very often its own development. St. Thomas
doei not ignore this very important aspect of an orderly society,
for ‘in the observance of law, custom is of great importance : so
much so, that any action which is opposed to general custom, even
if itself of jjty)e importance, always seems more serious. SO
when law jg changed its coercive power is diminished, to the extent
that custom is set aside.’? But the stability of customary procedure
Was not in fact the same as the divine ordering of the universe,
however well the two remained in harmony. It represented the

! Political Writings, p. 127

2 Political Writings, pp. 143-45
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contribution to mediaeval society, neither of Rome nor of
Jerusalem, but of the barbarian peoples from the north.

The idea of law as the rational reflection of the divine order
in a natural society of men was more closely in harmony with
the traditional folk-law conception of the Germanic tribes than
the Augustinian belief in secular rule as a remedy for sin. With
the revival of the study of Roman law, particularly in the new
universities, from the eleventh century onwards, the theoretical
assumption that the authority behind the law was that of the
whole people formed an even closer link between the two
theories.

In practice, the Roman and barbarian systems had met and
mingled many centuries earlier. Already by the eighth century,
and even before that in Spain, the established customs of tribal
law were beginning to be written down. At first these collections
represented the traditional pattern of social behaviour by which
a particular people lived. But the largely common origin of the

invading tribes helped to avoid too great differences between
their codes.

As the different groups settled in their embryonic kingdoms
in the Roman world, the custom-pattern of a people gradually
became attached to a specific territory. This process of relating
social practice to place rather than person had the effect of
attaching the laws applicable to each area to the principal tem-
poral overlord of the district ; and what became known as king’s
law or common law was thus distinguished from the smaller units
of local customary practice. This development carried with it no
implication that the king did more than promulgate the law for
his lands; but it laid the foundation of the later transformation
of mediaeval regna into modern nation-states.

The conviction that law was promulgated or made known
rather than created or decreed was universal. Law was to be dis-
covered by a process of ascertainment which involved research
rather than decision. Behind this conviction lay the deeper belief
that practices vyhich had survived from the past were right and
just. Tt was this agreement concerning standard practice which
gave unity and a sense of incorporation to the people who shared
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the corpus of custom. The experience of the organic whole pre-
ceded in a sense any theory of social interpretation.

Legal processes, thus, took the form of careful investigations;
in which all the parties concerned, and representatively the whole
people, sought to establish the prevailing practice. The agreement
was an act of recognition of the right pattern of behaviour and
at the same time a judgment of any admitted deviation. It has
been argued that in this process we can discern something like
the consent of the governed which played so great a part in later
theory. At all events, mediaeval law was never decreed by any
particular group or person. It grew out of and with the life of the
people. If the estates of the realm consented to the laws, they
werce recognizing facts rather than concurring with decisions.

Prescription established right in this system of traditional
practice. Inherited from times when custom was not written down
but preserved by the clders, the important criterion was length of
establishment. What could be shown on good cvidence to have
former{y ‘becn the case had now acquired the right to be enforced.
The origin of these prescriptive rights was of less moment than
their pchISter!ce. They were attached not to individuals, but to
particular socia] groups in respect of their functions, the property
they held and the;jr place in the ordered hierarchy. Property,
status and duties had sometimes in fact been granted by particular

f]irelfﬁ > but it was custom and prescriptive right which preserved
1 .

This complex of customs, rights and laws established a com-
munal beace, a condition o;‘ harmonious co-operation between
th merpbers of the community. It came to be known, as it still
is in this country, ¢ the king’s peace. To break it was literally
to place oneself outside the communal unity ; and outlawry, being
not s:e :tlucclth beyond the Jaw as no longer within its protection,
repre froe this disruption of the communal peace by breaking
Joose oM 1t. The wrongdoer could be reccived again into the

munity, o .
com " yo but he must first make restitution and give assurances
of future good be aviour

The establishment . . ) _
of nslike this ove areas
art from the brie settled conditio r wideareas,

ap achievement of the Carolingian empire, was
e ‘wgrk of the later mediaeval centuries. If the dreams of a
Chrnsnan imperial commonwealth indulged by churchmen and
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supported by Dante as late as the fourteenth century were never
very close to being realized, it was also a slow and gradual
process to bring into being the centres of regional authority or
regna. ‘Political integration,” as Professor Wallace-Hadrill has
written, ‘was an ideal to the churchmen; it was an accident to
the Frankish war-lords.” The distribution of authority in western
Europe, ultimately sanctioned by time and custom, did not
originate in justice.

In marked contrast to the universal institution of the church
and the would-be central authority of the emperor, such order
as was achicved in the lands of the western empire was everywhere
local and often ephemeral. From as early as the third century
onwards, the breakdown of central order had been hastened by
the slow decay of the economic life of the towns. The development
of large country estates, increasingly self-sufficing as conditions
grew less secure, was encouraged by the later emperors themselves
setting an cxample of this pattern of living. With the decline of
general trade, the risks and expense of distant transport, and the
emphasis on local defence, the country estate with its villa,
manor-house and in later centuries castle became the normal
economic and often political unit. It was an age of villages rather
than towns, of an argicultural economy based on the land as
against the imperial trading community centred on the Mediter-
ranean. Inevitably, loyalty was local and the centre of authority
often local also. Later, Vikings, Saracens and Hungarians beset
the land-locked Christian commonwealth on every side: and
whether we attribute the growth of the feudal system of local
authority to the military needs of an agricultural community
lacking sea-power or to the development of economic and political
patterns already to be observed in the late Roman empire, the
building up of the embryonic national groups into kingdoms was
a considerable achievement, however far it fell short of the ideal
theories of imperial unity.

It required nearly the whole span of the middle ages to transfer
the concept of a central political authority from the emperor, who
rarely disposed of sufficient power, to the kings who lacked the
recognized status. Descended from the tribal war-leaders,
mediaeval kings began by being officials who performed certain

A The Barbarian West, p. 114
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functions rather than persons of a particular status. It was this
emphasis on their ability rather than then.' consti.tutional position
which perhaps made them the final heirs of imperial, sccular
authority.

The office of king gradually developed from that of the war-
leader to being the hub of the network of feudal loyalties, main-
taining the complex of rights and privileges of a hicrarchical
society, and finally to its unique position as representative of the
public interest, guarantee of the common law and the meeting-
point of ecclesiastical and lay authority.

At any rate until the fourteenth century, the revival of the
Roman conception of a centre of legislative authority remained
academic and theoretical, not seriously affecting the exercise of
royal authority in its feudal setting. The source of this authority
was neither simple nor easily defined. Its earliest origin wag
doubtless the acclamation or acceptance of a worthy and com-
petent leader by the people; and this popular origin of politica]
authority, though very different from the ascription of imperig]
authority to popular decision in Roman times, remained anp
integral element in the attributes of a lawful king up to the
time of the absolute monarchies of later centuries. This recog-
nition by the community, almost a kind of election, was rein-
forced by the hereditary custom of feudal society. Inheritance
would not normally hold against incompetence and to begin with
did not necessarily follow a law of primogeniture, but the eldest
son, or at least one of the children of any feudal overlord, and
particularly of the king, had a prescriptive right to be seriously
considered as successor to the office. Finally, royal authority
derived from God, and in being accepted by the church addeq
providential approval to its other claims to obedience. The king,
as primus inter pares, had good grounds also for becoming the
first and in due course the only estate of the realm. It was out of
this office that the concept of the nation-state arose,

But the early nationa] groupings with their changing frontiers
and often dominant local magnates depended for such political
coherence as they exhibited upon an intricate pattern of inter-
relationship, known as the feudal system. Theories of church and
empire took little account of it ; and one of the gravest difficulties
of explaining mediaeva] kings in relation to classical theory was
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that they were primarily feudal overlords and for many centurjes
did not exercise anything approaching the central authority
attributed to the emperor. When in countries likf: France, England
and Spain. central monarchies began to exercise quasi-imperial
power, the theory was modified to agree with the facts and kings
declared to be emperors within their own domains.

As with the transfer of economic and political initiative from
the towns to the landed estates, so with the establishment of a
static society in fixed hereditary castes, we find the first steps to
have been taken during the declining period of the Roman
western empire. Many trades became hereditary by law in the
third century and in the fourth tenant farmers were legally
attached to the estates where they worked.! This was not in itself
a feudal system, but it provided the economic and social frame-
work within which the barbarians developed their own pattern
of hierarchical relations. It was the way in which the parties to a
feudal relationship envisaged their responsibilities which charac-
terized this society as distinct from its predecessors and successors,
in which mutual rights and obligations were guaranteed and
enforced by a dominant central authority. By contrast, feudal
interdependence arose out of a pattern of mutual obligations, in
which the central act was an oath of fealty.

Loyalty to an oath has been described as the greatest of the
barbarian virtues.? In a tumultuous and sometimes chaotic period,
the moral tie of mutually accepted obligations was perhaps the
principal social force making for ordered living. It gave life and
purpose to the stagnant class-structure of late Roman society; it
fitted in with the moral standards of the church at least in
principle ; and it helped to cement those local centres of loyalty
which became a military necessity in the face of continuing
invasions from beyond the frontiers of Christendom.

A feudal society was, therefore, fragmentary. The chief over-
lord had few direct relations except with his immediate vassals.
It was also confused, for more than one lordship could subsist in
a single property and kings in one land could be counts in an-
other. The relationship was not political either in the classical or

1 For an account of the effects of the economic decline of the empire, see
F. W. Walbank : The Decline of the Roman Empire in the West (London 1946).
2 The Barbarian West, p. 110



280 THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL THEORY

the modern sense; and yet, for all its dependence on personal
fealty and overtly recognized obligations, it constituted in practice
the most important political and legal relationship of the age.
Militarily, legally, cconomically, the mediacval hicrarchy of
estates achieved its immediate social purposes largely through the
successful functioning of this intricate institution. With a primi-
tive economy, lack of swift transport, many encmies and a theory
of society which never harmonized with events, mediaeval
Christendom found in feudal organization an adequate, if often
imperfect, substitute for the central government of its unfulfilled
hopes.

Economic wealth, such as there was, was concentrated in the
land. To correlate the ownership or holding of property with the
degree and kind of social service rendered by the holder was a
convenient method of paying for the service. The king depended
on his baronage for military support and for what corresponded
to lqcal government. The lower orders (and the word order had
precise significance) in return for a promise to render obedience
could expect protection. The whole system was an elaborate
exchange of goods and services, but being overtly recognized and
customarily practised required no formal social theory to explain
what was happening,

Control was exercised in two ways. Within the pattern of
mutual obligation between lord and vassal, the inferior owed
obedience to his superior, but could claim no obedience in return.
He CO}lld, however, expect honest fulfilment of whatever obliga-
tion his lord had undertaken; and it was in default of this that
appeal lay to the court. This was not like an appeal to a minister
under modern administrative law, for no lord was ever in theory
Judge in his own cause. The reference went to the assembled
members of the court for adjudication, and they were expected
to reach a united decision regarding the rights of the case and to
be jointly responsible for enforcing the decision. In theory, this
procedure was equally valid in the king’s court. A decision
against the king was not revolutionary, as it became in later
centuries, but the upholding of the supremacy of the feudal
court. Only justly exercised power could command obedience and
a king who usurped authority not properly his was rightly
deposed by his peers.
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It may be argued to what extent the loosely knit personal
relationships of the feudal order can be said to constitute a
political unity. But this is less important to settle than it is to
interpret the social and political structure of the mediacval world
as a method of co-operation between different social units by
means of representation. The mediaeval high court of parliament
in this country was a representation of the whole community
assembled in its orders; and that community, as the German
historian Gierke discovered in his researches into group-life, was
itself made up of many smaller wholes, not dependent for their
creation or functioning on central power or royal licence, but
self-regulating, small worlds in themselves, as our term university
still denotes.

The great estates of the realm were not the only important
groups in the community. Guilds of craftsmen and later of
merchants, incorporated bodies of teachers and students, towns
which, having grown up under the protection of a great lord,
claimed charters of independence, all led vigorous communal
lives, small corporations within the greater society of church and
Christian empire. These groups formed themselves in accordance
with the favourite mediaeval social metaphor into organic cor-
porate unitics, and they conducted their affairs for the most part
through representative institutions. The best-known surviving
examples of these are the British parliament and western European
universities. But more important perhaps than the continuity of
formal organization is the survival of the concept of representa-
tion which, though far less influential during the period of royal
absolutism, has been revivified in more recent times to serve a
wider purpose in a very different kind of society.

Fissiparous tendencies in mediaeval society constantly
operated to reduce its theoretical unity to the ineffectual dream
of Dante’s imperial vision. Finally, the church itself succumbed
to these disintegrating influences. They had long beep, maturin
The major distinction between the Romance- and Teut 1ng.
speaking peoples was already evident on the mo u omc;
Charlemagne’s death; and from that date onwgpqg tr}l;ow1 o
formation of the future nations of the modery ol e s%v;'
traced. Social, economic and political changes all heralg:::{y the
transformation of mediaeval Europe; and tq meet the new

F
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situation, new theories of political authority and purpose were
propounded.

More than one mediaeval thinker prefigures the changes in
thought which were fully developed only after the Reformation.
To one of them, the fourtecenth-century Marsilius of Padua, who
supported the dominance of the temporal power over the spiritual,
we shall have occasion to refer in a later chapter. But it was
probably in St. Thomas Aquinas that we can find most hints of
developments to come. St. Thomas has, somewhat improperly,
been called the first Whig; and it may be suggested that his
division between Christian grace and Aristotelian nature left it
possible to effect a divorce between these two realms in later
centuries. But the influence of Thomist thought is seen more
clearly in the reintroduction of Aristotle’s concept of the self-
sufficient polis, having in itself all the necessary power and
authority for the successful satisfaction of human needs.

Which of the late mediaeval groups, failing the church and
the empire, were likely to fulfil this definition adequately ? In

Some parts of Europe the new commercial towns did so ;in others
1t was the r

egna held together by something more than feudal
loyalty, by the sense of national and linguistic unity, and led by
Ings who had become more than feudal overlords, who were
ready themselves to claim to be the state.



CHAPTER 1l
RIGHTS

WHEN LO_UIS X1V announced that the state was himself, he was
being platitudinous rather than outrageous. What is interesting
ab'out this well-known assertion is that it signified that by the
mid-seventeenth century the slow transformation of the complex
medlaqval System of estates and corporations into closely-knit
SOvereign powers ruling over subject nationals had been, at least
in some Parts of Europe, finally accomplished. The nation-state
had f(_’f t!‘e time being become the norm of successful political
organization in western Europe. The event preceded for the most
part 1ts theoretical justification and analysis. The first three
centuries of what we find it convenient, looking back, to call the
modern era, that is from the Renaissance to the French revolu-
tion, Were spent in the prosecution of the work of understanding
this transformation of the mediaeval order. Towards the end of
that period and up to our own day, political and social theory
has been concerned to reinterpret the nation-state itself, not its
external form, but by redefining its internal relations. In this and
the following chapter we shall investigate the theories predomi-
nant before the revolution ; and in the last two chapters those
which helped also to provoke it, but which have reached fulfil-
ment only in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

The apologists who defended the general structure of the new
politicql communities may be distinguished not very precisely
according to whether they held that groups and individuals other
than the secular ruler retained any rights against him or whether
they were left only with interests. This distinction was not really
one of’ principle, for at bottom it was an argument concerning
apportionment of responsibility for the efficient pursuit of com-
munal ends. Both groups accepted the necessity of a dominant,
centralized, political authority. Both allowed that it was not
onmicompetent and that many activities must be left to

83
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individuals. The difference was whether these reserved, in a sense
extra-political, fields, should be delimited on pragmatic grounds
of expediency or utility in terms of expe_ctgd results, or whether
some questions, notably religious association and worship, the
ownership and control of property and the moral criteria of
justice were sacrosanct and beyond the scope of political inter-
ference and control.

The fifteenth and sixteenth centurics were periods of turmoil,
All ages may confidently be described as times of transition, but
some of them are more self-conscious about the pattern of change
than others. Theory is by no means always as revolutionary as
cvents. There are times, and the sixteenth century would seem to
have been one of them, when the complexity and rapidity of the
social and political changes were less the product of revolutionary
innovations in traditional thought than provocative of them. [n
these circumstances the new patterns of social relationship which
superseded and to some extent caused the breakdown of mediaeval
society were described by their observers with the help of concepts
and arguments almost all derivative from customary mediaeval
thought and practice.

The two claimants to political pre-eminence in the Christian
commonwealth had failed to rule in harmony and were unable
to provide a unitary and sufficiently powerful regime. It may be
possible to blame the papacy for the failure to balance the two
swords; but it is to be doubted whether the empire could ever
have countered the divisive tendencies of mediaeval Europe.
Loyalty, power and authority becamt? Increasingly concentrated
upon the new national groups, recognizing at least a feuda] over-
lordship in their kings. But feudal practice itself allowed for no
such concentration of executive and lcgns}ative power. In the
emperor, where in theory it might have resided, it was not to be
found in fact. It was this dichotomy which presented the
theoretical problem of the age.

Other factors ensured that there could be no continuance of
the effort to resolve the difficulties in terms of the structure of the
mediaeval Christian empire. Ecclesiastigal organization was itself

influenced by national feeling. The anglican and gallican churches
were recognizable entities before the disruption of the Reforma-
tion, apart from all questions of doctrine. But they had less
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theoretical justification than the political regna with which they
were associated.

In addition to political and religious concerns, the economic
transformation of mediaeval society from a land-locked agricul-
tural community to a centre of commercial enterprise, able to
outflank the barrier of Islam with ocean-going vessels, promoted
influences which were opposed both to the control of the mediaeval
church and to the local loyalties, static relations and fixed strati-
fication of feudal society. The new class of traders and merchants
and the capitalists who financed their ventures were eager to
support any centre of authority which could provide public order,
legal enforcement of contracts and safe conditions of transport.
They were, in a sense, glad to be dependent on an authority which
guaranteed them the means of trade and livelihood.

This social process has been described by Gierke in terms of
the development of two new social concepts, the state and the
individual : the strong unit which claimed a sovereign power,
hitherto reserved for pope and emperor, and the weak unit which
claimed liberty within the law. All the multifarious intermediate
bodies of the mediaeval world gradually lost status and legislative
independence in favour of the enhanced status of a central, and
usually royal, authority and of the liberty of the subject, as he
now became, to find his own social standing free from feudal
limitations and static privileges. This confrontation of crown and
subject and the discussion of the relations between them has
characterized the whole life and thought of the politics of the
modern era.

In this chapter we shall be concerned with the first of the two
attempts to reassess the political relationship in terms of inde-
pendent national states recognizing no superior authority. The
priority is not strictly temporal, for an interpretation of the
justification of political authority as the satisfaction of the
interests of: tf‘te subjects is to be found as early as that which
sought to ]1m}t aut}}ority within a framework of rights. But the
concept of rl.ghts is closer to the language and practice of
mediacval society ; the concern of its supporters with the question
of religious freedom helped to make the theory of more immedi-
ate interest in the centuries succeeding the Reformation; and
Bodin, whose sovereign power was limited by natural law, wrote
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nearly a hundred years before Hobbes, whose sovereign was
limited only by his own ability to maintain order and suppress
opposition.

The first estate of the realm was already being spoken of before
the end of the mediaeval period as a quasi-emperor. This carricd
the suggestion that in any given regnum the governing body
recognized no external superior. There was no question that this
became the fact, sooner or later, in countries like England, France
and Spain. Its theoretical justification was not so easy. In support
of this local imperialism, resort could be had to the late Roman
tradition of the single ruler concentrating all secular temporal
power at one point. The gradual supersession in the sixteenth
century of the Christian term grace in addressing royal rulers by
the secular Latin term majesty illustrates this tendency. But this
left open the question whether the sovereign power was repre-
sentative or absolute, whether it had been transferred uncon-
ditionally or only with reservations. Moreover, there could be no
sudden return to a pagan past in total disregard of Christian
teaching.

Any exercise of power was in theory limited morally, for all
power was from God. If it were to be used in new and unfamiliar
ways, overriding established custom and precedent, the defence
of such a use could not for a characteristic sixteenth-century
thinker be solely pragmatic. Some valid right must be produced
in support thereof ; and all rights were ultimately divine. In this
sense, the theory of the divine right of kings, widely appealed to
by would-be absolutist monarchs, was a mediaceval argument
extended to the special case of the majesty of the state. Moreover,
it was widely supported by many of those who welcomed the
order and security which the monarchs enforced. It met witp
opposition when this central authority became too narrowly con-
fined to the hereditary right of particular families to exercise it
regardless of the consent of their subjects. In England, where the
mediaeval estates system had survived in the institution of
parliament, the demand to share the central power and authority
led to the seventeenth-century civil war, which issued in the
unique compromise of a quasi-mediaeval legislature working in
harmony with a strong, royal and later aristocratic executive.

In addition to the theoretical problem of the rights and status
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of the independent kingdoms, finally cut loose from the mock
universal empire, the middle ages bequeathed to succeeding
centuries the unresolved tangle of the position of the church in
relation to temporal power, intensified by the dissolution of the
Respublica Christiana into several political entities, claiming to
be self-governing. It is idle to debate whether the Reformation
cither could or should have occurred without disrupting the
western church. Attempts to control the papacy by general
councils in the fifteenth century had failed. By the time reform
was seriously undertaken by catholics who wished to maintain
the pre-eminence of the papal see in church government, other
groups, notably in north Germany which was notoriously un-
friendly to Rome, had already broken loose. Politically, the
phenomenon which is of particular interest is that in very many
cases the power and authority of local temporal rulers was at the
back of the seceding sects. But, more than this, the political
authorities in lands still remaining loyal to the Roman see
behaved towards church property, for instance, in ways indis-
tinguishable from those of German princes or Tudor monarchs.
This close interconnection between the new church communions
and the emerging nation-states raised the old problem of the
relation of spiritual and temporal authority in a peculiar context.

There ‘were three principal responses to this situation. The
first, and in some senses the typical, answer was the creation of
an c;stal?lished national church. Anglicanism in England, Cath-
olicism in Franf:e, were severally sponsored by the temporal rulers.
But they flourished on the same principle. Both countries had
constant troubl@ with nonconforming sects, of different per-
suasions according to the character of the establishment. In

England, the tension was finally resolved by toleration ; in France,
by disestablishment.

The second possible answer w.
theorist of the reforming parties,
perhaps qf an organized protestan
of the umyersplity of the earlier church, wished to see the govern-
ment maintaining true doctrine and suppressing heresy, and
wholly subject to the church’s interpretation of the word. This
renewed' attempt to balance the two swords was achieved in
Geneva itself and influenced Calvinist churches elsewhere ; but a

as worked out by the one great
Jean Calvin. Calvin, dreaming
t movement, having something
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restatement of the Gelasian position in these terms, when no
central organ of the church universal remained and no new
organization arose to provide it was bound to be limited in its
influence. It was a less ambiguous position to adopt than that of
the established church, but by not compromising with events,
Calvin’s theory forfeited its political future- o

Finally, those who did not wish to accept the implied sub-
ordination of an established national church, notably catholic
thinkers in Spain, reverted to the earlier doctn:me of the two
societies but suggested that the church was itself a societas
perfecta and could be self-sufficient and independent. Faced with
the breakdown of universal Christendom, growing nationalism
even in catholic countries, and the hard problems of temporal
allegiance for catholics subject to protestant governments, this
way out of the theoretical impasse may be seen sympathetically.
But the theory ran contrary to the political and economic current
of the times which deprived it of any widespread influence.
Churches, catholic or reformed, or bot.h.as in E'ngland, found
themselves bereft of their earlier participation in a universal
order, dependent in every way on the new centres of local power.
It was in this sctting that the significant answers had to be
attempted.

The established churches depended too closely upon their
royal protectors to be in a position to claim specific rights from
them which had not been frecly granted. They were in a similar
but not identical position to other groups or corporations in the
community, subordinate to the majesty of the state. 1t is fre-
quently argued that the emphasis of protestant teaching on the
inviolability of the individual’s conscience was the true progenite,
of the later inalienability of the indlyxdual s Tlght§. But it must be
remembered that the widespread belief, not only in protestant byt
in some catholic circles also, that the universal church had now
become a spiritual unity lying behind the fragments of the visible
external church, helped to make individual subjects the inevitable
repositories of the spiritual power- Rome was far better placed
than Geneva or Canterbury to recreate s.omethmg approaching a
universal allegiance, but it has never again ?ppfoflched the quasi-
political status and temporal power of 'the high middle ages. What
is loosely called the protestant CONscience was the realm of the
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spirit which Luther distinguished from the body and its goods,
as properly beyond the concern of the temporal authority. It
enshrined a recognition that, with the centralizing of the power
of the state, the only area of divinely accorded rights which
remained to be sct against those of the king was to be found in
the individual.

Wherever it was accepted that the purpose of life went beyond
the satisfaction of natural, bodily needs, the divine rights of kings
could be justificd only in the achievement of the salvation and
virtue of their subjects; and for this no theorist would have held
they could be wholly responsible. Aristotle’s pursuit of virtue,
St. Thomas Aquinas’s doctrine of natural law, and the newly
acquired authority of the scriptures all combined to transmute the
divine right of the individual soul to seek salvation into a natural
and inalienable right to what its most renowned upholders were
later to call ‘Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness’.

The difficulty of describing and justifying the new political
unit of the state, evidently neither imperium nor polis, within the
accepted conceptual framework of mediaeval thought is strikingly
evidenced in the famous work, De la République, of the six-
teenth-century French lawyer, Jean Bodin. Castigated for his
confused thought and illogical conclusions, set forth in the six
books of this lengthy and ill-drafted work which came out in
1576, Bodin’s very contradictions mirror the impasse to which
traditional theory had been brought. Bodin believed, as did his
contemporaries, that political power should be subject to moral
control and rational limits ; yet he observed that its establishment
was often due to nothing better than successful force, and mere
force could never construct a satisfactory political community.
Paradoxically, l-lowever, in the conditions of the time, a morally
and legally sat1§factory community could be established in no
other way. Bodin saw that pragmatically only a centre of power
could fashion any community whatsoever. How was this to be dis-
tinguished from Augustine’s band of brigands ? For Bodin was not
ready, as was .H'obbes in the following century, to divorce the
problem of political power from the moral sphere altogether and
consider only the success of its results in terms of temporal felicity.
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Bodin borrowed much from Aristotle to help him fCSOlV;: f;lS
conundrum, but not the contention that the happiness ﬂo “Z
citizens was the purpose of government. Whatever tl}e in u]tin}(;
of classical thought, the idea that a political commumtc){ could b lcl
omnicompetent in satisfying all its citizens’ needs ﬁtt'e in 1?0 ‘1
with the predominantly Christian social assumptions of the
period to gain rapid acceptance. But in his .dxsc?ssmn' of the
coming into being of the political body, as distinct irom its ends,
Bodin adopts Aristotle’s naturalistic account of a growth from
smaller family units into a wider community. Sclf-sulﬁglency was
not, for Bodin, an acceptable criterion of the attainment of
political embodiment, but self-direction was. The state was that
body which exhibited at some point within its structure a power
of directing its common activities, with an authority and finality
sgbject to no external control, apart, of course, frqm that of God
himself. Bodin calleq this seat of human authority a sovereign
power,

_ In this political definition, Bodin is not saying that any body
Wwith a government becomes a state, because it is not the method
Whereby the sovereign direction is exercised which constitutes the
state, but the observed presence of such an authority. Its two
Indispensabe Criteria are subservience to no other human agency
and obedience from all its subjects. Sovereignty and subjection
are correlatiye terms. In practice, the most effective form of
government, Bodin thought, would be monarchical ; but in thijg

€ reflected sober sixteenth-century opinion. The sovereign
authority could be exercised by a wider group, as it was, for
mstaqce, in Venice, A feeble monarch might be an altogether in-
eﬂ'eptlve Sovereign. Nor is Bodin saying that a state must be o
national groyp, although in practice these groups fashioned
most effective states of the succeeding centuries. But this was an
accident of history. Bodin’s state could comprise various groups,
lay or egclesiastical, differentiated estates of the mediaeval realm,
economic guilqg and corporations, but they must all be in g
condition of Subservience to the sovercign power, exercising their
pnv1.leges and Maintaining their customary rights only with the
gracious permission of the sovereign.

As a description of how the nascent political communities in

western Europe were tending to develop, this definition was a
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valuable attempt to give these powers some theoretical status.
But the difficulty remained of whether Bodin had achieved any-
thing more than a description of events. Any power centre might
for a time at least enforce order among weaker groups and defy
control from elsewhere; and a situation of this kind, though it
might develop in time into a settled political community, was
plainly not one in the first instance. Bodin had rejected Augus-
tine’s frank acceptance of the wielding of the temporal sword
with the single requirement that it be tempered with justice, and
he would not go the whole way with Aristotle. Yet, he understood
clearly enough, despite the often confused arguments of his text,
that there was an important distinction between the exercise of
power for tyrannical purposes and what he himself called the
well-ordered state.

Good order ccrtainly meant to Bodin something more positive
than the absence of disturbance. It implied that the laws should
be directed to ends which the subjects had in common: firstly,
and obviously, the satisfaction of their temporal needs, and,
secondly, the _maintenancc of conditions which would enable
them to lead virtuous lives. Yet the sovereign ruler was the sole
source of the.law; it emanated from his will ; he was answerable
to none of his subjects for his decisions ; he was absolved even
from keeping the law except by his own good grace.

The paradox. remained, and Bodin himself never properly
resolved it, tl?at 1.f the subjects were obeying mere force they had
no moral obllga_tlon to do so; but if the laws were justly directed
to the .end of virtuous living then in a sense the sovereign was
as subject to the law as a mediaeval king and no new political
principle had been discovered. The truth seems to have been that
Bodin never wholly distinguished between his empirical obser-
vation of what was in fact occurring in order to maintain any
order at all and what he knew ought to occur in order to achieve
the conditions of the moral life. He said the sovereign power v
above the law, but he knew it ought not to be ; for other .

. « e . ’ groups
anq 1nd1-v1duals had rights as well as the sovereign. This difficult
which in another form perplexed a later French thinkei,
Montesquieu, was resolved most successfully by the Englisl;
philosopher, Locke, in the following century.

[ ]
Bodin’s own attempt to express the reservations which he felt
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compelled to make suggest already in outline some of the argu-
ments which, as we shall see, were to be used lat.cr. A]i minor
BrOups in Bodin’s state were in political subjection, with one
€xception : this was the family from which thf: }Nldcr conppumty
naturally sprang. The family remained in a privileged position by
reason, it appeared, of its being the very essence of any liumzin
Community whatsoever ; and as the family itself 'dcpcndcd for its
continuance on the possession of property, th|§ property was,
morally at least, beyond the control of the sovereign power. Over
against the public realm of the state Bodin posite(i a private realm
Of.the Natural unit of the family and its economic extension. He
reinforced this point of view, moreover, by usscrtnrig that the
Sovereign ryler could not tax his subjects without their consent.!

ere, then, we have in outline a pattern of the well-ordered
or politically just state : one in which the sovereign power answer-
able on Y to God will yet willingly refrain from using legislative
authority outside the bounds of natural law, and in particylar
from invading the privacy or possessions of the family, These
Teserv as within the lives of the subjects were not yet overtly

ed are

described as natural rights: but as against the sovereign they
Tepresenteq rights and their justification was neither politica] nor
ecclesias ical. The later development of a secular theory of natural
l'lgl:lts, justifieq morally in terms of natural law, avoided the con-
fu31oris of Bodin’s analysis and helped to define the concept of
constitl{tional state sovereignty.

In, living in a country rent by religious wars, Which was
only glo

, i ignty wh;

X Wy working towards the unified sovercignty ;4 "po
Wished tq goq exercisged by the French crown, placed his emphasis
understandably on the directing authority in the state rather an
on its Principle of incorporation. It was for an Enghsliman of a
YOUNger generation, no less a supporter of the law-making po,er
of the SOvereign state, to draw attention to the pattern of com-
munal, op national life, rooted in hlstory‘and tradition, which
supplied tpe social framework within which the new political
authority coyyq operate.

! Bodin g} . inciple of the sacrosanct character of property
at the nation;i)lzsglhi%l}}l\i?mought the sovereign should be limited ¢onsti-
tutionally py having no right to alienate the domain of the state or 1 alter
immemoria] Jand laws, such as the Lex Salica, which forbade females to
inherit when male heirs, though more distant, were available.
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Richard Hooker, ‘that learned and judicious divine’, composed
his discourse Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity towards the end
of the sixteenth century. A more coherent thinker than Bodin,
Hooker did not share the French lawyer’s pragmatic and secular
approach. What the sovercign legislator could or could not do
did not stop short at any particular unit in the state, not at the
family as in Bodin and certainly not at the individual. Hooker’s
view of a political society might almost be said to be organic. In
this, as in many other ways, he carricd on the mediaeval tradition
of a Christian commonwealth into the very different conditions
of English society in the second half of the sixteenth century.
Begun as a Iivre de circonstance, Hooker's great work raised most
of the abiding problems of political authority, constitution and
obligation, and stated, almost for the last time, the mediaeval
doctrine of the moral restraints on political power, as applied to
the new nation-state. Later restatements of moral limitation are
increasingly secular and, though invoking divine sanction, could
cqually well be interpreted in wholly humanistic terms.

Hooker had been moved to defend the Elizabethan settlement
of the established anglican church against criticism and resistance
from puritan sects. As with catholics in countries not in com-
munion with Rome, the more extreme protestant groups tended
to demand freedom from political control at the expense of
admitting that church and state were two separate societies. In
place of the pope as extra-territorial authority they put an inspired
interpretation of scripture, an inspiration, as Hooker noted, often
nicely adjusted to their own most pressing needs. In strong
opposition to this disintegrating movement, Hooker upheld the
unity of temporal and spiritual membership in a single Christian
commonwealth, not indeed the universal mediaeval society, but
in whatever organized group an ‘independent multitude’, as he
says, had chosen to live. ‘God creating mankind did endue it
naturally with full power to guide itself, in what kind of societies
soever it should choose to live.’* This view repudiated the con-
tention that the two facets of human organization could be
distinguished by their being oriented towards distinct ends. A

1 Of the Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, in Works, arranged by J. Keble,

7th ed. revi.s.ed by R. W. Church and F. Paget (Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1888), V1L, ii, 5
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Christian people must have its essential purposes in common;
‘albeit properties and actions of one kind do cause the name of a
commonwealth, qualities and functions of another sort the name
of a Church to be given unto a multitude, yet one and the self-
Same multitude may in such sort be both, and is so with us, that
NO person appertaining to the one can be denied to be also of the
other’.! This single national group, for it is priman!y of England
that Hooker is thinking, need have only one directing authority,
Which for him was the Queen in Parliament, which would repre-
sent the whole people assembled and be competent to consider
all its needs. The assumed agreement about Christian essentials
went further than could be observed even at the time Hooker
Was writing, He was outlining an ideal anglican commonwealth
which exists still in theory, but has never succeeded in evoking,
despite establishment, more than a moderate allegiance even from
the English subjects of the British crown.

This relative historical failure does not, however, deprive
Hooker’s thesis of its great theoretical importance. He based his
€Xpectation of general concurrence on the same grounds which
we find in St. Thomas, on the possession by man of the God-
given faculty of right reason, able to apprehend directly that part
of the divine law apposite to human afTairs. All men, that is to
say, had in their knowledge of natural law a common access to
standards of justice and right behaviour quite apart from their
agreement, as Hooker calls it, to subject themselves to 5 political
authority. ‘The general and perpetual voice of men j5 ,q the
sentence of God himself. For that which all men have a¢ all times
learned, Nature herself must needs have taught; and Geq being
the author of Nature, her voice is byt his 1pstrumeqt.’z

Hooker went some way With Aristotle in accepting that men
were sociable and would find Fhelr efforts insufficient tq satisfy
their needs did they not combine. But man was not Naturally a
political animal ; and the agreement to found the state was con-
ventional. In addition to the law of reason, the universa] Jaw of
mankind carried written in their hearts, a further law, hyman
and positive law, is necessary for those living in public Society. But
the authority set up to provide this law is, for Hooker, paramount.

! Ecclesiastical Polity, V1II, i, 2
2 Ecclesiastical Polity, 1, viii, 3
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‘The public power of all societies is above every soul contained in
the same societies. And the principal use of that power is to give
laws unto all that are under it; which laws in such case we must
obey, unless there be reason shewed which may necessarily eljlforce
that the law of Reason or of God doth enjoin the contrary.”™

The laws of God and reason set the bounds to public pollugal
power, but so also did the consent of the people to the ex.ercxcs)t::
of political authority. Hooker denied that the noble, wise 3
virtuous had any natural right to govern 'thc rest. I—_Iq presumt oi
as Locke did after him, that social' life without political con rall
would encourage conlentiop qnd violence and ‘To take awa):vay
such mutual grievances, injuries, ax}q wrongs, there was no ey
pbut only by growing unto composition and agreement allpo aid
themselves, by ordaining some kind of government public, they
by yielding themselves subject thereunto; that unto Whomtran-
granted authority to rule and govern, l_)y them the pegcg,
quillity, and happy estate of the rest might be procure él <tian

With its origin in conventional agreement, Ho'ok.er s Chr e
nation-state becomes a corporate entity, unllml.te'd 1111 1 ds’
having all things sufficient fpr its temporal and spiritua ne‘c ) >
and subjected by consent of its member§, not n.eccssar\ly openly,
to a ruling power, with a divinely sanctioned right to make laws
for the good of the whole community, as well civil as ecclosiastical.
1t was an ideal description and it av
founding political power either in un

divine authority expressed either Papally or biblically outside and
superior to the political constitution. The criterion whereby the
justice of the laws could be tested was not the scope of their
reference but their intrinsic rationality.

It was this tradition which survived in a secularized form
through th

oided the alternatives of
authorized force or in a

1 Ecclesiastical Polity, 1, xvi, 5
2 Ecclesiastical Polity, 1, x, 4
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The premier exponent of the theory of natural rights within
the bounds of a secular natural law was John Locke. A seventeenth-
century figure, he looks back to St. Thomas through Hoo.kcr,
standing between the mediacval dual society and the unified
democratic nation-states which were shaped by the American and
French revolutions. To the spread and penclr‘ation of his influence
in the eighteenth century some of tht? doc}rmqs and most of the
self-justification of these two convulsive historical events may be
directly traced. But the occasion of Locke’s own concern with the
elucidation of the principles of political obedlcnge was the current
resurgence of a danger of absolutist government in England under
James II.

Locke published his Letter on Toleration, first in Latin and
then in English, in 1689, but his Second Treatise of Civil Govern-
ment did not appear until 1690, aftcr James’s deposition. [t is not
inapposite to link these writings to the events of the day, but their
permanent value and interest transcend the concerns of Whig and
Tory apologists and the quarrels of Orangemen and Jacobites.

It is part of the paradox which the Chri'stian tradition has
bequeathed to politics that when Locke questions the credentials
of the doctrine of the divine right of civil rulers to exercisc their
authority arbitrarily, he does so in the name of the same divine
law by which those very rulers claimed to be justified. For this law
still operates, or is still at that date believed to operate, outside
the realm of civil authority proper. From this extra-political
Stance, Locke can criticize the civil order and properly ask how
it arises and what ends it serves. More than this, he cap discuss
what institutional pattern is most just and closest to conformity
with that natural law which mediates God’s will to rational
individual mep, In their moral relations with one another, i their
natural status a5 men rather than citizens, the whole world of
individuals stands outside the political arena. Echoes of the
Christian ce]] 4t Corinth, of the mysterious unseen community of
the elect, and of the institutional mediaeval church itself may be
heard again apq again in Locke’s defence of individual rights.

In the protestant world, every man had become his own pope ;
and because in the new political pattern of absolutist nation-
states, the anointed monarchs of these centralized civil govern-
ments had inherited the twin powers of the two swords, Christian
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social doctrine had in some sense become divided against itself.
It is to be doubted whether Locke consciously set out to dis-
entangle this theoretical knot ; but we can see, looking back, how
successful, in terms of his continuing influence in western states
up to the present day, were his analysis and reformulation of the
political problems which faced Europe at the end of the seventeenth
century.

The significance of Locke’s criticism of arbitrary political
power is that he prosccutes it from a standpoint theoretically
outside the political arena, but not from within the institutional
framework of the church, as earlier thinkers might have done.
Men considered as bereft of political unity are neither bestial nor
warlike nor reprobate, but a collection of moral, rational indi-
viduals naturally concerned for the peaceful enjoyment of those
rights which nature enjoins for the common good. The attempt to
explain or justify political institutions by reference to a theoret-
jcally non-political state of nature was almost common form up
to the end of the eighteenth century. But the concept of the state
of nature, though its roots may be traced to Cicero and Aristotle
owed little to classical thought when used by social thinkers of thé
seventeen.th and eighteenth centuries to define an area of human
relations in some sense outside the jurisdiction of civil authority.
Moreover, their use of this device to describe men theoretically
assumed to be withdrawn from the civil order was by no means
consistent or equally illuminating. Hobbes employed the concept
to prove it could never enjoy more than a momentary historical
reality, whereas for Rousseau it referred rather to an ideal con-
dition, mythically forfeited but able to be regained through
reformed political institutions. Only Locke uses this confusing
hypothesis to suggest a community of interests which, whether we
call it pre-pohtlcal or non-political, is genuinely natural in the
sense of .bel.ng a necessary substratum in all human relations, and
also social in that it unites all the rational individuals in recog-
pition of a single moral code. The concept is undeniably moragl
but no longer clgarly religious as was the mediaeval theory of thé
church. It s sqcngl, but clearly not political in the classical sense.
It is individualistic, but only in respect of the moral equality of the
members of the natural society. Locke’s non-political rational
men had in common their humanity, their reason, the moral law

G
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expressing the will of the one God and Fheit: community of
interests in survival in this world and salvation in the next. But,
from the point of view of theory, they had neither church nor
stat"-_i_.hc metaphorical language used by political thinkers who
posit a pre-civil social condition is usually designated contractual,
but it is not always precisely a contract whlc_h tbc various agree-
ments most resemble. Hobbes, who is consu!ermg in what way
theoretically isolated individuals form a society, uses t}}c term
covenant, taken from the Old Testament. Rousscau discusses
what steps members of an existing society can take to reform theijr
social and political relations by unanimous agreement to pursue a
common moral end. Locke himself is specifically concerned with
the method whereby a political regime or government is appointed
and controlled, and his own metaphor of a trust more clearly ex-
presses the kind of relationship he envisages. All these thinkers are
in fact analysing the political relationship in terms of what they
think it either must or ought to be; and the metaphors they yse
are of less importance than the relationships which they wish to
illustrate. Locke is linked to the past in his insistence that the two
distinct ends pursued in this world and the next required two
S€parate corporations with differing constitutions. But he pre-
figures the future in holding that many of the decisions n
Or successful survival and almost all thos.c required by s
could be safely left to the voluntary action and choic
rational citizens. .
Locke’s response to the challenge of absolutist
specifically considers the principal theoretical arguments used to
Support it. His first treatise attacks the contemporary expositigy,
of the theory of divine right by Sir Robert Filmer and iy, the
second treatise he shows why Hobbes’s idea of an anarchicg| state
of nature is ap improper premise from which to argue the necessit
of a central soverejgn above the law. Some men, says Locke, have
confounded the state of nature and the state of war; and although
he does not go a5 far as to equate the natura.l condition with peace
and good-will, he believes it to be nearer this state than to enmity
and violence. This famous assertion is cast in the form‘ of a simile,
not indicatively. Locke’s positive definition reads: Men. living
together according to reason, without a common superior on

ecessary
alvation
es of his

government
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earth with authority to judge between them, is properly the state
of nature.’* It is the absence of a judge and the corresponding
cquality of authority of the members of this natural society which
Locke wishes to emphasize. But they are not thereby loosed from
their moral bonds ; ‘For truth and keeping of faith belong to men
as men, and not as members of society.”> They are normally
subject to the rule of ‘common reason and equity, which is that
measure God has set to the actions of men, for their mutual
security’.?

This description of non-political man, inconceivable to
Aristotle, would similarly have surprised Augustine. If the
political framework apparently adds so little to natural society,
inevitably we ask ourselves on what grounds Locke seeks to Jjustify
any government at all. Indeed, the limited authority he permits
to the civil power and his insistence that its primary duty is the
defence of an intrinsically extra-political domain of individual
rights both arise from his conviction concerning rational be-
haviour. In brief, government is a convenience, even perhaps
a necessary convenience, for not all men are constantly obedient
to the norms of natural law. Irrational minorities disturb the
peace. The supreme natural right to freedom is itself uncertain
and constantly exposed to invasion. Property is unsafe and
insecure. Men, he says, are ‘willing to quit a condition, which,
however free, is full of fears and continual dangers’.* Further,
there is a moral argument. In executing natural justice upon the
minority of irrational offenders, men may be biassed in their own
favour and carried away by revenge. This consideration, together
with the practical concern for executing just punishment upon
offenders effectively, which may not always be possible in an
unorganized society, persuades Locke that a centrally promul-
gated law, a known and indifferent judge, and power to pursue
and punish anti-social persons are desirable institutions. These
political arrangements are justified, then, to achieve certain moral
ends, ineffectually defended in the natural society. It is evident
that this purpose is in important respects different from the

! The Second Treatise of Civil Government and A Letter concerning Tolera-
tion, edited J. W. Gough (Oxford, Basil Blackwell,1946), p. 11

2 Second Treatise, p. 9

3 Second Treatise, p. 6
¢ Second Treatise, p. 62



100 THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL THEORY

exercising of God’s judgment upon sinners and from the defence
of the church on earth, though it has something in common with
cach of these earlier justifications of civil authority.

The natural rights which Locke wished to defend against the
intrusion of ill-disposed persons are summed up in the composite
designation of life, liberty and estate. In one passage, he speaks of
‘The great end of men’s entering into socicty’ as ‘the enjoyment of
their properties in peace and safety’.! The terms life and liberty
refer to the self-evident right of men to ensure their own survival,
if possible, and to the presumed right of rational men to arrange
their own affairs without arbitrary interference from others.
Locke assumes a proviso that normally they will make these
arrangements sensibly. But the term estate or property has given
nise to much confusion not only among students of Locke’s
t!leory, but wherever his influence has affected political institu-
tions and practice since his day. In particular, the whole argument
concerning the extent of the civil power’s authority to intervene
In regulating economic activities has been bedevilled by the
citation of Locke’s theory, even when it was no longer relevant.

Property for Locke was a generic term, used more in its Latin
than its present-day English sense, to cover firstly the person of the
lqdlvidual, which, if we reject the validity of slavery, is undeniably

$ OWn property. But it included also all those extensions of the
personality due to its operations in the temporal or economic
sphere which could be held to result from the individual’s exercise
of his right to live. Locke specifically assumes that these interests
will not normally clash, or need not do so if there is sufficient land
left for others. Land was the standard type of economic Propert
at the time ; other kinds should not be hoarded in excess of thej,
being liable to be spoiled ; and it was by his labour that a map
made good his title to that property on which he had expended it.
Already in his own time the use of money and bank credit was
beginning to render the risk of property being spoiled very much
less. Locke was aware of this new factor but never fully considered
the implications for his theory. The conclusion drawn from this
argument that most economic activities are the concern of the
property owners and that the civil power 1s set up to defend their
rights has been widely influential and dies very hard.

1 Second Treatise, p. 66
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The political implications of the belief that civil authority
derives its justification from the adequate defence of natural rights
were no less important. Firstly, it could be argued that govern-
ment, being as it were set up by the members of the natural society,
depended upon the consent of these individuals as citizens for its
continued authority. If they withdrew it, the government could
not properly appeal to God for support. We must beware of
interpreting Locke’s thought here democratically. Though the
idea of consent enters into the concept of modern democratic
procedure, the underwriting of the law by the will of the people
had little or no part in Locke’s theory, except in a remote sense
which had no political consequences. He is arguing in favour of
the rational recognition of the proper promulgation of natural
law through the forms of positive enactments rather than suggest-
ing that we owe no obligation to laws not issuing from our own
wills. Consent, Locke admits, is usually tacit, though the founding
of new political communities, particularly in the American
colonies, was not unknown. Tacit or presumed consent was not
invalid for Locke, for the force of his argument lay in the right
of the citizen to withdraw allegiance when he perceived a mis-
carriage of justice or even because he freely wished to alter his
allegiance. The assumption that most men, even rulers, obeyed
the same moral norm would guarantee that deviations were
exceptional.

It was this: same assumption that enabled Locke to argue in
favour of majority consent in cases of difference of opinion. In
one passage he uses the analogy of a physical body, moved
‘whither the greater force carries it’, to justify following a majority
decision. But this argument from expediency is not required by
Locke, if his belief that only a minority of citizens ever behaves
anti-socially is valid. His true position is expressed in the con-
tention tl]at a de facto submission to political authority is no
presumption qf a rightful exercise of that authority. The standard
whereby this right is tested must be external to the political power
itself : either the consent of the subject, possibly implied in his
enjoyment of property, or the limitation of the political authority
within the bounds of natural law. The two tests interlink, for
unjust use of political power would quickly forfeit the cor;sent
of most of the citizens. It is for these reasons that Locke can speak
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of the majority ‘having . . . the whole power of the community
naturally in them’.?

The exercise of political power is then, for Locke, limited. Its
ends must be confined to ‘the peace, safety, and public good of the
people’; and its means prescribed at all times according to the
law. ‘And so whoever has the legislative or supreme power of any
commonwealth is bound to govern by established standing laws,
promulgated and known to the people, and not by extemporary
decrees; by indifferent and upright judges, who are to decide
controversies by those laws; and to employ the force of the
community at home only in the execution of such laws. . . .”* Thys
the legislative, judicial, and executive powers reflect the common
maintenance of the exercise of rights, theoretically administered
by individuals in the pre-civil state. The unification of this pro-
cedure in a political society derives its coherence from the law of
nature which at the same time renders it just.

It is the position of the legislature, or promulgating body,
midway between the law and the people and answerable, as it were,
to both, which gives it its supreme position in the state. Yet it i
not in any absolute sense sovereign. Lockg avoids the pitfalls of
the problems of sovereignty by describing the legislature ag
exercising a trust. This fruitful and helpful concept has been
widely and deservedly influential. As trustee of the law for the
people, the legislature may rightly claim political supremacy. As
beneficiary of this trust, the community itself enjoys a reversjo
sovereignty. But it is the law, reflecting natural law and repre
ing God, which receives the ultimate allegiance of the Citizeng
and in the name of which they may properly dismiss their gover-
nors. Power must be limited by law and used according to law -
and Locke’s recommendation for the separation of the executive
power from the legislature is both to keep the former subor-

dinate and because he fears for ‘human frailty, apt to grasp at
power. ...

nary
sent-

But for a grave cause the citizens retain a final right of appeal
to heaven. They may revolt and set up a new political structure,
Only the government is dissolved, for the natural society remajns

! Second Treatise, p. 65

% Second Treatise, p. 64
3 Second Treatise, p, 72
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always in being and nothing can destroy ‘the native and original
right it has to preserve itself’.! Throughout Locke’s theory there
is a constant assumption that human beings enjoy a common
rational ability to intuit the same standard of moral behaviour. It
is in terms of this standard that they can estimate not only each
other’s performance but the justice and propriety of the laws to
which they consent to submit in civil society.

Locke, indced, makes a clear distinction between the spheres
of social well-being and personal salvation, though the latter tends
to be displaced to the next world which enhances the immediate
concentration upon temporal affairs. The mode of approaching
these different ends is, however, very similar. The changes in the
relations of individuals to both civil and ecclesiastical authority,
which distinguish this period from mediaeval theory and practice,
are complementary. Only rational persons, as Locke describes
them, could intelligibly operate the kind of civil constitution
which he advocates; and similarly it is individuals of this dis-
position who can dispense with the corporate and sacramental
support of an organized church. Civil authority is no adjunct of
the ecclesiastical power, but a parallel, independent, secular realm.
Truth is no longer subordinate to the superior test of revelation ;
it enjoys secular status and the laws are not concerned ‘to provide
for the truth of opinions, but for the safety and security of the
commonwealth, and of every particular man’s goods and person.
And so it ought to be for truth certainly would do well enough,
if she were once left to shift for herself.’

In Locke, though we find no support for the subordination of
the temporal order to the spiritual, it remains subordinate to the
rationally perceived natural law; and there is certainly no claim
for the inversion of the traditional roles. Individuals set up states
and churches in the same spirit, but for different ends. If the
commonwealth is a society constituted to preserve and advance
civil interests, a church is also a voluntary society of men ‘joining
themselvqs together of their own accord in order to the public
worshipping of God in such manner as the

; y judge acceptable to
Him, and effectual to the salvation of their souls’.3 Theprelation

1 Second Treatise, p. 107
2 A Letter on Toleration, op. cit., p. 151
3 A Letter on Toleration, p. 129
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between these two realms should be one of mutual toleration.
In either, men must be left free to exercise their judgment. Ifa man
may neglect his health or his estate without its being the concern
of the civil authority, how much less should he suffer interference
in the care of his own soul. Correspondingly, it was not for the
church to use civil power to impose uniformity of doctrine.

Civil and ecclesiastical absolutism had been closely connected.
James II’s allegiance to Rome no less than his misgovernment at
home was at the root of his subjects’ disaffection. Locke’s plea for
mutual toleration was, then, an integral element in his doctrine
of political freedom. But this central contention was itself bound
up with a positive view of the status of civil interests. To guarantee
liberty under the law in defence of the natural rights of the citizens
was to place a different emphasis on the purpose of civil govern-
ment from the idea that it represented the judgment of God upon
sinners and different again from the Greek belicf that it was the

natural means whereby the ignorant, body and soul, were rescued
by the enlightened.

Locke’s influence was widespread in the eighteenth century,
partly because his political theory was believed to have provided
a justification for the English revolution at a time when the constj-
tutional liberty of Englishmen attracted much admiration, byt
also because he illustrated for his contemporaries simply anq
intelligibly their conviction that arbitrary and despotic powe,
ought to be subject to moral restraint. This was particular] the
case in France, the most powerful, wealthy and culturally ;-
vanced nation-state of the period, in which the centra)izey
monarchical bureaucracy was proving less successful and attracy.
ing more criticism than it had done in the previous century,
Cultural contacts between the two countries were close throughout
the century. In the earlier decades, the virtual exile of Bolingbroke
in France, where he formed a close friendship with the young
Voltaire, and the latter’s visit to England followed by that of
Montesquieu, all helped to popularize Locke’s theory and English
constitutional practice. Reformers in France welcomed support
for their criticism of monarchical absolutism; and a social
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thinker, such as Montesquieu, though his enquiries were framed
very differently from Locke’s, shared the same purpose of describ-
ing the political conditions which would best serve the har-
moniously moral co-operation of rational men.

France, however, at that date, had not yet had a successful
political revolution ; and perhaps for this reason, critics of the
regime were more sensitive to the threats to moral and political
freedom in the highly organized nation-state. At all events, com-
pared with Locke, French thinkers such as Voltaire and
Montesquieu are more historical in their approach to political
questions; and Montesquieu himself is notable for the lively
interest he takes in the social and economic conditions within
which morally responsible governments have in fact to carry out
their duties. While Montesquieu is not moved to defend a theory
of abstract individual rights, he accepts the same assumptions as
Locke with regard to natural law, and in his reiteration that social
and political freedom from arbitrary interference is the principal
advantage of a well-balanced constitution he is in practice setting
a limit to political power at the same point and on the same
grounds as did Locke himself. But Montesquieu’s analysis of how
a consensus of moral opinion is reached and maintained is rather
more subtle than Locke’s ; and he emphasizes more strongly the
pattern and structure of political authority which he believes will
best permit the development of this moral harmony in particular
historical circumstances.

Montesquieu, like Locke, was concerned to criticize political
institutions from the standpoint of an assumed universal human
nature determined by a universal moral norm. This yardstick
governed his interest in the abiding characteristics of social
behaviour, as he confidently believed them to be. But Montesquieu
did n_ot’subscribe only to the view that man in general (it is
Voltaire’s phrase)! shares a common disposition to be rationally
moral. He was inclined to agree with the view, which gained
ground as the century proceeded, that men were moved more
often by their feelings. It was this conviction which promoted his
interest in the search for general causes of social behaviour in
history ; ‘for as men at all times have had the same passions, the

! ‘L’homme en général a toujours été ce qu'il est :* GEurvres (Kehl), xvi, 32.
Essai sur les moeurs
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occasions which give rise to great changes are various, l?ut .the
causes are always the same’.! Montesquneu’s, major contribution
to this enquiry came out, after many years’ work, in 1748. Its
title, De PEsprit des lois, is extremely difficult to render into
nglish and not easy to understand in the original French. For
this ‘esprit’ of the laws, which was the subject of such lcngthy and
varied investigation, refers all the time to two distinct, but inter-
connected, characteristics of social law and it was their influence
On each other which was the true, but not fully admitted, purpose
of his enquj
FirStlg’:“I:/ly;)ntesquieu wished to discover what may be called
€ moral purpose of a law, its original intention in terms of some
nal cause, Byt he also wished to consider its su1tab.1hty to the
Particular circumstances in which it was to operate. Finally these
tWo questions were linked by a third in which he asked, not what
was the relationship of law to conditior}s., but what ought it to be
N any particular situation. The conditions, moreover, were to
Include pot only customs and climate, wealth and population, but
the ¢ aracter of the political institutions of the community ynder
Study. It wag the business of reason to adjust thq principles govern-
Ing thig complex causal system ; and M ontesquieu himself applied
1S mind ¢4 just this exercise. Theoretically, his success was not
Very great; but he did much to expose the weaknesses in the
Tationaljgt approach to politics, and h}S influence, as Locke’s, has
been pq less, and possibly more, widespread by reason of the
Naccuracijeg ;md confusion of his thought. ) )
€ unquestioned assumption which !ay behmd. th1§ appar-
ently €Mpirica] survey of events was the belief thaj. social historians
could disclose a regular pattern in hurpan af’fanrs co"esponding
to the Jawg of cause and effect then being discovered by natyiral
scientistg_ Montesquieu went furtf}er anq held that the Jaws of
these tw,q realms could be harmoqlzed w1th <_aach ot}}er. With the
knowledge of this harmony, a rational pplntlcal society could be
constructeq s free from arbitrary despotlsm. as the natura] order
appeared to pe safeguarded from the vagaries of fortune or the
irregular intrusions of providence. Such a society Would be united
in the practice of virtue, not a difficult and costly Virtue, byt the—
' Co

3 nsidérations sur les causes de la grandeur des romains et (e leur
décadence (1734), p. 4

i
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result of what seems almost instinctive guidance. Montesquieu
had already painted his picture of the natural life with ‘its simple
customs and ingenuous manners’ in an earlier satirical work, the
Lettres persanes in 1721. In this the Persian visitors to Paris
represent the universal rational men, their standards of conduct
prescribed by nature rather than the Koran and their political
convictions voiced as men and citizens.

History, Montesquieu belicved, might reveal the general and
regular social habits of the natural man, which other theorists of
the state of nature had treated as philosophical assumptions. His
great work was designed to investigate this system of general
causes, though more often than not he selected his examples to
illustrate theories whose basis was a priori, the primary assump-
tion being that social phenomena were to be explained in terms of
their complex interconnections with physical conditions and one
another. That circumstances were relevant to sound political
theories was no new contention. Aristotle himself always insisted
on the importance of defining a constitution in terms both of its
moral purpose and of its social circumstances. The effect of
climatic and other natural conditions had been considered by
Bodin in his Republic and at some length in his lesser-known essay
on history. But it was easier to estimate the best possible polity
when the scale was that of a classical Greek city ; and the difficult
moral and political problems which Montesquieu encountered
did not arise when the natural order was believed to include the
political. Aristotle had better grounds for drawing organic
analogies from nature than had Montesquieu for attempting
parallels from mechanics.

Montesquieu had inherited from the middle ages the triple
distinction between the realms of God, man, and nature; and
although he begins the Esprit des lois by saying that ‘Laws, in
their widest meaning, are the necessary relations which derive
from the nature of things’,! it is in their particular differences,
according to whether the events were on the divine, human or
natural level, that he is seriously interested. The moral law is
apprehended by reason, as Locke held ; but Montesquieu went
on to claim that a further duty of reason was to distinguish the

orders of laws one from another and to use this knowledge for the
1 1748 edition, vol. i, p. 2
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. el 1
understanding of events and the making of practical decisions.
He himself a

(2 e,
ttempted to clarify the two confused rczi'nt]li :‘;rl:aqtteurli-al
the moral natyre of man and the physical nature of he inda-
universe. If he did not altogether succeed in brmgmgd t e _]du I%e
ments made in the two spheres into the harmony he fels'lllre ,ost
brought clearly into the open what proved to be one 9al t}e‘ "11( s
difficult problemg with which eighteenth-century social thinke
had to ra .

egdifgﬂn?ty was to decide whether in any given pattern 0(1{
historica] events, moral or physical causes were paramount, an
What in fac; were the relations between them. Mon-tesqune.u was
aware that, according to the received theory, the claims of _!USthl:C
and equity under the decrees of natural law were perceived directly
and intuitively, while the operation of physical causes was to be
discovereq Yy observation. The re]ation§h1p between t_hesc two
sets of lawsg Was also a matter of observation. Montesquieuy seems
to have believed that he had himself shown how the required
TeConciliatigp could take place. For he is not prepared to retrcat

TOm the Contention that both a political constitution ang legis-
lation ou to conform, or be trying to conform, to Natural law
and Cterna] justice. At ;he same time, however, leng!ators are
cqually oy 9 to p;ly attention to the circumstances which, being
no lesg inexorable are no less liable, if ignorec} or flouted, to
frustrat e best ;;olitical design. For Montesquieu, as for other
. Orary thinkers, the two systems of causes met together
In the wij God ; but on earth it was, he thought, the business of
humap, servers to assess each pattern and essay a practical
reconciliatiom iew’s own "

. € Most gjon; lement in Montesquieu S contribu-
?lon' to the Drtoséllﬁgziﬁ;: rol;' fhis social harmony, in whlqh the c]aims: of
Justice sh,; Not be rendered void by a failure to consider the social,
€Conomjc and natural circumstances, is that he nearly always uses
an analog, from mechanics or Newtonian cosmology to describe
the politicy) Constitution nearest to his ideal. Morcover it is the
analysis of Political authority in terms of a balance of forces for
which he jg Now chiefly remembered, and particularly In 5o far as
this COncept, among others, helped to mould th.e constitution of
the Uniteq States. Apart from one passage in which the metaphor

"See vol. ij, p. 228
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used is taken from musical harmony, his usual contention is that
‘It is possible to have union in a state where it might be supposed
there was nothing but disturbance, that is to say a harmony which
results in that happiness which is alone true peace; it is like the
parts of the universe linked together forever by the action of some
of them, and the reaction of others.”!

Thus it is that we do not find in Montesquieu a strongly
expressed preference for any particular constitution, for his
primary concern is for the maintenance of the free moral life
subject to law, and this depended more on the fitness of the
political structure for its circumstances in the widest sense than
on its precise arrangement of offices. What was to be avoided was
a lack of balance within the constitution and a lack of governing
moral purpose, whatever the constitution. A republic which
proved indifferent to the common good might in the event be
worse than tyranny. It was not enough to define a free state as one
in which administration was honest and court favourites inoper-
ative, if in practice it failed to provide those social advantages for
which it was esteemed. Montesquieu is well aware that it is easier
to decry despotism than to improve upon it. ‘To form a moderate
govcrnment, it is necessary to combine the powers, regulate them,
temper them, make them function, give as it were a ballast to one to
enable it to withstand another ; this is a masterpiece of legislation,
which chance produces rarely, and equally seldom prudence.’®

The political freedom which Montesquieu consistently upholds
as the condition for the attainment of the good life is not notice-
ably different from Locke’s own idea of life under the suzerainty
of the law. Firstly, it is an absence of arbitrary interference, the
demand that governments, like God, must act according to
general laws. But it included freedom to conform to the moral
norm, the special freedom of not behaving anti-socially. Political
liberty doecs not at all consist, he tells us, in doing what we wish.
‘In a State, tha!: is to say, in a Society where there are laws,
liberty can consist only in being able to do what one ought to

wish, and in not being constrained in any way to do what one
ought not to wish.’

1 Counsidérations, p. 98
z Esprit des lois, vol. i, p. 100
s Esprit des lois, vol. i, p. 241
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The reference in this passage is moral; but Montesquieu
thought of 1a

ws as a mode of adjusting the society to its circum-
stances as well as controlling the behaviour of the individuz}ls
within it. This view presented him with the implied conflict
between the requirements of moral freedom and the social and
economic demands of the situation. In what circumstances should
the Politica] power required to control the effects of the natural
énvironment rigk overstepping the limits of moral ﬁ-ec.:dom?
Slavery wag plainly contrary to natural law; and yet in hot
countries no ope might work at all, were he not compelled. A
moderate government might not be able effectively to control the
prevailing conditions. A despotic government in any conditions
Jeopardize

d moral freedom. .
It \ivas these considerations which moved Montesquieu to seek
a reso

ution of his paradox in the proposition that the abuse of
Power coylg only be avoided in constitutions in which no element
n the.constitution was strong enough to override the others and
M Which each was subject to the limitation of a balancing and
OPPOsing Power. Locke had in general recommended the suprem-
acy of the legislature and had sketched the theory behind English
parhamentary procedure in his day. Montesquieu went further,
?:rély due to hig superficial misreading of politica_l deveIOpmer}ts
authrégl‘a-nd’ and argued that the legislative, executive and judicial
acto Tities in the state were themselves the prime constitutive
e Is € political machine. Theu.' theoretlca} separat.lon must
auﬂ:na.tched by a practical balancing of their functions and
OTity, such that no one of them could override either of the

of thes OT exercise its characteristic duties without the concurrence
this bOthers. The nature of things, Montesquieu tells us, derr!ands
COncei&sl,];ince of power in the state; and ofn ttlf:;S C?:?chamcally
depend. harmony the moral freedom o 1zens must
Practice England never conformed to this model, even in
Locke’s day; and when Montesquieu visited England, the close
links between the executive and legislative branches of government
Were already being forged. But the influence of Montesquieu’s
theory hag been very great, notably in the United States, where
the doctrine of the separation of powers has received its most

complete expression; and where the balance of institutional
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authority is specifically designed to safeguard the realm of natural
rights, moral freedom and the pursuit of peace and happiness,
which Locke and Montesquieu both desired for their rational
citizens.

Political theories rarely have direct influence on historical
events. This is true even in the case of Locke and Montesquieu,
when we can trace the effect of their beliefs in the constitutional
documents which illustrated the revolutionary changes in America
and France. The reliance which these later generations placed on
their theories appears greater than it was and the effect is distorted.
It is, however, beyond argument that we find evidence both in
1776 and 1789 that those who framed the two famous declarations
of those years not only turned to the doctrine of natural rights for
a justification of their actions, but also to some extent attempted
to construct their new political institutions in accordance with its
tenets. Thomas Paine, the last great eighteenth-century protagonist
of these beliefs, epitomized the common sentiment of the revolu-
tionary movement in a single rhetorical sentence: ‘What is
government more than the management of the affairs of the
Nation 2’1 Whether it was the attack on French bureaucracy or
British imperialism, the critics agreed with Locke that government
was a convenience and must be limited, either by the will of the
people, an idea derived rather from Rousseau, or by a constitu-
tional framework which embodied the fundamental natural law,
according to which the governments must be judged. Both in
theory and practice, there was a divergence between the American
and French revolutions in regard to the political means which
they supported and employed. About their final purposes, the
two peoples were closely at one. Both wished to safeguard the
inalienable rights and freedom of the citizens from the arbitrary
intrusion of despotic governments, not answerable to the moral
law.

It was the attempt to place legal limits on governmental
authority which links both the American and French revolutions
with the theoretical assumptions of eighteenth-century political
thinkers. In The Federalist, a collection of papers almost wholly
given up to precise criticism and consideration of the new con-

1 The Writings of Thomas Paine (1894), vol. ii, p. 385. Rights of Man
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stitution
Montes
the aut

ith

-making in America, we find two papers! °°"°°r,,2ig “llaltnt
quiew’s dictum regarding the separation of pov vas not
hor having remarked that the British constxtutxc}m v as o

, -
an example of total separation, goes on to ftate tﬁ?;ht;l?o%ld not
ment for which the colonies had fought was on}:{ “}J the powers of
only be founded on free principles, but in w lcdl among several
government should be so divided and balance
bodies of m

agistracy, as that no one could transcend their legal
limits, with

out being effectually checked and restrained by 'tl:;
Others’2 The doctrine was to be interpreted not as a magic
constitutiona] ¢

evice, but in order to prevent the whﬁle powerozf
Yy in the state falling inlt)o‘the Pha(:fos co{]lt(zdozzlzc:ge n
er two. For Paine, -C2 .
Power ip Bri?:i;hsvgghmeaningleSS, a mere device fct>r f;_)revcn;n:rg-
the Commons, representing the democratic elccl:mct:lr]\c, e;?jmo: er-
Cising their authority freely. 'Already, towarhs tcnd of the
century, we find a growing distrust both ofbt erier {;né/ of con-
stitutional machinery, except as a negative a:r] ]a\,v S cven o
the Plain, incontestable clarity ofthe: fundamenta diows th m boui
Richar, rice, in a pamphlet contributed to the 11 u Stlo‘? a out
ion ’of the colonies, remarks prcsc1en£ yws::1 nil ,li, net
€nough o define freedom as ‘a Goverpment by Qe fhand not by
MEN’, for it depends very much on which men n:mdevel ,.,t ro
SOme extent Locke himself was to blqme for this o opme A
the promine’nce which his theory of rights gave toSO : C’?‘I}]]cep of
PIoperty 5¢ a pre-political extension of t.hde ple;sses. ] e ;aan
.g“arding O the intercsts ‘Of ct)}fl'ihzrztx’ﬁg—li;ncconstitt?ti?;\e. and
. n : ion ;

1m§ o‘ztiin\i,;)::g 111.1e g:r}f;r?:zér%n his Political Justfc:’ tl;at the pooxt:
™Man wil] be jnduced to regard the state of 'SOCleer S a Stgtehci,s
4%, an unjuyst combination, not for protectn}gt ?1 o y I;nimf in his
rights and securing to him the means of existence, but for

o .
8rossing a]j jts advantages to a few favoured individuals, . | ’s But
th by Maddison -
:¥/?es 'élng},,.?,“deﬁ(if‘c}'"rfi.bgcloﬁy(Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 194g). pp.
s ’ ivil Li inciples of Government
; Civil Liberty, the Princip ) 18
and:tlx.;bji?;?géo::; }‘,jf}ﬁy]\z"f'ﬁﬁ %ar with America (London and Philadelphia
776) p. 6
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Slble for One
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i, p. 17
* Political Jystice (2nd ed., London 1796), vol. i, p
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for most observers these important economic issues, which in the
nineteenth century and in our own have come to the fore, were
shrouded in the unhistorical setting of the abstract theory of
rights.

The famous American declarations all draw their theoretical
content from Locke ; and indeed the Declaration of Independence
contains perhaps the best-known statement of Locke’s view of the
morally free individual. ‘We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are
Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.” The substitution of
the ‘pursuit of happiness’ for Locke’s ‘estate’ makes little differ-
ence to the intention of the assertion. Locke uses the term himself
to describe the achievement of satisfaction in this world ; and the
Massachusetts Bill of Rights of 1780 specifically adds to life and
liberty the right of ‘acquiring, possessing and protecting property ;
in fine that of seeking and obtaining their safety and happiness’.
The Virginian Bill of Rights of 1776 includes a similar clause in
which happiness is added to property though not precisely linked
with it. For once, theory and practice appeared indissolubly
linked, for the very setting up of the new confederacy corres-
ponded to the self-conscious decision of men in the state of nature
solemnly to contract with one another to form a political society.
A series of events which historically amounted to secession from
an already existing state, and which itsill-wishers called a rebellion,
was greeted by its supporters as the assumption of ‘the separate
and equal station to which the Laws of Nature and of Nature’s
God’ entitled them. In presenting the Rights of Man to Washing-
ton, Paine described it as ‘a small treatise in defence of those prin-
ciples of freedom which your exemplary virtue hath so eminently
contributed to establish’.

It was in this treatise that Paine gave perhaps the best explan-
ation we have of the relationship between individual rights and
social control. In one sense, it is a summary of the Lockian trad-
jtion, but the connection is defined more clearly; and Paine’s
position foreshadows the transformation of the theory of rights
under the influence of other political theories already influential
when he was writing. He distinguishes the natural rights which
derive from the individual’s presumed right to existence from his

H
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civil rights as a member of society. The latter are all founded in
the Pre-existing examples of the former, but becpmc civil by
réason of the inability of the individual, rclyix}g c?n.hls own power,
10 ensure hig enjoyment of them. Thus the mdwxdual.rctams all
those Tights which he has the power to execute, notably intellectual
and religious rights. But he hands over to society the execution of
those rights, notably security and protection, for which he cannot
make Personal provision. ‘Society,” Paine concludes, ‘eranrs him
nothing, Every man is a proprietor in society, and draws on the
Capital as 3 matter of right’? It was in this last point that the
theory of rights, particularly in the succeeding century, required
amendment gng development. Its predominantly unhistorical and
abstract formulation prevented its exponents from understanding
that to derive all political authority from the citizens js not
}dentical with attributing all social advantages and benefits to the
Individuals whe compose the society. Paine’s use of the metaphor
capital was ominous. i _

. Or the time being, however, the Frgnch revolutionarjes were
IN substantia] agreement with the Americans. France was a func-
tioning greay power changing its mode of government rather than
a

New colonja] community beginning a separate political existence,
and jt

S problems were in many respects different. But Article
I of the Declaration of the Rights of Man sets forth the same
Politica Purpose. ‘The end of every political association is the
Preservation of the natural and imprescriptible rights of man.
©S€ rights are liberty, property, security and resistance to
OPPressiop > These rights were reiterated in the later Declarations
Prefixed to the Constitutions of 1793 and 1795.

- Liberty was
defined 54 the reciprocal right of doing whatever did
others,

0 no harm to
Equality of rights was defined specifically as equality
before theq]aw lzroperty was defined in Lockian terms ag the right
to di ;

1SPOse of the fruits of one’s labour and industry. The French
ﬁoctrine of political authority had, however, been strongly in-

Uenced by Roysseau ; and in making the nation the source of
Sovereignty and, in 1795, declaring that the law is the general will,
the sponsors of the revolution were no longer speaking the
language of the patural rights’ tradition.

All the radical thinkers of this period, with the possible

* Rights of Man, op. cit., vol. ii, pp. 3067
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exception of Godwin, concurred in agreeing that government of
some kind was necessary. It was, as the 1789 Declaration said, the
ignorance, neglect or contempt of human rights to which public
misfortunes and corrupt government must be attributed. There
was some uncertainty about the precise cause of this imperfection,
but an optimistic belief that the promulgation of the fundamental
rights in constitutional documents would go far to remedy the
error. Paine had stated on the first page of his Comimon Sense that
‘were the impulses of conscience clear, uniform and irresistibly
obeyed, man would need no other law-giver’.! A similar sentiment
is expressed in The Federalist where we read : ‘But what is govern-
ment itself, but the greatest of all reflections on human nature ? If
men were angels, no government would be necessary.’® By the end
of the eighteenth century, despite the competing theory of natural
goodness, there was a general tendency to attribute human im-
perfection to ignorance. ‘Whatever is brought home to the con-
viction of the understanding, so long as it is present to the mind,
possesses an undisputed empire over the conduct.’® These words
of Godwin’s, though quite general in the context in which they
appear, describe very adequately the assumption behind the
efforts of eighteenth-century revolutionaries to bring home to
erring governments the political truths to which they ought to be
subject.

Godwin believed that all positive acts of a government were evil
in so far as they limited the scope of private decision which was the
true scat of moral freedom. But Paine couples his support of
natural rights_with a lively sense of the services of a government to
the people, if it be democratically directed. If the theory of natural
rights, which began in the inviolability of the protestant conscience,
developed into an extreme anarchistic individualism by the time
we reach Godwin, we must remember also that in both the
British and American constitutions it has affected the historical
development of the western world ; and that, in our own day, the
Preamble to the constitution of the Fourth French Republic
solemnly reaffirmed the rights and freedoms of man and citizen
which had been enshrined in the Declaration of Rights of 1789.

1 Op. cit., vol. i, p. 69

2 No. L1
el;golitical Justice, vol. i, p. 93
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The opening words of the Preamble read : ‘On the morn of the
victory gained by the free peoples over the regimes which have
attempted to subjugate and degrade the human person, the French
pPeople proclaims anew that every human being, without distinction
ol race, religion or creed, possesses inalienable and sacred rights.’



CHAPTER IV
FELICITY

“Continual success,” Hobbes tells us, ‘in obtaining those things
which a man from time to time desireth, that is to say, continual
prospering, is that men call FELICITY ; 1 mean the felicity of this
life. For there is no such thing as perpetual tranquillity of mind,
while we live here ; because life itself is but motion, and can never
be without desire, nor without fear, no more than without sense.’?
This was no new description of the process of living; and that
we should use the term felicity to designate the second main theme
of the divergent political theories which developed after the
Renaissance is to emphasize that Hobbes’s sentiments had by that
time come to have a political reference. His contention that the
pattern of civil order and obligation must be correlated with the
psychological attributes of human beings in restless pursuit of
felicity has been increasingly and widely influential in the modern
world. In certain important respects this philosophy, both in its
earlier and later manifestations, has added new and challenging
arguments to the traditional stock of political wisdom. Locke’s
attack on Hobbes’s description of human character was guided
by a fair estimate of the incompatibility of such premises with a
theory of natural law and rights. But many of the characteristics
of the theories grouped under the heading of Hobbesian felicity
may be found in earlier thinkers and traditions. It is their new
arrangement _which is original and which renders Hobtes’s own
famous treatise, the Leviathan, one of the great masterpieces of
political thought.

A much more thorough concern than Locke’s with civil
interests in this world is matched with a more subtle analysis
than Montesquieu’s of the interconnection between character,
circumstances and institutions. This concentration on the im-
mediate needs of humanity in the temporal flux has in general

1 J eviathan, edited M. Oakeshott ((;);ford, Basil Blackwell, no date), p- 39
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given felicific theories an anti-religious bias, expressed in their
emphasis on the power and sovereignty of the secular authority
and a constant concern for the happiness of individual citizens.
Neverthless, this pattern of thought owes more to Christian
tradition and psychology than to the classical heritage and in
SOme respects is a secular version of Augustine’s view of man and
society,

What Augustine would have called the uncertain and temporary
bace of satisfieq desire in this world, necessarily imperfect and
only f°1"‘-'~*7had0wing the joys to come, Hobbes calls felicity. The
Justxc,e Provided by the civil authorities, supreme in this world, as
G‘Od.s vice~regents establishes the framework of civil peace
Within whicp, every’man may struggle for salvation. Correspond-
ngly, the Hobbesian sovereign power, drawing its authority from
the COncurring wills of its subjects, provides for them that civil
Peace Without which they seek to satisfy their desires in vain. The
Paralle] jq complete when we recall that it is the will of man,
Whether Personal or imperial, which seeks these temporal mani-
festations of peace and order and which enthroned as the politi-
cal authority, backed by force, is final in this world.
th S We have seen, the disintegration of the western empire,

© Exclusive allegiance of all citizens to the catholic church, and
the Thomist synthesis of Aristotelian rationalism with Christian
T clation ad rendered such views of the character of man and
Ci“;ilo llng“‘nilation of society either inapposite or unfashionable.
dards AW was held to be open to testing either against the stan-

th Ot natural Jaw or of those of revelation as interpreted by
€ Churcy, A return to a political theory much closer to that of
August

ren Ne than Thomas Aquinas in the new conditions of the
conalssapce world raises the question whether there was a logical
Onneg 10n, as Hobbes held, between his sclf-seeking men and his
Conditjonal, civil authority or whether the new hgdon-ists

Augustinian imagery and arguments for historical
Teasons of Which they were unaware.

There Is evidence that the latter viewpoint may well be the
better ©Xplanation. Other individualist thinkers, employing the
language Of contract and the myth of a state of nature, notably
Locke ang Rousseau, came to different conclusions from Hobbes
and from each other. Moreover, one heterodox mediaeval theorist,
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Marsilius of Padua, three centuries before Hobbes, stresses pre-
cisely the voluntarist argument that justice derives from the will
of the lawgiver and that political authority is unitary, civil, and
final in this world, without supposing his citizens to be other than
good Christians and still believing the fashionable Aristotelian
tenet that political society was natural, not artificial.

Marsilius was moved by the evident failure of the theory of
the dual society and the balanced harmony of church and empire
and even more by its abandonment in practice. His argument, in
brief, was that if there was to be only one sovereign authority, it
should not be ecclesiastical and theocratic. In this world, he
noticed, effective sanctions were wielded by the civil power. The
divine law, which he still recognized, had as wide a jurisdiction
as expectation of its eventual effects hererafter might give it.
Meanwhile, its claims were ideal and shadowy, limited indeed to
strengthening the civil law by controlling the consciences of
citizens beyond the latter’s reach. For natural law, in its Thomist
guise, Marsilius found no place at all. He maintained the
general pattern of' Augustinian emphasis on the maintenance
of peace, but castigated the fourteenth-century papacy as the
prime disturb.er of civil order. It was hardly surprising that his
Defensor Pacis, completed in 1324, was condemned by the church.

It was the skeleton structure of this doctrine, no less Christian
and mediaeval than Thomism itself, which was inherited by later
hedonistic thinkers. The question left open for discussion was who
or what were the principal threats to the peace and harmony of
civil society. That a strong, central, absolute power was the
proper means to achieve peace was not implicit in any particular
answer to this enquiry ; it was, however, a tradition accepted and
shared by thinkers as diverse in other respects as Augustine,
Marsilius and Hobbes.

with the Reformation, the incipient division of the western
church, heralded in the fifteenth century, became explicit. Ecclesi-
astical rivalries became increasingly a source of civil disturbance ;
but the mediaeval pretensions of the papacy to theocratic sover-
eignty declined. Concurrently, the transformation of European
cultural values, which in sum we call the Renaissance, engendered
a new spirit of pagan concern for the joys and satisfactions of life
in this world, a concentration on the Greek example of human
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Jiving, untroubled by the metaphysical subtleties of Greek phil-
osophy. The widespread economic and social changes of this
period, of which sensitive observers were acutely aware, gave a
fresh impetus to the unhampered development of individual
experiment and at the same time strengthened the support for the
new central powers of the nation-state, which were succ

.. . ¢ ceding to
the divided and contentious authority of feudal and ecclesiastical
Europe.

The two movements conspired between them to produce cop-
ditions in which the theory of an absolute sccular authority met
the pragmatic needs of the new illdi‘:’ldU’dlS and classes cmerging
from the chaotic disturbances of t!u: fiftcenth century. Th.c pursuit
of pleasure and success had had its devotees in pagan times, but
they took for granted the political structurc of the empire and
influenced it little or not at all. It was the recrudescence and spread
of such views in an age of political instability, religious disharmony
and economic and social revolution which required a corres-
ponding political theory. The advantageg which natural law
doctrines had for those who remained within the moral tradition
of Christendom were not entirely suitable to the needs either of
the new states or the new humanists. It was an open question,
theoretically, how hedonists would behave when divorced from
the cthical framework of an Aristotelian natural society. Whether
the result would be social harmony or impossible confusion

remained a principal item of speculation throughout three cen-
turies of felicific calculation.

That we are using a new term to describe the desirable con-
dition of satisfied individuals in a moving, changing world js more
than linguistic substitution, for it is evidence of the transformation
of the Christian concepts of peace and order. These, indeed, were
still the ends of a wen_regulated civil society. But they were to
be obtained not a5 a defence for the church or for the faithfy] the
better to pagg through an alien world, but so that every man,
intent on serying phis own interests, might reach, under the aegis
of the Civil power that condition of balanced desire and achjeve-
ment Which came’ nearest to successful living. in a dangeroys but
rewarding society of similar men. This .a.chlevement was made
possible Where the 1aw was the wilful decision of an absolute, un-
challenged Sovereign power; or, to put it the other way round,
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it was this echo from the o]q i
which, of all Christian tradjtj
needs of the new age.

It wasan age, moreover, soon to be shaken by the development
of mathematlf:al studies in the seventeenth century, the impact of
Cartesian philosophy, and, in Hobbess case in particular, the
fascination of geometrical reasoning as a model of valid argu-
ment. This revolution in the realm of knowledge undoubtedly
discouraged the usc of mediaeval organic metaphors and increased
the tendency to think of communities as chance collections of
individuals held together artificially, analogous to material atoms
controlled by physical forces,

So much emotion and ill-feeling has been expended on this
very important tradition of social thought, that it requires some
effort to grasp its cssential characteristics without distortion.
Marsilius was denounced as g heretic ; Hobbes did not escape the
appellation of ‘that father of atheists’ ; and Machiavelli, its best-
known Renaissance expositor and in many ways one of the

school’s most penetrating writers, has become a by-word for
cynical, worldly wickedness.

It is not difficult to see how, in this last case, the misunder-
standing has been emphasized. Machiavelli, a prominent citizen of
Florence at the turn of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, mis-
calculated his own chances in that turbulent age and spent the
Jast fifteen years of his life out of office and rusticated. His medi-
tations, during this period, on the best means for gaining and
exercising power have proved more alluring than the political and
psychological assumptions from which they arose. It is too often
forgotten that, in principle, Machiavelli preferred a republic to a
despotism and looked back with regret to the imagined excellence
of the Roman republic. But he believed the times were out of
joint, that too few citizens would genuinely co-operate for the
common good, and that the distracted Italian cities of his day
needed strong, ruthless, independent rulers. This was an im-
perfect, second-best arrangement in the prevailing circumstances.
In the same way, Machiavelli maintains a moral estimate of
men’s behaviour. They are often too foolish to pursue their own
interests successfully, but this is what they ought to be doing. For
Hobbes, a century and a half later, these relative moral estimates

dea of imperial security and order
ons, was most congruous with the
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became absolute and standard and morally neutral. This was the

permanent human situation, a description of fact, not a tract for
the times.

Machiavelli saw man as a creature of desire seeking, often
unsuccessfully, to satisfy his appetites in this world. He needed for
this purpose to be adjusted to his circumstances, whatever they
might be, to have what Machiavelli called virtue, or the qualities
of character needed for the enterprise in hand. He needed alsq
power, the means to success as distinct from the disposition to

win Jt. But 2l too often men were disappointed and frustrated.
f)esire vas infinite ; power limited ; balance hard FO acl‘neve, more
difficult still to maintain. This lack of balance, o le:;ut:u_:urdesult otf
pride or some emotional disturbance upsett;n% Jd gment,
played thc part of sin in this secular version 0 119 goo. , Or suc-
cessful, life. Thus, parallel with Augustine, Machiavelli sees the
necessity for g strong, central, political power to cnable the restless
and wilful citizens to find such satisfaction as they may in changing
circumstances, protected by a firm system of public order.

Just as did Marsilius, Machiavelli blames the church and
particularly the papacy for much of the contemporary discontent
and political disorder. Indeed, he goes further and castigates
Christianity itse]f for inducing meekness and the patientacceptance
of injuries, and because it ‘causes us to attach less value to the
honours and possessions of this world’.

It is not that Machiavelli values worldly goods as ends in
themselves, byt rather as a means to the maintenance of that pal-
ance or adjustment between a man and his changing circym.
stances, the unknown complex of causes which he calls forype,
Socially, the setting up of a strong, central, secular power, apje
to control both unruly individuals and a church with politicay
interests, was the mogt jmportant single means to this same eng.
1t would enapje its citizens to master their circumstanceg more
surely, more Quickly and with greater hope for the future, T,
write maxims for 4 successful prince, even if they included agyice
contrary 1o the tenets of conventional moral standards, g
for Machlavelli justified as a means to results which he considered
poth desirable and o0 i the circumstances of his time,

The classical statement of this theme was made by Hobbes jn
the middle of the seventeenth century. For Hobbes not opjy
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universalized the situation which Machiavelli had seen as a
temporary necessity of a disturbed age, but by rigorously exposing
the assumptions implicit in Machiavellian psychology, he purged
it of all incongruous moral judgments and presented an un-
decorated picture of the natural man, for ever in pursuit of
fugitive satisfaction and of that precarious balance between
character and conditions which Hobbes himself called felicity.

There was an increasing tendency in post-mediaeval political
thought, despite the support enjoyed by the theory of the divine
right of kings, to argue that the exercise of political authority was
not justified from above, either by the native, aristocratic ex-
cellence of the rulers or by the inscrutable disposal of providence.
In some sense all government, whether by transference, delegation,
appointment or representation, derived its authority from the
citizens. It is this belief which distinguishes Hobbes’s thought
from earlier arguments that the proper concern of the secular
power is to provide a framework of peace and order within which
the faithful may tranquilly proceed on their pilgrimage. It is,
indeed, this service which Hobbes’s sovereign rulers are expected
to offer their subjects; but the purpose of the arrangement is to
leave them individually free to live their natural lives and it is
out of their impelling need to do so as successfully as possible
that the political superstructure itself arises. The state is neither
the gift of God nor the secular arm of the church, much less the
reflection of a virtuous minority. But nor is it a convenient ad-
ministrative expression of the common moral concern of the
citizens. The pursuit of felicity by the individual, Hobbes argues,
demands, as a necessary precondition of its success, the creation
of a political institution, for the maintenance of which the
citizens are continuously responsible. They can achieve nothing
directly by means of this organization, for it is not the business of
the government to make men successful or happy ; but they can do
nothing for themselves without it. The fear of death is the beginning
of politics.

Hobbes devotes the first book of the Leviathan to an analysig
of human psychology. It is like modern psychological studies i
the sense that he attempts to describe his subject without prejudice,
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i i r, as we should now say, value
makmg It‘o Ezr{asl :szlé::]:g;?:i %i’scover how men react to t}leir
Jgdng:asﬁces and how they themselves estimate these reacuol}s
(i;‘g: l;;etter or worse. But it is very unlike modern psycl;ology. in
method ; for Hobbes uses the old.medmeval. system o 19qkmg
for universal truth in an exhaus.tlvc': analysx§ of an n:tdwndual
example. In the case of man, this involves mtrospectwq; and
Hobbes’s example, an example he assumes to be a type, is thus
himself. ‘He that is to govern a whole nation, must read in himself,
not this or that particular man ; but mankind. .

-’ This philo-
sophical procedure, which is both unscientific and unhistorical,
as We now understand these terms, subjects Hobbes’s analysis to
some obvious distortion and inaccuracy. These disadvantages. how-
ever, are slight compared with the originality of attempting for the
first time in history to describe man’s plight without attributing
either some or even all of the blame f. or its imperfections tq man
himself, Thjg Statement requires qualification if we include the
known classica] thinkers, Lucretius, for example, who Similarly
SaW man as part of g determined, natural, universa] order ang
nothing more, Byt Hobbes alone set out from this Premise to
deduce a3 social philosophy which ends by de.riving moral dutjes
Tom - political necessity, “instead of following

the Customary
//zY//'}'//'//ﬂ of arguing conyersely,

*fects, he discovers neither
Al an defects, .
When [obbes analyses hu::\.or Christian meanings of thocs
ignorance nor sin in the Greek of human nature, misfortune
terms, but the inevitable contrariness more than wickedness. The
rather than misjudpgment, r”ml'ré‘ltéz;c this point of view, Such ag
tcrn'ls' nms;t. f.)“(-”_] .uscd Lo chfu‘d o credit to Hobbes’s Cl‘itics, His
cynical, Pessimistic, or low, are 5 articularly aj|
rigorous efforts to exclude all pre'ludlce’l P iour ou )llita ot
prejudice, in his description of human l::e] i;Zspects tﬁis ;?1:2:\:";2
be emulated than denounced. But in SOLike Milton’s Satan, the
careful writer has himself to l?:ﬁg}i;atiOns of an uncontr’olled
scription of ifying 1 i
dC:-::S stcnl:? thtct](:)i:t?xrr‘;:.ylt is the state of nature, aC(fordlpg. 10
i-(l)obbcs’s whole argument an impossibility, which remains vividly
before us in place of the ordered political rule created by (tihe b
of man in response to the advice of reason. Every student of
1 Leviathan, Introduction
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Hobbes, whether he has read him or not, will know that man’s
life is liable to be ‘solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short’. He
may easily forget to conclude that this threat is rarely made
good, for man is at all times at great pains to take political action
to avoid it.

The device of describing a supposedly non-political situation,
whether communal as in Locke, individual and amoral as in
Hobbes or something of cach view as in Rousseau, is always
confusing. The language of contract theory, by taking its principal
metaphor from law, that is from the practice of an organized
political society, never quite makes clear that the question at issue
is whether politics itself is the essential precondition of human
living or only onec department thereof, subordinate finally to
some other and separate end. Hobbes, who takes the first of these
views, sets about proving his case as though he took the second,
when in fact he holds that there is no felicity at all except under
the protection of the political sovereign. Some light can be thrown
on his method if we liken it to the stages of proving a geometrical
theorem, in which the prime datum is human character; the
effects of human behaviour in a mythically non-political state are
construction lines, put in ostensibly to clarify the argument ; and
the conclusion, which allows these lines to be ignored, that only
under a strong sovereign can man live at all, represents quod erat
demonstrandum.

The im'po.rtant distinction between this tradition of thought
and its prmClpz_ll rival up to the time of the French revolution
lay in the qualities which its devotees attributed to the natural
man. Was he a sinful creature who required to be kept in order, a
moral creature who occasionally went astray, or was his general
inclination, as Hobbes phrased it, ‘a perpetual and restless desire
of power after power, that ceaseth only in death’ ?* Hobbes was
here making no moral judgment for or against this wilful pursuit
of the means to satisfy desire, but he was by implication denying
the doctrine that men were antecedently bound to each other by
moral ties the maintenance of which must be their first political
endeavour. On the contrary, he saw them as a natural element in
the universal system of matter in motion, responding to the

ceaseless flow of stimuli from without, by movement towards those
1  eviathan, p. 64
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ich provoked aversion. In
d desirable or away from this}:tez:c‘:?ili&s taken were the acts
fou?e responses 1o circ umsttslr;ze;ther clear from Hobbes’s account
tohfethe will, tb?ltelc%];};telisn?:rr“ption of the emotlonal‘rez}cuon: swtl;falt
what flgtermlas made to act. The important conc usm? was 2
a decislol Y) no final satisfaction, so that the process o ath:.lm g
there coliclﬁ1 d: of power, or means, to ensure present and future
ious
Z::iSfaCtiorl; vlgz pl?lrgtflggil.is not describing a machine or even a
Never¥ Znirr;al undifferentiated by any traditional human
species O ¢ Man has the special gifts of spcech and memory
characterstic. Ma and the outstanding aid of reason
deve oD e i Eh degree from past experience of the causa]
which enables o afr‘grefuture behaviour. At the same time,
sys,temr;‘jeﬁ’{ﬁgcftrf;? zcczinlgsimprudently by his consciousness that
?lfeligaractcr of many remote causes h%sbte):yond his knowledge.
This fear of the unknown, which for Ho

is the Proper charac-
teristic of religion, is, together with reason,

a factor which helps
to prevent man in society from risking the perils of disobedience,
0 »

e final defeat of life’s hopes and joys is death ; and this fate

i f successfully contrived
, bes himsel , d
s (poned, as Hob r To avoid death an
must 2(; r{)i(r)lzltzoyea;s,‘ as long ail rt)gsr:v?ilﬁiain life in the interval
oV an <n . :
f;(c)wracql‘irc the means to dgciﬁ. Within his circumstances he is
s man’s overriding con on recommends, that is as appro-
free to take what steps rchas e aims. Nothing is based on mora]
riate means, hto achieve ;neiss not answerable for his acts: anq
s. In theory, a m .
grm'mtctijsitive valuez’or revealed truths 1?;;trc\i‘$act>fll{1iosbg§iz corfte{g
n()“;”his rights, by which he mgaanssl(t)}:; as possible. Thus, vir;ue,
Ca A ~ iVel an . r . .
i o Seeou of g Becomes 3 v oMl
. thisam @ . superior & o . .
in Lind of fitness for survival, the Tgere arc variations in thjg
2 .tions which is tested by success. to wrong estimates of g
div? s, due to misjudgments, notably ituation, which Hobbeg
itne? ’strength Or competence 1n a given Sneral that ignorance or
an’ ride. But he does not suggest in ge
calls p lains human imperfectlon: b the very fact that Other
sin e);)% problem of social living is set %raneously. The hazardg
’gle of like character exist contemp
o
pe
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of living at all in a difficyl¢ ang dangerous universe are infinitely
Increased, so that insecurity becomes the rule and felicity mini-
mal. But We must remember that this is all a hypothetical argu-
ment ; and we must adq that these are the results which would
Occur werc men not unijted by common agreement with one
another in a political bond. Left to his own resources, man for
Hobbes, as for Augustine, is hopelessly lost, a fallen creature,
condemned whether by sin or by nature to an impossible existence.
BUt in company he may be saved ; and even if the difficulties of
living cannot be removed, they can be very greatly modified. For
the fear which would degrade man to a condition of chaos, were
it his only or dominant disposition, is balanced by reason which
€ncourages the will to create order, or rather constantly to
maintain it.

The relationship of man to his political institution, as des-
cribed by Hobbes, is not unlike that of God to the universe in
Christian thought. Both of them by creative acts of will bring
into being and sustain from moment to moment a pattern of
order, changing and moving it is true, but constant and sure ; and,
within this order, individuals are enabled freely to pursue their
allotted purposes. We can thus see Hobbes’s argument as a rig-
orous analysis of the political relationship, of the subhission of
most citizens to the control by force of a few of their number. His
explanation of this phenomenon is that it represents the necessary
precondition of their survival and satisfaction, of their being free
to achieve that uncertain balance between self and environment,
which is called felicity. But whether we seek to discover, with
Hobbes, why the sovereign power has been set up or whether,
assuming its existence, we ask why it is obeyed, the answer must
be that all men being rational in Hobbes’s sense, they all perceive
such a political organization ag the best, indeed the only, possible
means to their natural ends. The pursuit of felicity, from which
there is no escape, can, a rational man will tell himself, be effec-
tive only according to certain rules, which his equally rational
neighbours will simultaneously be Wi’lljng to accept. What is thus
sacrificed is individual power ; but it returns a hundredfold in the
creation of tolerable conditions. ‘The final cause, end, or design of
men, who naturally love liberty, and dominion over others, in the
introduction of that restraint upon themselves, in which we see
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m live in commonwealths, is the. foresight ?f their own pre-
the tion, and of a more contented life thereby. .
sewa‘ ver’theless though Hobbes describes the setting up of a
ovi\r:ign govcr’nment as the necessary effect of psycholog;ncsl
: uses, he presents the prccess as thc willed creation of the
?ﬁdividuals who then become the subjects of the new common-
wealth. But this paradox is illusory, dpc tq portyaymg as an
historical event the creation of a re]auons!u.p Wh.lCh, .propcrl'y
speaking for Hobbes, is implicit in the political situation. 1t is
a way of saying that al] sovereign power is both derivative anFl
representative ; and though he can still wr.nte‘that a government is
answerable for its behaviour to God, it is dependent for its

authority on the concurring wills of the citizens, 1t is true that
political control is exercised in the last res

mere force, justified speciously and immorally as Marx would
have us believe. Hobbes’s psychology may be amoral ; his political
theory seeks to justify political power by holding, to use his own
term, that it i.s authorized. The covenant }v}}ich, thus, unites the
dlsconngcteq Individuals into a body politic is a constant, though
largely Inarticulate, affirmation of concurring purpose, issuing in
the maintenance of the state and reflected in rational obedience
to the law, We must not modernize this concept and call it totali-
. 4 averet as i 0 e
farian, ‘I cases where the sovercign has prescribed no rule, ther
. iherty to do, or forbear, according to his

he subject hath the liberty to do, hority i
t ; ; ‘tarian it may be, but the authority is
own discretion.’2 Authoritarian 1t bes’s theory a political

transferred from below. There is in Hobbes’s 1 ry 2 politi

necessity which corresponds to the psychological necessity driving

ort by force, but not by

the individual (o pursuc felicity. In both cases, he is happier
jn submission to it than in revolt. _

But the silence of the Jaw, as Hobbes calls it, does not envelop
the church. There are not to be two realms of cquall.s-tatus, as in
Locke’s argument, The only apparently cx'lra-poflt.lcal‘ sphere
comprises the undirected moments of the llres toh Individuals.
A'ny other arrangements made to mstltutlopa 1€ their responses
to the unknown, their fear of the gnexperlcnceq, must _be con-
trolled by the single sovereign to which all authority in ;hls w0r1:i
has been given. We may see here, perhaps, a reflection of Hobbes's

1 Leviathan, p. 109
e Leviathan, p. 143
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turbulent age or N0 more than a return to the civic deities of the
classical world. Indeed Hobbes could have been excused if he had
argued that religious discord was excessive in the seventeenth
century and should be controlled in the interests of peace. His
case, however, was a universal ope, Uniformity can only effectively
be enforced by the civil power. Even the divine revelation, there-
fore, must be countersigned by a responsible minister. God had
become a constitutional monarch, who reigned, but no longer
ruled.

Hobbes thus went much further than the natural law theorists
in completely sccularizing the dual society of church and state,
though an important vestigial distinction remained in the two
spheres of legal compulsion and indjvidual freedom. The political
emphasis was in one sense negative ; it was the prevention of chaos
not directly the production of felicity which was the duty of the
government. But because Hobbes was concerned with the achieve-
ment of results in a situation containing an ever-present threat of
chaos, and because results depended on effective sanctions in this
world, the sovereign government which held the communal force
in its sole guardianship became thereby the guardian, interpreter
and promulgator of all moral values, whether secular or religious.
We go too far if we argue simply that for Hobbes the law is
morality, for what he is saying is that no moral rule or divine
commandment can have any effect if it is not to be enforced.

It is this view which governs his treatment of what he mis-
leadingly calls natural laws. T hese are not moral norms in the light
of which political acts can be judged, but general rules of be-
haviour, discovered by reason in experience, which like the social
covenant itself can only be relied upon when confirmed and
enforced by the civil government. The typical example of these
rules of expediency, ‘that mey perform their covenants made’,
which Hobbes believed impossible lacking coercion, may be
compared with Locke’s version of the same precept : ‘For truth
and keeping of faith belong to men as men, and not as members
of society.’®

Two points may be noticed before we pass on to later variations
on the felicific theme. Hobbes’s method of descrying a universal
pattern of political relationship in his analysis of an unchanging

1 Second Treatise, 11, 14

I
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ace for historical development or

humagssnaé:r?‘o?u&\zs ell;gctl;] of continuity and tradition. This

Elx-lc;lgi;tor’ical approach also warps the views of some of the utili-

tarian thinkers who followed in Hobbes’s footsteps. The notiop

that organized society is in perpetual tension l?elwccn the centri-

fugal thrust of its participants and the centralizing pull of poht'lcal

power tends to overestimate the strepgth and. authority required

at the centre to keep an historical society in being. In particular, it

disregards the part played by custom fmd. ha!)lt and by the long

continued life and influence of social institutions other than he

government. This defect of Hobbesian theory was remedied in the

following century by Hume and Burke. Hobbes hlmsclf saw that
the possession of political power does not necessarily betoken its

exercise any more than does the possession of.&call]tll:] (l:;lslscgcndu:lg;
But he does not draw the condcluswn that possibly s powe
" rﬁ‘i’;ﬁﬁlto aChlcYcrch(;svi?ths.Locke's version, Hobbes uses the
metaphor zf (E:%Tcr:]dant or contract to suggest that men have
naturally no interests in common, whereas the C.Onclus!on of the
argument is that they have onc overwhelmingly important
common concern : the maintenance of civil society. Seeing that
they are rationally united in pursuit of this purpose, it is pertinent
to ask why they may not be considered similarly united in respect
of other ends also. Later thinkers came to this conclusion, while
still accepting the individual as the architect of the social structure.
It is plain that different analyses of what pertains to the natyral
psychology of the individual will provide different angyers
regarding what steps he will take in company with his fe]jgyg to
achieve hjs j icity. -

Against lt(liqial;llexja;igg historical pattern of political thinking,
Hobbes adds an original new theme: that in addition to ignorance
and sin, man is peset by the contrariness of his own nature and its
social Consequences, for which no one Is strictly to blame, but
which everyone myst co-operate to remedy. ‘All that is NECEssary
to salvation, is contained in two virtues, faith in Christ, and
obedience to lgys, The latter of these, if it were perfect, were
enough to us,’1

* Leviathan, p. 385
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Seventeenth-century England, beset with civil and religious
conflict, provided an antipathetic setting for Hobbes’s rational
analysis of social motives and forces. It is easy to say that Hobbes
was ahead of his time; more important than this, the men of his
time were fighting battles which, within less than a century, had
become largely irrelevant. Correspondingly, and particularly in
England, the naturalistic and matter-of-fact approach to politics
evoked increasing sympathy and support, despite the concurrent
influence of Locke and the natural law school. Perhaps the most
valuable restatement of Hobbes’s position, though it could
scarcely be described as influential, was that provided by the
Scottish thinker, David Hume, whose Trearise of Human Nature
came out in 1739-40. Hume himself was disappointed by the lack
of public response to his work ; yet, now, when Hume is being
well compensated for the disregard of earlier generations, we can
see that he is no whit less significant than Locke for an under-
standing of the movement of British political thought and practice
during the last two centuries.

Hume reiterates the pattern of Hobbes’s arguments, but alters
the emphasis, disposes of the mythical, mathematical hypotheses
and, without seriously modifying the conclusions, presents us with
a description of human nature in which the moral attributes are
not solely the reflection of political rule and the political relation-
ship itself is seen in terms of historical growth. It might be thought
that with these differences, the resulting theory scarcely remains
in the same tradition ; yet Hume rests his whole political thought
on an analysis of human psychology, as he sees it, on the natural
and necessary pattern of human living ; he sees man as a creature
at once driven and frustrated by passions which demand satis-
faction ; he believes that, while nothing can alter man’s nature,
reason can modify the conditions within which life must be lived
and that these deliberate changes are artificial, conventional and
political. Clothed in the language of an eighteenth-century sceptic,
the voice is still demonstrably that of Hobbes.

If we are now disinclined to take the concept of the state of
nature very seriously, it is probably because Hume remarked that
‘philosophers may, if they plea.se, extend their reasoning to the
suppos’d state of nature, provided they allow it to be a mere
philosophical fiction, which never had and never cou’d have any
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reality’.! Hume himself disposes of the i.mphmt threat .of So;ﬂ
disorder in a very few sentences. He hmt§ at ghc solitary d
forlorn condition which violence anfi_ licentiousness W(’)ued
engender. He attributes violence and injustice to unrestrain
self-love; and he describes the desire to acquire the _mcaps to
satisfy needs, the avidity for goods and possessions, as ‘\qsatmbh?:
perpetual, universal, and directly destructive of society’.* Mgm 18
bent on immediate satisfaction in the present. Usually, he fails to
take a long and sensible view of his requirements ; and this dcfcct
in his nature cannot be radically cured. Men must palliate
what they cannot cure; and, as Hobbes had also suggested,
it is the redirection of the anti-social passions by reason
trained in experience which offers the only sane path out
of the impasse: ‘nature provides a remedy in the judgment
and understanding, for what is irregular and incommodious in
the affections’.®

But Hume did not agree with Hobbes that only the sanctions
of politically administered force would maintain the moral bonds
of society, that moral obligation arose only in an efficiently ruled
society in which the law alone embodied right behaviour. A moral
sense was one of man’s natural characteristics, enabling him to
€xpress approval and disapproval of his own and other men’s
act(llons » but Hume did not attempt to argue that social obligations
‘i‘:di\t,?gucaolntent of the law reflected the insights of morally rational

rofere S, as Locke had done. He maintained, indeed, the
preterence which Hobbes had shown for describing social and
political institutio

selfish ns as artificial arrangements to enable naturally
sense }r;\en to pursue their own best long-term interests. In this

reQuireduar:Z makes the adjustment in Hobbes's theory which is
. 45 Soon as we transpose Hobbes’s mathematical model
into 2;“ historical setting and allow for the effects of tradition, the
iﬁg‘;en?t’;essme of one generation on the next and the mere
now ™M of precedent and habit in any established and con-
tinuing social pattern,

Hume emphasizes these historical aspects of a society by

1 A Treatise of Human Nature, edited L. A. Selby-Bigge (Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1896), p. 493

2 Treatise, p. 492

3 Treatise, p. 489
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appending a moral theory to Hobbes’s factual account of the
social effects of human individual psychology. But Hume himself
believed that he was being strictly empirical. He argued that we
find all men in practice making moral judgments which, for the
most part, agree with one another over periods of time. He did
not attribute this concurrence to an intuitive knowledge of eternal
standards, still less to revelation, but to subjecctive reactions to, or
feelings about, our own and other people’s actions. Admittedly,
approval was accompanicd by a sense of pleasure and disapproval
by displcasure ; but Hume was no simple hedonist and did not
hold that we necessarily approve what we ourselves find pleasing.
‘Morality, therefore, is more properly felt than judg'd of; .. .n
In the pursuit of moral ends as of any others, it is the feelings
which guide us ; reason tells us only about the most suitable means.
But the eftect of these feclings operating in a society over a period
of time is to produce standard moral reactions. By a process of
sympathetic adjustment to the opinions of others and by the
operation of the association of ideas, a kind of constant social
pressure, as we should now call it, is always at work establishing
habits and behaviour which are socially valuable. This tendency
is supported and encouraged by the political institutions which
are at once its reflection and sustenance; but it does not, as in
Hobbes, depend wholly upon the law for its maintenance; for, as
Hume tells us, duty and obligation are not dependent on public
knowledge of the actions in question. )

Compared with Hobbes, Hume saw men united by interests
more positive than their fear of one another and more precise
than the imperative need to live at peace. They enjoy ‘a general
sense of the common interest’ which may be likened to the motive
which induces tWO Men to co-operate in rowing a boat. This
working ijn concert 1S not, Hume insists, a kind of contract or
promise, for promises, apart from social rules, are not natura]
moral phenomena but governed by necessity and interest. Hume
thus disposes of the somewhat barren discussion of the Possible
origin of polithal Sociely and concentrates on analysing jts
present constitution- But in deriving social and political instjty.
tions from convention, he makes them artificial, as Hobbes had
done, restraints upon human passions, which would otherwise

! Treatise, p- 470
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destroy society, but nevertheless the offspring of the passions they
are restraining.

Hume used the term ‘laws of nature’ in much the same sense
as Hobbes had done to mean those rules of social expediency
which men found necessary to follow in order not to suffer from
the vagaries of their own character. Three of them were funda-
mentally important : stability of possession of goods and property ;
the peaceful transference of such property by consent; and the
guarantee that promises and contracts would be fulfilled. Long
experience of the working and beneficial effects of these rules
WOl:lld naturally promote feelings of moral approval towards
their maintenance and of disapprobation of their disregard. Thus,
though both the law and education would constantly support the
organization of social co-operation in this way, most members of
Society would themselves be actively co-operating in its main-
tenance, not compelled to do so by fear of the penalties of the Jaw
and contrary to their individual preferences.

This argument enabled Hume to modify Hobbes’s contention
that government depended ultimately on force. The force, on the
contrary, was in the hands of the governed, and the rulers must
rely rather on the support of public opinion. Social stability was,
then, a matter of habit and in time political authority came to be
accepted as normal. Obedience to an established political authority
Was so familiar, Hume asserted, that usually no one enquired
about it. Both politically and economically, established arrange-
ments were to be preferred to revolutionary innovations ; and the
sanctlt): of both political and property relations depended upon
the social conventions in which they originated and the moral
approval which upheld them remaining undisturbed. We might
also say that in this Hume agreed with Montesquieu that govern-
ment was 5 legislative masterpiece, whereby men unable to change
‘thelr character could nevertheless adapt themselves to it socially.

Men are not able radically to cure, either in themselves or others,
that narrownegg of soul which makes them prefer the present to
the remote, They cannot change their natures. All they can do is
to change thejr situation, and render the observance of justice the

immediate interest of some particular persons, and its violation
more remote,’1

1 Treatise, p. 537
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We may find he, . . o
€ an t ecular echo of Augustine’s
theory of the mpg; Interesting sec gu

. aJor social institutions: that the very passions
which SelﬁSh.ly threatened society with dissolution provided in an
ordered setting the remedy for their own anti-social tendencies.
Hume also thought of property, particularly its stability and
peaceful transference, as the resolution of the scarcity of natural
resources coupled with the selfishness of individuals. Government,
similarly, was a contrivance to represent the public interest of
which everybody approved, but nobody felt it his personal duty
to promote. B}lt it was not only the strong sword of the civil ruler
which maintained these institutions. The constant and repeated
mpral approval of the citizens from generation to generation
.fe‘“f°.’°ed C"Z"l authority and greatly diminished its Hobbesian
intensity and its Augustinjan ruthlessness. Furthermore, this social
phenomenon could ultimately be designated natural, for the
passions from which it derived its force and persistence were
themselves natural. But the political relationship was in another
sense no less rational. Reason, learning from experience in time,
slowly moulded the framework of a stable society which was
maintained in being by the steady concern of its members to
support the common interest and approve all those means,

summed up by Hume in the term utility, which conduced towards
this desired end.

Hume preferred to
authority to laying b
society might original
treating this latter pr

analyse the continuing source of political
are the assumptions on which political
ly be presumed to have been set up. In
oblem as a question of history and of his-
torical accident rather than principle, Hume also applied a
historical analysis to the former question. ‘Time and custom give
authority to all forms of government, and all successions of
princes; and that power, which at first was founded only on
injustice and violence, becomes in time legal and obligatory.’!

This important development of Hobbes’s thesis, which
without contesting the unquestionable sovereignty of the executive
power posited far less than the abgolute power which Hobbes had
believed necessary, was further

supported by the eloquent
advocacy of Edmund Burke. A w pp y q

. : hig adopted by the latter-day
Tories, an Irishman incorporated by his English admirers, Burke
! Treatise, p- 566



136 THE DEVELOPMENT OF POLITICAL THEORY

was a politician whose strong prejudices and emotional, imagina-
tive pen have not prevented his being enrolled in the company of
eminent social thinkers. On nearly every count, Burke was as
different from Hume and Hobbes as was possible for one who also
believed that tranquillity and happiness were the ends of govern-
ment. A man of principles but not of theories, as he constantly
tells us, Burke was persuaded that ‘government was a practical
thing, made for the happiness of mankind, and not to furnish out
a spectacle of uniformity, to gratify the schemes of visionary
politicians’.! In another passage, at a later date, he speaks of
government as ‘a contrivance of human wisdom to provide for
human wants’.2 That is to say that Burke so far agrees with Hume
fmd Hobbes as to see political authority operating through an
institutional device for a pragmatic purpose. Similarly, it is an
fampirical test whereby such authority is to be justified. ‘Obedience
1s what makes government, and not the names by which it is
called.”® The importance of tradition and established practice,
the part played by habitual subservience and the support of
public opinion in rendering any particular governmental
authority legitimate are all facets of Burke’s political thought
of Which we find evidence scattered throughout his speeches and
Writings,

Theories of social order which both see the business of govern-
ment as the prevention of disturbance and hold that the absence
of dxsse;nsion and violence is itself the guarantee of stable political
a“thoflty are characteristically anti-revolutionary. But this con-
s€rvative tendency entails the danger of supporting the establish-
ment, regardless of its moral status and the demands of social

Justice. The problem of what price is worth paying for order and

;t.altaility is a perennial political conundrum. Hobbes evaded this
isto

rical. issue ; Hume trusted in the good sense of an organized
community having traditional, time-honoured values and Burke
agreed in general with this view. But Burke was not unaware of the
need for reform and change and of the injustices embedded in
current practices, His tirades against the French revolutionaries

! The Works of the Right Honourable Edmund Burke (London 1826),
vol. iii, p. 182. Letter to the Sheriffs of Bristol

? Works, vol. v, p. 122. Reflections on the Revolution in France

2 Works, vol. iii, p. 60, Speech on Conciliation with the American Colonies
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have sometimes led his admirers to forget his sympathetic under-
standing of the case for the American colonists and his denuncia-
tion of Warren Hastings. It is true that he thought the French
revolution a disaster, but he regretted the American revolution
as unnecessary. Reforms and even constitutional change, when
the circumstances warrant them, are among the measures likely
to preserve historical continuity and stable government. Politics
ought to be adjusted ‘not to human reasonings, but to human
nature ; of which reason is but a part, and by no means the greatest
part’.! Burke, indeed, nowhere gives a formal account of what his
yiew of human nature is, but we can gather that he thought men
neither wholly corrupt nor altogether virtuous; and he consis-
tently recommends that the policy and behaviour both of
rulers and subjects must be wisely tempered according to circum-
stances. He displays something of Montesquieu’s awareness
of the relevance of changing conditions to political de-
cisions ; but he favours slow, unhurried and carefully considered
change.

T hesc were the grounds for Burke’s rejection of the contentions
of the revolutionaries in France. ‘Time is required,” he writes in
the Reflections, ‘to producq that union of minds which alone can

roduce all the good we aim at. Our patience will achieve more
than our force.” He supported, therefore, the ‘old, cool-headed,
general Jaw> and was against ‘hot reformations’. This attitude,
however, must not be seen, whatever our own views of the need
for constitutional reform of the ancien régime in France, as insen-
sitivity to the central paradox of politics, the need to reconcile
restraint and liberty. Burke was arguing that it was idle to discuss
the relation of freedom to law as an abstract problem, without
«considering what are the laws and who are the makers’.? It was
his conviction that the .leaders of the French National Assembly
lacked the ability to strike the proper balance which underpinned
his denunciation of French revolutionary politics. ‘To make a
government requires no great prudence. Settle the seat of power;
teach obedience: and the work is done. To give freedom is still
more casy. It is not necessary to guide; it only requires to let go

1 Works, vol. ii, p. 170. Observations on the Present State of the Nation
3 Works, vol. v, p. 305
* Works, vol. iii, p. 84. Letter to the Sheriffs of Bristol
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the rein. But to form a free government ; that is, to temper together
these opposite elements of liberty and restraint in one consistent
work, requires much thought, deep reflection, a sagacious, power-
ful, and combining mind.”

The conditions of what Burke would have described as a free
society, by which he meant something closely approaching the
England of his time, included, indeed, more than the stable
government and the recognized system of established laws. The
interrelationship of custom, language, political constitution and
social habit together with the other social institutions which
expressed the common purposes of the community, such as the
class structure and the established church, came, for Burke, to
possess an almost mystical unity. It was a stable social order for
which he contended, persisting from one generation to the next
and adjusting itself slowly and gently to what were at that date
presumed to be only slowly changing conditions. This apotheosis
of the nation-state and the naive assumption that it was a per-
manently valid political form had been building up from the
European experience of the previous two centuries and was to
play an increasingly influential part in the politics of the succeed-
ing hundred and fifty years. The people of England well know,
wrote Burke, ‘that the idea of inheritance furnishes a sure principle
of conservation and a sure principle of transmission ; without at
all excluding a principle of improvement. . . . Whatever advantages
are obtained by a state proceeding on these maxims, are locked
fast as in a sort of family settlement; grasped as in a kind of
mortmain for ever,’2

It was this same spirit which characterized what is by now
doubtless the most widely quoted passage from the Reflections
in which Burke denied that the state, by Which he usually meant
not the government but the community, was nothing better than
a trading agreement i ‘pepper and coffee, calico or tobacco, or
some Other such Jow concern’. On the contrary: It is a partner-
ship in all science ; 5 partnership in all art; a partnership in every
yirtue and al} Perfection. As the ends of such a partnership can-
not be obtained in many generations, it becomes a partnership
not only between those who are living, but between those

1 Works, vol. v, p. 434, Reflections on the Revolution in France
3 Works, vol. V, P. 78." Reflections on the Revolution in France
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who are living, those who are dead, and those who are to be
born.’t

This theme of communal unity and continuity was developed
more fully by continental thinkers than in the English utili-
tarian tradition in which Burke also shared. Indeed, it was
Rousseau, whom Burke roundly denounced, who may be said to
have provided the political theory of the modern nation-state.
Burke had a fine disregard for the ravings of foreigners and his
nationalism was perhaps in some respects ahead of his time. The
main stream of British social thought continued for over half
a century after the French revolution to be individualist and to see
the structure and exercise of political authority in artificial terms.
Moreover, this tradition was less free from continental influence
than Burke cared to suppose. ‘We are not the converts of
Rousseau ;” Burke declaimed ; ‘we are not the disciples of Voltaire ;
Helvetius has made no progress amongst us. Atheists are not our
preachers ; madmen are not our lawgivers.’”® But these assertions
were not altogether true. Helvetius had made some notable
progress ; and in the succeeding century his disciple Bentham was

to be more influential, both in theory and practice, than Burke
himself.

The extreme individualism of Hobbes’s theory had been
balanced by an extremg Concentration of power at the centre.
The modifications of this theory in the eighteenth century sug-
gested that something at least of the political coherence of a
society could be attributed either to its historical continuity and
traditional institutions or to the moral interdependence of the
citizens’ interests, flesplte their assumed self-concern. In France
where these questions were constantly discussed by social re:
formers inclined to be covertly critical if not overtly antagonistic
towards the established Constitution, we find evidence of both the
more important speculations which were to influence the theor
and practice of later generations, The first laid emphasis on thz
natural concurrence of interest ang purpose among the members
of a community and tended to suggest that historical governments

1 Works, vol. v, p. 184
2 Works, vol. v, P- 166. Reflections
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impeded the free agreement either of the wills or the social feclings
of their subjects. This view received its classical exposition in the
writings of Rousseau and was one of the influences which shaped
the French revolution. We shall consider this theme in the last
chapter. The second theory remained much closer to the trend
we have considered in English thought and laid its emphasis on
the cardinal role of the laws in promoting harmonious co-
operation between citizens confronted by the contrary demands
of satisfying their own impulses at each other’s expense and of
relying on communal support and co-operation in order to at(ajn
their private happiness satisfactorily.

Social interdependence is involved in both points of view,
but it requires to be differently defined. Many of the F rench social
thinkers saw the individual as dependent upon a greater whole of
which he was in a sense a part. But his partnership was often
thought of in the mechanistic terms fashionable at the time. For
Helvetius, the laws were only the most significant of t},e external
circumstances which moulded the lives of the Citizens. This view
was not incompatible with the belief held, for jnstance by
Holbach that society was a collection of reciprocally n;:cdy
individuals. The concept of community included both these views
current among the French reformers. It was a whole, but as often
an artificial as a natural unity. Holbach, a German long domicled
in France, belonged to the atheistic wing of the advanced critics
of the regime. His Systéme de la Nature came out in 1770 and its
social thought echoes that of Hobbes in several ways. Man is
weak alone, but. strong in society in which reciprocal sixpport is

possible. Organized society is thus seen as part of a necessary
system of causes ax}d effects, for man ‘cannot ajj alone procure
for himself everything necessary to his felicity’. This contention
that man’s very weakness demanded a social milicu, if he were to
<obtain real and true happiness’, had already found a place in the
gre at French Encyclopaedia in the article on ‘Society’, written by
piderot. All the reformers assumed that happiness was man’s due.
The paradox 0{ the apparent conflict of individua] and social
claims was resolved succinctly by Holbaqh who wrote ‘that it is
who is most necessary to the well-being of man’,
ma This thesis Was a positive edjtion of Hobbes’s theory ; it was

js0 in 2 restricted sense a moralization of it. Society became
als
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a repository for lasting moral values, only fitfully represented in
the individual. Diderot’s statement that ‘the individual passes but
the species has no end’ carried with it a sense similar to Burke’s
famous declaration in his speech on the reform of representation
that ‘the species is wise, and when time is given to it, as a species,
it almost always acts right’.! Diderot’s article on ‘Society’ wag
significantly subsumed under the general heading of ‘Morals’ ;
and the close connection between moral and social theory wag
characteristic of the French reformers. Diderot’s co-editor of the
Encyclopaedia, the mathematician d’Alembert, expressed the
general conviction when he wrote that morality ‘is founded op
a single but incontestable truth of fact, on the mutual need which
men have for one another, and on the reciprocal duties which this
nced imposes upon them’. This was an apprehension of natura]
law in Hobbes’s sense, not Locke’s. It was empirically observed
rather than intuitively grasped.

Men necessarily pursued their own happiness. The pProblem
was to canalize this tendency along socially desirable pathg by
linking individual interest to the general advantage. It was
essential, therefore,.for moral valuation to go hand in hang with
politics and legislation. In Helvetius’s words, were this not to be
the case, ethics was only ‘a frivolous kind of knowledge’, He
himself recommended that all laws should be framed accorgj,
to a single, simple principle which he called public utility and
defined as the utility ‘of the greatest number of men subject tq
the same form of government’ 2 Hjs argument was that individygjg
would always prefer self-interest to the common interest, Unless
a system of legal penalities and recompenses moved thep, to
behave in a socially Virtuous manner. The virtuous map, says
Helvetius, is not the one who sacrifices his personal Pleasyre t
the public interest, but Whose passjons conform so closely ¢ thao
interest that he may be said to be virtuous by necessity. t

Individuals were Open to this kind of social influence beCau
they responded to Pain and pleasure with fear and desire, o mas ©
had no innate moral dlSPOSition, a view more akin to that 011
Hobbes than Hume, but Was judged good or bad according ¢, the

1 Wor, 6, vQI. X, P. 97
8 D: 'L&?Egj,z, (Parl; }758), P. 175. The book appeared anonymoygyy With

royal permission, doubtless because its author was a wealthy tax officiq)
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quality and social effects of the passions which moved him. He
had a power of response rather than of choice and his attainment
of felicity or happiness depended on the outside causes necessarily
affecting his will. In Helvetius, we can see how the system of self-
interest, without being either divinely or naturally arranged to
issue in social harmony, could nevertheless be assumed to support
a scheme of society and government believed to promote general
virtue and happiness.

Further support for the application of a single impartial
principle to the framing of the laws came in the seventeen-sixties
from an Italian social thinker, Beccaria. His short but widely
influential essay on Crimes and Punishments was indebted to
Helvetius and through Priestley in England helped to form
Bentham’s opinions as a young man. It is at the beginning of this
essay that he defines public utility in memorable terms as the
greatest happiness of the greatest number. Interested in the reform
of the law, as was Bentham later, Beccaria suggested that the
proportion to be established between punishments and crimes in
a society ought to be worked out with ‘geometrical precision’. His
Intention was to obtain the most efficacious and lasting results at
the cost of the least cruel and painful effects. It was important also.
he argued, that punishment should follow closely ecnough upon
the crime to seem like the necessary effect of its commission.

Beccaria followed Helvetius in emphasizing the positive
purpose of the laws in promoting socially desirable behaviour in
addition to curtailing anti-social activities. Laws must not only
themselves be rational, but must be seen to be so, and this freedom
from arbitrary control would itself guide the citizens in the path
of public utility.

_Between them, Helvetius and Beccaria raised the principle of
utility from an egoistic, neutral and amoral concept to the level
of a political and legal criterion on which good hopes of future
happiness ang virtue might be built by social reformers. The most
famous of their English adherents was Jeremy Bentham ; in his
har_xds tl}ese hopes began to be embodied in some of the reforms
which eighteenth-century thinkers demanded.

Bentham tells us that he learned of the principle of the greatest
happiness of the greatest number from reading Joseph Priestley’s
pamphlet, An Essay on the First Principles of Government, which
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came out in 1768. Priestley, famous as both a natural scientist and
a unitarian divine, Saw society and government as instruments in
the hands of providence to lead men along a predestined path to
perfection. The test of a good government was the extent to which
it promoted ‘the g0od and happiness of the members, that is the
majority of the mpmbers of any state’.! The authority of the
magistrates, for Priestley, was directly limited to their promotion
of the public good.

It was by results in terms of happiness that Priestley wished to
settle the vexed question of interference in the lives of citizens.
Individuals retaincd thqnt freedom only where it could be shown
that the political authorities could not conduct the business better,
that is more to the advantage of society as a whole. This
incipient despotism 1s limited, as indeed it is in Hobbes, by
priestley’s belief that 1n practice ‘the greater part of human actions
are of such a nature that more inconveniences would follow from
their being fixed by laws, than from being left to every man’s
arbitrary will’.?

Despite this allowance for varying individual responses,
the total system of experienced pains and pleasures was as deter.
mined within a NECESSATY system of causes and effects as wgqq
Hobbes’s description of human psychology. In Priestley’s viey,
God was responsible for thig gystem and had deliberately
designed it. Only if men can be influenced in What he describeg
as 2 mechanical manner by.hopes and fears can they attain a sta¢e
of moral discipline, 1n Which rewards and p“mSthHFS are dis.
tributed according to the quality of characters and actions, Only
thus can God secure his great object, the happiness of his inte]j;_

nt offspring.
ge "l'herep is ngo very clear difference between this heavenly king of
utilitarianism, as this tradition of thought came 1ater to be cajjeq
and its less fanciful secular coypgerng pe, The origin of the sygiep
is, in any case, irrelevant to jtg political consequences.

The idea that MAN 1S & Self-copcerped creature; PUISUINgG alyq
his own interests, and that h.is public behaviour can be Organizeq
by @ sovereign power Sufﬁcwntly strong to prevent the'clash o
these individual interests or sufficiently wise to harmonize thep,

1 Essay, p. 17
3 Essay, g 54
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at theme in the thought of thi§ school. In Hobbes
vernment is to prevent an‘ltnherentl)‘r unstable
ting. But the con(;:egt of utility losc? its ?eug:g
it is suggested that men are so clear-hca
Skl::{ atllig'r:s; lltllzgéggulliy calcguglate their greatest a@vantage iq any
given situation and that their rulers are able, and indecd qbllgefi,
to order conditions so that tl}ls advantage is seen exclusnvcl)f in
virtuous, co-operative and socially useful actions. The gecometrical
precision for which Beccaria asked, the conviction that r.ncn‘could
and did make such calculations, was the special contribution of

Jeremy Bentham.

Bentham, like Beccaria, was primarily interested in reforming
the law ; and when the ideas of utility and of the principle of the
greatest happiness of the greatest number became part of his
Social thought, he used them as weapons to effect the reforms
Which he wished to initiate. In this process they suffered some
decline as pogsible moral principles. Utilitarianism was an
Influential creeq jn social affairs throughout the nineteenth
century and stj]] plays a part in our modern social service state;
bUt. s a moral philosophy it scarcely survived the confusion in
g::t:}}: Ben.thz.im involved its leading ideas. As a political theorist,
COnceam is inferior to Hobbes; as a moralist, he handles the
Origingi of utility far less competently than Hume. chthef
the heq nor ‘ou.tstanding,. Bentham nevertheless ser\ted to canalize
at Sueh0nl§tlc ideas of his French predecessors', \thch Burke was
throy Pains to discount, and to spread their influence widely

"Ighh the succeeding century.
advanc?nage we liveinis a bqsy %;I;e ; in which kx}owledge is rapidly
Preface g towards perfection. These opening words of the

0 Bentham’s criticism of the traditional natura] law
theory, as he foyng it expressed in the Introduction to Blackstone’s
Commentaries op the I.aws of England, bespeak his confidence it
the spread of rational enlightenment and in the prospects for
reform. It was not difficult to criticize natural law in Blackstone’s

I Bentham: A Fragment on Government, edited F. C. Montague (Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1891), p. 93. First published in 1776.
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confused presentation of the theory. It is the grounds of Bentham’s
attack which are important. The law of nature, he argued, was
only a clgak, ‘nothing but a phrase’ he calls it, to cover those rules
of expediency whereby men in fact lived and according to which
the laws ought to be judged. In another sense, Bentham accepted
a law of nature, as Hobbes had done, for he believed that human
nature was everywhere expressed in the same psychological
constitution and that therefore a universal criterion might be
applied to laws in different countries. Law ought everywhere to
be to a great degree the same ; for the rules of jurisprudence could
be codified in a patural manner, in so far as they were made
simple and obvious in terms of their felicific effects and could thus
be easily understood by all men.

If the happiness of the agent were the end of all actions, as
Bentham believed, then the tendency of the actions to achieve or
frustrate this end could be rationally assessed and made plain
equally to all men. Bentham uses the term utility to describe the
felicific quality of an action and mischievousness, Which has never
achieved the same popularity, to designate its failure to bring
happiness. ‘With respect then to such actions in particular as are
among the objects of the Law, to point out to a man the utility
of them or the mischievousness, is the only way to make him gee
clearly that property of them which every manisin search of ; the
only way, in short, to give him satisfaction. .

It would be true to say that the pursuit of happiness as the end
of man and the promotion of the happiness of the people a5 the
proper end of government were commonplaces of eighteen},.
century speculation. Bentham’s specijal contribution to hedonistjc
thought lay in his acceptance and propagation of the idea that the
means to happiness, the felicific quality of actions, coulq be
measured, calcll'lated’ compared, and easily demonstrateq, The
principle of utility would enable a]] debatable questiong in the
realm of jurisprudence to be settled on the basis of matter of fact
Bentham rather oddly calls this ‘future fact—the Probability of
certain future contingencies’. If the consequences of any law
could be estimated 10 terms of expected pleasure and pain, p one
need consult a lawyer to discover what such terms meant,

! Fragment on Government, pp, 118-19
2 Fragment on Government, p, 226
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Bentham demanded reasons for all actions ; his ethical theory,
however confused, is always teleological. Like Hobbes, he saw
men moved always by desires which required satisfaction. It was
a view which necessarily rejected any theory of an intuitive moral
sense or right reason, and any system of ends which apparently,
like asceticism, denied the value of pleasure. It was characteristic
of Bentham that he rejected revelation as a guide on the grounds
that the moral principles revealed were too complicated when
worked out in practice. The happiness for which men seek could,
however, readily be obtained through their capacity to respond
to social guidance, in which the law, administered indeed by wise
rulers, could achieve for the people what they could not do for
themselves.

If men are necessarily driven to act and forbear in a prescribed
manner, the government through the medium of the law is able
to alq or frustrate the aims of individuals, according as its political
.pracpc'e.conforms or not with the simple rules of calculation
implicit in the principle of utility. The law, operating a system of
rewards and punishments, but primarily the latter, not only
prevents each man’s prosecution of happiness from interfering
unduly ,wuh that of his neighbours, which was the office of

obbes’s sovereign power, but positively induces men to achieve
a greater common fund of happiness than would be possible
thhoqt such an institution.
desIt IS Important not to interpret Bentham’s theory of law

Potically. Not only, as in a Hobbesian state, are the citizens
free where the law is sjle 0 At
of eniouio s Issi ent., they are also free ratxonglly in the sense

JOying ‘the right which a subject has of having the reasons

publicly assjoned and ca O
exerted overg nvassed of every act of power which is

! him’. It is the alleged ability of the government to
provide these reasons and to act upon them, the competence of the
subject to understand them and respond to their influence, which
constitute Bentham’s peculiar contribution to utilitarian politics.

Pleasures and pains were not only the final causes of all actions
but, as instruments of the government, efficient causes also, means
whereby the citizens could be influenced to behave in desirable
ways. Bentham followed Helvetius in arguing that it was the

business of the legislator to arrange artificially a harmony of
! Fragment on Government, p. 217



FELICITY 147

interests not provided in nature. In his Principles of Morals and
Legislation, he describes pleasures and the avoidance of pains as
both ‘the ends which the legislator has in view’ and ‘the instru-
ments he has to work with’.! He must, therefore, appreciate their
value in both these senses, as ends and as means.

Bentham listed the conditions which determined in his view
the relative value, or measurement, of pains and pleasures. Each
unit is called a ‘lot’, but the concept is vague because the conse-
quential effccts of any action can only be surmised. The tests to
be used were intensity, duration, certainty or uncertainty, pro-
pinquity or remoteness, and in the case of actions as distinct from
states, the likelihood of their being followed by similar sensations.
This was the process of estimation which should normally, though
not always strictly, precede a moral judgment. Governments must
further take into consideration the number of persons likely to
be affected. It is scarcely credible to suppose that Bentham made
such calculations himself, and yet his character lent itself to such
an exercise more closely than that of most men. Yet, it was his
contention that men not only pursued their own happiness but
did so by a comparison of their experienced and expected plea-
sures and pains 1n this quasi-mathematical manner which sup-
ported his belief that the manipulation of the laws by the govern-
ment was an essential and important factor in the achievement of
happiness.

“The business of government is to promote the happiness of
society, by pumshmg and. rewarding.’> The social effect of a
political act was to be estimated by a comparison of the sum
totals of its good and bad consequences. They would be infinite,
of course, so that only the resulting pains and pleasures, the
material consequences, need concern the legislator. The subject
it was assumed, could make similar calculations. Bentham’;
discussion of the need to make the punishment proportionate to
the crime is much longer and rather less clear than Beccaria’s
but he reaches & similar conclusion. The expectation of pain from
the punishment must be just greater than the pleasure of the

i he Princi sy .

Y Ay Introduction 10 1 inciples of Morals and Legislation, edited W.
Harrison (Oxford, BlasglgB'aCkWe“, 1948), p. 151. First printed in 1780, it was
not published until .

2 Principles, P-
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intended crime and the proportions must be rationally obvious
to the would-be offender. Furthermore, punishment, being itself
painful, must be kept to a minimum consistent with its achieving
its aim of the augmenting of general happiness. The question of
rewarding the socially virtuous might develop, Bentham hoped,
into a new branch of law, which he called remuneratory. It was
little cultivated, as he remarked, and he did little to remedy this
disregard.

Compared with Hobbes’s sovereign, Bentham’s legislator
could count on a certain amount of socially advantageous
behaviour in making his calculations. Men were largely self-
regarding but sometimes benevolent. The legislator should direct
his subjects’ hopes and fears in the character of a tutor, bending
their reactions in a morally desirable direction. Bentham empha-
sized the close unity between morals and politics favoured by
his French predecessors and supported by Hume. It would,
indeed, be difficult to deny on grounds of expediency alone that
political government is a desirable means to commonly accepted
social ends. When this agreement is raised to a moral level and the

pursuit of happiness becomes, at any rate for the government,
a political obligation, the facts remain the same but the inter-
pretation is confused.
Bentham himself had no hesitation in defining cthics in general
as ‘the art of directing men’s actions to the production of the
greatest possible quantity of happiness, on the part of thosc whose
Interest is in view’.1 For the individual, morality was the art of
self-government. political government and administration was
this art practised on behalf of the happiness of other pcople. It is
plainly open to argument, when we say that such a practice ought
to be Undertaken, whether the obligation is one of expediency or
of moral valye, Bentham’s particular contribution to utilitarian
politics consisted i his conviction that governments both could
and ghould Promote the happiness of their subjects and that this
happiness was adequately defined in terms of pleasures in their
sundry Benthamite characteristics. At bottom, Bentham, like
Hobbes, relied on man’s rational ability to profit from his
knowledge of causal systems to effect his salvation in terms of
this world’s felicity.

! Principles, p. 411
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The weakness in Bentham’s political principles was a moral
one. In so far as he was asserting the contention that governments
were able to ‘rear the fabric of felicity by the hands of reason and
law’, or even that no such fabric could be otherwise erected, the
argument is little different from Hobbes’s. In suggesting a con-
venient and simple principle according to which this task might
be undertaken, Bentham had refined the political principle
involved. But in holding that there was a moral obligation to
govern in such an enlightened manner, Bentham assumed ap
unwarranted benevolence on the part of the rulers without
accepting Hobbes’s conclusion that in any case no price, except
death, was too high to pay for orderly government.

It was no accident that the Jast phase of utilitarian thought
was democratic, in the pcculiarly English sensc of advocating
representative 2OVernment. Abstracted from its unhistorical and
non-institutional setting, Bentham’s enlightened despotism was
transmuted by his collaborator, James Mill, into a plea for the neeq
of the govcrncd at least to choose if not to control their rulers,
In the hands of the latter’s son John Stuart Mill, the ends of
political organizallon as well ag the means to regulate it, though
still nominally utilitarian,! were described in terms which could
neither be subsumed under the single, simple head of utility, no,
described as facets of an undifferentiated happiness, confined ¢o
the satisfactions Of individual citizens alone, without regard to
the needs of a developing, historical community.

Undoubtedlys Fhe Convulsion of the French revolution, t}e
social changes Which accompanieq the prolonged wars and the
repressive measures of Britigh governments during the perjoq
after Waterloo all contrived to graw the attention of social
reformers such 85 Behtham apg he elder Mill to the Pressin
problem, masked by Benthanys moralizing, of how to Preve 8
politica] power beINg used despotically. James Mill’s Egg,., ot
Government, in which thi issue js faced, was contributeq a)s o
article to the EHC)’CIO[)G(.’(ﬁa Britannica in 1820. His answer tq t?ln
threat of a ruling clgss governing in its own interests in defyy); ?
its political obliBAUONS Wag o7 e hise the citizens and :)0
extend their POlltlcal aWareness by education.

. »:, 1. S, Mill wrote an essay Utilitarignism (1861) in defence of Benthapyg
views,
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The government still filled its Hobbesian role of preventing its
subjects from interfering with each other’s pursuit of felicity, but
the moral control was to be exercised in the last resort by the
citizens. Only the greatest number knew what measures would
achieve the greatest happiness.

Mill’s more famous son carried the criticism of the received
doctrine yet further when he questioned the competence even of
a majority to refrain from the perils of despotism. For John
stuart Mill, the happiness of the individual was no longer easily
calculated, no longer equivalent to that of any other individual,
ought in certain circumstances to be sacrificed, and might not be
guaranteedt as he tells us in his Autobiography, by the realization
of the pubhq good. The twin convictions that personal happiness
was not achieved by aiming at it and that men were not to be
recruited for the public service solely by an appeal to their self-
interest transform Hobbesian individualism into a more complex
and more subtle political doctrine. Furthermore, in Mill himself,
representative as he was of mid-Victorian England, they are
accompanied by an acute awareness of the special problems of the
new industrial age and the immense social changes which were
accompanying .the growth of knowledge and power.

In his positive political views, J. S. Mill may be better seen as
a representative of the school of thought which we shall consider
in the next chapter under the theme of progress. But its origins go
pack over a century before Mill and its influence outlived him.
Mill himself realized that he was breaking with the past. In his
Autobiography, he tells us frankly : If I am asked what system of
poliucal philosophy I substituted for that which as 5 philosophy
1 had abandoned, T answer : No system, only a conviction that the
true Systém was something much more complex and many-sided
than 1 had previously had any idea of, and that its office was to
supply’ not a set of model institutions, but principles from which

the instit’;ltions Suitable to any given circumstances might be
deduccd.

3 Sth edition (LOl’ldOn 1875)’ p. 161



CHAPTER V
PROGRESS

IT 15 only a single generation back since J. B. Bury described the
doctrine of progress as ‘the animating and controlling idea of
western civilization’ and the earthly Progress of humanity as ‘the
general test to which social aims and theories are submitted as
a matter of course’. There was, he averred, and the date was 1920,
a ‘prevalent fecling that a social or political theory or programme
is hardly tenable if it cannot claim that it harmonises with this
controlling idea’.! In the middle of the twentieth century, we are
already conscious of the marked loss of prestige suffered by this
way of thinking in the face of contemporary catastrophe and a
threatening future; and it is interesting to recall that it is hardly
two centuries since this influential doctrine was little more than an
aspiration, a minority reformist cult, supported principally in
France. Voltaire expressed the point of view of progressive
thinkers in a single sentence penned in 1764. ‘The first places will
one day be filled by philosophers; the reign of reason is being
made ready.’”®

There are senses in which the reign of reason might be taken
to mean the fulfilment of the types of rational society described
in the last two chapters, with the emphasis placed either on the
defence of the rights of man against despotic governments or on
the achievement of the greatest happiness of the greatest number
by the rational reform of the legislative system. Devotees of the
doctrine of progress have at different times included such aims
among their objectives. But their claim to separate consideration
rests upon the sponsoring of a variety of social thinking which
while it agreed that happiness described the ideal end of society:
was generally less concerned with the fate of individuals than of
groups or even of the race itself; and, while usually concerned
with moral purposes, expected the knowledge of social values to

1 3. B. Bury: The Idea of Progress (Lond 2 vii-viii
3 From a letter to d’Alembert. ( on 1920), Preface, pp. vii-viii
151
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emerge gradually, but progressively, rather than to be intuited or
revealed once and for all time.

This emphasis on the historical development and the method-
jcal discovery of what came to be designated social laws justifies
the use of the term progress to differentiate this pattern of social
thought. It was a theory, however, in other respects no less con-
cerned with felicity than Hobbes and as forward as Locke to
demand that governments be responsive to moral rules. But its
method was not an analytical interpretation of the structure of a
permanently valid political relationship. It was rather an attempt,
or a scries of attempts, often beginning from assumptions which
were md.lstmgulshable from acts of faith, to decipher a meaningful
pattern In recorded history which gave grounds for holding that
future changes could be plotted with more or less accuracy and, of
capital 'lmportance, that these developments would be increasingly
peneficial to men or mankind. In these respects, we can see that
this movement of thought was one more effort to find a secular
alternative to Christian social theory in the post-mediaeval world.
In practice, 1t was one of the most successful alternatives.

Compared with Burke’s support of custom and established
institutions, the progressive theorists emphasized that the genera-
tions, standing on the shoulders of their predccessors, followed
each other cumulatively rather than repetitively. This belief had
already been mentioned by the French reformist statesman,
Turgot, in the middle of the eighteenth century, when he char-
acterized .the successive stages of man’s ascent as religious,
metaPhYSIC?l and scientific, and was repeated by Comte in
the e.arly nineteenth century. This distinction is in terms of in-
creasingly superior, because more accurate and valid, modes of
knowledge. . >

At this stage, it would be too early to call this theory of social

chang® evolutionary ; but it was the intelligible development of

uman soclety thropgh successive periods of history which these
Observers were see_km.g to describe. The doctrine of progress owes
some of 1(tjs 1ln5plrat19n to the Christian view of providential
hi story an ﬁl.ares with revolutionary reformers, like Rousseau

nd Mark, their moral zeal to jmprove or supersede the political
ar - jtutions and practice of contemporary society. But its spirit

‘;0; wholly seeular and looked for perfection as an attribute of
WS
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posterity ; and the coming social revolution was not to be the
creation of the rational will so much as the by-product of the
enlightened intellect.

The idca that historical events could be interpreted to display
a meaning and purpose other than mere successiveness was
familiar to Europeans from their Christian heritage. Augustine
had already provided what Voltaire called a philosophy of
history. But in practice it had issued either in the more or Jesg
passive acceptance of the established order as divinely ordaineq
and beyond criticism or, in protestant circle.s,‘in the belief that
worldly success was one of the criteria of dmnp election. Both
attitudes enabled some social groups to explqlt Or ignore the
condition of others with a light conscience. En'ghteenth-century
historians, however, many of them busy reflecting on the tragic
fate of the Roman empire, were inclined to moralize thejr
historical studies, seeking in the past for lessons In social living
which would enable them to improve the lot of their successors,
Montesquieu, as we have seen, sought to delineate the permanen;
characteristics of healthy social adaptation. Voltaire himself
depicted the panorama of cvents to underline the Prevalence of
human failure and misery and the need to bu}ld a rational society,
But one of the first clearly progressive hlStOl‘lCa'I surveys we kp ow
was provided by the French reformer Turgot in 1750, when still
a young man of twenty-five,

Turgot accepted from Voltaire that many errors hagq been
made in the past, but he saw them as necessary factors
gressive improvement. Setbacks were part of a necessary
of moral advance. To discover the general laws, the caygy
according to which this advance was taking place was the
of the study of history. If there were general laws, they 4 i
generally in the first instance ; and both in Turgot anq ma;pp ied
writers we find a tendency to prophesy the future of the Y later
race and to consider the history of its generic chal‘ac humafl
concept corresponded to the ideas of man and hum ter. This
which we find in the unhistorical writers, with the di an nature
the fortunes of the race are changing and imprOVing Erenc? tlt.!mt
with this view was the dependence and, in some Cz;sesor:lfeaux:?
importance of the individual. It was mankind’s 1ot on earth which
interested the progressive thinkers and they substituted the

in pro-
Thythm
1 System
pllrpose
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achievements of posterity in this world for the traditional concern
for the church triumphant in the next. Diderot dedicated the
Encyclopaedia to posterity, which he described as ‘THE BEING THAT
DIES NOT AT ALL’.

Behind this new hope in the possibilities of understanding the
developing pattern of human society lay the growing prestige of
the natural sciences and the conviction that the methods of
empirical observation which by the middle of the eighteenth
century had already proved their worth would reveal similarly
dependable truths when applied to society. Condorcet, perhaps
the most famous of the French believers in progress, tells us how
d’Alembert believed that man would come to ‘see ethics and
metaphysics born of his observations of himself; the science of
governments, and that of laws, of his observations of society’.!
These truths would be naturally, not divinely or only remotely
divinely, revealed ; and the information collected would be pro-
gressively beneficial. Meanwhile, as reform waited upon the
spread of enlightenment, current abuses and imperfections in the
political sphere must be attributed to ignorance.

his curious marriage of the Greek theory that society is
Natural with the Christian conviction that history is dramatic is
itself an interesting historical occurrence. It presented immedi-
ately two grave difficulties, closely connected with the employment
of the term natural. The first was its use to describe events as they
Were known or believed to have occurred, regardless of their
conformity with or divergence from any universal standards,
abstract principles or imagined, non-political social states. In
this sense, as some perspicacious observers remarked, everything
which in fact gecurred was natural, whether customarily reckoned
£00d or baq. Secondly, the overt modelling of the observation of
social events on the methods pursued in the physical sciences
encouraged historians and social thinkers to discover regularities
and repetitions in social behaviour, but in fact gave no guarantee
that such laws, if they were laws, were either beneficial to man or
morally acceptable. These dilemmas were disguised to some extent
in the eighteenth century, so long as nature was widgly used as a
synonym for God with the implied assumption that its laws were
good. In the nineteenth century, the growth of the biological and

! From Condorcet's obituary eulogy of d’Alembert.
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psychological sciences rendered this easy assumption seriously
suspect.

The possibilities of investigating the natural causes of social
change were noticed as early as the sixteenth century by Bodin,
who remarked that of the three explanations of change, the
natural did not have the disadvantage of the inscrutability of
divine providence nor of the uncertainty of human decisions.
Montesquieu, two centuries later, similarly rejected chance, or
fortune, as the explanation of the developing pattern of events,
though in common with other eighteenth-century observers he was
at pains to correlate the moral and physical orders. This was the
crux of the problem at that date. Reformers, particularly in
France, were aware of the social imperfection of the time. They
had outgrown the fashionable Leibnizian optimism of the first
half of the century and replaced it by hope for amelioration in the
future, relying upon their conviction that the natural order was
regular and that society was part of it, so that with increasing
knowledge would come closer harmony. But this latter expecta-
tion depended on the belief that the observed order was also good.
This uneasy alliance was never very secure. Doubts were con-
tinually expressed, even by those who, like Diderot, most wished
to believe in the future to be enjoyed by posterity. Those thinkers
who, like Holbach, were dogmatic atheists, accepted that if
nature were a system of necessary causes and effects, increasing
knowledge would produce in practice an ever closer adaptation
to necessity. This idea, that progress meant better adjustment to
circumstances, was, however, not popular at the time. The most
rigorous thinkers were the least influential. It was not until the
following century that the disharmony between what happens
and what ought to happen in the moral sense was openly accepted
as a corollary of the scientific observation of social change.

In the process of reaching this conclusion, all the traditional
explanations of the gulf between practice and ideal aim had been
discarded. Greeks and modern natural lawyers had held that some
or most men had sufficient rational insight into moral norms to
provide a stable political framework for those of their fellows
who lacked it. Christians, using the fecund concept of sin, could
explain how men who knew what they ought to do failed in the

performance and were properly punished. Hobbes and later
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atilitarian thinkers expected difficulty and disharmony anyway
in the chance confrontation between man and his indifferent
circumstances and argued that, because of this, deliberate arrange-
ments must be made to minimize the risks. Having rejected these
possible explanations, progressive thiqkers 'had either to substi-
tute a theory of adaptation to changing circumstances for the
traditional normative theory of socialends or to hold, as an act of
faith, that history itself revealed a moral progress in man’s under-
standing of his social affairs and that its end was perfection.
This perfection was sometimes guaranteed by God, sometimes
by nature. It lay in the future and to work for posterity was the
final cause of present effort, the justification for present suffering.

There were two possible interpretations of the need to adjust
to circumstances. One, assuming the passivity of individuals, was
to argue that, given an enlightened government, social conditions
could be planned to promote the growth of a harmonious society
in which justice, equality and honest behaviour flourished. This
argument had much in common with the enlightened despotism of
early utilitarian thinkers, but we hear much less about individual
self-interest and the emphasis is placed on teaching citizens
to develop their social interests, to give rein to the characteristic
which the French thinkers called sociability. The second
answer was to argue that the most important social freedom was
freedom to profit from experience and that as many citizens as
possible should be educated to do this. These two views were not
exclusive of one another and in the nineteenth century in England
we find in John Stuart Mill a classical example of their uneasy
alliance.

The importance of education was emphasized by a]| the
believers in progress : not a limited Platonic education aimed to
develop specific social functions, but the general enlightening of
the minds of the citizens so that all the sources of ignorance, and
therefore social disharmony, might progressively diminish and
disappear. Holbach argued it was better to educate citizens than
to punish them. But he thought of education as a conditioning

rocess : ‘the art of making men contract early . . . the practices,
opinions and ways of life adopted by the society in which they
will live.
1 Systéme de la Nature (London 1770), vol. i, p. 140
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But because the educated citizens of the future would in turn
help to build better societies, there was a sense in which the
freedom to profit from experience took precedence even of the
freedom to be happy. This latter condition was not forsaken as a
proper social end, but was seen to be implicit in the former
achicvement.

“The science of government is perhaps only the science of
education applied to the establishment of an entire society.”
Behind this and similar comments was the belief that the moral
system was the same sort of causal whole as the physical and that
the possibility of progress lay in using political means to inculcate
moral virtue. By modelling social laws on natural laws, in the
physical sense, control could be established over human vice and
misery. This was the only means of promoting general and lasting
happiness. To do this, men must learn to make civil society their
sole allegiance, a divinity Diderot calls it, undistracted by other
loyalties in this world or the next. Temporal salvation required
time for its fulfilment ; ignorance was entrenched ; knowledge grew
only slowly. Natural truth could be acquired only by observation,
shared by many observers over generations ; and the corollary of
this conviction was that the individual could never be freed from
his impediments by his own efforts. He must depend, not, as the
theologians had argued, on the grace of God mediated by the
church or his own right reason, but on progressive awareness of
nature’s laws reflected through the institutions of civil society.

Although most of the French supporters of this point of view
had died before the great revolution began, they were represented
by one of the most distinguished minds, and by common consent
one of the most virtuous characters, of the period in the person of
Condorcet, at once a sponsor and a victim of revolutionary zeal.
For Condorcet, the perfectibility of man was ‘a general law of
nature’.

The biographer and friend of Voltaire and Turgot, Condorcet
represents for us better than any other single social thinker the
common concerns of enlightened eighteenth-century thought,

1 Correspondence inédite de Grimm et de Diderot (Paris 1829), p. 394
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with its dominant belief in the alliance of progress and virtue with
increasing knowledge of the constant laws of nature. This was the
initial act of faith ; but it was supplemented by the quasi-empirical
statement that evidence for social truths of this character was to
be found in history. Finally, it was held that such truths were
either indistinguishable from, founded upon, or at least analogous
to the truths of mathematics or physics.

The conviction that there is a social wisdom which can be
known, with the correlative idea that social disharmony or im-
perfection is the effect of ignorance, appears at first sight very
like the Platonic analysis of the polis. But although the duty of
the cnlightened to rescue the ignorant has much in common with
the moral status of the Platonic guardians, there are important
differences between the two theories. The new task is less to rule
and guide than to instruct and reform the unenlightened classes.
The intrinsijc clarity and simplicity of empirical social truths are
such that all or most men could be expected in due course to grasp
them: The citizens would, therefore, be able to take an increasing
part in building the progressive society and, above all, in helping
to modify or alter those established institutions no longer in
harmony with the new and ever-changing social conditions.
Th“:r_e Was in this movement of thought a close reunion between
politics ang ethics, cemented and strengthened by the unifying
method and achievement of natural science.
to \{ln. the sketch. for the history of progress which he never lived

Tite, and which he penned in hiding during the winter of 1793~

"l ( Zn orcet declared that a study of history provided ‘the
our i ];ttsfriotlves for believing th;l(; ?ature ha; set no bounds to
ameliorati(;n}lf?pe’ not in t-h etgizrwor?dcgvr:se ’tl u]t lrllI RS
gressive of conditions in ) 1¢ hall-mark of pro-
ought. It was no idle hope, for nature provided also its

foundatiop, Teaching always the same lessons of virtue, justice and
benevolence

» Nature required only to be freely and progressively -
consulted to ipgyce in all men a profound knowledge of this
moral constitution which must necessarily result in ever-increas-
ing social harmony, The progress of the moral and political
Sciences was to be reckoned, indeed, in terms of the habitual

1 Esquisse d’un tableqy historique des progrés de Pesprit humain, edited
O. H. Prior (Paris 1933), p. 217
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virtue and easc of the practice of the good life which resulted from
their teaching With reference to human feelings and behaviour.
In these aspirations, Condorcet was supported by a belief that
acquired charact.erlstics, even those inculcated by education, were
inheritable, @ Vview which falsely over-simplified the perennial
social problem of an inharmonious social and political environ-
ment,

Knowledge, and the conditions in which knowledge could be
freely acquired and transmitted, was the prime factor in a pro-
gressive society ; and the freedom to observe, think and learn one
of the surest tests that a society was progressing. When Condorcet
applied this test to the past, he saw evidence of this progressive
law of advancing knowledge ; and by analogy with the empirical
sciences believed that he could rationally predict the future series
of social events In conformity with this historical pattern. ‘The
sole basis for belief in the natural sciences, is this idea, that the
general laws, known or unknown, which regulate the phenomena
of the universe, are necessary and constant; and what reason is
there that this principle should be less true for the development
of man’s intellectual and moral faculties, than for the other
operations of nature 7! Condorcet did not think it necessary to
answer this rhetorical question ; yet it remains one of the most
challenging questions in social theory.

In its moral and political sense, the idea of progress implied
that each new €ra was not only more successful in its adjustment
to and control of environment, but morally superior to earlier
times. Condorcet, while accepting that in the past the lack of
scientific knowledge and the means to spread its truths had hin-
dered continuous progress, saw the next advance, in the current
terminology of the eighteenth century, as the gradual supercession
of arbitrary authority. In political terms, arbitrariness meant rule
by men rather than by rational principles ; and rational principles
in the sense of the Public recognition of discoverable social laws
had long been resisted, he held, by those in power. Arbitrary
government 11 the political realm corresponded to the idea of
chance in t.he natural ; but as chance occurrences were subject in
time to rational explanation, being not accidental but due to what
Condorcet called unknown causes, so could the vagaries of

1 Esquisse, p- 203
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irresponsible or self-interested ruling groups be brought within
the limits of intelligible law.

This process inevitably took time. The ignorance and
superstition of the past necessarily had evil consequences, notably
the division of society into the possessors of special knowledge
and the untutored subjects who could only believe what they
were told. Condorcet tends to support the view that the superior
classes, particularly the priests, deliberately cxploited their
advantages and deceived the people in order to dominate them.
We find this view in early eighteenth-century communist theory
and it has persisted to our own day. It will be considered more
fully in the next chapter.

Even when the laws were not being used to exploit the citizens,
they failed in their principal purpose, in Condorcet’s view, of
eradicating evil by concentrating on controlling its effects rather
than on removing its cause. He notes that this is a general his-
torical tendency and evident already among the Greeks. |t is,
indeed, a valid criticism both of Christian and utilitarjan theory
also; for the view which Condorcet upheld is clearly opposed to
all those who conclude that human wickedness, ignorance or self-
interest can only be palliated, but never cured. This divergence of
emphasis marks one of the key divisions of social theory in the
modern world.

Condorcet stood with those who believed in remedies and is
among the most eminent of those who thought that in time man
could contrive his own emergence from the socia] and political
lmper_fection of his traditional institutions.

His social ideal was epitomized in the conce
Was a term not unlike freedom as used by Rousseay ; ing a
condition of independence from others which therzll:l)’yufj‘;lzgiltgfed
Co-operation with them. Too many people were stij] dependent
10 Society, due in the first place to ignorance. All cliques of wise
men were suspect to Condorcet; and his distrust extended tO
lawyers and universities. Both justice and rights were vain ideals
so ’lon.g as ‘inequality of the moral faculties prevents most people
cnjoying these rights to their full extent’. The ‘Temedy was tO
make an agreed, objective truth available to all men (and women
he insisted) so that none should be dependent on another of his
superiors but all freed through knowledge.

pt of equality. It
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Condorcet’s hopes were sustained by his belief in the applica-
tion of mathematical techniques to the measurement and pre-
diction of social phenomena: ‘social mathematics’ he called it.
Thus laws could conform with reason as the result of being in
conformity with a valid conclusion drawn from true propositions.
That such a process was also morally good was accepted by
Condorcet because he believed that all judgments of conduct were
formed on estimates of probability; and probabilities were
subject to statistical calculation. This process could be applied,
he argued in a learned mathematical treatise, even to assessing
the degree of justice in the decision of a legislature or similar
body, in which the greater the majority in favour, the closer
would the decision be to the moral truth. But this would occur
only in an assembly of enlightened persons. Where the intelligence
was low, it would be the probability of error which would increase
with the size of the majority.

Education, then, was necessary to progress; but the instruc-
tion must be in terms of those known facts and statistical data of
high probability in which consisted truth. There were to be no
imposed or doctrinal moral and political views. The objective
truths were to be made available to all, for only thus could in-
equality be removed and independence established. No longer a
slave to political and priestly superiors, rational man would
become his own master. But because all men would be conducting
their moral lives according to observed natural laws, an unprece-
dented social harmony would ensue.

Meanwhile, several important political conclusions followed
from Condorcet’s analysis. A democratic constitution could not
be operated by an unenlightened people. Secondly, it was the
intelligence of a legislative assembly which was important rather
than its form or procedure. Finally, the more enlightened the
members, and therefore the greater the probability of their
decisions being right, the better it would be for the less enlightened
to submit.

The ideal of equality found no support among his progressive
successors more fervent than that which Condorcet accorded it ;
and in the inchoate writings of another intellectual French
nobleman, Saint-Simon, it is rather the duties of enlightened
leaders which we find emphasized. ‘Remember,’ he wrote in 1803,

L
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‘that, in the general interest, domination should be proportionate
to enlightenment.’! Saint-Simon is in general agreement with his
fellow-enthusiast in the principal assertions of enlightened pro-
gressive theory, as they came to be stated at the end of the
eighteenth century. But he both developed and supplemented the
theory of society built on these premises, as well as providing an
important link with the somewhat different, but even more widely
influential, doctrines of Marx.

For Saint-Simon it was primarily the savants, a group which
included all who worked with their minds and notably the
scientists, who stood for progress. The property-owners repre-
sented stability and the representation of equality belonged to the
rest. These groups should be functionally interdependent and had,
he arg}led, a single overriding common interest in the progress of
tl}e sciences on which their increasing welfare depended. Saint-
Simon was impressed by the coming possibilities of the new in-
dustrialism, which was the fruit of the applied scientific theory
of the previous century and a half ; and he saw that any develop-
ment of this potential source of wealth and plenty must depend
on the economic and social organization of the new industrial
ban}(ers and business men in co-operation with the workers.
A_rtlsts, scientists and industrial leaders had common interests
With the mass of men, but were naturally called upon to guide
and organize them, in their role of the new aristocracy of talent
and knowledge.

It Would be less than the truth to simplify this theory by calling
1t organic, but jt plainly had themes in common with the Greek
view of Politics as the interdependence of specialized groups-
(l:gore Striking, however, were its divergences, for the common
DCEINs and shared values of the citizens were not only to take
{)l;'fcedence of the particular interests of the distinct classes, but
ough common education and ethical standards to provide
what Saint-Simon calls ‘the essential bonds in any political
association’. Moregver, the society’s principal purpose would be
not s0 much jts majntenance as its transformation through the
eVEI-Iising standard of material welfare of its poorest classes.

1
F. Mffef_fi Comte de Saint-Simon (1760-1825) : Selected Writings, edited

. Ma i 1 ’
habitant de Genrékvl;am (Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 1952), p. 9. Lertres d’un
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Saint-Simon’s insistence on welfare as the test of progress,
and the work necessary to provide it as the first duty of the
citizens, brings his thought very close to modern times. A further
important insight into historical development, which prefigures
Marx, was Saint-Simon’s understanding of the relationship
between social institutions and the purposes they were designed
to serve and the persons who manned them. This relationship
was not always one of harmony and equilibrium ; and the func-
tioning of institutions designed to express beliefs no longer widely
held was, he thought, a serious impediment to progress. ‘Any
institution founded on a belief ought not to outlive this belief.”?
This was a more subtle and truer analysis of the political situation
at the time of the revolution than the straightforward rejection
of arbitrary government common among earlier reformers.

The early nineteenth century called for institutions suited to
the changing economic and scientific demands of a new era and
consequently for new men to run them. Saint-Simon remarked
that the traditional governing class of a military, landowning
nobility was wedded not only to the ancien rigime but to its
theory, symbols and language. The foundation of their social and
political knowledge was what he called conjecture ; whereas now
an age of positive knowledge was coming into being, a world of
applied science and industrial techniques, in which he had the
prescience to see the renaissance pattern of warring nation-
states was out of date. Conjecture was transmuted into positive
knowledge by the application of scientific method ; and those who
were able to do this should, therefore, enjoy the power and
authority of the former governing groups who in this respect were
mere collections of amateurs.

The required constitution must be discovered by reason based
on experience. There would not need to be any argument about
its form among those who accepted this method. As there was
only one form of right reasoning, so could there be only one kind
of good government. It might have local variations according to
the needs 9f ?lffefe"t peoples ; but Saint-Simon would not accept
Montesquicu's contention that its principle should vary with
social conditions. The change in the principle of government was
from the past; for progress demanded radical readjustment to

1 Selected Writings, p. 30. De la réorganization de la société européenne
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wholly new conditions. Saint-Simon himself sees the new principle
as the supersession of the old concept of ruling by an idea which
comes closer to organization in its business sense and reminds us
a little of Engels’s later phrase, the administration of things.
Society would be concerned with productive work in order to
raise standards and the government’s first concern would be to
facilitate this activity. ‘Governments will no longer order men
about ; their function will be limited to ensuring that useful work
will not be hindered.”?

In a sense, the directing authority in the community was to
pass to the new élite of savants : ‘The spiritual power in the hands
of the scientists.” It was a return to some of the theocratic pre-
tensions of the middle ages, a period whose presumed social and
spiritual unity Saint-Simon much admired. But the ends pursued
by these latter-day priests were firmly located in this world and
included, as a primary objective, the eradication of poverty and
the incorporation of the subject classes in what might not inaptly
be called a welfare state. Temporal institutions were to become
positive as against their negative character in traditional Christian
theory of limiting the effects of sin. Thus could the formerly partial
and incomplete organization of church and state be united in a
common purpose in this world, standing together on the principle
of treating all men as brothers and directing ‘all institutions of
whatever kind towards the improvement of the well-being of the
poorest class’.2

Of the three catchwords of the French revolution, it is
Jfraternité which Saint-Simon most obviously represents ; and he
presages the attitude and fervour of later socialist doctrine and
the organization of welfare economics. Saint-Simon had no doubt
that t_he new world was coming; but he believed it was better
?OUSCIOUSU to prepare to meet it and adjust to it than, as he puts
it, ‘to let ourselves be dragged there’. ‘The Golden Age of the
human race is not behind us but before us; it lies in the perfection
of the social order. Our ancestors never saw it ; our children will
one day arrive there ; it is for us to clear the way.’s

1 Selected Writings, p. 11

2 Selected Writings, p. 85. Nouveau Christianisme
8 Selected Writings, p. 68. De la réorganization de la société européenne
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Of those who dedicated their lives to the missionary enterprise
of clearing the way for the new social order, Auguste Comte,
sometime Saint-Simon’s secretary, was probably the most con-
siderable and certainly the most voluminous. This ‘morality-
intoxicated man’, as J. S. Mill called him, represented the high-
water mark of French progressive thought, which had been flow-
ing steadily since Turgot’s critical essays in the seventeen-fifties.
Comte built consciously on Saint-Simon’s foundations, and in-
deed claimed many of the ideas they shared as originally his own.
There is the reiteration of the contention that political authority
should be vested in a new aristocracy of scientists and indus-
trialists ; and the repetition of the belief that the new social order
was to be uniform, organized, and devoted to raising standards
of material living. But Comte went further in his desire to bring
all aspects of social life within the scrutiny of positive thought,
and to reform all outdated institutions in accordance with its
principles.

Comte published his six large volumes of the Cours de philo-
sophie positive from 1830—42 and the four volumes of the Sysréme
de politique positive ten years later ; but it is by no means easy to
assess the significance of positivist thinking for political principles
and practice. J. S. Mill began his study of Comte’s ideas by re-
marking of the tenets of positivist philosophy that ‘It is not very
widely known what they represent, but it is understood that they
represent something.’* The progress of a further century scarcely
requires this comment to be modified. Certainly, they represented
the rejection of what Saint-Simon had called conjecture in favour
of the scientific study of all social phenomena. Certainly, too,
Comte accepted that this study was made possible only because
such phenomena or events could be described, he believed, in
terms of invariable natural laws, as Turgot had said a hundred
years before.

Turgot’s triple division of progressive human knowledge was
ind;ed one of Comte’s starting points. But he went further. The
designations theological, metaphysical and scientific, which, for
Turgot, had characterized changing modes of knowledge or
apprgaches to the truth, were used by Comte almost meta-
phorically. They described social relationships, class structure, the

1J. 8. Mill: Auguste Comte and Positivism (London 1865), p. 1
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institutions through which public affairs were prosecuted, eco-
nomic organization, political principles and, even, religious
beliefs. To employ a term of which Comte is credited with the
authorship, they were used sociologically. Comte thus saw the
theoretical assumptions of any given society intimately bound up
with its whole social and political organization and way of life.
But he maintained the progressive character of the changing
pattern. If a positivist age required a positive religion, then this
system of belief was superior to the earlier religious manifesta-
tion which we call theological. It was theological speculation
which made certain religious practices primitive and properly
superseded. A scientific age should have a scientific religion to
match it and social institutions to express it,

The form of social and economic organization proper to an
era of positive knowledge was industrial. Comte contrasted this
with the military organization of less advanced communities in
the.past. This judgment was, in effect, historical and, fallaciously
as 1t turned out, correlated militarist social order with an agri-
cultural economy. But he would hardly have accepted the term
order to describe 4 network of social relations which he sometimes
e S e, e f e o
Stability o o Comte given ¢ O uncertain authorlt'y, in-
transitipy - fa chaos of competmﬁ lgplnlc?ns. It was a period of
of the ], 1 favourite phrase for a fstorla_ns who b.ccome aware

. Telative rate of change in certain periods of history.
perioag::ss’:ﬁ?n had also characterized successive historical
orthodoy an&rllllatcly organic, whlcci:ht;]s to ;ay conccntrate'd., stable,
which he o omogeneous, and then by contrast critical, by

ant diffuse, inconsistent, heterodox and hetero-
g::h?gséhgfg E:nen shared something of the romantic revival of
4 ! nd, without our modern knowledge of medjaeval
history, Idealized the mediaeval church and empire by contrast
with the Intervening period. They both agreed that a new con-
structive, UNitary and organized social order was in the throes of
coming to birth, Sociology, the midwife of this new social order,
represented an accumulation of scientific social knowledge about
human relations and the working of institutions which would
once again make possible, but on a higher plane, a coherent and
progressive community.
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The creators and sustainers of this new society were to be
endowed with the combined power of spiritual and temporal
authority, resting upon a body of unassailable, because wholly
objective, social truth. Critics have not been slow to assail Comte
for suggesting that such an authoritarian government could be
compatible with the advance of scientific knowledge, on which its
own authority would ultimately rest. But Comte’s argument was
scarcely an innovation. Indeed, it was implicit in what many of
his predecessors among French social reformers had been saying
for a century. Despotism which was enlightened had never been
reckoned as tyranny proper. If the ruling group were benevolent,
responsive to the demands of the prevailing conditions, and loyal
to the truth, their authority, however unquestionable, was to be
preferred to arbitrary decisions, however freely reached. Freedom
of thought, belief, and spirit was no sure ground on which to
build a stable society. For Comte, in Faguet’s words, ‘Freedom is
the right not to accept the moral and social conditions in which
we are placed ; it is not a force capable of creating any moral or
social condition whatsoever.’! It was neither the origin nor the
form of political decision which concerned Comte, but the social
truth enshrined in it. Persons or bodies likely to detract from the
purity and objectivity of such decisions had no authority to make
them. It was thus that Comte rejected the individualist arguments
put forward by some radical thinkers. Nor would he accept
Condorcet’s plea for equality. Democratic popular sovereignty
was no more than the theory of divine right mistakenly transposed
from ruler to people, in which contention there was, historically

at least, a grain of truth.

The significant social unit, for Comte, was not the individual
but the group ; for the primary affirmation of scientific sociology
was the interdependence of all aspects of social life. He did not
view this comple?{ Intercausal relationship with a bias in favour
of any one particular group of social forces. We do not, for
example, find him claiming the primacy for the predominating
influence of economic causation. Comte remained in the
eighteenth-century tradition by suggesting that progress depended
in the first instance on the changing modes of advancing know-

(Pall'i Isg.l I;Sg)lfelg ;906[” iques et moralistes du dix-neuvidme sidcle, deuxidme série
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ledge; but these changes were themselves correlated with the
progressive pattern of history. Comte allegedly found in this
forward movement a guarantee that intellectual and material
progress would promote each other, not that they would always
be in step, but that they would ensure each other’s steady advance.
It was in the field of moral and political agreement that
Comte’s proposals were most obviously authoritarian. The
positivist ruling class, deriving its authority from its special
knowledge of society, was to be empowered to impose a uniform
pattern of ethical values on all the citizens. It was idle to discuss
and debate true propositions which were scientifically demon-
strable ; and Comte consistently castigates divergence of private
judgment as anarchical. He found a model for this enforced
orthodoxy in the catholic doctrinal unity of mediaeval Christen-
dom, whose form though hardly its content met with his enthusi-
astic approval. By contrast, the Reformation with its long train
of sectarian divergence was the beginning of that period of
transition and instability, which was, he believed, in his own life-
time, happily drawing to a close. The very progress of knowledge,
howcve.r, precluded Comte from making use of any of the
the(’!"&cal content of the last great period of doctrinal unity;
ilcr)ld 1t c;vas this impossibility which drove him, in his later writings,
posl:zgl erigake the bizarre co.n§t!'uction of a new religion, sup-
age suyita(t));mded on the positivist principles proper to the new
ood Societye:' to serve the spiritual needs of a scientifically organ-
In this development of his thought, as Mill criti
Comte had ceased to apply the thrgee ’sta es lofc o remarkgd;
of knowledge of an ob d 1 : progress as moc”
its origin o served causal system, with no reference t0
X purpose, in order to use the same analysis in the
appraisal of moral values. This was to use the law of progress as
the guarantee of its own validity. Many grounds had been
suggeste.d In tf}e past for holding that social co-operation, an
orderly mst1tut19na1 life, increasing welfare and political stab’ilit)’
were 'Worth-\\.'l}lle ends to pursue. But the argument that a
scientific, positive and objective knowledge of developing social
processes disclosed these ends as the incontrovertibly true purpose

of politics had no grounds apart from Comte’s personal pre-
dilections.
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The paradox at the heart of Comte’s philosophy is not
simplified by his extension of the realm of political thought from
its traditional concern with problems of civil authority to include
the whole ficld of social phenomena. In respect of the scope of the
subject, this is to return to Greek usage and to say that all the
affairs of the polis are the concern of the philosopher. But the
moral assumptions of Greek political thinkers were in certain
respects quite unlike those of Comte. For he was all along con-
tending that what ought to happen could be discovered from the
observation of successive events, as though there were a political
and social reality comparable to the natural order. This reality,
he thought, could be inspected, appraised and, finally, delineated
in terms of an organized series of interacting laws, the full des-
cription of which would constitute social truth.

This contention, which will concern us again in another form
in the next chapter, has provided our present century with one of
its gravest political challenges. ‘Infallibility,” wrote Sir James
Stephen, ‘if credible, supplies an unassailable ground for perse-
cution.” But Comte’s attempt to build a religion of humanity on
positivist principles was supported by fewer marks of incontest-
able truth than the religion he was trying to displace. Moreover,
his propaganda in its favour had all the intensity and pretensions
of a missionary campaign and little of that appeal to demonstrable
truth which has come to be associated with natural science.

Progress in this moral sense signifies something more than
continuous and indefinite change and leads to the belief that
society will sooner or later achieve a perfect equilibrium. Neither
Christian nor utilitarian thought envisaged a closed society in
this sense. But, as Mill, who was nevertheless himself influenced
by reading Comte, mildly observed : ‘It is one of M. Comte’s
mistakes that he never allows of open questions.’!

jhe qugstion which should have been an open issue for pro-
gressive thinkers was whether they had any evidence that human
sqc1ety was developing historically for the better in compliance
with a qnlversal and necessary law of progress. Mill justly criti-
cized this alleged law on the grounds that it might be true of a
! Auguste Comte and Positivism, pp. 15-16
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particular series of observed events, but, 3f.thislwer«=; s0, it .wotuhlic:
enjoy no more than the status of an empirical law. It was in t]
situation that the hypothesis of evolutionary Qeve}opxncnt, having
the more exalted provenance of a natural scientific la\\f, became
particularly valuable for supporters of progress. Evolution, how-
ever, was not in itself a more satisfactory basis for a progressive
social theory. Equated generally with Darwinianism from its
connection with its most famous expositor, evolutionary theory
covers more than one interpretation of events in time. Moreover,
it was not on Darwinian assumptions that its principal influence
on social thought made itself felt.

The facets of evolutionary theory which were most revolu-
tionary in the mid-Victorian age were the possibility that the
traditional distinction between man and nature was not justified,
that man derived from no special act of creation but was con-
tinuous with the rest of biological phenomena, and secondly that
earlier eras of change and development stretched, perhaps end-
lessly, into the past and would similarly last on into the future.
These shocks to established thought provoked much resistance

and were only slowly absorbed into the general consciousness of
the time.

Darwin provided in his theory of natural selection an intelli-
gible and precise description of the principle according to which
development took place. It was a neutral principle not framed in
ethical terms and establishing no more than the character of the
relationship between a species and its environment. “The theory
of evolution,’ as T. H. Huxley was to say later, ‘encourages no
millennial anticipations,’” For Darwin, the variations
survival were accidental and not the result of an
;,daptation. Byt the climate of opinic_m was so altered by this new

yiew of the biological universe that ideas such as the importance
of the cnvironment, the possibility of deh.bera.tcly altering
onditions, and the ever-changing and moving interrelations
Cf man and the universe, though not wholl.y 1gnored in the
Oqst came to the fore as factors of the first importance in .the
d;SC:]SSiOn of social problems and the character of political
development. ) ) _
The spread of this new attitude of mind was promoted in
England from the eighteen-fifties to the eighteen-eighties largely

selected for
Y conscious
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by the constant and voluminous publications of Herbert Spencer.
Spencer, understandably, is not often read to-day and it is true
that he was frequently contradictory and inconclusive in his social
thinking. Yet, he was a nineteenth-century phenomenon of some
significance and the foremost English exponent of progressive
thought of the Victorian era. But both his assumptions and con-
clusions were strikingly different from those of Comte, character-
istics which must to some extent be attributed to the use Spencer
made of evolutionary arguments.

He did not set out from Darwinian premises and published his
Social Statics in 1851, while Darwin’s Origin of Species did not
come out until 1859. Evolution, for Spencer, was a law of de-
velopment of the cosmic order and everything in it. He assumed
that it consisted in a necessity, decreed by providence, whereby
adaptation to conditions not only ensured survival but in the case
of sentient beings a state of satisfaction which he calls happiness.
Not to be adapted was evil ; it was also self-destructive, so that
evil necessarily and continuously diminished. Spencer, however,
unlike earlier French thinkers who envisaged an inevitable pro-
gress towards a state of perfect equilibrium, did not pursue his
analysis in terms of social groups but, like Hobbes, by seeing
society as a conglomeration of individual units. Only if these
individuals were free could they successfully exploit their con-
ditions and adjust themselves satisfactorily. Unfortunately, the
conditions included other persons like themselves. It was, there-
fore, self-evident that each man’s freedom must not be permitted
to infringe on the next man’s, that we must ‘apportion out the
unavoidable restraint equally’. Thus Spencer deduces his law of
equal free.dom: ‘that every man may claim the fullest liberty to
exercise his faculties compatible with the possession of like liberty
by every other man.’ But this otherwise Hobbesian picture is
mOdlﬁf’d by the qusibility of change. ‘The social state is a
necessity. The conditions of greatest happiness under that state
are fixed. Our characters are the only things not fixed. They, then,
must be moulded into fitness for the conditions. And all moral

teaching,zand discipline must have for its object, to hasten this
process.

1 Social Statics (London 18
2 Social Statics, p. 70 51), p. 78
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It is in the mode of the application thhls dxsciplinc_to develop-
ing human charactcr that Spencer dlm:trls mOSt'qbvlously from
carlier supporters of progress: Among the qualitics making for
the survival of a successful speeics might well be included, on the
Darwinian hypothesis, its ability to organize and sustain a co-

The adaptation of the more ignorant

operative grou life.
P e ght then depend on the foresight and

members of the group mi 4 T
control of those better fitted to understan the conditions. Such

an argument could have harmomz_cd \‘:’lth a Comtian view of
progressive development. But at UUS.PO‘M,SPCI}CCI' introduces a
contrary theme for which there was lltt_lC_ blOlog}cal evidence and
which in origin was part of the tradmonal‘ distrust of central
organization and an insistence on the sanctity of private rights
against the state. The subjects of successful adjustment to con-
ditions are always individuals and Spencer sces the political
functions of the institutions of the group as increasingly frustrat-
ing. They tend rather to inhibit the requisite freedom of indi-
viduals to obey the evolutionary law of nature which compels
them to adapt or perish. )

The case for individual rights against the state had, as we have
seen, a historical origin and serious moral arguments in its
fz_wour. It was particularly popular in nonconformist protestant
circles as a weapon to diminish allegiance to Hooker’s state-
i:lburc}1. Spencer certainly took over these ideas with his inherited
S;fzrc]lc]srns b{lckgrpund._ﬂle traditional rights, however, which
axchange S;_i in their familiar nomelnclalture : life, liberty, property,
state, or ’Scciilsp;:ech, and what 1cdc;x‘lls the right to ignore the
natural nccessif rt(})m e mic 123wor ec;:_ nded on the gro_u_nds of
the first law of}i" he cosn_nq ook z,l justment to condmons.as
Hobbes’s a iving. This is e’s moral law defended with

rguments in terms of an evolutionary process for whose
character and validity we have nothing but Spencer’s word. That
such an Ingrained and popular theory should apparently ha.ve the
baCkmg,Of the latest scientific knowledge doubtless accounted for
gpencer’s wide influence and popularity. With his demise there
was nothing to hold its disparate premises together.

Spencer does not deny that the state, by which he nearly
always means the government, once possessed a social use at a
more primitive stage of development in the past. When Spencer is

172 THE PDEVELOPMEN
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thinking primarily of society and less of its members, he uses the
language of organic metaphor. As the organization of society
progressively advances, the relationships best suited to survival
at an carlier stage, of which Spencer like Comte instances a
military hierarchy, must give place to a superior social structure,
to wit industrialism. But this advance is assumed to be according
to a principle of increasing individuation ; and the government,
which always figures in Spencer’s thought as an oppressive agency,
however necessary in existing social conditions, is an imperfec-
tion steadily to be diminished with progressively more perfect
adaptation of individuals to their conditions. There is an odd
parallel between the Marxian conviction, expressed by Engels,
that the state is destined to wither away and enjoys only a limited,
historical significance and Spencer’s belief that the moral sense
supporting each man’s assertion of his freedom will eventually
deter all coercion, even by a majority, and render government
impossible. ‘Progress towards a condition of social health—a
condition, that is, in which the remedial measures of legislation
will no longer be needed, is progress towards a condition in
which those remedial measures will be cast aside, and the
authority prescribing them disregarded.”?

In his later sociological writings, Spencer worked out the
parallel between the social and the individual organism in very
great detail. But his social organism was never complete; it
required to be retranslated in terms of the interests of its members.
In so far as a human social unit was organic, it was uniquely so:
‘the welfare of the aggregate, considered apart from that of the
units, is not an end to be sought. The society exists for the benefit
of its members ; not its members for the benefit of the society . . .
the claims of the body politic are nothing in themselves, and
become something only in so far as they embody the claims of
its component individuals.’2

Spencer succeeded more than once in stating the central
problem of politics, but apart from a simple optimistic faith that
it would na.turally and eventually cease to be significant, he never
came }o grips with the conflict presented by self-conscious and
sometimes self-seeking individuals having to live together. Nor

1 Social :S‘ta_tics, p. 215
* The Principles of Sociology (3rd cdition, London 1893), vol. 1, pp. 449-50
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did he present any convincing case for holding that evolutionary
arguments could be advanced in favour of a theory of individual
rights, whether moral or natural.

As an example of a less confused, but not dissimilar, applica-
tion of evolutionary theory to social problems among pro-
gressive thinkers, we may instance T. H. Huxley. Huxley, accept-
ing in general the Darwinian argument regarding the survival of
the fittest in relation to natural conditions, was not tempted to
ground extravagant hopes, as had Spencer and Condorcet before
him, on the discredited theory of the inheritance of acquired
characteristics. A Darwinian account of natural processes did
not lead him, therefore, to support what he called ‘the fanatical
individualism of our times’ or to approve of attempts to apply
the‘ analqu of cosmic nature to society. Modes of behaviour
»‘{hnch might represent the successful self-assertion of the indi-
vidual should, on the contrary, be constrained on behalf of the
group; ,and Huxley correctly estimates, though not by name,
Spen.cer' s evolutionary theory, when he says that ‘the duties of
the lnd1V1§1ual to the state are forgotten and his tendencies to
self assertion are dignified by the name of rights’.1
. Huxley is nearer Hobbes in his acceptance of the disintegrat-
ing but natural selfishness of individuals, and he makes no
attempt to moralize this situation, as had Spencer. It is the
interest qf thc. group from which arises the possibility of a social
ggzﬁzzstclp origin natural but ip the event conflicting with the
faracte ristics of natgral §elect10n. Nature supports those best
adapted in any given situation. To alter the conditions is therefore
no less important than adjusting those living in them: and it is
the power of anp organized group to do this which enz;bles it to
pursue a moral end, the survival of the best, instead of passively
responding to the changes and chances of external stimuli. The
conscious ethical mind which can substitute a self-restraining
pUrpose In concert with other similar minds for the blind aggres-
sion qf nature represents a new force in the cosmos. But this force
hflC.1 itself evolved. Huxley was an untiring expositor of the
intlmatf‘: rClatlonship between man and other forms of life; and
he saw 10 €xcuse for doubting that all are co-ordinated terms of
Nature's great progression, from the formless to the formed—

1 Evolution and Ethics (London 1893), p. 34
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from the inorganic to the organic—from blind force to conscigyg
intellect and will’.2

Huxley himself inverts the fashionable formulation of his
problem. He is concerned not with the ethics. of evolution byt
with the evolution of ethics and he sees ‘no limit to the extent
to which intelligence and will, guided by sound principles of ip-
vestigation, and organized in common effort, may modify the
conditions of existence, for a period longer than that now covereq
by history’. But to match this encouraging outlook ‘Ethjca]
nature may count upon having to reckon with a tenacious ang
powerful enemy as long as the world lasts.’> This identification
of the sinful or natural self is substantially the same in Augustine,
Hobbes and Huxley. The function of the political power is to
control it, school it, and punish it when necessary in the interests
of the maintenance of a common understanding with regard to the
general interest. In its simplest form, this understanding, for
Huxley, is that of the pack: that its members should not attack
one another. Human society has made the great advance of
agreeing to use the force of the whole body against individuals
who violate this, possibly unexpressed, understanding in favour
of those who observe it.

Plainly these views constitute a restatement of traditional
theory ; but in addition Huxley held that progress in the doctrine
of evolution was competent to help us in the great work of helping
one another. The possibility of doing so involved, self-evidently,
the duty to prosecute this communal end. ‘Finally, to my know-
ledge, nobody professes to doubt that, so far forth as we possess
a power of bettering things, it is our paramount duty to use it and
to train all our intellect and energy to this supreme service of our
kind.”®

The most important contribution of evolutionary theory to
the discussion of political and social problems was probably the
renewed emphasis on the possibility of change and readjustment
poth in conditions and individuals and consequently in their
relations and the outcome thereof. In a volume of essays of very

1 Man's Place in Nature and other Anthropological Essays (London 1895),
p. 151

3 Eyolution and Ethics, p. 36
3 E:olurlon and Ethics, p. 31
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great significance for twentieth-century social thoughtand political
practice, Sidney Webb wrote: ‘Owing mainly to the efforts of
Comte, Darwin and Herbert Spencer, we can no longer think of
the ideal society as an unchanging State. The social ideal from
being static has become dynamic. The necessity of the constant
growth and development of the social organism has become
axiomatic. No philosopher now looks for anything but the gradual
evolution of the new order from the old, without breach of

con.tinuity or abrupt change of the entire social tissue at any point
during the process.’?

It is not, indeed, wholly true that evolutionary social thought
has superseded more violent and revolutionary plans for social
development. But this latter tradition derives from a distinct
pattern of thinking which must be left to our final chapter.
Meanwhile, it may be said that political thought in the democratic
nation-states of the west, as they customarily think of themselves,
has, with different emphases, conformed increasingly closely to
Webb’s estimate of modern trends.

Changes in practice have contributed as much as theoretical
develong‘nts to this general substitution of what Webb calls a
ggzzmxc ideal for the older philosophies. But these practical
e h%gii are themselves the outcome of earlier advances in modes
ot ownng. If the economic revolutions of the last century and
scientifio t<;1Wt”: their inception to the application and effects of
from the ought, this phenomenon itself began to be apparent
P ery outset of the modern era. The traditional social an
new develpattem has. had to be modlﬁe.:d to meet a succession O
Heing B oiarqents: mcreasegl economic productivity, a rapidly
A revol t'pu ation, the extension of education to all citizens, and

u 100 1n transport and other means of communication. The
opportunities for realigning the relations of social groups with one
another and for redistributing a no longer static fund of wealth
had reached the point where some at least of the dreams of the
past might be transmuted into the experience of the future.

But, together with this modern vision of a malleable and

! Fabian Essays in Socialism, edited G. Bernard Shaw(London 1889), p. 31
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developing social structure, we have inherited also from the
nineteenth century a theoretical dilemma inseparable from a pro-
gressive doctrine of society. It may be stated briefly as the contrary
convictions that progressive values are finally evident only in the
lives of individual citizens and that at the same time they are to be
created only by the citizens acting in concert as an organized social
body. Two nineteenth-century British thinkers addressed them-
selves particularly to this problem: John Stuart Mill, whom we
have already had occasion to mention, and the Oxford philo-
sopher, T. H. Green. Mill was more impressed by the importance
to the community of the moral development of individuals ; Green
placed his emphasis on the value to all the members of a state of
their possession and exercise of the rights and duties of citizenship.

Mill thought historically, a debt which he owed and acknow-
ledged to his acquaintance with the Saint-Simonian school of
French thinkers. This fact alone marked him off from the abstract
reasoning of earlier utilitarian thought. He saw himself living in
an age of transition, as indeed it was pre-eminently, an age, as he
says, ‘of loud disputes but generally weak convictions’, from
which he looked forward to an era which should combine the best
of each type of Saint-Simonian historical periods: critical and
organic. From the first Mill expected ‘unchecked liberty of
thought, unbounded freedom of individual action in all modes
not hurtful to others’; and from the second firm moral convic-
tions, grounded in reason and unanimity of sentiment.! It was
much to expect.

Mill’s second and equally significant divergence from the
utilitarian school in which he was trained was the result of his
early discovery that ‘Those only are happy . . . who have their
minds fixed on some object other than their own happiness ; on
the happiness of others, on the improvement of mankind, even
on some art or pursuit, followed not as a means, but as itself an
ideal end.’® Self-concern was no longer to be only self-interest, but
the first and necessary step in the improvement of others. The
development of individual character for the sake of its social
effects and because it was good in itself became Mill’s substitute
for Benthamite felicity. This was the chief ingredient, he tells us,

1 Autobiography (5th edition, London 1875), p. 166
2 Qutobiography, p. 142

M
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of individual and social progress and also one of the principal
ingredients of happiness. This cult of the individual, ‘the highest
and most harmonious development of his powers to a complete
and consistent whole’, as Mill quotes from Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt,! was the theme of Mill’s famous essay On Liberty, published
in 1859, which was prefaced by another citation from Humboldt
in praise of ‘the absolute and essential importance of human
development in its richest diversity’.

These restatements by Mill amount to a sort of credal
affirmation of a humanistic faith. There is nothing to show that
they are necessarily true. But if there were difficulties and impedi-
ments, of which Mill himself was acutely conscious, the times were
hopeful and many of the traditionally accepted evils of human
living might be seen as no longer inevitable accompaniments of
the human lot. Poverty, disease and ignorance could be conquered.
No one can doubt, says Mill in his essay on Urilitarianism, ‘that
most of th,e great positive evils of the world are in themselves
removable’ and that ‘All the grand sources, in short, of human
suffering are in a great degree, many of them almost entirely,
conquerable by human care and effort.”
env;igilsmlem:nense possibility of radically a}ltering the hum.zm
Knowled ent; opened out by the advances in applied scientific
politicalg ) bTIOUght with it, however, a sharpening of the agc;-pld
authoritypandem of the division of duties be.twee_n the political
stances of the qthcr centres of initiative, which in the circum-
tion between ¢ }l‘nneteenth century was correlated with the distinc-
in the individ, :l state and the mdnvndgal. Mill valued spontanei})’
vhich to e anq the largest possible area of free decisjon in
v XPress himself. But he feared that decisions made
centrally might diminjsh the use of all faculties except ‘the ape-

}l'kfto.ne .c:lf l1]1i1;1tation’. The conflict which Mill’s analysis brings to

llg 1t 1s, 10 O .tOV:‘n_ words, that ‘The spirit of improvement is not
always a spint o liberty.” These attitudes were at one in being in
opposition to the dead hand of

. : custom and unthinking traditional
behaviour, but Mill was not in favour of improvements forced on

1 On Liberty, edited J. W, Goy ;
h . gh (Oxford, Basil Blackwell, 1946), p. 50
2 John Plamenatz: The English Urilitarians (Oxford, Basil B?qc?(wen,
1949), p. 177. This essay prefaces a re-edition of the text of J. S. Mill's
Utilitarianism.
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an unwilling people ; and although he believed that the despotism
of custom was a hindrance, the despotism of a central authority,
interfering at the wrong time and in the wrong way, was decidedly
worse.

Mill’s antipathy to political control was the obverse of his
deep-set belief in diversity of character and the importance ‘of
giving full freedom to human nature to expand itself in innumer-
able and conflicting directions’.! More specifically, Mill lists three
domains of free choice which he treats as sacrosanct : liberty of
conscience, thought and feeling ; liberty of framing the plan of our
life to suit our own character; and liberty to unite for purposes
not involving harm to others. ‘Mankind are greater gainers by
suffering each other to live as seems good to themselves, than by
compelling each to live as seems good to the rest.”> Human nature,
he says, is no machine, but like a tree, living and spreading and
developing. But Mill buttresses his positive dogma with a rational
philosophical scepticism. Individuals should be allowed to
practise their opinions at their own cost because, in the last resort,
no one else knows, for sure, any better. Every truth is no more
than an imperfect assertion ; and divergence in judgment, like its
political counterpart an organized opposition, is a necessary
corollary of advancing knowledge and developing standards of
behaviour.

In fact, Mill supposed that diversity and argument would tend
inevitably towards general harmony and a feeling of social unity ;
and he agreed with Comte that an ennobled sense of serving
humanity could become an effective secular religion. At the same
time he castigated Comte for his despotic control of the individual
by social organs: ‘a monumental warning to thinkers on society
and politics, of what happens when once men lose sight in their
speculatior}s, of the value of Liberty and of Individuality.’3

But. this eventual harmony was ideal and, meanwhile, Mill
recognized that some duties fell to the central authority, ’
indeed than would have been to_lerated by Spencer. Mill’s problem,
thgn, was wherg Fo draw the line beyond which political control
stifled the exquisite moral flower of self-development. The limit

1 Autobiography, p. 253

3 On Liberty, p. 11

3 Autobiography, p. 213 ; and see also On Liberty, p. 12

far more
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required to be applied equally to encroachment by collective
public opinion as by political despotism, but not so rigorously for
actions as opinions. It is thought, above all, which must be free.
It cannot be said that Mill deals at all satisfactorily with this
very difficult issue. He makes a distinction between what chiefly
interests the individual and what chiefly interests society, which
is neither clear nor altogether intelligible. If socicty has juris-
diction, as he says, over conduct which prejudicially affects the
interests of others, it is not easy to find cases where this would
not be so in some sense either immediate or remote. Mill uses
Locke’s example and says that no person ought to be punished
simply for being drunk, but if a soldier or a policeman be drunk
on duty, then he is properly brought within the law. But it is not
50 easy to decide the limits of a citizen’s duties to his neighbours,
by dlStlnguishing between official and unofficial occasions. Mill
does not limit state interference along any of the traditional moral
or religious lines, except for freedom of conscience. Positively he
upholds the greatest possible degree of free decision ; negatively
he l‘lolds that every conclusion is open to argument. ’ ’
clusi?;e \;or.th of a State, in the long run,’ Mill writes at the con-
com os'o h1§ essay ‘0{1 Lijberty, ‘is the worth of the individuals
acco}:n ini 1t ’;Iand with small men no great thing can really be
e né)vls ed’.! These statements, vzllnq and important as they
o ’h - irtheless leave open t:or discussion the difficult question
envisagedxzi:cuy the composition of the political body is to be
might well dor upon the character of the composition of the state
In the ¢ l;‘4>end the quality of the men composing it.
political re] ought of T. H. Green this question whether the
central to }zlitlonshxp is somehow adventitious or on the contrary
as old as Er}loral life of men comes to the fore. It is a question
of I‘eligiofsof tical spec-ul.atlon.; but, as we have seen, other issues
- the clai aith, administrative convenience, economic necessity
or the claims of self-interest have repeatedly through the centuries
th'rust it aside. This is not to say that Green went the whole way
with those German philosophers who saw moral fulfilment
nowhere but in the political life of the state. His words are very
close to those used by Mill. “The life of the nation has no real
existence except as the life of the individuals composing the
1 On Liberty, p. 104
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nation.’ Progress, improvement and development have meaning
only in relation to the worth of persons. But the spirit in which
Green penned these phrases was different from Mill’s. He saw the
civic life of the community, the extent to which the citizens
pursued purposes in common, as the prime component of their
moral discipline, an aid rather than a threat to moral integrity and
freedom.

Green spent his working life in the eighteen-sixties and
seventies as an Oxford tutor and for a few years before his early
death as Professor of Moral Philosophy in the university. His
mind, as with many academic thinkers, was a meeting-place for
diverse traditions. Something of his conviction that the life of
citizenship was the path to virtue is of Greek origin, though he
expressed it democratically ; still more derives from that English
Christianity which is still permeated with mediaeval thought and
the Thomist contention that the temporal power should positively
support the life of grace by arranging the conditions for its proper
exercise. Surrounding and greater than the political system of
legal rights and obligations lay a realm of moral values, not
perhaps fully embodied, but like mediaeval natural law, mediating
the divine will to the measure of human conditions. The outside
world of public relations was no alien and hostile country for
Green, but a means whereby God, working unseen, transformed
men’s capabilities into realities, through truth and love. Moreover,
‘The progressive apprehension of the divine idea must ever be
closely connected with the hope of its fuller manifestation, and
to one who is full of sympathy with his fellow-men, the most
welcome manifestation would be in the political life of mankind.”

Aristotle’s account of the life of virtuous citizenship was
neither progressive nor democratic. The Christian pursuit of
salvation, thoug_h progressive and egalitarian, customarily con-
centrated on a citizenship within the world but not of it. It is the
fusion of these two traditions which marks out Green’s thoucht
as at once of special interest and also representative of the m;st
persistent political theme in European history. Imperfection, for
Green, was to be found in the failure of the human will to seek
its own highest satisfaction in a perfect purpose presented to it by

1 Works of Thomas Hill Green, edited R. L. Nettleship (London 1888),
vol. iii, p. 17. The Influence of Civilisation an Genius
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reason. There is a disunity between possibility and realization,
not present in the divine life but to be observed in man whose
will at best only tends to reconciliation with itself in the form
which it takes as reason’.* This interpretation of human life as
a process of perfecting the will has an Augustinian ring ; but Green
goes on to see the political life in this world partly in the Christian
tradition as a remedy for imperfection, but partly in the classical
tradition as a school of moral discipline. It is the institutions of
civil life which enable the capacities of will and reason ‘to be
really exercised’. At the same time one of their principal exercises
is to organize society in such a way that the obstructions which
impede the moral life, arising from past ignorance and sin, shall
be progressively removed.

It is in this context that Green faced the contemporary
problem' of how far political authority should intervene in
(;?'Zst;glthil:sgeli?‘; rr;)qdifying individual deci§ions; but it'did not
moral relovan o blm as it had done to Mill, for al! actions h.ad
they Tived. ‘A ﬁe _ oth to the agents :‘m’d to the socicty in which
properly t.h s v'lrtu.es are really SOC}al ; as he puts it, ‘or, more
is a false ,lzsunctlon be.m{een' socgal and self-regarding virtues

one’.2 Green’s distinction is both more intelligible and

rrtl\ore satisfactory than Mill’s. Political control must be limited to
that sphere in

which alone it can operate effectively, the direction
;)tf iz’:g?‘f':‘)lr ‘tbghawou.r, the realm of acts as distinct from motives.
properly th l: state itself to .m-akc those moral decisions which aré
maintain t}f usiness of individuals. But where individuals fail to
their neighbe conditions necessary to the moral development of
good, ma ours, the political authority, acting for the common
legal righ¥senfqrce through the law the maintenance of all those
energies of “;{“Ch safeguard the lives and set free the virtuous
rights, depenil the citizens. Beyond these legal rights lie moral
individual W'1<1:n-t for their embodiment on the perfected motives of
ondition fl s; and these lie beyond public control. It is the
c 1018 Tor their encouragement, the removal of the obstacles
to their full realization, which concern the state.
.Pr ogress, for Green, was the moral advance wherein that
which must now be Jegally enforced might come increasingly to

1 Lectures on the Principl Political Obligation (London 1931), p. 21
¢ Political Obligation, p‘f ;izf (
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be done willingly, in which the realm of morality gradually
diminished the sphere of law by transmuting enforced decisions
into free choices. What the law now guaranteed was that develop-
ment should be in a morally desirable direction. The sinful or
irrational life, for Green, was somehow less than real. He was
imbued with the Greek teleological sense of a completed purpose
being the governing motive of every action. It was not the present
which was real and the future a hypothetical field of possibilities,
but the other way round. ‘To anyone who understands a process
of development, the result being developed is the reality, and it is
in its ability to become this that the subject undergoing develop-
ment has its true nature.’?

It was not, however, the state itself which was being developed.
Reality pertained to the moral life of its members who pursued
common purposes in and through political institutions. The
political body, as for Aristotle, was the necessary precondition
of the life and the good life of the citizens. Political power, says
Green, is derived from the development of institutions for the
regulation of a common life without which men would enjoy no
rights at all. But Green goes further in interpreting this doctrine
democratically. The citizens at one and the same time foster their
own moral growth and create the conditions for a similar exercise
for all their neighbours. There is an important difference between
what Green calls loyal subjects, such as might be found in Bodin’s
state or even Locke’s, and intelligent patriots, ready to take an
active interest in the service of the state. But this state is no Hegelian
absolute for Green ; he thinks of its attracting devotion rather as
does a family. The man with a higher feeling of political duty must
take part in the work of the state. ‘He must have a share, direct or
indirect, by himself acting as a member or by voting for the
members of supreme or provincial assemblies, in making and
maintaining the laws which he obeys.’®

It will be seen that Green does not think of the state as an
aggregation of individuals, still less as a system of government and
no more, but as an organized community, presupposing lesser
communal groups with their special relationships and specific
rights. Nor 1s there the same emphasis, as in Mill, on individual

1 Works, vol. iii, pp. 224-25. Fragment of an ad
3 Political Obligation, p. 130 g of an address
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diversity for its own sake ; for Green’s insistence on thp importance
of free moral decisions assumed that these decisions wpuld
converge on a common good and that this common good, in s0
far as it had been attained, was embodied in the established order.
The law demanded respect and obedience as the approximate
expression of the divine purpose in much the same spirit for Green
as had been the case for Burke. This essentially moral relationship
was projected in political terms as a guarantee on the part of the
state of all those rights of persons and groups enshrined in the
law in return for the performance of social dutics. Even punish-
ment had as its object a purpose beyond the maintenance of rights,
for'tlzeir restoration was required for the general well-being of the
individual, and such well-being, for Green, was essentially moral.
. Moral well-being was summed up by Green in a single term:
freedom. He meant by this not exemption from control and the
al?lhty to do as one likes, but an assertion of the self in accordance
:]V"]tt}i‘elts‘tl‘ue nature, freedom from sin in devotion to self-imposed
meansi}l Itb\vould seem indeed that therc is a real community of
citizen gf etween “‘freedom” as expressing the condition of a
fion of s a c1vxhzgd state, and “freedom’’ as expressing the condi-
thus bot?an who is inwardly ‘“‘master of himself”.”* Freedom was
concerned a social anc.l a positive concept. The pohucal life was
life for af] properly with building the preconditions of the good
“When Wemen and in exercising the desired virtues in the process-
we mean aSpea'k' of freedom as something to be so highly prized,
thing wo rtlF 351,“"6 power or capacity of doing or enjoying some-
do or enjoy ir? ing or enjoying, and that, too, something that W
progress of 4 common _w1th other§, ... When we measure the
the increasi ociety by its growth in freedom, we measure it by
powers of ng d'evel.opmem and exercise on the whole of those
members °f°"t“but§ng to social good with which we believe the
of the society to be endowed ; in short, by the greater

POWET on the part of the citizens as a body to make the most and
best of themse]yeg. '

! Political Obligation, p. 16

2 Works, vol. iii, p, 371. Lecture on ‘Liberal Legislation and Freedom of
Contract



CHAPTER VI
FREEDOM

‘IN PLACE of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and
class antagonisms, we shall have an association, in which the free
development of each is the condition for the free development of
all.” These words from the Manifesto of the Communist Party may
serve to remind us that the idea of progress in terms of freedom
belongs equally to that tradition of thought which has come to
rely for social development on revolution rather than evolution.
In this context, freedom is a condition which, far from being
guaranteed by existing social institutions, is thought to be
impeded by them.

This concept of freedom as a release from the hindrances and
imperfections of experienced living, for the enjoyment of a richer
moral life, more just, less inequitable, more rational and en-
lightened than the political achievements of the past, is one aspect
of a dream or ideal vision at least as old as Plato. There is a sense
in which all political speculation has been concerned with im-
proving social conditions physically and morally; with recom-
mending that much or little or nothing could be done about them,
or that it would be best to concentrate on learning how to live
in a more abiding city. While the vision remained discarnate, it
was an open question whether, historically, experience reflected
the penalties of ignorance or the wages of sin, the laws of an
indifferent cosmos or a stage in a developing process. Most
human societies have changed so slowly as to seem like glaciers
unmoving and immovable. Only comparatively recently have
advancing knowledge of the natural order, increasing wealth and
health, and the spread of literacy, perhaps the profoundest revolu-
tion of all, opened up such possibilities of reform that social
thinkers could, to use Marx’s terms, give up trying to interpret
the world in order to concentrate on changing it.

This shift of emphasis may be remarked long before Marx
gave it a revolutionary impetus and T. H. Green incorporated

185
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some of its more urbane implications in his arguments in favour
of extended democratic citizenship. Among the earlier progressive
thinkers, and particularly in Condorcet, we find the advance of
natural knowledge being seen as freedom from servitude to
ignorance, and increasing moral awareness implying a freedom
from temptation which would make the virtuous life easy and
natural. Both Condorcet and Saint-Simon had seen how the
ignorance of previous eras had set hard in institutional forms
which, whether in their procedure or in the officials who operated
them, constituted a vested interest in conservative practice and
developed a resistance to new, and presumably better, patterns
of life. Earlier imperfections were preserved, whether from habit
or, as some thought, as part of a deliberate plot, by the religious,
legal and political systems surviving from the past.

Continental thought tended, on the whole, to be more revolu-
tionary than in England, as indeed it still is. There is a notable
division of conviction between those for whom the established
order is the respository of the wisdom and practical experience
of the past, not lightly to be criticized or altered, and those for
whom it enshrines all the follies and wickedness of ignorant and
perverse generations, whose handiwork should not be permitted
to survive them.

For this latter group, the question was not in what way social
and political institutions could best be developed and used in
new settings, but by what forces they could be overthrown, super-
seded, and reorganized in keeping with the dynamic cha’nges of
a transfon:med social order. The least revolutionary suggestion
was thgt Increasing knowledge of the natural order and of man
as an integral part of it would bring with it in the course of
historical evolution a transformation of the social order and of
the political institutions which belonged to the past. But there is
the further suggestion that if social evils are the effect of con-
ditions, fatally distorting the good life, and certain of these
conditions are themselves the petrified effects of the sins and
ignorance of the past, then it should be possible by an enlightened
act of will to overthrow this regime and set free all those im-
prisoned under it.

Freedom in this sense was to be the moral fruition of a social
and political revolution whereby, either inevitably or by taking
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thought, the members of existing historical societies would
transform their institutions so that all traces of the imperfections
which they could be held to embody would be purged away.
Statements which enshrine this belief are, not surprisingly, often
phrased as battle cries or passionate assertions of faith. ‘L’homme
est né libre, et partout il est dans les fers,” reads Rousseau’s famous
declaration ; and he seems to have meant that whereas man was
born, or destined, for freedom, we find him in practice always
enchained. Rousseau does not pretend to explain why this has
happened, although he makes one not very successful attempt to
do so, but he is particularly concerned to ensure that if there must
be chains they should be legitimate, that is that they should
support the free life and not impede it. In an equally famous
announcement, Marx and Engels cry : ‘Let the ruling classes tremble
at a Communist revolution. The proletarians have nothing to lose
but their chains. They have a world to win. Working men of all
countries, unite !’ This echo of Rousseau’s words a century later
also represents a development of the theory, for Marx would have
the chains removed as constituting an absolute impediment. If
the last words of the Manifesto echo Rousseau a century back, its
first words might have been written for our own day, a century
ahead. ‘A spectre is haunting Europe—the spectre of Com-
munism.’ Indeed it is because the doctrine of social and political
freedom in its peculiar sense of release from the chains of ignor-
ance, poverty, oppression, injustice and man’s own evil will is so
closely bound up with questions of present-day topical concern
that it behoves us to examine its implications with special care.
The tradition is an old one. That a few people, the philoso-
phers, could attain freedom in the sense of becoming their own
lawgivers, was already hinted by Plato, but the theory had no
wider implications for other citizens. In Christian social thought,
the belief that political institutions were themselves the outcome
of man’s sinful aberration is insistently repeated, particularly with
regard to property and government. But the condition of the new
life of perfect freedom found in the service of God was submission
to the thraldom of sin in this world in the hope of final redemption
in the next. To transform these suggestions into a serious political
theory with revolutionary implications, it was essential that it
should be believed that the offer of freedom was open to all men
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not only in the heavenly kingdom or vicariously in this world in
the church, but within the framework of their normal political
relationship. This belief took the form that the normal f; ramework
could itself be transformed, not by the remote influence of
philosophers, but by a revolutionary act of self-redemption on
the part of the whole people or at least of that section of it not
fatally involved in maintaining the existing, but doomed, political
regime. In one sense, this suggestion was an alternative resolution
of the mediaeval tension between the spiritual and temporal
powers. Like Calvin’s fusion of church and state in principle, the
secular counterpart to this policy gave the spiritual power in fact
to the secular authority and with it something of the despotic and
absolu}e concentration of sovereignty which tends to result from
any failure to keep a fair balance, whatever the disguise, between
the two realms of human government.

Qf the different post-mediaeval attempts to provide workable
substltute:s for the uneasy dyarchy of pope and emperor, the
prota_gomsts of secular freedom come nearest to choosing a simply
heretical version of Christian belief in their repudiation of the
crucially important doctrine of original sin. It is significant,
thUgl_l not widely enough known, for his writings were put on the
index 1n 1775, that it is in theunpolished composition of a renegade
catholic priest of the early eighteenth century that is to be found
?::nog/tlhe Clearest sources of later communist and Marxian theory.
in hi t;she_g who never had the courage to confess his apostasy

fus 1fet1me, came to the conclusion that his sacramental
mlm_Stratl?rl§ were vain. For it seemed to him that the first need
of his parishioners, mostly the poor peasants in a French country
district, was to be given real bread to eat. They could not live by
grace alone. Upon this simple reversal of the mystery of tran-
substgntlatxon, Meslier proceeded to construct a new heaven on
earth in the course of which church and state were superseded and
the whole galaxy of their administrators consigned to the gallows.
Meslier’s Testament is an extravaganza which was known only in
a severely truncated form in the eighteenth century, from editions
prepared by Voltaire and Holbach. But his comment on the story
of the Garden of Eden is deeply significant. Could not God be
satisfied, he asked, with all the evils, miseries and afflictions of
this life, by way of vengeance for what Meslier called ‘le prétendu
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crime d’avoir indiscrétement mangé quelque pomme ou quelque
prune dans un jardin 2

This simplified, crude, but persuasive re-edition of the Genesis
myth was later elaborated in what was perhaps Rousseau’s most
characteristic essay, the Discourse on the Origin of Inequality,
a document of hardly less importance in modern political thought
than the Communist Manifesto itself. In the course of his often
intemperate denunciations, Meslier accused Christian society of
sanctioning the maintenance not only of inequality, but of private
property, tyrannical government, and a class of useless and idle
men. He took no account of the traditional attitude of the church
to these imperfections. He was convinced that they were due not
to an ineradicable flaw in human character, but to a deliberate
manipulation of social conditions. It was in particular economic
conditions that were exploited by the lucky, clever or unscrupulous
few to the detriment of the majority of their fellows, who thereby
became enslaved. It was this unnatural division of society into the
rich and the poor which necessarily provoked moral evils : pride
and ambition and luxury on one side, hatred, envy and a desire
for vengeance on the other. The situation was unnatural because
Meslier saw his ideal society in the language, Christian in origin
but contemporary in phrasing, of what God and nature must
obviously have intended, but of which they had been baulked.
But the frustration arose not from the evil will in all men but from
the distorting effects of the deliberate wickedness of a particular
class.

It followed that if this class and the institutions in church and
state which it had fashioned to maintain its hegemony were
finally disrupted and dismantled, the prime causes of poverty,
oppression and inequality could be removed for ever; and the
surviving majority secure in their goodness of heart need concern
themsclves only with avoiding a recrudescence of the social
institutions and structure which had formerly enslaved them.
Christians, said Meslier, had substituted an unreal communjon
of spiritual goods for the genuine communal sharing of material

! Le Testament de Jean Meslier, edited Rudolph Charles (Amsterdam
1864), vol. ii, p. 142. It is not known exactly when Meslier died ; both 1729

and 1733 have been suggested. But it is reasonable to suppose the Testament
was composed in the seventeen-twenties.
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goods enjoined by nature. Once all men had sufficient for their
needs, social evils would inevitably decline from lack of motives
to commit them.

These sentiments were couched in the form of an appeal to
revolution and Meslier correctly estimated the likely reaction of
the governing powers when he took care to conceal his views until
after his death. His diagnosis of the political relationship was
simple. All public institutions were manned by Augustinian
brigands, unmitigated in cither church or state by any pretence of
justice. For Meslier also, the innocence and natural peace of the
heavenly garden had been destroyed by the devil, but he 1ocated
his garden in the contemporary world and he identified thoge who
came to be called in later communist theory the ruling classes as
the devil,

In the belief that moral freedom in the sense of a return, or
among some thinkers an advance, to a condition of innocence and
social harmony following a radical revolution in politica] relation-
ships ang institutions, we may detect two distinct themeg, First
there is the identification of the causes of disharmony ang epglave-
ment and recommendations for their removal or transcendence ;
sccondly there are the arrangements to prevent any relapse, to
preserve the new-won freedom in supposed perpetuity, This
>¢cond contribution is a reiterated and important contention ; for
1L1s the beljef that imperfection is somehow a mistake and could
In differeng circumstances be avoided which sustaing the enthu-
stasm NCcessary to overturn the established order before creating
the new world. Less extravagant radical thinkers than Meslier
];'ud Particular stress during the eighteenth century o, the impor-
tcl)n::frc(:);?t‘:gll dine those‘ conditi%?lsewr?mlic}llnm iﬁht CXpose the sufferer
beware of r.e 'temptauo‘n » 8s 8 commend a man to

Isking infection. ]

_ Another French reformer, the Abbé de Mably, citeq with
cvident dPProval a classical story in which Agesilaus is made to
say ‘to be a 80od man without effort . . . I avoid exposing myself
to temptation® 1 1y yac this condition, in which the natural good-
ness of men should be submitted to no further disturbing tests,
which lay beyond the revolution and which justified the ending
of the property system and the full democratization or even

! Guvres (Paris 1794-5), vol. ix, p. 35. De la législation
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abolition of government. Morelly, a contemporary of Mably’s,
wrote in his Code de la nature, published in 1755, that ‘where no
property existed none of its pernicious consequences could occur’
Some of these prophetical writings were frankly utopian, envisag-
ing an ideal society devoid of all governmental direction ; but in
others, and here Mably is an example, political authority was to
become the prime means for ensuring the maintenance of a social
life free from vice and the conditions which provoked it. Both
views are to be found in the better-known expositors of secular
redemption. The possibility of transforming government into
something specifically non-political finds a place in some passages
of Marxian literature ; and the resolution of the moral disharmony
in human society through the medium of a revolutionary recrea-
tion of politigal authority in which all should be sovereign and all
at the same time subject was Rousseau’s contribution to political
speculation. If Rousseau was the major political prophet of the
movement and doctrines which we are considering in this chapter,
Marx and Engels may be said to be their economic interpreters.
This distinction reflects once more the divergent emphasis between
the measures necessary to prevent the repetition of social disorder
and the root causes of its occurrence. Rousseau, however, tells us
very little about how the new order is to be planned or adminis-
tered, except in his constitutional sketches for Poland and Corsica
which were ad hoc compositions rather than general treatises. In
our own century, however, the principal architect of one of the
great social revolutions which have been modelled on this tradi-
tion of thought has left us his views on the achievement and pre-
servation of freedom. From Lenin we may learn something of the

role of a new ruling class purged of all taint of desire to oppress
and opportunity to exploit.

Mr. Weldon has suggested in a recent essay that this use of the
term free, to mean a condition which can be forced upon those
who do not or will not enjoy it, is odd, paradoxical, confusing and
dangerous.® I'-Ie.may well be correct in this estimate. But, perhaps
regrettably, it is & usage which is also persuasive, influential,
revolutiona}ry and even intelligible. To call it also heretical, which
is well-merited, is to do no more than underline the very important

1 Op. cit., p. 30
= T. D. Weldon: The Vocabulary of Politics (Penguin 1953), p. 74
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difference between this mode of thinking .abo.ut society ax}d
politics and the Augustinian original from which it has derived its
more meaningful assertions.

It was a citizen of Calvin’s Geneva, significantly enough, who
provided the blue-print for a new church-state, in which spiritual
and political authority met together in a single sovereignty, in
vyhich every member participated and to which all were to be
rigorously subject. This vision, for it was not a description of any
existing society, has provoked more discussion and argument and
haq profounder and more far-reaching effects than any other
pqhticial treatise in European letters. Yet, it cannot even now be
said, almost two centuries after the publication of Rousseau’s
Social Contract, that there is precise agreement as to what
Rousseau meant by the terms he used or how his proposals
should be interpreted or understood. It follows that any brief
account of his thought must be lamentably partial and imperfect
and can do little more than hint at the subtlety, complexity
and profundity of the issues which he raised and sought to
resolve,

R Attention is often withdrawn from the importance of what
mg?g%au was trying to say by the very evident, or some might say
thjnk; > f;l{scmatxor} of his character. More than for other social
came s (’)S, ﬂousseau s life is closely linked with his thought, for he
resolviy rihect upon pghtlcs acm_dentally almost,‘ in the course of
this integ € moral enigma of his own personality. The effect of
disouns rest was that the self is his most frequgnt analogy for the
o cit irl10n c_)f society ; ar.1d his recommendations for recreating
to thye . WhICh'thg good life can be assured are phrased according

ame principles that he would recommend for the recovery
of a balanced anq morally harmonious person, with the proviso
that, finally, the achievement of the latter depended on member-
ship of the former,

. The second distortion which is to be met in studies of Rousseau
arises from the very difficulty of understanding what he meant by
holding that a political group could be possessed of a general will
and that the precondition of a harmonious society was that this
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will should exercise the sovereign authority. Does such a will
exist, and, if so, how can it be known, what is its object, how can
it be reconciled with divergent minorities, and is it always to be
identified with the majority? These questions are weighty and
interesting and deserve to be considered. But their discussion too
often diminishes concentration on Rousseau’s own principal
concern and interest which was the characterization of the moral
condition which he calls freedom, the analysis of the causes of its
loss and the description of the conditions within which it might
be regained. The operation of the general will plays an important
role among the measures suggested for creating a free society,
but it is not the only factor involved and it is almost unin-
telligible except in the wider context of Rousseau’s search for
freedom.

Other French-speaking social reformers in the eighteenth
century were also in search of freedom, by which they meant
usually the end of arbitrary government and the substitution of
a rational regime in which the laws would accord with empirically
ascertained social trends, naturally tending towards harmony
once political interference had been checked. The rational indi-
viduals who made up such a society would similarly be naturally
in accord and co-operative, by reason of that benevolent soci-
ability, as Diderot called it, which was only awaiting free play for
its enlightened influence. Rousseau, when he first came to Paris
in the seventeen-forties, was attracted to this viewpoint as he was
to Diderot; _but he lived to repudiate them both. In his rejection
of the principles of the enlightenment, Rousseau stands almost
alone in the eighteenth century and he began a movement of

reaction frpm French individualist rationalism which has not yet
expended itself.

Society as he experienced it could not, Rousseau thought, be
imprpved and perfected by altering the pattern of government and
trusting to harmonious rational co-operation. On the contrary, it
required to be radically transformed ; and as there seemed very
little hopq of this reorganization being undertaken, Rousseau’s
first reaction was to recommend escape and a withdrawal to a
primitive existence with a minimum of social contacts. This
rejection of contemporary theories may be seen as partly the
distaste of a man of strong feelings for the dry, rational self-

N
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interest of the encyclopaedists, partly the provincial’s spurning
of Paris, mostly perhaps the uprooted neurotic’s longing for the
perfect peace which is not of this world. At all events, Rousseau
set out alone, or virtually alone, to frame a new social theory in
which freedom should mean the harmony of a self whose will,
reason and emotions all co-operated in balanced perfection, and
who was able to live happily in company with others, for together
they mirrored in their common concerns the same harmonious
self-control.

In his first well-known published work, the Discourse on the
Moral Effects of the Arts and Sciences, which came out in 1751,
Rousseau was aware that he would not readily be forgiven for
adoptmg a position which he describes as ‘setting myself up
against all that is nowadays most admired’. This rhetorical
denunciation of the alleged advantages of intellectual progress
suggested that the great advance in civilization so vaunted by
contemporary thinkers was better understood as a failurc. In
Rou.sseau’.s view, the original and native goodness of man was
sacnﬁceq in this process and he found no place in the conditions
of the time for the carefrce, happy and unfrustrated life of his
dreams, the life which, he argued, all men ought to be enjoying.
Already, we find a special insistence on the characteristic of social
!ndCPGHC}t:_nce as a mark of the free and natural life, on not being
In a position where a man’s decisions were directly or indirectly
dependent on someone else. :
ensll;ll\'c,l:clln%fstatcd _qu undc;lined the contrast between the

lie of civilized society and the free life of nature,
Rousseau in a second Discourse set out to trace the origin of
inequality, the condition of subservience and dependence which
distorted and frustrated the lives of the great majority of men in
historical societies. He pursues this investigation by using the
metaphc?r of a state of nature much as Hobbes and Locke had
done. Like Hobbes’s state of nature, the condition is an abstrac-
tion from the normal political setting, but like Locke’s it is
designed to 1]lpstrate the abiding moral characteristics of human
character. Unlike Hobbes, Rousseau does not suggest by implica-
tion that the conditions he is describing are impossible; and
unlike Locke, he does not use the language of contract to support
a system of individual rights which take precedence of political
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relationships. Indeed for Rousseau the anarchy of Hobbes’s
natural man from which he is rescued by a sovereign government
corresponds to the historical societies in which he lived. But
there is a vital difference in Rousseau’s method of escape. He
never recommends that the sovereignty be vested in the executive
power, but that it should be jealously retained by the whole
people.

At the outset, Rousseau is not suggesting a political answer to
his question, but trying to describe the character of the free man
and, though not very convincingly, the factors which have robbed
him of his natural independence. Here again, there is a close
resemblance, psychologically, between Rousseau’s vision of free-
dom and Hobbes’s description of felicity. For both, the most
significant characteristic of human beings is their pursuit of
purposes in the satisfaction of desire. To be in a position to do
this successfully and continuously is, for Hobbes, the condition
of felicity. The morality of the purpose is not an issue for the
individual, except legally in subjection to political authority. But,
for Rousseau, the morality of the purpose is all important. A man
is frce when he makes a good choice, makes it for himself and
controls the means to fulfil it. For both of them, power, the
control of circumstances, is paramount; but in Hobbes the
analysis of power is factual, in Rousseau it is also moral. He who
makes an evil choice is as much enslaved as one whose good
intentions are thwarted by lack of means to fulfil them. ‘All
wickedness comes from weakness.’

Rousseau’s plea for a return to nature has consistently been
misinterpreted by some of his critics ever since it was first de-
nounced by Voltaire. It is a philosophical plea for the reinstate-
ment of moral control in the self and society rather than an appeal
for an impossible return to historical conditions, which may
never, as Rousseau himself says, have in fact existed. In the
unreformed society in which Rousseau was compelled to live,
a withdrawal to the simple life of the countryside, an avoidance
of the false, seductive, artificial manners of metropolitan life was
doubtles§ the best course for a wise man. But Rousseau’s final
message 1s not one of escape ; withdraw only if there is no chance
of reform ; but reform, he saw, must be undertaken by all together
if each was to remain as free as he would have been, ideally or
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naturally, in conditions in which a proper balance could be
maintained between desire and achievement. )
Rousseau here agrees with Aristotle. Thpre are two ways in
which a lack of balance can be set right, by increasing the means
of satisfaction or by reducing or altering the pressure or character
of the desires. This suggestion was not open to Hobbes for whom
all desires, naturally, had equal weight and could therefore be
limited and controlled only by an external power, itself the source
of moral distinctions and rules. For Rousseau, this moral dis-
tinction could be made, and in theory was always being made, by
Individuals, whoge conscience, reason or good will would always
make right choices unless prevented by circumstances from doing
$0. This good will was never, in Rousseau’s view, permanently
distorted o rendered inoperative. At worst it was eclipsed,
frustrated apq impeded by conditions. Wrong choices were
concomitant with unfavourable situations in which needs outran
?tffzngth ; they were not constitutive defects of the naturally good
;ﬁgévlgluals ‘Who found themselves thus misplaced. There was,
doct:' » @ kind of fall, though not in accordance with orthodox
from lg?, In Ro}]_sseau’s Garden of Eden. Man had been led astray
Story RlS Primitive innocence. But, unlike God in the Genesis
dan,1 Ousseau wag prepared to accept the.excus.es proffered by
Serpentan'd Eve. The good life was not possible with women and
OUSSeS N the garden; and in making this excuse for himself,
eau accepted it for all men. ) ’
Nature (ﬁlﬁz}y say that Rousseau’s psychological view of human
will g bot}frf? from that of Hobbes in two vital respects. Man’s
ditiong in € and good, which leads him to try to create con-
seconq Which he can live in a morally satisfactory way ; and
ROUssea’ 4 man has a fellow-feelmg for his neighbours, Wh?t
COmrnonu calls piti¢, which helps him to pursue purposes 11
SOCietioy tWlt them whenever circumstances allow. In historical
his Pictuy €se faculties are eclipsed anc_l dlStOI’tt?d;. and, Fhus, n
; ndividuae OF'the natural life, Rousseau is not painting an isolated
tively rese - Stracted from a political setting, but man imagina-
dish: Cued from a fallen world, man without sin, w.xthout
dishar mony anq division in his own person, no longer subject to
Inequality apq social dependence.

Man is born innocent, but not perfect ; and it is in his capacity
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for self-improvement that Rousseau detects the possible source
of all human miseries. To seek change is to risk deterioration. For
change might involve wants in excess of those immediately
satisfied by nature; and improvements mortgaged the present in
return for uncertain future satisfactions. Man remained good and
free through ignorance of vice, calmness of passion, absence of
temptation. The natural man possesses nothing and is beholden
to no one.

This free, natural man became fatally involved in a distorting
social relationship at the point at which someone ‘having enclosed
a piece of ground, bethought himself of saying “This is mine”’, and
found people simple enough to believe him’.! This first intrusion
of the idea of property is identified by Rousseau as the beginnings
of civil society. But although he agrees with other early com-
munist thinkers in seeing an uncontrolled property system as one
of the causes of inequality and moral slavery, he does not simply
suppose, as they did, that to abolish all holding of property where
men are living in social contact would be to eradicate the main
source of evil. The property relationship represents a wider kind
of disharmony, in that it weights personal preferences in favour
of a narrow self-interest, exclusive of other people, which Rousseau
calls amour-propre, and diminishes that desire to make the best of
oneself in the service of one’s neighbours, to use Green’s words,
which Rousseau calls amour-de-soi. This distinction is very
important, for Rousseau never simply blames circumstances for
bad social impulses. There is nothing contradictory in his later
acceptance of a property system under the law, when any misuse
of its privileges by individuals could be controlled by the political
authority, which is to say the general will. Indeed, no one could
properly be said to own anything except as part of a recognized
social order.

. Men might be naturally good, but nevertheless they were
liable to be perverted. In its broadest definition, the good will
pecame perverted whenever it succumbed to the temptation to
allow the means at its disposal to dictate the ends being pursued.
But, specifically, Rousseau detected in the self a division of
interests which corresponded to the higher and lower nature of

1 The Social Contract and Discourses, edited G. D. H. Col ;
p. 192. Discourse on Inequality ole (Everyman),
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classical psychology. We can understand the concept of the
general will in its political setting onlyhlf we first see th'at its
character and intentions are identical with the good will in the
individual and that this good will, though sometimes disregarded
in favour of a particular selfish will, motivated by amour-propre,
not only characterizes the natural state of innocence and freedom,
but remains a permanent, underlying human disposition at all
times. The will can only become general in the body politic, if it
is first general in the individual, by which Rousseau meant that
all men must be supposed to have a common moral interest
distinct from their personal concerns, which can be pursued freely
only when they are rescued from dependence on conditions.
Rousseau did not in practice think the first primitive conditions
could be restored, except for isolated and exceptionally strong-
minded persons. His so-called return to nature is really an advance,
a redemptive transformation of a fallen world by means of joint
action, possible only because the good will, eclipsed but unspoilt,
was available in everybody to undertake the task.

Man had lost his innocence, but he could attain morality, the
deliberate recreation of the free life, not in another world but in
this, not in a separate spiritual society but in a single undiffer-
entiated community with all his fellows, and not in subjection to
any authority whatsoever except his own free good will. Morals
and politics are never separate subjects for Rousseau, just as he
does not seriously recognize a distinction between church and
state, or the sort of distinction between individual and society
about v&rhich his fashionable contemporarics were wont to argue.
The unity of both the theory and the structure of Rousseau’s
reformed state is formally almost identical with that of Hobbes.
But the sovereign authority is within and not external, moral not
pragmatic; it enables the society to live, not just to function:
vivre not agir. As he writes in Emile : ‘Society must be studied in
men, aqd men 1n society : those who would like to treat politics
and ethics separately will never understand anything about either
of them.’

Rousseau recognized the chains; he was concerned in his
Social Contract, which would be better called by its sub-title
Principles of Political Right, with reorganizing their disposition
and control, so that political society became a means to live the
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free moral life for all its members, and not the cause of its frustra-
tion. Chains imposed by alien despots in a divided society neces-
sarily enslaved ; chains self-imposed by common decision might
have all the advantages of the shared rope for a party of moun-
taineers. On what terms, Rousseau was asking, should men submit
to obeying the laws ; and he answered this question as others ha_d
done by saying that it depended who made them. But in his
attempt to describe how in his view the laws should be made,
Rousseau set forth a revolutionary democratic creed which has
left no state of the modern world unaffected and has radically
altered the structure of many of them. Hitherto, it had been
argued that laws should be obeyed if they were seen to be just, or
if they were issued by a power with recognized divinely sanctioned
authority, or if they did not overstep certain defined areas of
ccclesiastical or individual concern, the realm of rights. Hobbes,
admittedly, had suggested that even when the law-making
authority held its position by force, in some sense all the subjects
were authorizing this rule. But it was a negative concept ; for the
Hobbesian sovereign rescued his subjects from chaos, but made
no attempt to lead them forward to freedom. Any positive pursuit
of felicity fell to them as individuals.

Rousseau, on the contrary, argued that all the members of
a political body should equally share in common responsibility
for making the law, for they had a common interest in living
together, a common positive interest which was not only to escape
from the slavery of historical conditions, but to ensure the future
pursuit of the good life. Their positive interest was freedom.
Rousseau begins the Social Contract by telling us that his enquiry
will consider men as they are and laws as they might be, and he
concludes that laws of a morally satisfactory kind are the primary

means of transforming men from what they are into what they,
also, might be.

It was a platitude that a human society represented a system of
division of labour such that each member was richer for his
neighbour’s efforts. The excess wealth produced by the co-
operation of all left each in an infinitely better position than he
could have reached alone. Similarly, Rousseau saw the moral
co-operation of the state as the way to restore the disturbed
balance in the individual whose good will had become submerged
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by frustrating and inimical conditions. Thus the law in a reformed
state, the new wholly democratic city of Rousseau’s dreams, would
act redemptively, guiding and preserving all the citizens so that
they acted only from socially harmonious motives.

Rousseau was quite clear that this desirable result could be
attained only in one way, by making the sovereign authority in the
state the general will. Only if the laws expressed the aims of the
good will, and aims which were common to all the members of the
society, were those who obeyed them excrcising their freedom and
limited only by their own decisions. It was possible for him to
argue in this way theoretically because of his belief that natural
goodness was never forfeited but only lost to sight. Rousseau
allows that conflicts will still occur betwcen the general and
particular wills of citizens, but in this case the general will,
enshrined in the law, will have the last word. The erring citizen,
‘forced to be free’, is governed only by his own good will writ
large, made to do morally what he ought to do, but for which he
lacks eithcr the physical or moral strength or full understanding.
There is no conflict here between state and individual, only a
{nog'al conflict between communal ends in which all share and
individual ends of the selfish, anti-social sort, better in any case
abandoned.

There are many difficulties in this conception, mostly arising
from its being an ideal pattern of a reformed society and not in all
its details able to be reproduced experimentally. Rousseau himself
explains that he does not mean the final authority to be a mere
CONSensus of opinjons, the will of all, for this might be erroneous
Or even evil. Nor does it follow that the majority is always right.
:]rlaet;;l#alfor-.Rousse-w was, when directed to a good general end,

Will; but it might be less than rational in practice either
by reason of jgnorance or sin. In civil society, the law would
control th}i deviations of the sinful, but it was a problem primarily
of education tq correct the ignorant. Education, for Rousseau,
repr-esented the negative path of redemption, the training in
avoidance of wrong choices and selfish temptation, as it was also
seen by Mably and which both of them had learned from Plato.
This possibility of injtial lack of accord between will and reason
is always taken seriously by Rousseau ; and he even suggests that
at the outset a reformed society might need a Platonic philosopher-
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king, whom he calls a legislator, to guide the new city in the way
it should go. For the time being this leader might represent the
general will; for whatever else Rousseau means by this term, he
always suggests that there is a right answer somewhere, even if
only one man knows it. His decisions, embodying the common
good, ought to be imposed on the same principle that the sober
man of a party has a duty to rescue his drunken comrades
from burning themselves in carefree ignorance of their true
interests.

Rousseau never satisfactorily answers the question where we
are to be sure of finding the general will, but he asserts intelligibly
that there must be a common interest in a political group; and
even if the only common aim of the general will in all men is to
declare and maintain themselves free, this might conceivably be
realized if Rousseau is correct in holding that the good will in
man is never finally defaced. But he does explain very clearly
where the general will is not to be found, although it often mas-
querades in this quarter improperly. It is not to be found in the
executive government.

The idea that the executive government should properly be
subordinate is the one aspect of Rousseau’s theory which has
exercised almost independent influence since his day, by reason
of its being able to be detached from the rest of his theory of the
state. No modern government, however authoritarian in practice,
can afford not to pretend that its authority is delegated to it,
even by a prearranged ninety-nine per cent. vote in its favour.
But in fact Rousseau’s argument is an integral part of his general
theory. Sovereignty residing in the general will is embodied in the
legislature, which ideally should be a direct democracy of the
whole people. But by definition the laws must apply equally to
all the citizens, so that all particular administration falls to a
smaller body of executive officials, to whom authority is delegated
but never transferred. The government in this executive sense is
the principal means whereby the citizens as sovereign apply their
common decisions to themselves as subjects. It must, according to
Rousseau’s idea of freedom, remain strictly subordinate, always
a means, never distorting the end by substituting its own will or
decision for the general will whence its authority derives.

Rousseau recognized that in practice governments are prone

o
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to usurp the role of sovcrei.gn authorit'y. 'l]"hqy develop, he
remarked, a general will of their own. But in relation to ghc state,
this remains a partlf:u]ar will and ought not to bc; permitted any
of the freedom inalienably attacheq to the sovereign peo?le. The
tyranny of governments was the political hub of Rousseau’s n?oral
reflections. His answer is to redefine, in a way never now likely
to be forgotten, the concept of citizenship. A citizen is properly
neither a ruler nor a subject, neither above the law nor merely
subservient to it, but both at once. While obeying a government
in particulars, he is its sovereign lord by participation in the
general will. While subject to the law, he also creates it. As in the
self, so in society, obedience becomes reconciled with freedom,
at once its precondition and its expression.

‘We always will our own good, but we do not always see what
that is. The people is never corrupted, but often deceived.”? Men
may fail to achieve their moral or physical well-being, either from
being misled, or while they are children, or because they live in
a corrupt society. But by joining with their neighbours in an act
of common self-redemption, they can acquire again the strength
and conditions to be free. This seemed possible for Rousseau
because he believed not only in the freedom of the human will,
but also in its abiding natural goodness, indestructible, pure and

unc'hanged, however defiled by wrong choices, corrupted by
society,

paralysed by weakness or constricted by ignorance. All
g’gz‘]’ddﬁf%ts could be remedied by man himself, if only he
lish como/ldl)" advance, in agreement with his fellows, to cstab-
Communa]elr;/tli(:ga“yda political order in which they might l:‘e
propre, ured against the temptation of their own amiou
butT?}i re‘f“{mptive traqsformation, which has never taken pl:ace,
Rousseauylsclion of which h:as moved every generation since
0 The S §$ day to atterppt to incorporate its message, is described
mn ocial Contract in the following words : “This passage from
the state of nature o the civil state produces a very remarkable
change N man, by substituting justice for instinct in his conduct,
and giving h‘S'aCtions the morality they formerly lacked. It is only
when the voice of duty replaces physical impulse and right

supplants appetite that man, who up till then had considered only
! Social Contract, 11, iii
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himself, finds that he is forced to act on different principles, and
to consult his reason before listening to his inclinations.’*

Rousseau’s arguments for constructing a society in which
there shall be complete scope for the citizen genuinely to make his
own laws, not in the sense of doing what he likes, but in the sense
of willing or learning to will the morally good ends he holds in
common with all other citizens, have influenced all modern states
affected by the French revolution. But the great revolution was
not the progenitor of the new society Rousseau had described ;
and, indecd, he hardly believed it was possible except in a small
city-state territory ; moreover he was convinced that however else
the general will was to be expressed, it never lends itself to repre-
sentation. An extension of the franchise has, however, in western
states particularly, been one of the principal means whereby
democratic citizenship has been encouraged. But the attempt to
follow out Rousseau’s theoretical interest in freedom and its
realization was prosecuted more vigorously by German thinkers.
Two German professors, Kant and Hegel in succession, bear
witness to Rousseau’s influence, though Hegel, not altogether
fairly, criticized Rousseau’s doctrine of freedom as inadequate,
and on similar grounds also criticized Kant’s political views.

The spread of Rousseau’s views to the very different political
setting of eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century Germany
explains to some extent the different emphasis which we find in
the German writings. Both Kant and Hegel reject the validity of
Rousseau’s exaltation of innocent, uncivilized nature as a moral
model. Hegel thinks the spiritual is submerged in simple nature
and Kant that all man’s higher capacities would slumber eternally
if he were not disturbed from this state. They look rather to the
perfection of rational institutions, to the freedom which lies in
a moral society which, in Kant’s view, has much to achieve beyond
the present level of cultivation and civilization. We find, too, a
more traditional concern with the need for strong and decisive
rule. Kant, at least, is more insistent than Rousseau on the
contrariness of man and his need of a master, as he puts it, ‘to

1 Social Contract, 1, viii
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break his self-will and compel him to obey a Will that is universally
valid, and in relation to which everyone may be free’.!

Rousseau’s criticism of contemporary political institutions
had been concentrated on the highly organized and developed
nation-state, as represented by France, which lacked what he
called patriotism and was characterized above all by a strong
central government. The Germany of the time was in rather the
opposite condition, its constitution still largely feudal and
mediaeval in form, with no adequate central authority, but 2
lively sense of cultural unity. When German thinkers rcad
Rousseau, they applied his ideas to the resolution of a very
different problem, to the sort of political difficultics which had
faced western Europe in the sixteenth century and been considered,
for instance, by Bodin.

_ Kant, who was a contemporary of Rousseau, acknowledged
his debt to him in framing his moral philosophy and, in principle,
at any rate, expressed an almost identical point of view in putting
forward the fundamental conditions of the institution of the
State: It should be founded, he said, on three rational principles
the liberty of every member of society as a man ; the equality of
€very member as a subject; and the self-dependency of every
member as a citizen,2 These were not laws to be enacted by the
state but the principles which should inform it. They are the
political expression of Kant’s moral maxims: that every man
should havye respect paid to his personality and be trcated as an
end, never as a means; that the will should make decisions
aceording to a unjversal principle which could equally apply to
all other mep ; and that the universal maxims reached in this way
should congtjtyte a body of general legislation. The free will was
thus characterizeq by autonomy and universality. All were to be
equal under the law as subjects and though not all might precisely
enact the law, it must proceed from a public will, which alone,
says Kant, can ¢o no wrong to anyone. This is the same principle
as Rousseau’s eyep if does not issue in practice in a demand for
direct democracy, The Jegislator, says Kant, should enact such
laws as might haye arisen from the will of a whole people; and

! Kant’s Princip], . edited and translated W. Hastic (Edinburgh
1891), p. 14. T} Ples of Politics, edi

e Natural Principle of Political Order )
% See Principles of Pg}i’icgz"g% 5. j;’rinciples of Political Right
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the subject shall regard the law as if he had consented to it of his
own will. )

Kant is thus making a plea for a common good as the ground
and end of the state, which he denies to be happiness, for this is
the private concern of separate individuals to pursue as they
think fit. But they must do so within a legal constitution guaran-
teeing liberty to each through the laws applicable to all. The main-
tenance of this constitution is the first duty of the state and consti-
tutes the common end of the citizens. Only such a rational end
would exclude all individual conflict; and when Kant calls the
state a moral person, he means the same as Rousseau when he
calls it a ‘moi commun’, )

It was one of Hegel’s less obscure purposes to improve upon
this doctrine shared by Rousseau and Kant. He argued that ijts
basis was the capricious will of the individual, not an absolute and
rational will consonant with the true spirit. Kant’s theory of right
thus achieved no more than a limitation of each man’s freedom
so that it harmonized with that of others according to a universa]
law. This was a negative idea of rationality, external and forma],
but not inherent. In short, Hegel found it philosophically inade.
quate. But it is to be doubted if he had fully grasped the sigpj.
ficance of Rousseau’s contentions. Nevertheless, he set about the
task once more of asking how man could be free in the conditiong
of an organized society. How could the state rationally guaranteg
the objective expression of that capacity for subjective freedom
which pre-eminently distinguished man as a spiritual being ?

It is idle to pretend that Hegel is not a very difficult thinker
to understand or interpret. J, S. Mill tells us he ‘found by actya]
exp?ric;nce of Hegel that conversancy with him tends to deprave
one's intellect’.! In our own day, Mr. Weldon has accused Hegel
of Systematic confusion, irretrievable muddles, and the yge of
@ Cumbersome and high-sounding terminology which has a
mystifying effect’.? It is easy to feel antipathetic to Hege] but
difficult to ignore him. Few important philosophers lend thep,.
selves less easily to citation : no great work on politics is so upsyjt.
able Tor summary exposition as Hegel’s Philosophie des Rechts.

1 o . .
vol. “7:11;.;[_9?!(:1];; of John Stuart Mill, edited H. S. R. Elliot (London 1910),

A etter to Alexander Bain of 4th November 1867
The Vocabulary of Politics, p. 107
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We must, therefore, limit our consideratipn hcrg to one or two 0{
Hegel’s more important arguments and in particular his attemp
to show the necessity of the state to the life of freedom.
Hegel’s interest in political questions, as was true also.ot.”PlatO,
St. Augustine and St. Tl}Omas, was supordlnatc to a rchglgus or
metaphysical interpretation of the uxllvcr§a! order. He differed
from them in that the revelation of the divine purpose and the
precise character of its operation in history secems very largely to
have been private to himself, though it had some aflinity \Vl'lh
earlier German philosophic thought, notably with that of Leibniz.
Thus reason was the essential character of what Hegel called the
world-spirit or the absolute, very much in the Greck sense of an
idea or form, the universal character of which may be recognized
in its material manifestations. But he also saw the rational spirit
developing through time to ever greater perfection in terms of
self-consciousness and the free co-operation of self-conscious
individuals in this divine process, as they became aware of its
reality and direction. Hegel thus opposed knowledge of this
divine, spiritual, rational develqpment, which alone is real, to the
dnsprdered, fragmentary empin‘cal knowledge of events in time.
This experienced life of succession, accident and personal wishes
Was therefore unreal on Hegel’s definition and, he was inclined to
argue, also unimportant. Only the rational was real; and the
mdnynglual partook of this reality as he came to understand it and
parfltclz]rpate consciously in the divine purpose.
on hi n§~°>b13artncnpation, whether willed by the individual or imposed
and free 2" those who knew its necessity more clearly, was freeqom ;
om, Hegel assures us, i one of the principal rational
PUIPOses of the absolute. We are all like childrep creatures of
:;;)dmzt;tztlry capr.ice, prime promulgators of disorde;, as has been
he devil, because we do not grasp the principles and
gu'; p}(}ses Which govern behaviour in the adult world of the gods.
h: div?ﬁzldls ]not disma)fed_ by human imperfection, firstly because
lled dial that the principle of this development was what he
ca lalectical, by which he seems to have meant that there must
be opposition and iscord as a prelude to moral advance, on the
doubtful analogy of the advantages of argument and contra-
diction to the elucidation of truth ; and secondly because whatever
situation is reached in fact at any point in history is the best
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attainable, not in the sense that whatever is, is right, but that
whatever has developed could not have developed otherwise.
Philosophical insight leads us to see, says Hegel, that the real world
is as it ought to be, that the universal divine reason is capable of
realizing itself in time so that it may be said that the carrying out
of the divine plan is the pattern of history. But in this contention,
Hegel has predicated reality not of the rational interpretation or
understanding of events, but of the events themselves. It is a
confusion which constantly distorts all his arguments.

It was in this metaphysical setting that Hegel considered the
character of political relationships. But, historically, it was in
a Germany largely mediaeval in structure and in strong reaction
against the success of French ideas and French arms that Hegel
lived his professional life. Finally, Hegel brought to his task
a mind even more strongly influenced by Plato than Rousseau’s
had been, so that when he is most strongly criticizing his master,
he remains imprisoned in the idealism and functionalism of the
Platonic tradition.

Society, for Hegel, was an exemplification of the process of the
rcalization of freedom. This process had a succession of phases
which included the earlier developments, though transformed,
in the achievement of the later. It was not simply biological,
from acorn to oak or caterpillar to moth, but rational in the
sense that its significance could be understood only in retrospect
and philosopl)ically. The earlier phases were inadequate and
incomplete without the later. For Leibniz, the present was
always pregnant with the future ; for Hegel, it was heavy with the
past.

Hegel thought in triads, which fitted in with his dialectical
pattern; and he distinguishes three conditions of society, the
family, and what he calls civil society, and the state. Thus, at the
outset he sees the state not as the totality of the community but as
a special principle of organization or control informing the other
activities which are both other than political and less than political.
Each of these three forms of social relationship provides scope for
the individual’s freedom. In the family he can satisfy his natural
instincts ; in the external economic world he has the opportunity
to express what Rousseau called his particular will and what
Hegel calls caprice ; only in the state, or so Hegel insists, is there
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manifest a public, universal will which actualizes, objectifies and
fully expresses the freedom of the human spirit.

Hegel’s criticism of Rousseau and Kant was that they tried to
construct their whole community on the basis of the sclfish
wills of individuals operating in the economic sphere, which con-
formed to a universal law perhaps, but unconsciously and not
because they made decisions in accordance with their knowledge
of it. This is certainly not what Rousscau meant by the general
will, though doubtless Hegel’s refusal to accept the arguments in
Rousseau’s Discourse on Inequality precluded his understanding
the later argument in The Social Contract. Hegel himself allowed
a special social arena for the cconomic realm of private property,
free contract, and individual choice. This was the field of opera-
tion of the self-concerned, particular will, in accord with the
universal will of the state but not directly and in detail ordered by
it. This in fact was little different from the situation in Rousscau’s
state in which particular decisions were free to be made within the
wider legal control of the general will. In Hegel’s words: ‘The
particular interest shall in truth be neither set aside nor sup-
pressed, but be placed in open concord with the universal. In this
concord both particular and universal are inclosed.”

It is in an assertion of this kind, for example, that we can sce
how Hegel is preoccupied with an earlier historical problem : the
maintenance of a free market for capital and enterprise, in which
money payments replace service in labour and kind and contract
displaces status as the determinant of economic activity. Within
this world of primarily individual choice there was room for
associations, trade guilds, the corporations of the mediaeval
world, to conduct their business as groups ; and all this activity
allowed for the second kind of freedom, the freedom of satisfying
the caprice of individual desire while at the same time serving
a gencral social end, the satisfaction of wants.

Had Hegel confined this realm to economic activity or,
formally, to individual conflict of desire, it would have corres-
ponded in a sense to the state of nature as envisaged by Locke or
Hobbes. But, at this point, he introduces a serious confusion,
partly evident in his use of the term civil to describe this phase of
social life. It is not yet the state, but it is a society subject to civil

! Philosophy of Right, translated S. W. Dyde (London 1896), 261, note
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order, an order which does not suppress the frce play of indi-
viduals but holds the ring as it were, keeping a watching brief for
the general interest. This, in different terms, was what Locke’s
government and, indeed, Hobbes’s sovereign were required to do.
Property must be protected by the administration of justice in
order, says Hegel, to actualize the general freedom required for the
satisfaction of wants. The civil society must also include general
public administration, for which Hegel uses the eighteenth-
century term police, which covers much of what we should now
call welfare services. The problem thus arises of swhy Hegel
needed a state to complete his structure other than to satisfy his
preference for triadic synthesis.

In the developingexpression of freedom, Hegel posited a higher
form which at once negated the lower and expressed it more
completely. The particular will, the freedom to satisfy desire,
must be transcended and taken up in a freedom to will according
to a rational knowledge of the emerging divine principle. Thus the
cconomic individuals of the civil society are already in a sense
members of a city because their actions are circumscribed accord-
Ing to a universal law. They do not make this law, but they are
capable of recognizing it rationally and in this recognition are
free. Hegel, in submission to the linguistic needs of his idealism,
constantly uses the indicative ‘is’ where most other theorists would
use ought. This universal law is not a moral desideratum to be
aimed at by the citizens nor a set of standards against which their
actual performance may be judged, but is in some sense already
there, able to be known and in being known to be obeyed, for

egel’s use of will in this context is closer to a conformity to
Teason than to a moral imperative.!
civi{_]egc-] calls both these kinds of freedom able to be enjoyed in
:?ocu:ty subjective, although they are subjective in different
ways ; and he therefore envisages the state as a further dialectical
stage in which freedom shall finally become objective. There is
adn}lmstration of justice and the maintenance of order in civil
Socll?rtlz’; ct;ict;:(l;“(t:il:st‘o?lar‘i]l'yht;{eated as political activities, but there
s into whic ’ ionali 3 im in hi
to define objective freedom in zhﬁgngté?rgn{g? nr:ulﬁ;ledrzgému:g 12‘.)5;;;:’?1?;

¢ considered in detail here. For an illuminating unravelling of this confusion,

see M. B. Foster’s The Political Philosophi
phies of Plato and Hegel (Oxford,
Clarendon Press, 1935), particularly chapters IV and V. d Hegel (
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is no legislation or final sovereign authority. It is these activities,
and in particular the latter, which characterize the higher develop-
ment of a social body. The state is thus at once transcendent and
beyond the criticism or control of most of the citizens, and also
immanent in their lives as the rational presupposition of even
private and family activities. It is in this sense like the world-spirit
of which it is an emanation. The whole is greater than the parts
and the parts are not, as Rousseau would have said, members of
the sovereign but members of subordinate classes or organs. ‘The
concrete state is the whole, articulated into its particular circles,
and the member of the state is the member of a circle or class.
Only his objective character can be recognized in the state.’?
Hegel had already included in his civil society a universal class,
_Whose business was not economic but to represent the state’s legal
!ntc;rests by administering justice or keeping order. Correspond-
L;%t)é’dthe Broups, not the individuals, of this society are repre-
closely lc?ntt};]e State’s own sphere in a legislature. It is conceived
it is intores ¢ lines of a medlgeval parliament of estates, in which
not CXerciSeS tf}l]ot persor}s which are repres,ented.. This body‘ doqs
reserved b HC sovereignty of Rousseau’s legislature, which is
by and Syr?’lb egel solely for the executive government, headed
the freeq olized In a constitutional monarch. They enjoy o!lly
.. —--OM, not unlike that demanded by Bentham, of having
decisions of 1yer: ! y tham,
from Hegel 501“3)’_ explained to them, not as one m1gh§ cxpcct
expediency ofn Iational grounds but in r.elatlon to the hlstqnci}l
the centre of l:;:SSlng events. The executive government Wl:]lC]l is
community o 1S political system, and’ the only group in thﬁ
with the citizempletely free in Rousseau’s sense, is also in touc
add that °ns through public opinion. But Hegel is careful to
Freedom S'C Opinion must not affect the.lr decisions in any way-
for releasip, é’eecb and a free press are ll.ttlc more than devices
the i”atiOnalitmotlon’ safety valves for private feclings, a sop to
But even y Of,the multitude. o
Rousseau’s Cit‘egel s gove:rnment is not free quite in the sense of
Christian, noy 1zenry. It is not free either against God, as is a
but neces’s ) Wlllmgly in concord wnth goodness as for Rousseau,
arily by the divine propulsion of the rational world-

splflt- ’Hegel sees states as modes of expression of this rational
Philosophy of Right, 308, note
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principle, which the blindness of men may perhaps delay but never
altogether frustrate. This march of God on earth, as he calls it,
proceeds on its mysterious dialectical way and freedom can never
be more for those subjected to its demands than rational insight
into its necessity.

Necessity, for Hegel, included acts of individual self-assertion
on the part of the state by which it became more self-conscious and
organically united. The most revivifying of these acts was war,
which Hegel happily calls ‘a necessary commotion’. But because
for him the state was the final form of the divine wisdom in
human affairs, he does not see this further pattern of dialectical
conflict as the prelude to a wider and superior unity. This use of
the dialectical method was bequeathed to Hegel’s communist
successors, Marx and Lenin, for whom the state was rather a
negative phase in man’s attempt to achieve social freedom. For

Hegel the state was transcendent and he could not accept that it
might be transcended.

Hegel’s idealism, despite its difficulties and its comparative lack
of influence in English thought, was destined to have a profound
and far-rcaching effect on the continent and particularly ip
Germany and Russia. For many decades it provided a philo-
sophical orthodoxy which recalls the dominance of mediaeva]
scholasticism ; and the measure of Hegel's importance is to be
seen no less in the debt owed to him by those who rejected his
particular arguments than in those who were whole-hearted in
accepting them. Marx’s collaborator Engels, though he is as lavish
as Hegel’s English critics with impolite epithets, does not stint his

praise of He_geljs merits. He can write that ‘there is much that is
botched, artificial, laboured. . . . The Hegelian system

, 1
was a colossal miscarriage.” But he recognizes that, thoug}r]1 Il_tlielii
may not have solved the problem he set himself SatiSfactOrily gat
least he propounded the vital question. What was the inner l’aw
governing the universal process of change and transformation
which unified the natural, historical and intellectual world ? Ha&
Hegel achieved nothing else but to provide a metaphysical frame-

work for Marxian thought, this alone would serve to rank him
among the most influential of European social theorists.
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But it was not only the fundamental problem which Marx
jcarned from Hegel. He accepted also some part of the Hegelian
methodology in order to suggest his own solution. In the first
place, Marx retained his allegiance to the dialectical interpretation
of history. Historical forces in conflict with one another gave birth
to new social forms. Secondly, he continued to hold that the
understanding of this process was rational and that its inevitable
development could be predicted. Lastly, he always thought of
society 1n terms of groups interrelated with one another, the
membership of which served to define the individuals who made
them up; f{nd treated the state not as a political relationship
which constituted the citizens as a community, but as an addition
or superstructure, to use his own word, attached to an economic
soclety whose disharmony had demanded its creation.

All t!lese formal aspects of Hegelian thought are provided by
Marx with 2 content and interpretation very diffcrent from their
Ci,erl?la.n original and often with a close affinity to French thinkers
Z r;e‘;tlilglfn<3](11ately preceding gel'lerations. Marx himself is indeed
sources %{‘P ace fOr t'heoreuc.al 11}ﬂucnces from widely divgrgent
but his 'ma:f‘,fongmahty consists in much more than cclecticism,
for the ITl'ISl lold sources pr.owdcd an unusually ﬁrm substructure
thing Wasc ailve theor){ which he e_rected upon it. Marx, fqr omz_
the n’cxt sta ways lookmg forward in revolutionary expectation 0
rather thap, %_? In social ?vo}utlon. In this he is ll‘kc Sau}t-SlmO?l
Were proyi dinegeL The significant changes in the industrial worl
could take plag Condxt_lons in which .corrgspon,dmg social changes
poorest and n‘l’e, particularly for Saint-Simon’s lowest class of thg
to0 from ap Ost numerous. This expectation of change derive
harmony wig awareness that social mstxtgtnons were no longﬁl'_‘n
Jed to the y the_new modes. of Rroductlon and exchange, \yh}Ch

social institufegellan conclusion, in Enge]s’s.words, ‘that existing
become unge 10ns are unreasonable and unjust, that reason has
Marx ha dHSOn, and right wrong’. _

ith an ace rench roots deeper than Saint-Simon, for together
wi €Ptance that the established superior classes are linked
with an outdate economy and way of life, he saw them also, in
the spirit of ﬂ}e early eighteenth-century communist writers, as
perverting society morally by standing in the way of economic
and social progress, Much of the moral fervour of Marxism is
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linked with the belief that the political and economic domination
of a particular class, however inevitable historically, is also
morally wrong. The Marxian term exploitation combines an
economic theory of misappropriated wealth with an ethical theory
of unjustified enslavement. The classless society is to be defined as
one in which the sources of economic power and production are
communally owned, so that the phenomenon of class division can
no longer distort the conditions of living, subjecting, as Mably had
believed, both groups in society to irresistible temptation.

Thus it came about that the Hegelian dialectic, transposed
from its ideal realm, provided a pattern of argument leading to
a conclusion wholly different in content from the original, though
concerned finally with discovering the conditions of human free-
dom in history. Marx signalized this transformation by calling his
theory historical materialism, for which he owed some of the
inspiration to the influence of Feuerbach’s theories. This was not
the aristocratic materialism of the eighteenth century condemned
by Robespierre, which held that there was no rea'lli-ty but matter in
motion, but it was similarly a substitute religion, a form of
devotion to man defined as a thinking animal and to the successful
conditions of his survival. Marx substituted this humanistic faith
for Hegelianism, as earlier materialism had filled the theologigal
gap left vacant by former Christians. I.t was not man’s being, S'fud
Engels, which was to be explained by his knowing, but his knowing
by his being. In place of the Hegelian world-spirit exerting its
hidden rational power on the lives of men, Marx put a similarly
occult power, the forces of economic production which satisfied
human wants, and which developed dialectically in social life,
altering its forms and structure through successive historical
periods. Historical materialism is defined by Engels in the Intro-
duction he wrote to the three chapters of his Anti-Diiliring, as it is
known, separately published in English in 1892, as ‘that view of
the course of history, which seeks the ultimate cause and the great
moving power of all important historic events in the economic
development of society, in the changes in the modes of production
and exchange, in the consequent division of society into distinct
classes, and in the struggles of these classes against one another’.X

1 Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, edited E. Aveling (London 1892),
p. xix. The pamphlet was first published in French under this title in 1880.
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It was this belief Engels held in his 1888 Preface to the
Manifesto which was destined to do for history what Darwin’s
thcory had done for biology.

This primary assertion of Marxian social thcory, being
couched in the form of a metaphysical proposition, cannot be
satisfactorily proved or disproved in its status as a social law. But
it acquires added importance from the fact that as a working
hypothesis, and Marx at times claimed no more for it, the theory
has helped to explain many of the economic and social changes of
western Europe since the emergence of this area from mediaeval
society. As a hidden influence, the forces of economic production
can scarcely claim a universal status; as a basis for prediction,
they are of doubtful value unsupported by current empirical
evidence ; but as a primary factor of historical interpretation these
assumptions were used by Marx with considerable insight and
profit.

The social vehicle of the productive economic forces was the
class. The group-terms in which different theorists define social
relations are always significant; and the Marxian use of the
concept of economic class is of the first importance in understand-
ing the theory. It is through their membership of an economic
class, whether owning and exploiting or disinherited and enslaved,
that individuals achieve or forfeit the freedom they desire. As
individuals they can do nothing significant. In the Hegelian sense,
they are unreal. But as organized groups the economic classes can,
thrqugh conflict and dialectical development, finally overcome
tl}elr inherent disharmony and emerge into a world in which the
hidden powers are rationally controlled by a no longer divided
society. This unity of the citizens is something which lies beyond
the revolution. It comes after an act of social self-redemption not
}mhk_e thgt which inaugurated Rousseau’s ideal city. In the
interim historica] period, society is characterized by a simple
division be}Ween those who own and control the primary means
of productan and those who do not, and because they do not,
are necessarily enslaved by the first group in order to acquire their
daily bread. This division of society, for which Marx had some
empirical evidence particularly in mid-nineteenth century England,
was assumed by him to be becoming ever sharper and more exact.
All those minor groups of uncertain definition, who lay between
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the exploiting few and the proletarian masses, were being com-
pelled, he thought, to declare their allegiance to the ruling class or
be forced by economic pressure into the proletariat. This prog-
nostication fitted in better with the demands of dialectical theory
than with the later development of industrial society.

For Marx, as for Hegel, this inharmonious society has a form
of political control which he also calls the state. The control is
exercised in terms of order and justice by a special class of econom-
ically unproductive persons, and for the time being, that is between
revolutions, successfully prevents the implicit conflict in society
from becoming violently disruptive. The difference is that the
state is not the servant of the rational idea but an expression of the
will of the ruling class to continue to reap the rewards of its
superior position by maintaining the existing property relations
sacrosanct. The state arises out of the clash of class interests, for it
is a necessary curb to the violence which economic inequality
would otherwise engender. Control is exercised by force, and
continental thinkers thought of force in terms of a standing army,
with the direct intention of preserving the privileges of the few at
the expense of the many. The law and justice practised in any
community is no more than the sanctified self-interest of the ruling
group; and religion itself part of the hypocritical system for
encouraging passive obedience. Engels calls the state the official
representative of capitalist society and, in the Manifesto, the
executive government is described as ‘a committee for managing
the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie’.

A certain confusion arises in interpreting communist political
thought because the concept of the state has this special charac-
teristic of being at once external to the economic process and yet
constitutive of a given period of exploitation. In this sense, it is an
interim political theory. The state controls the whole society but
does not represent the common interest of all its members. It is
destined to be superseded ; but this is not to say that communist
theory recognizes no political relationship in post-revolutionary
society, only that it will not take the form of a repressive force
allegedly used solely in the interests of the superior class. Marx
was convinced empirically that the tensions generated in capitalist
society would reach a revolutionary pitch and involve the creation
of a proletarian community. He also believed a priori that this was
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what always happened and ought to happc;n. He wasbnot 'agﬂ}"-"(;
central, social control, but determined that it must not be exercise
violently and contrary to the interests of most of lhc' citizens. The
revolution, then, was bound to come, though Ma_l’h came leW!Y
to see that the best conditions for its occurrence might be found in
less highly developed countries such as Russia. T_hc mcvua}nhp’
of the final resolution of class conflict in a new social synthesis did
not preclude the need for all those who understood the pattern of
events to help to further the good cause. It is the communists, as
a revolutionary party, who have the advantage over the great mass
of the proletariat ‘of clearly understanding the linc of march, the
conditions, and the ultimate general results of the proletarian
movement’.! This special position of the party later received
renewed emphasis from Lenin.
It is worth remembering that Marx was opposed by other
champions of working-class freedom concerning the advantages
of centralized control, even when purged of bourgeois bias.
Prou.dhon, for instance, became involved in direct and acri-
monious argument with Marx in the cighteen-forties over this
Very Question. Proudhon also accepted that governments dis-
torted Social relations, that the economic activities of diﬂ'cren_t
ﬁroups were likely to provoke a measure of discord and oppost-
N, and that the workin g classes did not require to be regimented.
we cofnwgs not concerned to achieve a Hegelian synthesis and he
which hee the diversity of activities and interests in a society 1};
class sy eheveq t}}at the famlly rather than a whole econon:_lll
attaChedi the s:gplﬁcant unit. Proudhon, however, was ; ;d
that Jibe to the rational freedom of the great revolution and I‘-:I 's
°110Wer; Y was not the daughter but the mother of order. Hi
terms tended towards a theprx of anarchy, one of his own
»an repudiated the monolithic community of later Marxian
theOry_ M 1ty ( o
of Course arx condemned Proudhon as a petit-bourgeois, which,
this clase’ On Marx’s own theory is just what he was; but.lt wai
played ’n andemqed by Marx to absorpt}on, which has in fa'fn
politics, Increasingly important role in western Europed

For Mary and his followers on the contrary, the state, defined
& System of grganization Wwith force at its command, was
1

Co”m'unist Manifesto, 11

as
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destined itself to play an important part in the revolutionary
process. Because he thought of political power as economic power
exercising repressive force, the first action of the victorious pro-
letariat would be to employ what Marx precisely calls its political
supremacy ‘to wrest, by degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie,
to centralize all instruments of production in the hands of the
state, i.e., of the proletariat organized as the ruling class’.! Not
until the completion of the revolutionary process, when class
distinctions have disappeared and the community as a whole
controls all productive power, will ‘the public power . . . lose its
political character’, which is to say have no more need to use force
to repress dissension. As society takes over productive forces,
Engels tells us, the producers will have a perfect understanding
of the social character of the process, and what was once a source
of disturbance will become a spur to productivity.

This intervening period is known as the dictatorship of the
proletariat. It is thought of as a prelude to the final consummation
of the revolution in which all repressive measures will have ceased
and everyone will be free. Marx never allowed himself to prophesy
how long this period would last, but Lenin, in the pamphlet he
wrote on the eve of the 1917 Russian revolution, speaks of ‘the
entire historical period between capitalism and “‘classless society”
communism’. The transition, he says, ‘must obviously be a rather
lengthy process’.® While it was correct, then, to speak of the
inevitable withering away of the state, there was no evidence to
say how long it would take, and he was prepared to leave ‘the
question of length of time, or the concrete terms of the withering
away, quite open’.*

Lenin constantly uses the term machine when writing of the
state. He thought of it as a kind of tool for getting something done,
as characteristically repressive in its functions, and as incom-
patible with any condition of freedom. It was improper, he
thought, to speak of a free state or a people’s state. The two terms,
as Engels had said, could not be combined. ‘While the state exists

1 Communist Manifesto, 11

* State and Revolution (Little Lenin Library, London 1933), p. 29. Lenin

wrote this in August and September 1917, and it was first published as a
pamphlet in 1918,

3 State and Revolution, p. 64
4 Srate and Revolution, p. 73
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there is no freedom. When freedom exists, therc will be no state.”
But this rejection was partly linguistic, for he also argues that as
bourgeois democracy becomes prolctarian democracy, the state is
transformed ‘into something which is no longer really a state’.
Lenin had no words for the new political form which he himself
helped to create. But we cannot doubt that both during the period
of proletarian dictatorship and after the achievement of the new
order, some kind of political relationship is envisaged. The dic-
tatorship might better perhaps be called leadership, for Lenin is
insistent that one of the needs for central organization is so that
the party may lead the great mass of the population in the work
of organizing socialist economy. It is just this role which the party
has played in Russian politics since the revolution.

The final condition of a free, classless society is sketched in
rather lightly ; and for all the tendency of Marxist apologists to
repudiate utopian theories, the picture has something of the
utopian quality of cighteenth-century communist visionaries.
Engels envisaged a gradual decline in the need for state inter-
ference in social relations until the time when this interference
would die out or wither away and, in the oft-quoted phrase, ‘the
government of persons is replaced by the administration of things
and the conduct of processes of production’.? Engels attributes
a similar view to Saint-Simon, as though administration by
scientists and economists was in some sense non-political, which
is true only in the restricted sense that it is assumed that they will
not use repressive measures. Lenin was inclined to simplify the
thle process of administration. It could be reduced to ‘regis-
tration, filing and checking’, he said, ‘easily performed by every
literate person’, a job which should not command more than
a workman’s wage. But his more serious suggestion was that the
Sphgre of government would contract because the need for ‘the
subjection of one man to another, and of one section of the
population to another, will vanish, since people will become
accustomed to observing the elementary conditions of social life
without force and without subordination’® He expected individuals
here and there to behave anti-socially, but with the removal of the

! State and Revolution, p. 73

% Socialism, Utopian and Scienti ic, pp. 76-77
3 State and Revolution, p. 63 i, p
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social causes of their misbehaviour, the exploitation, want and
poverty of the masses, even this amount of social disharmony
would cease.

The higher phase of communist society for Lenin would come
only when the necessity of observing the simple fundamental
rules of human intercourse became a habit. This might be put, in
Rousseau’s words, as the time when no one had to be forced to
be free. But the rational understanding of social and economic
forces is no less an integral factor in the final communist utopia.
Active social forces work, said Engels, destructively like natural
forces, until we understand them and in so doing subject them to
our will. Only then does the struggle for individual existence
disappear. Man emerges from mere animality into truly human
conditions. ‘Man’s own social organization, hitherto confronting
him as a necessity imposed by Nature and history, now becomes
the result of his own free action. The extraneous objective forces
which have hitherto governed history, pass under the control of
man himself. Only from that time will man himself, more and more
consciously, make his own history—only from that time will the
social causes set in movement by him have, in the main and in
a constantly growing measure, the results intended by him. It is
the ascent of man from the kingdom of necessity to the kingdom
of freedom.’?

The uncertain terminology in which both Engels and Lenin
describe the social organization of the period of proletarian
democracy and of the final free community is itself significant of
a serious attempt to escape from the categories of political thought
appropriate to a period of history which we can now see is drawing
to a close. Possibly Lenin will be proved to have been right when
he saw its end in 1914. The significance is not diminished because
the communist ideal may be just as utopian as any of the other
ideals we have considered in this book, nor because the social and
economic conditions which govern the creation of political forms
to suit the modern industrial era may be very different in fact
from what Marx told us they were. It remains true that whatever

1 Socialism, Utopian and Scientific, p. 82
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we call modern Russia, it is not a nation-state in the traditional
sensc of the term current since Bodin. If we are honest, we should
perhaps have to admit that the United States of America was not
one either. What the British Commonwealth is politically in the
mid-twa_nticth century defies definition, though not perhaps
dcscriptlon. From Marx we can learn at least that in a dynamic,
changing world, all the social and economic factors involved are
interacting and interdependent and that political forms are not
exempt from these effects.

The impact of the continuing scientific and industrial revolu-
tion, for it has never ceased, but rather grown swifter and more
complex, not only in established industrial centres but over the
whole world, has made any simple diagnosis of social change out-
datcd; We may detect in modern political studies a marked
reversion to what can only be called an Aristotclian outlook,
a withdrawal of interest from ideal purposes or the taking of these
ends for granted, in favour of concentration on the possible, on
w'ha't can be achieved in given conditions. The comparatively new
d}SClP]meS of social science and psychology and of economics,
divorced from the political framework which gave it its earlier
designation of political economy, devote themselves to the
collection of factual data and the assessment of possible trends in
human behaviour and reaction. Thus the pattern of the inter-
relations between social institutions and the conditions in which
they must function may be laid bare and, if possible, under-
StOOd. ’ p ?

ci'l‘;th;sdgzmssary adjustment of interest in twentieth-century
s0 S Not mean that the age-old concerp with human

urpo;e; and ideals can be neglected. It may be doubted Whether
anydo a; de pattg,rns of thought which we have reviewed is wholly
dcad't' lacking in influence. But the complexity of modern
condl 1ofns does compe] us to recognize three distinct tasks in the
rcalm Od politica] speculation. Firstly, we must clarify our aware-
ness an underStanding of those systems of value and purpose
which, in the las resort” quite apart from their truth and whether
jt can be certainly kpowy or not, alone empower common human
action and evoke sqcja| allegiance and service. Secondly, we must
jncrease our knowledge of the facts. Finally, recalling Hume’s
Jesson that we must never confuse the indicative and the impera-
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tive, we have to maintain these two objects of social study in
balance Wwith each other, neither over-stressing their division
nor under-estimating their interaction. Every purpose must be
correlated with its conditions if it is to be more than a mere
dream; but no account of conditions which leaves out the
human ends which irradiate them is other than an uninspiring
catalogue.

‘The true progress of political thought,” wrote L. T. Hobhouse
towards the end of the first world war, ‘lies in the cultivation of
imaginative power.” It is this quality, above all, which has charac-
terized the great thinkers whose works we have briefly scanned in
this essay. It is also a gift no less in demand in our own day. We
are faced with an unprecedented problem of matching our
political institutions to our moral and economic purposes. It is
perhaps not altogether new in principle, though immensely wider
in scope than earlier cases of a similar nature. The end of the
period of the nation-state has, formally, much in common with its
beginning. At the close of the middle ages the serious theoretical
difficulty was to try to understand a political world of embryonic
nation-states within the conceptual framework of an empire
sharing authority with a universal church. To-day we are beset
with the troublesome task of comprehending a nascent inter-
national society with the help of political concepts almost wholly
limited to the needs of national sovereignty.

It may seem anachronistic, but it is singularly to the point, to
close this essay with a comment of an eighteenth-century philo-
sopher, very pertinent to the theoretical problems of our own day.
The words come from Kant’s Principle of Progress: ‘Human
Nature appears nowhere less amiable than in the relations of whole
nations to each other. No State is for a moment secure against
another in its independence or its possessxons The will to subdue
each other or to reduce their power, is always rampant ; and the
equipment for defence, which often makes peace even more
oppressive and more destructive of internal prosperity than war,
can never be relaxed. Against such evils there is no possible
remedy but a system of International Right founded upon public
laws conjoined with power, to which every State must submit—
according to the analogy of the civil or political Right of indi-
viduals in any one State. For, a lasting universal Peace on the
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basis of the so-called Balance of Power in Europe, is a mere
chimera. It is like the house described by Swift, which was built
by an architect so perfectly in accordance with all the laws of

equilibrium, that when a sparrow lighted upon it, it immediately
fell.’



SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

It is not really necessary, and would be impossible in the available space,
to record all the books on the themes treated in the text which students might
profitably read. Most of the works listed below have themselves often ex-
tensive bibliographies. Among general studies of political thought, the only
short cssay comparable in length and treatment with this volume is C. Delisle
Burns : Political Ideals, first published in 1915. The standard full-length study
in English is G. H. Sabine : A4 History of Political Theory, of which there has
now been a second cdition. An carlier study in threc volumes, also by an
American professor, covers the period from Plato to Spencer: W. Al
Dunning : A History of Political Theories (1910-1920) ; it was completed by a
fourth volume in 1924, covering recent times and contributed by Professor
Dunning’s students, edited C. E. Merriam and H. E. Barnes. An cven cartlier
general study, to which I have been much indebted and which remains val-
uable, is Paul Janct: Histoire de la science politique dans ses rapports avec la
morale (2 volumes, 1887). Among the general essays on social and political
thought, attention should be drawn to Sir Ernest Barker: The Principles of
Social and Political Theory ; C. E. Mcllwain: The Growth of Political Thought
in the West;, Ernst Trocltsch : The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches
(2 volumes, translated Olive Wyon) ; and John Bowle's two volumes, valuable
for their historical background : Western Political Thought and Politics and
Opinion in the Nineteenth Century.

Two series of volumes devoted to political thinkers are valuable for more
detailed trcatment of particular authors: the Home University Library’s
Political Thought in England series ; and the serics edited by F. J. C. Hearnshaw
from 1923 onwards beginning with The Social and Political ldeas of some great
Mediaeval Thinkers. This latter scries, originally published by Harrap, has
recently been re-issued by Barnes and Noble of New York. It includes in
addition : Great Thinkers of the Renaissance and Reformation; Great Thinkers
of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries ; English Thinkers of the Augustine
Age; Great French Thinkers of the Age of Reason; Representative Thinkers
of the Age of Reaction and Reconstruction; Representative Thinkers of the
Revolutionary Era; and Representative Thinkers of the Victorian Age. The
Home University Library includes: Christopher Morris: Political Thought

Srom Tyndale to Hooker; G. P. Gooch: Political Thought from Bacon to
Halifax; H. J. Laski: Political Thought from Locke to Bentham: H. N.
Brailsford : Shelley, Godwin and their Circle; and Sir Ernest Barker : Political
Thought from Herbert Spencer to the Present Day, which is to say up to 1914,

Several gencral studics cover only part of the historical ficld, but neverthe-
less treat wider concerns than are subsumed under the separate chapters of
this volume. The classic study of mediacval social thought is by R. W. and
A. J. Carlyle: A History of Mediacval Political Theory in the West (six
volumes, 1930-36), but it is to be recommended to specialists rather than
beginners. C. E. Vaughan : Studies in the History of Political Philosophy before
and after Rousseau (2 volumes), treats thinkers from Hobbes to Mazzini.
R. H. Crossman: Government and the Governed begins with Machiavelli.
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J. W. Allen: A History of Political Thought in the Sixteenth Century is a
standard textbook. Crane Brinton : English Political Thought in the Nineteenth
Century and Roger Soltau : French Political Thought in the Nineteenth Century
arc companion volumes. Another valuable study of this period is J. P.
Mayer: Political Thought in France from the Revolution to the Fourth
Republic.

pStudcnts new to the subject will also find some of the published lectures
valuable as introductions, notably: G. D. H. Cole: Scope and Method in
Social and Political Theory; D. W. Brogan: The Study of Politics; M.
Oa}ccshott: Political Education; and Bertrand Russell: Philosophy and
Politics.

For the classical period the two volumes in the Legacy series are valuable :
The Legacy of Greece and The Legacy of Rome. F. M. Cornford’s translation
of Plato’s Republic is_particularly suitable for beginners; and Sir Ernest
Barker’s cdition of Aristotle’s Politics has been specially prepared for those
who have not had a classical education. The same author’s The Political
Thought of Plato and Aristotle covers the wider ficld. G. Lowes Dickinson:
The Greek View of Life is helpful for beginners. G. Glotz: The Greek City
and W. W. Tarn: Hellenistic Civilisation fill in the historical background.
Cicero’s De Republica and De Legibus may be read in the Loeb edition, as
also may Sencca’s Epistulae Morales. M. B. Foster’s From Plato to
Machiavelli, which is Volume 1 of The Masters of Political Thought series,
covers most of the authors considered in the first two chapters of my essay and
has a valuable introduction. The same author’s The Political Philosophies of
Plato and Hegel is intended for more advanced students.

The Elizabethan translation of Augustine’s De Civitate Dei by Joh'n
Healey, originally edited and abridged by Bussell and published in Dent’s
Temple Classics series in three volumes, is now produced in one volume with
a new introduction by Sir Ernest Barker. J. N. Figgis: The Political Aspects
of S. Augustine’s “City of God’ is an invaluable commentary ; and advanced
students may also consult E. Gilson : Introduction & I'étude de Saint Augustin.
The social thought of St. Thomas Aquinas has been collected in the volume of
Blackwells Political Texts, edited by A. P. d’Entréves: Aquinas: S"[‘f':.u’d
Political Writings. Professor d’Entréves’s Mediaeval Contribution to Political
Thought shoulq also be consulted for this period and for Marsilius and
Hooker. Dante’s De Monarchia is translated in the Temple Classics cdition
(Dent) of the Latin Works of Dante. For the mediaeval theory of natural law,
sec A. P. d’Entréves: Natural Law in this present series; and for the inter-
vening centuries between Augustine and Aquinas, J. M. Wallace-Hadrill :
The Barbarian West, also in this series. Other valuable essays on medlae\fal
thought are F. W. Maitland’s translation of Otto Gierke’s Political Theories
of the Middle Age together with Maitland’s introduction ; B. Jarrett : Social
Theories of the Middle Ages; R. L. Poole: lllustrations of the History of
Mediaeval Thought ; J. N. Figgis : From Gerson to Grotius for the fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries; and The Legacy of the Middle Ages in the Legacy scries.
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Bodin, Locke and The Federalist are all cdited in Blackwells Political
Texts. Montesquicu’s De I’ Esprit des lois is translated by Nugent, revised by
Prichard, but is better read, by those who can, in French. Joseph Dedieu:
Montesquieu, "homme et I'vuvre is a valuable exposition. Hooker’s Laws of
Ecclesiastical Polity is included in his Works, edited by Keble, as revised by
Church and Paget. Other original works, not mentioned in the text, which are
worth consulting, are Milton’s Areopagitica and The Tenure of Kings and
Magistrates ; Grotius: De Jure Belli et Pacis; and Alexis de Tocqueville:
De la démocratie en Amérique. Two general essays cover the subject-matter
of Chapter III: Otto Gierke: Natural Law and the Theory of Society, 2
volumes, translated with an introduction by Sir Ernest Barker; and D. G.
Ritchie : Natural Rights. Other essays to which attention should be drawn are
J. W. Gough: The Social Contract; A. S. P. Woodhouse : Puritanism and
Liberty ; G. P. Gooch: English Democratic Ideas in the Seventeenth Century ;
T. H. Green: Four Lectures on the English Revolution, reprinted from his
Works; R. H. Murray: The Political Consequences of the Reformation;
Crane Brinton: The Political Ideas of the English Romanticists; C. E.
Merriam : American Political Theory ; and J. N. Figgis: The Divine Right of
Kings.

Hobbes, Bentham and John Stuart Mill are all edited in Blackwells
Political Texts. There is also an earlier edition of Bentham’s 4 Fragment on
Government with a valuable introduction by F. C. Montague (1891). Mach-
iavelli’s The Prince is translated in the World’s Classics series and his Dis-
courses on the First Ten Books of Titus Livius is in the four volumes of his
Works translated by C. E. Detmold (1884). Hume's Treatise is edited by L. A.
Sclby-Bigge and the relevant sections may be found also in Hume's Theory
of Politics, edited Frederick Watkins, which includes the political essays.
Burke is edited in six volumes of the World's Classics series, in which the
Reflections on the Revolution in France appears in vol. IV. J. MacCunn: The
Political Philosophy of Burke is a useful commentary. There is an edition of
James Mill : An Essay on Government (Cambridge University Press 1937) with
an introduction by Sir Ernest Barker. John Stuart Mill: Utilitarianism is
reprinted in J. P. Plamenatz : The English Utilitarians in Blackwells Political
Texts together with a long critical essay on this movement of thought by Mr.
Plamenatz. Other studies include E. Halévy: The Growth of Philosophical
Radicalism, translated Mary Morris; F. K. Martin: French Liberal Thought
in the Eighteentl Century ; and C. Becker : The Heavenly City of the Eighteenth-
Century Philosophers.

The theme of Chapter V is covered in J. B. Bury: The Idea of Progress.
Condorcet’s Esquisse has been edited by O. H. Prior (1933); and sclections
from Saint-Simon are published in Blackwells Political Texts, as is J. S. Mill :
On Liberty. Therc is a recent study of Mill’s life and thought by M. St J.
Packe: The Life of John Stuart Mill (1954). Of Spencer’s voluminous writings,
the most important politically are Social Statics and The Man versus the State.
Bagehot’s Physics and Politics and Sir Henry Maine’s Ancient Law express
different points of view from mid-ninecteenth-century thinkers which should
also be considered, T, H. Green's The Principles of Political Obligation is also
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published separately from his Works. A recently published study, R. V.

Sampson : Progress in the Age of Reason has appeared too late for me to
consult.

The Everyman cdition of Rousscau’s political writings, translated with an
introduction by G. D. H. Cole, contains the Social Contract, the Discourses
and the Political Economy. The French text of Du contrat social, together with
a valuable appendix of extracts from other writings, has been cdited with an
introduction in English by C. E. Vaughan. Vaughan’s two-volume cdition of
The Political Writings of Jean-Jacques Rousseau covers a much wider ficld. A
more recent cdition of the text of Du contract social (Geneva 1947) is prefaced
by an extremely valuable essay by Bertrand de Jouvencl, to which I am much
indcbted. Critical and expository volumes on Rousscau’s thought arc very
numerous indeed. The following may be recommended as valuable in them-
selves and as expressing points of view differing both from cach other and to
somc extent from thosc of the editors aircady mentioned. E. Faguct: La
politique comparée de Montesquicu, Rousseau et Voltaire ; E. H. Wright : The
Meaning of Rousseau ;, Alfred Cobban : Rousseau and the Modern State ; C. Ww.
Hendel : .{ean-.lacqucs Rousseauw: Moralist; René Hubert: Rousseau el
I’encyclopédic. Hegel’s Philosophie des Rechts is translated into English by
Dyde and also by Knox. His Philosophy of History should also be consulted.
The reflection of Hegelian thought in England is to be found in B. Bosanquet :
The_Philosophical Theory of the State, and a criticism of this viewpoint in
L. T. Hobhouse : The Metaphysical Theory of the State. A more recent recon-
sideration of Hegel is to be found in Herbert Marcuse : Reason and Revolution.

Two volumes of the Home University Library are especially valuable in
the study of Marxism. H. J. Laski: Communism and 1. Berlin: Karl Marx.
The Jatter has a full and helpful bibliography. The development of socialist
thought has been covered in the present serics by Norman Mackenzie, who
gives an extensive reading list. There arc also now available the four volumes
of G. D. H. Cole’s History of Socialist Thought.

Of other works written in the present century with some bearing on the
themes discussed in this book, it Fs impossible t)é do more than pick out a
few of those which I have myself found most useful. Sir Ernest Barker:
Essays on Government and Traditions of Civility; E. F. Carritt : Morals and
Politics and Ethical and Political Thinking ; G. D. H. Cole: Some Relations
berween Political and Economic Theory and Essays in Social Theory ; B. Croce:
Politics and Morals; J. N. Figgis: Churches in the Modern State; L. T.
Hobhqusc. Morals.in Evolution; B. de Jouvenel: Du Pouvoir, translated as
Power; H. J. Laski: A Grammar of Politics; A. D. Lindsay: The Modern
Democratic State; J. D, Mabbott : The State and the Citizen; M. Oakeshott:
The Social and Political Doctrines of Contemporary Europe (1938); R. H.
Tawney : Equality and The Acquisitive Society ; D. Thomson Equality (Current
Problems series) ; Graham Wallas : Human Nature in Politics and The Great

Society; and T. D. Weldon: States and Morals and The Vocabulary of
Politics.
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