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PREFACE

HERE arc, no doubt, a variety of ways in which political

I philosophy can be introduced to those who are assumed to

have made no study of philosophy at all, and there may well
be differences of opinion as to which of these methods is the best.
In the present volume I have attempted to define what seem to
me the fundamental issues of the subject by giving some account
of the historical theorics which discuss them, but the list of those
selected is far from exhaustive, and other authors might well have
made a different selection. It is, of course, impossible to embody
a comprchensive survey of the history of political thought in a
book of modest compass, and there are already larger works, such
as Professor G. H. Sabine’s History of Political Theory, which
have alrcady done this with conspicuous success.

Morcover, the present volume is intended to be, not primarily
a history of political thought, but a critical cxamination of it with
a vicw to defining the basic assumptions which have becn made
by the great political thinkers of the past, and the fundamental
issues about which controversy still continues. My sclection of
the theories for discussion has therefore been determined by the
conclusions which I have reached about the nature of those issues
and the theories which define them most effectively.

The first chapter, in which I attempt to define the nature and
scope of philosophy generally, and its application in the field of
politics, is inevitably somewhat abstract, and any reader who finds
it difficult should omit it on a first reading, and procecd straight
to Chapter II, where some of the main issues of moral and
political philosophy are defined in the simple terms employed
by the carly thinkers of Ancient Greece. But the study of the
first chapter is essential at some stage if the logical foundations
of political philosophy are to be appreciated, and only so can
political philosophy in the proper sense be understood. For unless
an examination of these logical foundations is undertaken,
political philosophy reduces, in effect, to political scicnce, and
never raises the essentially philosophical question of the extent

v



vi Preface

to which the moral assumptions made by political theories can
be rationally justified. The final chapter on “The Justification of
Government’ attempts to define the basic issues which have
emerged in the historical chapters, and to relate them to the
logical alternatives set forth in Chapter 1.

As the book is based on the lectures which I have bt;cn QC-
livering during the past seven years to London University
Extension Classes in Social Philosophy, it will, I hope, prove of
special assistance to future classes in this subject. But I hope that
it will also be of value to University students elsewhere, and that

it may help to enlighten the gencral reader who wishes to acquire
some knowledge of

‘ what philosophy has to say about the main
issues of contemporary politics.

I wish to take this Opportunity of acknowledging the great help
which I have received jn the preparation of the book from my
friends, Professor H, B, Acton, D.Phil., of the Chair of Philosophy
in Bedford College, London, and Mr. E. W. Jones, M.A.,
B_arnster—at-LaW and one of my colleagues on the Pancl of Exten-
sion Lecturers in Socig] Philosophy. Both were good cnough to
read the entire typescript and to make many valuable suggestions.
While they must 10t, of course, be held in any way responsible
for what I havg_writtcn, I am deeply conscious of the way in
which their criticisms haye helped me to work out my own
position. I must alsg acknowledge the debt which I owe to the
excellent classes which [ have had the good fortune to teach, for
the searching questiopg which I have been asked during the
discussion hour which follows every lecture have helped me, in
no small measure, tq develop and clarify my views. Finally, I
must thank the Clarendog Press for kindly allowing me to quote
a number of passages from the late Professor F. M. Cornford’s
translation of Plato’s Republic.

A.R. M. M.
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CHAPTER 1

The Nature and Scope of Political Philosophy

was generally regarded as a source of knowledge “fthh

transcended, both in scope and certainty, the discoveries O
natural science. Science, it was agreed, marked an advance on the
uncritical and often unrelated belicfs of ordinary life, yet 1t was
itself based on the obscrvations of the senses and consisted of the
uncertain generalizations based upon them; whereas philosophy
was assumed to answer questions about such subjects as the
existence of God, the nature of knowledge, and the authority of
the moral law upon which sensc-experience, from its very nature,
could throw no light. On such subjects, it was believed, reason
was alonc competent to pronounce and, when it did so, its con-
clusions were characterized by a logical and universal certainty
which the generalizations of natural science could never claim.

That philosophical knowledge is certain and indubitable 18
a claim which, in a broad scnse, all philosophers have made,
or at least implied; and if a short and simple definition of
philosophy were sought the title of the late Professor Dewey’s
Gifford Lectures—‘The Quest for Certainty’—might serve as a
starting point at least. For all philosophers have claimed, or at
least implied, that philosophical knowledge not only is, but must
be, true. But this gencral agreement has not prevented funda-
mental differences of opinion regarding the nature and scope of
such knowledge; and since these differences are reflected in the
application of philosophy to the problems of political theory it is
important to be aware, however generally, of their naturc.

The different conceptions of philosophy ultimately depend
upon different conceptions of the nature of indubitable knowledge.
The propositions of mathematics are usually cited as typical
illustrations of such knowledge. For cxample, the proposition
“Two plus two equals four’ is said to be necessarily and universally
true on the ground that, once we have grasped its meaning, we

1

UNTIL the beginning of the present century philosophy



2 Introduction to Political Philosophy

recognize that it must be necessarily and universally true, and
because further instances of its truth do not increase our certainty
that it must always be true. Its falsity, in other words, Is in-
conceivable. On the other hand, there are numerous propositions
of which the falsity is perfectly conceivable. It may be truc that
“The cat is black’ or that ‘Poliomyelitis is caused by a virus’, but
these propositions are not necessarily truc. On the contrary, their
falsity is perfectly conceivable, even if observation appears to
confirm their truth.

Analytic and Syntheti, Propositions

_The distinction just illustrated is variously referred to as the
distinction between rationq] and empirical knowledge, or between
a priort and a posterigr; knowledge, or between truths of reason
and truths of fact. And it is generally true to say that all philoso-
phers have claimed, or 5t least implied, that their theories are
rational and a prigy;. Where they have differed is in their view of
the scope of such knOWIedge. And the main difference has been
that some have helg at rational knowledge is always analytic,
while othgrzrlégve lfld that it is sometimes synthetic. ..

¢ Detween analytic and synthetic propositions

was defined by the Germana;lhﬂggpher In};manucl Ip(ant (1724~
1804) as follows: Analytic propositions, he said, ‘add nothing
through the Predicate to the concept of the subject, but merely
break it up Into those constituent concepts that have all along
been tl‘lought in it, although confusedly’, while synthetic judg-
ments adfi to the concept of the subject a predicate w}}ich has
not been in any Wwise thought in jt, and which no analysis could
possibly extract from, i1 The difference is, in short, that the
predicate in an analyyjc Proposition is contained within the mean-
ing of the subject, while ip 5 ¢ nthetic proposition the predicate
is not contained wj in the riea ning of the subject but adds
something related tg 3 Kant illustrated the difference by the
two propositions ‘Aj] p, dies are extended’ and ‘All bodies are
heavy’,.’l‘he_former, he thought, js analytic, because the concept of
‘extension’ is part of e meax’zin of ‘body’, while the latter is
synthetic because, the concept ofg‘heavincss’ is not part of the
meaning of ‘body’, but ¢

7 > “Utonly a quglity which it acquires when it is
placed in a gravitationa] ﬁeld.q gl
! Critique of Pure Reason, Second Edition, Introduction.
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Kant’s definition drew attention to an important difference
between analytic and synthetic propositions, although not all
analytic propositions naturally fall into the simple subject-predi-
cate form which his examples illustrate. The cssential character-
istic of an analytic proposition is that it defincs the meaning, or
part of the meaning, of its subject and does not describe unessen-
tial features which may, or may not, belong to it. A cube of iron
has a certain weight at sca level, a smaller weight at the top of a
high mountain, and no weight at all at a certain point between
the carth and the moon; but these differences are not essential
clements in the meaning of the description ‘cube of iron’. It is
clear, on the other hand, that if the cube of iron had no extcnsion
it would not be a cube of iron, since extension is an essential part
of the meaning of the phrase ‘cube of iron’. In other words, to
deny an analytic proposition is sclf-contradictory since that is
simultancously asserting and denying the same thing. It is, to
borrow Bertrand Russell’s example, likc saying ‘A bald man is
not bald’.!

Modcrn philosophers have devoted much attention to the study
of analytic propositions, and many would agree with Professor
Ayer that ‘a proposition is analytic when its validity depends
solely on the definitions of the symbols it contains’,® and that this
is so because analytic propositions ‘do not make any assertion
about the empirical world. They simply record our determination
to use words in a certain fashion.”® They are, in other words,
tautologies; and the reason why we think it worth while to assert
them and sometimes, as in mathematics, to draw elaborate deduc-
tions from them, is that our rcason is too limited to recognize
their full significance without going through these complex
verbal processes.

These considerations may appear to be extremely abstract and
their connection with what is commonly understood as ‘political
philosophy’ far from obvious; but in fact this connection is both
simple and fundamental. For philosophy is the ‘quest for cer-
tainty’, and if certainty is a characteristic of propositions, then
an inquiry into the nature and scope of certain, i.e. a priors,
Propositions must be the essential task of all philosophy. If, in

1 The Problems of Philosophy, p. 129.

* Language, Truth, and Logic, Second Edition, p. 78.
3 op. cit., p. 84.
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j ilos is iscover the
other words, the general object of philosophy is to discover t
nature and i;nplicgtions of rational thinking, then an enquiry mti(;
¢ Dature of the propositions by which rational thmlulr:g by
e!il};lressed is necessarily one of the most important tasks
Phtlosophy so understood. . ’
Pll)lil}(l)sophers who have recognized the distinction l?cn; cc;;
ytic and synthetic propositions have agreed that‘ ‘uza yud
Propositions are necessary and a priori. Controversy has centre
on the question whether synthetic propositions may also somc-
Hmes be a priori, And the different answers given to this question
have determineg very different conceptions of the scope and
Purpose of philosophy. For if the propositions of phuosoplgy
saust always be g priori, and a priori propositions must always be

analytic, it follows that the propositions of philosophy must
ic,

always be ang]

. Now one important class of proposition which is ncver analytic
I the clagg

of existential propositions, i.c. propositions asscrting
Something of the rf:gl "z.voji'ld{J While it is necessarily truc that
4, it is not necessarily truc that there are four
: objects in the real world. For example, if I have
£2 in one pocket and £2 in another, it necessarily follows _that I
ve £4 in both pockets, but it is for empirical obscrvation to
ascertain whether in fact I have £2 in onc pocket and £2 in another
pocket. This simple example illustrates the important principle
th ! analytic Propositions apply only in a hypothctjcal‘scn’sc to
he real world, N analytic proposition of the form ‘A is B’ can
- aserted Categorically of the real world. It can only be asscrted
In the b Othetical form ‘If X (some existing thing) is A then it
oyt be B.? Byg the proposition asserting that X is in fact A is
;}(;gfgggc andbcannot be necessarily true unless synthetic pro-
5.€an be g prigy,

_Thus if g prionp Propositions are always analytic, philosophy
will be unable to demonstrate the truth of any proposition about
the EXistng wor] except in so far as it is logically implied by an
cxistential proposition whose truth has been established (if it can
be established) by empirical observation. The function of philos-
ophy, in other Words, will be to examinc the implications of
Propositions and not to gemonstrate their truth. )

As already mentjgpeq, however, it was widely believed until
some fifty years 3go that philosophy could establish facts about

2 plus 2 equals
dlsﬁng‘-lishable
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the existing world quitc independently of expericnce. Philosophy
was, indeed, often looked to for a rational justification of beliefs,
such as religious or moral belicfs, alrcady held on non-rationg]
grounds, and it was assumed that this ju§nﬁcatlon could be givep
independently of cxperience. But during the present century
there has been a strong reaction from these methods and a groy.
ing acceptance of the alternative view that the function of
philosophy is to clarify rather than to extend the content of
human knowledge. .

The theory that a priori thinking can never by itself establish
a truth about the existing world is known as Empiricism, since j;
always asserts that such propositions can be established only b
cmpirical obscrvation. The alternative theory that a priori think-
ing can by itsclf establish truths about the cxisting world js
known as Rationalism. And it is clear from the preceding dis.-
cussion that Rationalism can be defended only if synthetic o
priori propositions arc possible. For if spch propositions are not
possible no proposition about the existing world can be estab-
lished a priori, and somc form of Empiricism must therefore be
accepted.

Hume’s Empiricism

Before the present century, when the doctrine has received
wide support, the most cclebrated cxponent of Empiricism was
the Scottish philosopher David Hume (171 1—1776){ Nnow gener-
ally recognizced to have been one of the greatest phxlosophers of
all time. Hume held that the only propositions which are certainly
true are those which describe ‘relations of ideas’, by which he
meant analytic relationships in the sensc defined above. Those
which describe ‘matters of fact’, i.e. synthetic propositions, cannot
be rationally justified, although they can be accepted as true in
so far as they are justified by direct observation. But of course the
great majority of synthetic propositions—in particular, the so-
called ‘laws’ of science—go far beyond this and make asscrtions
which cannot be justified by experience.

Thus Hume argued that the belief in the universal truth of
scientific laws follows repeated observations of the scquences
which they describe; but he denied that there is any necessity in
these sequences, or even in the occurrence of the belicf that they
are universal and necessary. If I infer that, because all observed
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samples of arsenic have proved to be poisonous, thercfore all
samples whatsoever are poisonous, no logical justification of this
inference can, according to Hume, be given. It is just a fact that,
following on the observation of numecrous samples of arscnic
which prove to be poisonous, everybody believes that all samples
whatsoever will prove to be poisonous. But there is, according to
Hume, no rgtional justification for this belief it just happens to
occur following on experience of the effects of arsenic in a limited
number of instances, and just happens to have proved a reliable
guide in practice. There is no guarantee that it will prove to be
true of all instances whatsoever. Thus there is nothing ‘rcason-
able’ in the belief in the a priori sense.

Hume reached the same sceptical conclusions about the general
propositions of morality. He thought it obvious that thesc pro-
positions are synthetic, and argued that they cannot thercfore be
a priori. Such propositions as ‘Jealousy is cvil’ or ‘Lying is wrong’
are, he thought, obviously synthetic in that their predicates are
not part of the meaning of the subjects. And such propositions
cannot be a priori, for no necessary connection can, in his view.
be .d.tscerned between the subject and the predicate. Hence the
basis for these moral generalizations must be the same as the

basis for tcllne generalizations of natural science—the observation
of a limited number of instances. And this is not a rational ground
for asserting them.

nef:-lez;:ii?yg Igi?lfidsetthﬁg mcitgal generalizations have any logical
2 mself t - .
which they are b 0 analyse the empirical evidence on

ased. He reached the conclusion i

based, T that the basis

%gﬁuchl izne‘mHo AUons is a peculiar type of sentiment or fecling.
en 1 S8y TIONesty is good’ I am, according to Hume, saying,

in a rather specific sense of the word ‘like’. ‘I like honesty’. I
am, in fact, describing not an inherent quaiity of honesty but a

feeling excited in me by the contemplation of honesty. This

feeling Hume called the *pleasing sentiment of approbation’. He
thought that moral disapproval in t

. di ' he same way expresses a
sentiment of disapprobation. Thus Hume concluded that there

is nothing ‘rational’ or ‘logical’ in morality and that it is impossible
to show, on @ prior: grounds, that moral propositions are true or
false. Their truth or falsity depends on the purely cmpirical

question whet!Jer they are or are not accurate descriptions of the
feelings to which they relate,
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Hume’s scepticism is therefore of a revolutionary character, for
it implies that neither the principles of natural scicnce nor the
laws of morality have any universal necessity, and that practical
thinking is of an cssentially irrational character. Qur belief in
such generalizations as ‘Arscnic is poisonous’ or ‘Lying is wrong’
is not, according to Hume, arrived at by any logical argument,
but is simply a natural belief which occurs in certain situations,
and whosc occurrence cannot be explained on a priori grounds.
All attempts to show that such beliefs are necessarily true must,
in his view, completely fail.

The consequences of Hume’s scepticism are most striking in
the sphere of morality, for they imply that there cannot be what
Kant was later to call a ‘categorical imperative’. This is the
principle of unconditional obligation to do what is right. All
historical codes embody this principle, for they are composed of
‘laws’ of the type set forth in the Decalogue, which imply an
unconditional obligation to do or to refrain from doing certain
acts. But on Hume’s theory a moral judgment is the assertion
that something excitcs a certain feeling, and there is no reason
why this feeling should be universally experienced, nor any sense
in saying that it ought to be universally experienced, for the word
‘ought’ is, on Hume’s theory, itsclf an expression of a feeling.

Humec carricd his attack on conventional assumptions about
morality even further, for he argued that, even if moral judgments
of some form are made, there is no rational relationship between
such a judgment and the act to which it relates. The cause of an
act is always a ‘passion’ or desire, and reason has the subordinate
function of spccifying the probable conditions or consequences
of attaining the object of the desire which causes the act. Reason,

he said, is ‘the slave of the passions, and can never pretend to any
other office than to serve and obey them’.! There is, he therefore
holds, no justification for the distincion commonly drawn
between acting ‘from reason’ and acting ‘from emotion’; all
action is, in the end, caused by emotion, and reason, from its
very nature, can affect action only by exhibiting its probable
conditions and conséquences. Once this has been done, it is a
Purely empirical question whether the anticipated end, with all its
conditions and consequences, will or will not be desired, and will,
or wili not, be desired with sufficient intensity to result in action.
' Treatise of Human Narture, 11, iii, 3.
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Thus if Hume’s analysis is right the assumptions made in
ordinary moral thinking are vitiated by two fundamental errors.
In the first place, moral judgments arc not assertions that certain
acts or ecnds possess certain qualitics; they arc assertions that
some person or group of persons expericnces a certain kind of
feeling when contemplating these acts or ends. And, secondly,
there cannot be any reason why one docs, or why onc ought to,
act in a certain way. The causes of action are desires or ‘passions’
and reason can affect acts only by showing what the probable
conditions or consequences of specified acts are likely to be, and
thus changing the nature of the anticipated results of acts. Thus,
accorglmg to Hume, moral approval and condemnation are ex-
pressions of feclings—perhaps feelings of a peculiar and specific
kind—which may well influence the conduct of those to whom
such approval or condemnation is addressed, but which do so in a
Purely casual manner. They cannot, from their very nature, ever
constitute a reason why certain acts ought or ought not to be done.

The subordinate function which Hume attributed to reason
may be briefly described as that of applying scientific generaliza-
tions. Of course these generalizations are not ‘rational’ in the
a prior: sense for they are synthetic propositions, and only analytic
propositions are, in Hume’s view, a priori. But on the assumption
—which cxperience scems to justify'—that both physical and
mental events occur in accordance with certain gencral laws, it is
rational to look for these Jaws and to apply them with a view to
predicting the future course of events. The process is rational in
the Strict sense in so far as it consists in drawing thc logical
implications of a hypothesis. If all arsenic is poisonous, it follows
a priort that this piece of arsenic is poisonous, but ncither the
proposition that all arsenic is poisonous nor the proposition that
this is a piece of arsenic is 4 priori. Both of these propositions are
empirical and cannot be rationally justified.

The Rationalism of Kant and Hegel

t] .
Hume’s revolutionary account of the function of reason
naturally evoked a reaction, and the philosophies of the great

! This does not, of course, mean that cxpericnce can in practice ever
provide a logically valid proof of the ‘uniformity of Naturc’, but only
that experience never reveals anything which is inconsistent with the
assumption of that principle,
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German  thinkers Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) and Georg
Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831) werc attempts to restore
to reason the positive functions which Hume had denied to it.
Kant and Hegel sought to do this by stressing the active function
of the mind in knowledge and, in particular, by arguing that,
while synthetic propositions may by themselves be devoid of
logical nccessity, they are characterized by another kind of
necessity (which Kant called ‘transcendental necessity’) derived
from the mind in which they originate. They are necessary, not
in the logical sense that their falsity is inconceivable, but in the
transcendental sense that cxperience could not take the form
which it docs take unless they were assumed to be universally
true. Such, in brief, is Kant’s theory of the nature of causal and
moral laws. He admits that they are synthetic but claims that they
arc none the less a priori in the transcendental sense. His theory
is ‘idealist’ in the sense that he holds the stuft of experience to
be not indepcndent objects but our ideas of or judgments about
objects. And while he belicves that there are independent objects
—which he calls ‘things-in-themselves’—he holds that these are
necessarily unknowable except in the form of appearances con-
ditioned by the way in which the mind, in view of its structure,
is bound to apprchend them.

Many philosophers would question whether a theory of this
sort constitutes any rcal answer to Hume’s empiricism. They
would question whether ‘transcendental’ necessity is more than
the cmpirical regularity admitted by Hume—whether, for
cxample, the fact that we always interpret our experience in
terms of causal regularities justifies the conclusion that we
necessarily interpret it in this way. It must at least be admitted
that Hume and other philosophers who think like him have
not interpreted their experience in this way. And it is difficult
to see why the almost universal belief in causal determination
cannot be adequately described, as Hume described it, in terms
of habit.

Apart from this general objection to Kant’s theory, Hegel
thought that it was vitiated by the fundamental contradiction of
asserting, on the one hand, that all knowing takes the form of
Judging, and yet claiming that experience cannot be explained
cxcept on the assumption that there are things-in-themselves. As
Hegel was quick to observe, thesc propositions are essentially

2
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con_tfadictory 5 if it is impossible for us to have cognitive ex-
E;‘-:lence which does not take the form of judging it is impossible
ab US to know or conceive of or make any consistent assertion
out things-in-themselves, for in so doing we arc interpreting
toem -1 accordance with the way in which our minds arc bound
talkgzimk' Things-in-thcmsclvgs which are thought about and
as the about cannot be things-in-thcmselves ; they must be things

He Y appear to the thinker. ) .

ca gl therefore arrived at the conclusion that Kant did not
thalt'y S argument far cnough, and that its logical implication is
Cognitive experience consists cxclusively of judgments.! We
«Caﬂfigg,t’ Hegel thought, get ‘behind’ judgments to ‘things’, for a
assercs can be apprehended only through a judgment which
tion £ Something about jt. In the same way, there is no justifica-
canno:bsupp‘)s‘?g that we are aware of ‘facts’ of which the truth
and g € Questioned. ‘Facts’ are what people believe to be facts,
Perience Tus Judgments just as much as any other part of ex-
time, are th are, in practice, those judgments which, at a given
inml’y thatCOnsmte_nt with all other )udgmcnts;.but this docs not
as false, F, they will not at a later date be questioned and rejected
but thig as°r long it wae accepted as a fact that the carth was flat,
iudgmentssumPUOn was later found to be inconsistent .thh other
€Xperience Which appeared to be more gcnc;ally consistent with
according tas a whole, and it was therefore rejected as false. Thus,
is co 0 Hegel, the truth of a judgment docs not consist, as
Coherence wi¥hsupp°SFd, in its correspondence to a ‘fact’ but in its
as false jp the ?.thcf Judgments; and.lt is thus liable to be re;cctqd
D0t an absgy,, 1ght of further experience. It follows that truth is
is true ip el ¢ but a relative conception, since a judgment \,Nhlch
perience mg %tlon 10 the other judgments of one person’s ex-
person’s ex ye e false In relation to the qthcr judgments of anpther
with evCrygoélc,“ce- In ancient tirnqs it was perfectly consistent
but it would m})’ 1s €Xperience to believe that the earth was fﬂat;
judgments gepe onger be consistent to believe this in view of the

spheroid. tally accepted as evidence that the earth is a

Philosophers differ widely regarding the importance and

! By a ‘judgmeny ;
word thus serves to o he
which Kant and Hege

re meant the ‘assertion of a proposition’. The
Mphasize the active function of the mind upon
1laid 5o much stress.
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validity of Hegel’s philosophy. By some it is regarded as the final
consummation of human thought, which both solves and explains
the difficulties which are inherent in other systems. To others it
appcars to deny the validity of thought altogether in its rejection
of the concept of absolute truth at the finite level. But the majority
of philosophers would probably agree that it is worthy of serious
consideration. For, cven if the doctrine of the Absolute Idea!
cannot be defended, Hegel may have been justified in denying
the existence of undubitable ‘facts’, and in arguing that the most
‘factual-looking’ asscrtions involve a subjective clement of inter-
pretation, so that their truth or falsity can be described only in
the light of their cohcrence with other synthetic judgments which
arc similarly open to question. On the other hand, even if Hegel’s
Coherence Theory of Truth is accepted, it does not follow that
all possible judgments constitute a logically related system of
which the neccessity could be apprchended by anyone with a
sufficiently comprehensive experience. The only logical relation-
ship which appcars to relatc many judgments is that of consistency,
and if that is so it cannot be inferred that expericnce necessarily
takes the form which it does take, or that the experience of
diffcrent individuals must ultimately be harmonized in the
Absolute. For other judgments might have been equally
consistent with the rest of experience. It is only if the universe
is first defined as that which has certain specified characteristics
that it follows a prior: that it must have these characteristics
and could not conceivably have other characteristics. But this
definition is an analytic proposition and does not imply that
the universe must have the characteristics which it actually
does have.

For the above reasons it is very doubtful whether cither Kant
or Hegel was successful in refuting the essential principles of
Hume’s Empiricism; and many modern philosophers would agree
with Hume that reason has only a hypothetical application to the
real world. On this view it can never establish the truth of a
belief, but can only demonstrate its logical implications ; while in
the sphere of conduct it can never justify the ends of action but
can only devise the most cffective means for attaining the ends
determined by the irrational ‘passions’.

' The doctrine that only the whole truth about cverything is com-
pletely coherent, and therefore absolutely true. See Chapter XI below.
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The Implications of Empiricism

If the foregoing conception of the nature and scope of reason
is accepted, it follows that philosophy has a more limited scope
than has been widely assumed in the past. Its function will be to
discover the logical implications of bcliefs, not to provide a
rational justification of their truth. Their truth, whether defined
in terms of coherence or correspondence, will never be rationally
justified, and their logical implications will have ncither more nor
le§s truth than the beliefs themsclves. Philosophy, in other words,
will be concerned with meaning and not with truth. Truth will be
the objective of science, and will be reached by gencralization
from experience, i.e. by discovering the general laws describing
regularities of coexistence and sequence. Science will differ
ﬁndament?Uy from philosophy in that the formulation of these
generalizations is not a rational process, and their application to
experience has only a hypothetical validity. There is, for example,
To rational justification for inferring that, because all examined
samples of arsenic have proved to be poisonous, thercfore all
samples whatsoever must be poisonous; but i#f it is assumed that
all samples whatsoever are poisonous, then it follows, as a logical
mehcauon,. that any given sample must be poisonous.

In short, if the Empiricist Theory is accepted, rcason will apply
Only.hypothetically to experience, and it will be impossible to
provide a categorical demonstration of the truth of any proposi-
tion about what exists or what occurs, It will only be possible for
reason to show what are the logical implications of such a pro-
position, ic. to show what must exist or must occur on the
assumption that X exists or occurs. But this latter assumption
cannot itself be rationally justificd—except, of course, in the
hypothetical sepge that it may, in turn, be logically implied by
yet another proposition assumed to be true. In short, cvery
synthetic proposition cither is, or is bascd upon, an assumption
which cannot be rationally justified.

Before the present century, most philosophers believed that at
least some Syntheﬁc propositions could be rationally justificd, and
that SOmME empirica] propositions could thereforc be cstablished
by philosophy. Hege] sought to remove the doubts which gradu-
ally assailed this position by arguing that, although the rationality
of synthetic propositions may not be evident at the level of finite



Nature and Scope 13

experience, it would be obvious at the level of an infinite cx-
pericnce. In one form or another the rationalist theory is still
accepted by many philosophers, but during the past fifty years it
has bcen widely questioned, and many philosophers have felt
bound to accept the basic principles of Hume’s Empiricism.
There are, therefore, two difterent and incompatible concep-
tions of the nature and scope of philosophy between which a
choice has to be made. They derive from different conceptions
of the nature and function of human reason. And it is clear that,
if the Empiricist Theory is accepted, the function of philosophy
will be radically different from that commonly assigned to it in
the past. For its function will be not to discover truth but to
clucidate meaning. In its application to reality it will have to start
from beliefs which cannot be veritied and from ideals which
cannot be justified. And thesc limitations to the power of rcason
are incvitable unless some way can be found of justifying the
Kantian thesis that ‘synthetic a priori judgments are possible’.
The significance of Empiricism may be otherwisc cxpressed by
saying that it implies that the only possible application of reason
to the rcal world is in science, and that this application takes a
hypothetical form. All attempts to establish truths about the real
world by a priori reasoning alone arc bound to fail, since they
nccessarily involve at least one proposition asserting that some-
thing exists or occurs, and such a proposition is necessarily
synthetic, and thereforc not a priori. The logical implications of
such a synthetic proposition can, of course, be deduced a prior:;
but these logical deductions do not, in the strict sense, establish
new facts of existence but only reveal the fuller meaning of that
which has been assumed, without rational justification, to exist.
The most important type of deduction from synthctic existen-
tial propositions is found in applicd science, where the logical
implications of the special kind of synthetic propositions known
as ‘scientific laws’ are deduced. These propositions have no
a priori foundation, nor, as Hume showed, are they logically
implicd by the synthetic propositions known as ‘observed facts’.
They simply provide what frequently proves to be useful prac-
tical guidance in anticipating cvents, and they are said to be
‘justificd’ in so far as they do this. In other words, they are
hypotheses which have logical implications and which are justified
in so far as these implications are consistent with observation.
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But such justification will necessarily fall short of logical certainty

unless all the infinite possible implications of the hypothesis are
verified by observation; and such comprehensive verification is
certain to be impracticable.

The Empiricist Theory of Morality

Similarly, the Empiricist Theory implics that moral reasoning
is truly rational only in so far as it takes a scientific form. Tl;erc
is no a priori way of establishing that X is good or bad, or right
or wrong. For moral propositions are synthetic propositions, and
are therefore without g priori certainty. All that can be asserted
with a priori certainty is that if ‘X is good’ is true, then the
propositions which are logically implied by ‘X is good’ arc also
true. If, for example, it is true that ‘All plcasures are good’, then
it follows logically that a pleasure is good whatever its sourcc and
nature. And if this implication is held to be false, then the general
principle by which it js implied must be rejected, just as the Law
of Gravity would have to be rejected if some material bodics were
found not to obey it. Thus the Empiricist Theory implics that
there can be no ultimate demonstration of the truth or falsity of
a moral proposition; all that reason can show is whether it is con-
sistent with other moral propositions, and what its logical
implications are.

The other logical possibility open to the empiricist is the view
that moral propositions are analytic, and therefore @ priors cCrtain,
But this would imply that moral characteristics must be part of
the meaning of that to which they are attributed, and this does
not seem to be the case. For it does not appear to bc self-contra-
dictory to deny a proposition which asserts that X is good or bad
or right or wrong, as it would be if such a_proposition were
analytic. On gt;e contrary, there is widespread disagrecment about
suc_h propositions, most obviously if we comparc the moral
beliefs which prevail in different communitics, or in the same
community at different epochs of its history, but also to some
extent within the same community at a given time. For example,
there are in Britain today sharp differences of opinion about the
morality of gambling, divorce, and blood sports. Some people
believe that these things are, within limits, blameless, while others
hold that they are unconditionally wrong; but, while both
opinions cannot be true, it does not seem that either is self-
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contradictory. It would, of course, be sclf-contradictory to say
that gambling is legitimate if cvil were an inherent part of the
meaning of gambling, but the argument that evil is an inherent
part of the meaning of gambling would usually be rejected as
‘begging the question’ on the ground that the question whether
gambling is good or bad is a question of substance and not of
definition. Of course there is no logical way of refuting anyone
who obstinately maintains that the moral propositions which he
asserts are analytic, and that anyone who denies these proposi-
tions is talking nonscnsc, any more than there is any logical way
of refuting the person who asserts that 2 plus 2 equals §; but
this point of view can only be justified by disregarding the beliefs
which are inconsistent with it instead of accounting for them.

The general assumptions made about the naturce and scope of
a priort knowledge have therefore important implications for the
analysis of moral experience, since it is only on the assumptions
of Rationalism that it is possible to avoid the conclusion that
moral propositions arc empirical descriptions, whether or not these
descriptions can be reduced without remainder to non-moral
propositions.! And both of these alternatives represent a radical
departure from the assumptions commonly made about the
nature of moral experience. For the first alternative implies that
moral propositions are purely empirical descriptions devoid of
any rational necessity; while the second implies that moral pro-
positions can be expressed without loss of meaning as non-moral
propositions, and that it is therefore misleading to speak of them
as ‘moral’ propositions and thus imply that they describe a
special and distinctive type of experience.

Some modern philosophers have raised the further question
whether sentences which appear to express moral propositions
are not, in part, expressions of a non-cognitive type of experience.
They contend that a moral sentence is only in part the expression
of a proposition, and is in part the direct expression of a feeling
or a volition. This analysis has somctimes been described in
picturesque terms as the ‘Boo-Hurrah’ Theory of Morality—
meaning that moral sentences are, in part at least, not expressions
of propositions at all but of feelings, just as booing and cheering
are admitted to be expressions of feelings. Again, it may be

! The second alternative has been called the ‘Naturalistic’ Theory of
Morality by Professor G. E. Moore. See his Principia Ethica, Chapter II.
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argued that sentences in which the word ‘ought’ appears are, in
Part at least, the direct expression of conative attitudes or com-
mands, ether or not thesc suggestions arc justlﬁqd, it is im-
Portant to remember that the philosopher is not dircctly con-
cermed with feelings or conations but only with propositions about
feelmgS Or conations—such as the proposition asserting that
moral sentences are in part a direct expression of feclings or
conations, and only partly an cxpression of propositions abqut
Such feelings and conations. And it is not clear that the theorics
JUSt referred g are doing more than drawing attention to the fact
at the subject of a proposition is one thing and the proposition
another, apq forgetting that it is with propositions alone that the
°S°Pheir is directly concerned. 1 e a
a5 lap, inly suggests—moral cxperier s
Specific apqg gg?sgt(i:ncct?\ia ki?ld ng cxperience, the Naturalistic
Thcory of Morality must be rejected; and if the Ranqnah§t
heory of Synthetic a priori propositions is also rejected, it will
; Decessary 1o accept the Empiricist Theory of Morality.
ccording 1 this theory moral propositions will be without any
tﬁz‘;’e‘; Dccessity, and rational arguments based upon them Wg}
it win C be of a hypothetical character. Given that ‘A is goo
g I be Possible to deduce by a strictly rational process that
im l?iigcm ’and that ‘C is good’ if these propositions are logx,cal}l)i
epa eg by ‘A s good’;! but the original premise ‘A is good \l\l'le .
words Clief or assumption without rational nccessity. In otd t
A js ot may be possible to show that B and C must be goo -
good. E’:Xch but it will not be possible to show fthl-?(t: Arom:)lssitt e
A is goq d?P,t, of coursc, in a hypothetical sensc if the prop

t : IS in turn implied by yct another proposition whosc
ruth js assumed,

In 8eneral, the major implication of Empiricism is that rational

ent aboy e rily takes a hypothcticgl
formn. This iy irecs comsquonce wi vhe denial that syntheric
PrOPositions ¢ap be a priori, for all assertions of cXistence are
synthetic, and therefore without a priori necessity. Moral argu-
THentS MUSt, for the same reason, be hypothetical in character
and th incapable of justifying the ultimate Premises upon
which they gr based.

1 As will pe : are members of the
more geacal Gl &' sntonrncondiione of &
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Political Philosophy

These conclusions have important consequences for political
philosophy, for the latter has usually taken the form of an attempt
to justify certain assumptions about the methods and aims of
government. In most political philosophies this justification has
been a moral justification, and has taken the form of an argument
that certain forms of government, ¢.g. a democratic constitution,
and they alone, arc morally justifiable. This type of political
philosophy is therefore essentially an application of moral
philosophy to the political ficld. And it is in this sense that the
phrasc ‘political philosophy’ appears to be gencrally understood;
for when it is said, as it is often said in political journalism, that
certain differences of policy can be traced, in the end, to different
‘political philosophics’, it is obvious that by different political
philosophics is meant different assumptions about what it is right
or wrong to do in politics.

On the other hand, in the casc of a few political philosophies—
most notably those of Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Bentham—a
naturalistic conception of morality has been held, and no attempt
has therefore been made to justify government on moral grounds.
The justification offered has been conditional on the truth of an
empirical assumption about thc object of government, which
has usually been identified with the desire of the majority of
people. Thus Machiavelli believed that everyone desires strong
and cfficicnt government; Hobbes believed that everyone desires
peace and sccurity; and Bentham believed that everyone desires
happiness. None of these philosophers held that there is any
objective sensc in which people ought to desire these ends; it js,
they held, simply a fact that the large majority of people or all
people do desire them, and it is the function of the politica]
philosopher to ascertain what type of political organization ig
most likely to achieve them. In doing so he is, of course, acting
as a political scientist rather than as a political philosopher, for
he is simply attempting to define the sort of political principles
which must be obscrved in order to achieve the end which most
people are believed to desire, without pronouncing in any way
upon the moral worth of this end. His function is therefore
strictly analogous to that of a medical officer of health applying
scientific knowledge to promote the health of those whom he
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serves. The strictly philosophical task of such a political philos-
opher ends with his a priori demonstration that there is no moral
reason why one end should be chosen rather than another, and
that the function of the politician is to devise the most cffective
means for attaining the end which is generally desired. )
It is, however, unusual for political philosophers to avoid
making some assumption of a moral character. For without such
an assumption it is difficult to define the end of government in
a sense that is not wholly arbitrary. If there is no reason why one
end should be chosen rather than another there is no rcason why
the desire of the majority should be preferred to the desire of the
minority or to the politician’s own personal ambitions. Even if
Hobbes is justified in his assumption that cveryonc desires peace
and personal security above all things, there is no reason why a
statesman should scck to realize these ends rather than, for
example, his own personal ambitions unless the former is morally
better than the latter. It is, indeed, possible to define the ends of
government without moral assumptions and in a way that is not
wholly arbitrary if, and only if, everyone—both rulers and ruled
—desire the same ends, For in that case there can be no dispute
about what ends are desired. And this docs, indecd, secm to be
an implicit assumption of the theorics of Machiavelli and Hobbes
and Bentham., According to these theories the politician’s only

problem is to devise the most effective means to the ends Which
everyone 1s assumed to desire.

Classification of Politica] Theories

_ Political philosophies may, therefore, be provisionally divided
into Moral and Naturalistic Theories of the State. Moral Theorics
are those which claim to justify government on moral grounds,
while Naturalistic Theories are those which claim to justify it on
SCll_ZDUﬁC grounds. The justification provided by Moral Theories
claims to be categorical and unconditional, whercas that provided
by Naturalistic Theories is necessarily hypothetical, since it is
necessarily conditional upon the desire for a certain end. In
Moral Theories the ends of government are defined as the ends
which ought to be pursued, Tn Naturalistic Theories these ends
are defined as the ends which are desired. Moral Theories tell us
what we ought to do, while Natyralistic Theories tell us what we
must do if we wish to achieve certain ends. But if different people
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desire different ends there is no way by which a Naturalistic
Theory can determine which end ought to be preferred, since
such discrimination would involve a moral judgment.

Moral Theories have fallen under two main heads according
as the good of the state or the good of the individual has been
regarded as primary. On the one hand it has been held that the
good of the state defines the standard to which the individual
ought to conform, and, on the other hand, it has been held that
the good of the individual defines the purpose which the state
ought to serve. The first type of theory has been variously known
as the Organic or Collectivist Theory and the second as the
Machine or Individualist Theory, and the division corresponds
roughly to the popular distinction between ‘totalitarian’ and
‘democratic’ thcories of government. When the Individualist
Theory defines the moral ideal as pleasure it is commonly known
as Utilitarianism, since the methods and aims of government are
then judged to be good in so far as they are wseful in promoting
people’s pleasure, or, as it is often said, ‘the greatest happiness
of the greatest number’.

But although political theories can be readily divided into
Moral and Naturalistic Theories, there is another, and equally
fundamental, division. Whether or not moral concepts are, as the
Moral Theory asserts, specific and indefinable in terms of non-
moral concepts, there remains the question whether the proposi-
tions in which these terms appear are a prior: or empirical.! If,
for the reasons set forth above,® it is agreed that moral proposi-
tions are in any casc synthetic, it will follow that they must be
empirical unless, as Rationalism asserts, synthetic propositions
can be a priori. Thus, whether or not moral terms can be defined
in naturalistic terms, moral propositions must be empirical unless
the fundamental premise of Rationalism is true.

The historical examples of the Moral Theory have in nearly
every case been based on the premises of Rationalism, for almost
all have assumed that the propositions of morality are a prior:
and possess a categorical necessity. Hume’s moral theory is a
notable exception to this generalization, for he maintained both

! For example, whether or not ‘the good’ can be defined as ‘the
fiesxrcd’, it is_quite a distinct question whether a proposition such as
Bpnevolcncc is good’ is a priori or empirical.

*p. 14.
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that moral experience is a specific and irreducible type of ex-
perience and that moral propositions arc nonc the less wholly
empirical. But most historical examples of Empiricist Theorics
have also been Naturalistic Theories, like the theorics of Machia-
velli, Hobbes, and Bentham.

On the other hand, so long as the issuc between Rationalism
and Empiricism is left open, there is no reason why Rationalism
should not be combined with a Naturalistic Theory of Morality.
For then, even if moral conceptions can bc defined in terms of
non-moral conceptions, they may be neccessarily related to the
subject of the propositions in which they occur if it is possible
for a proposition to be at once synthetic and a priori. It is, indeed,
quite consistent to combine cither a Moral or a Naturalistic
Theory of Morality with cither a Rationalist or Empiricist Theory
since the latter represent the alternative views which may be held
about the logical starus of moral propositions, while the former
represent alternative views which may be held about the meaning
of moral concepts, On the other hand, if Empiricists are right in
holding that the pasic premisc of Rationalism—that synthetic
PEOPOSILOns may be g pripri—is sclf-contradictory, the ration-
alist form of both Moral and Naturalistic Theorics i automatic-
ally ruled out, and the issue narrowed to a choice between the
empiricist forms of the Moral and Naturalistic Theorics.

Political theories may therefore be broadly classificd as follows:

Rationalist Empiricist

Moral Naturalistic Moral Naturalistic
While the historica] examples of the Moral Theory have in
carly all cases assumeg a rationalist form, the validity of this
type of theory 1% as already explained, conditional on the possi-
bility of synthetic q prigr; propositions. If the possibility of such
Propositions is denied, thep the validity of the rationalist form
of Moral Theory muys; also be denied, and one or other form of
the Empiricist Theory myg; pe accepted. And in that case politics
must be a science—jther 5 moral or a natural science, but in
either case a science—in which the only rational activity will be
the verification and application of scientific gencralizations. For



Nature and Scope 21

cven if these generalizations be of a moral character, they will
lack a priori necessity, and the process of discovering them will
be a purely empirical enquiry directed to the discovery of the
moral beliefs which arc actually held about the rights and duties
of states and citizens. Such an enquiry cannot, on the assumptions
of the Empiricist Theory, lead to the discovery of a priori moral
propositions expressed in categorical imperatives.

It is, therefore, only on the assumptions of Rationalism that
there can, strictly spcaking, be ‘political philosophy’ in the usual
sense. For by a ‘political philosophy ’is usually meant a funda-
mental moral proposition or propositions providing a categorical
justification for certain political ideals; and it is only on the
assumptions of Rationalism that such propositions arc possible.
On the assumptions of Empiricism, which imply that moral
propositions arec synthetic and empirical, political philosophy
begins and ends with the a priori proposition that politics is a
science, and that science alone can offer the politician rational
guidance in his activitics.

Thanks to the work of Hume’s modern successors, the Logical
Positivists, it can, I think, be fairly said that there is only one
important alternative to thoroughgoing Empiricism, namely the
special type of Rationalism known as Hegelian Idealism. The
dogmatic claims of Plato and other pre-Hegelian Rationalists to
have discovered moral principles of a priori certainty cannot
withstand scrutiny, but the Hegelian theory that certainty can be
attained at the level of infinite mind is less easy to refute. Indeed,
Hcgel’s theory is plausible just because, although it does not
offer finitc man the complete certainty of absolute truth, it does
claim to show the way by which absolute truth may be pro-
gressively approached, and synthetic propositions thus placed in
an order of logical priority. To the empiricist, on the other hand,
a synthctic proposition is justified not by logic but by ‘observa-
tion’—although in the case of the large majority of these proposi-
tions the justification is not conclusive.

The merits of Hegel’s theory will be examined in a later
chapter. It is sufficient for the present to note how the contrast
between Rationalism and Empiricism is reflected in both moral
and political philosophy. Indecd, as already observed, the very
possibility of moral and political philosophy as commonly under-
stood depends upon the possibility of propositions that are at
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once synthetic and a priori. If, as the gmgiricist contcnqs, such
propositions are not possible, the application of reason in both
morals and politics must necessarily assume a scientific form, and
cannot hope to find a directive for action w.hlch.xs morc th:fn
hypothetical. If, on the other hand, the rationalist is right in
holding that moral propositions can be at once synthetic and
necessary, the basis for a categorical justification of political idcals
exists. In short, the nature of the justification which can be given
for political ideals depends, in the end, on the naturc of a priort
propositions. And if these propositions cannot be synthetic it
follows that the assumptions commonly made about the nature
of that justification must be rejected. .

€ naive conception of a political phxlqsophy as a sct of
dogmatic axioms defining the rights and duties of the state and
the individual conceals the basic purpose of philosophy. For
philosophy consists essentially in directing the process of thinking
upon itself with a view to ascertaining what thought consists in,
and what it can establish. To lay down moral dogmas about the
rights and duties of governments and citizens without first con-
sidering how far this is a rational process is the very antithesis of
philosophy properly conceived.

Definition of Philosophy

In the light of the foregoing considerations, philosophy may
be briefly defined as zhe study of the nature and implications of
rational thought, From this general study conclusions may be
drawn about the implications of rational thought in specific ficlds,
such as the mora] and political, and these implications constitute
moral and politica] philosophy. And if, as the empiricist believes,
philosophy leads to the conclusion that the rational part of
¢XPETience is much smaller than is commonly supposed, this is
itself a rationa] proposition of the first importance.

€ purpose of the present chapter has been to indicate, in
the most genera] and summary fashion, the logical and meta-
physical background of political philosophy. Large issues have
been touched on which could not be adequately discussed in less
than a volume devoteq to their special consideration. But enough
will have been said for the purpose of the present book if it has
been made clear that political philosophy is not an independent
subject but is intimately bound up with the great issues of logic
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and metaphysics. In the following chapters an attempt will be
made to show more precisely what form this connection takes.
It will be argued that the broad division in political philosophy
is between the Rationalist and Empiricist Theories, and that this
division reflects, and depends upon, the division between
rationalist and empiricist theories of logic and knowledge. If this
is so, no final answer can be given to the questions of political
philosophy without a decision on these broader issues, but a
necessary and important task will have been accomplished if the
problems of political philosophy are reduced to their ultimate
and logical form.



CHAPTER 1II

The Political Theories of the Sophists

Philosophy in Ancient Greece

F philosophy is understood in the sense defined in the previous
Ichapter, the first philosophical thinking of any conscquence

took place in Ancient Greece in the sixth century B.C. There
had, it is true, been considerable speculation before this time about
many of the questions with which philosophy is concerned, but the
basis of belief was generally found in religion or mythology or
tradition, and little or no attempt was made to subjcct this basis
to rational scrutiny. It was the Greeks of the sixth century B.C.
who first sought, in a determined and systematic fashion, to arrnve
at a conception of reality based on genuinely rational foundations.

During the sixth century B.c. these early philosophers generally
concentrated their efforts on reaching some simple and compre-
hensive conception of reality as a wholc and took little interest
in the problems of political philosophy. But it is necessary to
}lndersta[}d. the nature of their achievement in this broader field
if the origin and purposc of their political theories are to be
properly appreciated. It may be said that, in general, their carly
enquiries were directed to answering the question ‘What is
reality>! The first philosophers were impressed, above all, by
the apparent complexity and irrationality of the universe, and
they sought to find behind this appearance some rclatively simple
reality which would be intelligible and orderly to the human mind.
One of the carliest of these theories was that of Thales, who lived
from about 600-550 B.C., and about whosc vicws we learn in the
writings of Herodotus, Aristotle, and others. Thales put forward
the theory that the underlying reality is water, and that the
various solid, liquid, and gascous substances which are ex-
perienced are different forms which this reality may ta}ce. The
theory appears to have been based on the consideration that
water can assume either a solid form (as ice) or a gaseous form

' Cf. Burnet’s Greek Philosophy, Part 1.
24
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(as stcam), from which it was deduced that all material sub-
stances whatsocver arc difterent forms of water. With the advance
of scientific knowledge the inadequacy of this theory became
apparent, but it is an carly illustration of an ideal which has
influenced both scientific and philosophical theory cver since—
the ideal of explaining the varicty and complexity of the apparent
world as the appearance of some relatively simple and homo-
geneous reality. Thus the atomic theory of matter is a modern
example of the sort of explanation which Thales was trying to
work out, and many philosophical theories have sought to reduce
the apparent varicty of the physical world to the appearances or
effects of some simple reality such as matter or mind.

However inadequate the theorics of Thales and some of his
successors may appear in the light of modern knowledge, they
were sufliciently plausible to convince the carly philosophers that
the physical world was not a formless complex of chance happen-
ings, but was subject to laws which methodical investigation
could reveal. Until about 500 B.C. this also scemed to be true of
the smaller universe of the state, except that there was no need
to look for the laws, since they werc cxpressed by the unchanging
customns and conventions which were handed down from genera-
tion to generation and never questioned. But in the fifth century
B.C. this unquestioning acceptance of tradition began to crumble
because in that century the Greeks began to travel and establish
colonics, and these adventures brought them into contact with
communitics who observed customs and laws very different
from their own. For the first time they had to recognize that their
own customs and laws were not universal and to consider whether
there was any reason for believing them to be better than others.
And their first reaction was to conclude that one sct of laws was
as good as another for the purpose of the community which
accepted them. Hence they drew a distinction between the un-
changing rules of physical Nature and the variable forms of man-
made Law. The former they regarded as essentally objective,
and the latter as essentially subjective.

The Sophists
These carly social philosophers are commonly known as the
‘Sophists’ or ‘wise men’. ‘Wise man’ was the original meaning of
the word ‘sophist’, although it now usually indicates someone
3
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who is clever and plausible rather than wisc and honest. Indeed,
the modern meaning of the word is substantially the mcaning
which the Sophists, by their practices, gave to it. For many of
them concentrated on the teaching of rhetoric, and by this was
meant the art of arguing persuasively irrespective of the real
merits of the case. The importance of this art arosc from the fact
that during the greater part of the fifth century B.C. Athens had
a democratic constitution, and it was important for thosc who
administered policy to be able to justify their actions before the
popular assembly.

The Sophists were the first professional teachers of Ancicnt
Greece. In most cases they cither demanded, or reccived, fees
for teaching, and their pupils were gencrally those who hoped to
succeed in public life. But they did not belong to any central
establishment, and they did not share any common outlook which
automatically made them members of a ‘school’. Many were
engaged in the day-to-day business of teaching, but a few tried
to work out a consistent social philosophy, and a short account
of the principal doctrines which they advocated will now be given.

Protagoras

Protagoras of Abdera (500-430 B.C.), whose doctrines are
described in Plato’s dialogue Profagoras, put forward an interest-
ing theory which attempted to combine recognition of the essen-
tial subjectivity of moral laws with a practical method of achieving
that acceptance of a common code of law and convention upon
which the cohesion and survival of a socicty depend. His view of
the subjectivity of law was cxpressed in the dictum that ‘Man is
the measure of all things, of things that arc that they are, and of
things that are not that they are not.” Plato explains this doctrine
as meaning that ‘things are to me as they appear to me and to you
as they appear to you’.! Whether or not Protagoras believed this
to be true of all judgments whatsoever, he undoubtedly believed
it to be true of moral judgments in the sensc that the judgment
X is right’ is true to the person making it while the judgment
X is not right’ may be equally true to another person.

Protagoras recognized that general acceptance of this doctrine
might have serious practical consequences. If pecople became
generally aware that one moral belief was as true as another they

' Theaetetus, 152 b.



Political Theories of the Sophists 27

might well come to discard all moral beliefs whatsoever, ang
gratify their individual desires in complete disregard of thejr
social dutics. Protagoras thercfore argued that, although g
beliefs are equally true, some are better than others, namely the
belicfs of the average and representative man, and that it is the
function of the Sophist to persuade cveryone to accept thosc
‘better’ beliefs. The different beliefs which are likely to be held
by a minority of persons are, in Protagoras’s view, just as true,
but they are not so good in the sense that they differ from the
beliefs held by the majority, and thus tend to causc dissensjon
and controversy. But if thosc who hold these unconventional
beliefs can be persuaded to adopt the more usual beliefs of the
majority, the causc of social cohesion and stability will be pro-
moted. Thus while Protagoras believed that all moral beliefs are
subjective, he was prepared to defend the traditional morality of
a community on utilitarian grounds if that morality were generally
accepted. For it was, he thought, useful in promoting the social
cohesion and stability which everyone desired. If, on the other
hand, conventional morality were challenged or opposed by any
appreciable scction of the community, there was a serious danger
that law and order might give way to anarchy. Thus Protagoras
claimed that the Sophists performed a useful function in per-
suading people to accept the ‘better’ moral belicfs, cven if they
were not in any objective sense ‘truer’ than other moral beliefs,
for he thought that civilized society depended upon the general ac-
ceptance of such beliefs. Without them, Protagoras thought, men
would live in what Hobbes was later to call a ‘state of nature’,
and their condition would then be no better than that of animals.
Expressed in modern terms, the theory of Protagoras is that
moral beliefs are purely subjective, but that they discharge a
useful function in upholding the law and order which arc the
basis of a civilized society. These will be assured if a coherent
set of belicefs is generally acccpted throughout a given society,
and if that acceptance is maintained and strengthened by effective
‘propaganda’. There is, of course, no strictly moral reason why
that acceptance ‘ought’ to be promoted, but there is a logical
reason if (a) such acceptance of a coherent set of beliefs is a
necessary condition of social stability, and (b) the members of the
society in question desire social stability.
Thus Protagoras accepted the general view of the Sophists
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that Law, in contrast to Nature, was subjective and man-madc,
but he claimed that it was justificd—in a utilitarian sense—by
the function which it performed in maintaining a condition
which the great majority of men desired.

Antiphon

A more critical theory of Law was advanced by the Sophist
Antiphon, who lived in the latter part of the fifth century B.C.,
and of whose writings an interesting fragment has survived.!
Antiphon held that men are subject to Laws of Nature in the
same sensc as inanimate objects. Just as all material bodics must
conform to the law of gravity, so all human beings must fccl and
will and think in accordance with certain psychological laws. of
these psychological laws Antiphon thought that the most funda-
mental is the desire to live and be happy and to avoid death and
unhappiness. But the laws of socicty often interfere with_the
operation of this Law of Nature since they restrain people from
performing acts, e.g. stealing, which might bring them happincss.
Antiphon admitted that there is a sound reason for obscrving the
laws of society if to break them would involve the shame of con-
viction and the pain of punishment, for thesc consequences arc
painful to the individual, and to court them is therefore to violate
the fundamental Law of Nature. But whenever an individual can
increase his happiness by breaking the Law of Socicty and avoid-
ing detection and punishment, it is, Antiphon thought, in accord-
ance with the Law of Nature for him to do so.

The weakness of this theory is that it ignores the inevitable
social relationships in which a man must live. The laws forbidding

theft and murder may at ¢ S ' o
individual would Iik y at times stand in the way of what a 8!

; like to do; but they also other people
from doing to him what V\’/ould un«?.lloubtcglr;vggtto his %isad-
vantage. Indeed, the majority of civil laws arc of potential advan-
tage, as well as disadvantage, to an individual. As Hobbes subsc-
quently recognized, a theory based upon the assumption that
sclf-interest 13 the primary motive of human conduct is tenable
only if it recognizes that self-interest may be quite different from
the gratification of an immediate impulse, and that the achieve-
ment of personal happiness depends in no small measure upon

1 A translation of this fragment has been incor A dix
i porated as an Appendix
to Chapter III of Sir Emnest Barker’s Greek Political Theory-
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controlling these immediate impulses and obeying civil laws made
in the interest of all. Antiphon’s principle might, indeed, have a
useful application in a society ruled by a dictator ready to sacrifice
his subjects’ interests in pursuing his own, but apart from such
circumstances the principle is fraught with grave dangers to the
interests of both the individual and society.

Callicles

A theory which closely rescmbles that of Antiphon is attributed
by Plato to Callicles in the dialogue Gorgias. According to Plato,
Callicles held that Nature is governed by the law of force, while
civil and moral laws are normally the result of contracts made by
the weak to defraud the strong of what their strength would
otherwisc sccure for them. In a state of nature the survival of the
fit would be the effective rule of life, whereas the laws of socicty
frequently reverse this principle and compel the strong to assist
the weak. Callicles thought that his theory was supported by the
considerations that in both the animal kingdom and the sphere
of international relations,! in neither of which there are restrictive
laws, the rule of force is the operative principle. Hence, Callicles
concludes, the rule of force is natural, and should not be opposed
by the laws of society.

It is not clear from what Plato tells us about Callicles’ theory
whether (to put the point in modern terms) he was defending a
naturalistic theory of morality by defining ‘right’ in terms of
‘might’, or whether he was merely arguing that, as a matter of
fact, it is morally desirable that the strong should get their way.
The fact that he tried to deducc what ought to happen in human
society from what does happen in the animal kingdom suggests
that the second interpretation is probably correct, and that his
theory is therefore not a naturalistic onc; but in ecither case the
inference from what does happen to what ought to happen is
necessarily fallacious.

Thrasymachus

Whether or not Callicles’ theory was naturalistic, there can be
no doubt that the views attributed to Thrasymachus by Plato in
the Republic are completely naturalistic. Thrasymachus was

! In more recent times various attempts have, of course, been made to
introduce the ‘rule of law’ into international relations.
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another Sophist of the late fifth century B.C., and he is introduced
in Book I of the Republic as a supporter of the theory that ‘just
ot Trget Toezms nothing but what is to the interest of the stronger
vy The subsequent discussion makes it clear that by this he
meant that whatever the strongest individual or group in a com-
munity does in pursuit of his or their interest defines what is
meant by ‘right action’. There neither is nor can be any conflict
between what the ‘sovercign’ power in a community docs and
what that community recognizes to be right since the actions of
the sovereign power, or the actions which it approves, arc what
1S meant by right actions. Minority groups may, indeed, challenge
this conception of right actions, but their alternative conception
cannot be effective unless and until they can compel the majority

to accept it.

Plato examines this theory in some detail in the Republic, and
adv_anccs, through the mouth of Socrates, a number of arguments
which he obviously regards as a conclusive refutation. Thus
Spcrates argues (a) that strong men are not in fact motivated
simply by a desire to cxploit their strength. By a form of argu-
ment which Plato frequently employed, Socrates contends that
the strong man or ruler is a sort of craftsman, skilled in the art
of government, and that this art, like the art of the physician or
the ship’s captain, must, to achieve its ends, care for the welfare
of those who constitute its raw material. Just as the physician
tries to treat his patients successfully and the ship’s captain tries
to sail his ship with skill, so, Socrates argues, the ruler incvitably
cares for the good of his subjects and will not therefore be
interested solely in dominating them. As Socrates puts it, ‘No
form of skill or authority provides for its own benefit, it always
studies and prescribes what is good for its subject—the interest
of the weaker party.’?

() Socrates also compares the art of governing to the tuning
of a musical instrument, and argues that, just as the musician
will fail to tune his instrument properly if he goes beyond a
certain pitch, so the ruler can pass beyond the limit which will

give him the maximum power which he is capable of achieving.?

! Republic, 1, 337 (translation by F. M. Cornford). 3 ibid., I, 346.

3 A modern illustration of this principle is the fate of Hitler after his
refusal to accept the settlement reached at the Munich Conference in
October, 1938, and in ultimatcly losing all his power by placing no limit
to his ambitions.
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(c) Finally, Socrates argues that everything has a proper and
characteristic function, that function being the work ‘for which
that thing is the only instrument or the best’.! Thus the function
of a man’s soul is not the uncontrolled gratification of desire,
which is characteristic of the lower animals, but the exercise of
those functions which man alone can perform, such as deliberat-
ing and subordinating his instinctive desires to rational principles
of conduct. If a man does behave as if he were a mere physical
force or an unrcasoning animal he is not discharging his intended
function and will miss that happiness and contentment which is
the natural result of the performance of that function.

The apparent object of these arguments is to show that power
for its own sake is not, in practice, what strong men actually
desire. It is argued that they desire to promote what they believe
to be the good of those in their power and that they exercise their
power in accordance with rational principles of conduct. This
may well be so, but the arguments seem to miss the real point of
Thrasymachus’s theory. The latter does not imply, as Socrates
seems to think, that strong men are exclusively interested in
exploiting and increasing their strength. What Thrasymachus
said was that ‘right means nothing but what is to the interest of
the stronger party’. The fact that Thrasymachus spoke of the
interest of the stronger party shows that he recognized that the
strong might desire other things than strength, for ‘interest’
means ‘that which promotes the satisfaction of desire’, and there
is no reason why the desire of a strong man should necessarily be
for more power. The point which Thrasymachus was trying to
make is that whatever the strong man desires he can—if his
strength is sufficient—achieve; and if he happens to be the
sovereign power of the state (and is therefore, by definition,
inferior to no other power within the state) Ass conception of what
is right or wrong will have to be accepted, in practice if not in
theory, by his subjects.

If the foregoing interpretation of Thrasmymachus’s theory is
correct he was not, as some of his interpreters have supposed,
attempting to defend absolute dictatorship. He was simply argu-
ing that the moral code of a community is identical with the moral
code of its dominant political force, whether that be a monarchy
or an oligarchy or a majority of the whole people. He was saying

' Republic, 1, 352.
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in a slightly different way what Marx said many centuries later
in his dictum that ‘the ruling ideas of each age have ever been the
ideas of its ruling class’.! In short, he was subscribing to the
Sophistic theory that Law (as distinct from Nature) is man-made,
and adding that in practice it is made by the dominating power in
a state.

It is true that law, in the purely legalistic scnsc of statute law,
is made by the sovereign power of the state. But the theory of
Thrasymachus further implies that moral law—the law of justice
and right—also has this origin. His thcory also implics that all
laws made by the soverign power of a state arc made by that
power for the furtherance of its own interests. Many philosophers
would reject these implications and arguc that a thcory which
reduces morality to law, and law to an cxpression of self-
Interest, 1s quite inadequate as an analysis of the relevant
facts. They would argue that many laws? arc based not on the
self-interest of the sovereign but on objective moral principles,

and 'that these principles cannot be accounted for in terms of
self-interest.

Subjective and Objective Theories of Morality

_ In theory the distinction between interest and duty is of great
importance, but in practice it is difficult to draw. For in practice
itis dlﬂic.:ul.t to say whether the sovereign power desires something
pecau_se 1t 18, say, pleasant or popular, or because it is good; what
it desires de}‘ctmmes what it is interested in obtaining and this in
turn determines the laws which it makes for the community. On
the Pther han’d', it is of great theoretical importance whether or
not .the good’ is identified with ‘the desired’, for if the two con-
ceptions are synonymous ‘the good’ must have a subjective and
‘man-made’ origin—as Thrasymachus and the other Sophists
believed. If, on the other hand, the two conceptions arc not
Synonymous, the question whether, in a given instance, that
which is desired is good is a question of significance and im-
portance. ]

Thus the Sophists drew attention to a question which has
remained fundamental throughout the history of philosophy and
still gives rise to much debate and controversy. It is the question

1 Manifesto of t{ze Communist Party, p. 150 (Allen and Unwin, 1948),
* E.g. laws forbidding cruelty to animals,
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whether moral laws are crcated by man or are, like the laws of
the physical universe, objective principles independent of man’s
feelings and desires. If they are objective principles they con-
stitute a valid basis for inferring what, in a categorical sense, a
man ought to do. If, on the other hand, moral laws are, as the
Sophists belicved, expressions of desire or interest, there can be
no valid ground for inferring that they ‘ought’ to be obeyed
except in the hypothetical sense that if certain conscquences arc
desired these laws must be obeyed. Thus if moral laws are objec-
tive there is a valid sense in which (assuming that theft is wrong)
it can be said that I ought not to stcal; but if thesc laws are
subjective a statement of this sort must be interpreted as meaning
that I must not stcal #f I wish to avoid the risk of punishment or
the risk of ecndangering the structure of the society whosc benefits
I enjoy or some other consequence.

Most of the Sophists accepted the subjective interpretation of
morality, and the four theories which have been described above
are representative cxamples of the way in which they defended
this common principle. In each case the ‘right’ was regarded as
synonymous with some other conception of an empirical character
which could be observed and sometimes measured in the situa-
tions in which it was found. Their theories diftered only in the
empirical conception with which the ‘right’ was identified. On
the whole, the definitions suggested by Antiphon and Callicles
appear inadequate to account for many of the moral judgments
of actual cxperience, but the definitions proposed by Protagoras
and Thrasymachus are sufficiently comprehensive to merit serious
consideration as an analysis of moral judgments.

As already observed, an important implication of the subjec-
tive theory is that all apparently categorical arguments about
obligation are really hypothctical arguments about the necessary
means to certain ends. The inference that something ought to be
done becomes the inference that something must be done if a
certain result is desired. It was for this reason that Protagoras
thought that the Sophists discharged a valuable function by
influencing pecople to accept the laws which promote and
strengthen the law and order which, he bclieved, the large
majority of people desired.

Both Socrates and Plato thought that this reduction of obliga-
tion to interest destroyed the essential foundation of morality and
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was fraught with the gravest dangers to personal and social gfe.
They conceived one of their main ta.sk's to be the dcmon;tm on
of the objective nature of moral distinctions, and in the next

chapter an attempt will be made to estimate the success or other-
wise of their attempt.



CHAPTER III

Plato’s Theory of the Ideal State

Socrates and Plato

T IS generally agreed that Plato (427-347 B.C.) was one of
Ithc greatest and most influential thinkers of antiquity. His

thoughts have come down to us for the most part in a serics
of twenty-six dialogues, in the majority of which his teacher
Socrates (469-399 B.C.) is the principal speaker. It is true that
some scholars—notably the late Professors John Burnet and
A. E. Taylor—held that the dialogues in which Socrates is the
principal speaker are substantially accurate records of the theories
and arguments of Socrates himsclf, and that only the last dia-
logues, such as the Statesman, Timceus, and Laws, in which
Socrates does not appear, describe the theories of Plato. On the
whole, howecver, this interpretation has not been generally
accepted, and in this chapter the theories expounded by Socrates
in the Republic will, in accordance with the usual practice, be
referred to as Plato’s theorics. Even if some of these theories were
originally advanced by Socrates, it scems rcasonable to assume
that Plato would not have ecxpounded them in such detail unless
he had accepted them as being, in the main, both true and im-
portant; and it is hardly likcly that, when expounding these
theories, Plato would not modify them in the light of his own
critical reflections.

Unlike Plato, Socrates left no writings of his own, but Plato’s
dialogues providc us with a vivid impression of his personality
and outlook. There is no exact parallel in modern times to the
position which he occupied in Athenian society. A man of similar
interests and aptitudes would today probably be a university
teacher of philosophy, but when Socrates lived there was nothing
corresponding to a university. Higher education, as we should
call it, was carried on by the professional teachers known as the
Sophists, who offered instruction to anyone who was willing to

35
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pay for it. Socrates thought the receipt of such payment degrading,
but his method of teaching was in many ways similar to that of the
Sophists, although the doctrines which he taught were different.

Socrates taught by the method of question and answer, which
was known as ‘dialectic’. He was ruthless in cxposing uncritical
assumptions and pretentious dogmas of all sorts, and his criticism
of the democratic constitution of Athens appcars to have been the
real reason for his trial and condemnation to dcath, although the
alleged offence was that of not worshipping the recognized gods
of the state and corrupting the young by teaching them to follow
his example. Yet, combined with this tendency to question and
challenge cxisting beliefs, he had a firm faith in certain funda-
mental principles—the immortality of the soul, the objectivity of
moral standards, and the reality of an unchanging world behind
the world of sense and time. Nor did he ever question the guid-
ance he rccelvc;d from an inner ‘voice’ which, he claimed, spoke
1o h,1m from time to time, and which he regarded as a ‘divinc
sign’ that should always be respected.

Plato was a pupil of Socrates and, apart from two short inter-
ludes when he participated in active politics, he devoted his life
to the teaching of philosophy. His teaching was of a more formal
character than Socrates’, and it was conducted in an institution
called the Academy, which Plato founded, probably about the
year 387 B.C., when he was forty years of age. I'hc Academy was
set up by Plato primarily for the disinterested pursuit of know-
ledge and this distinguished it from other contemporary teaching
institutions, which aimed ar preparing their students for the
practical business of life. The Academy was, in fact, onc of the
carliest universities in the modern sensc of the word, and its

;ce:?rvsxty continued without interruption for nearly a thousand

The ‘Republic’

The theory which will be discussed in the present chapter is
the Theory of the Ideal State expounded in Ple)lto’s dialogl:le the
Republic. While, as in all the earlier dialogues, the exposition of
the theory is made by Socrates, it will be referred to, for the
reasons previously mentioned, as Plato’s theory, although
Socrates may well have inspired some of its basic ideas. The
theory is presented as a constructive alternative to what Plato



Plato’s Theorv of the Ideal State 37

regarded as the false and dangerous teaching of the Sophists, and
it is inspired throughout by acceptance of the Socratic axiom
that ‘virtue is knowledge’.

As already obscrved, Socrates lived from 469 to 399 B.C. and
Plato from 427 to 347 B.C. A. E. Taylor has shown that the
available evidence indicates that the action of the Republic must
be supposcd to have taken place about the time of the Peace of
Nicias in the spring of 421 B.Cc. This makes it probable that, in
so far as the dialogue is historically accurate, it records what
Socrates was saying about the age of forty-cight.

It is difficult to place the Republic in any one category of philo-
sophical discussion. It cxamines problems of cthics and political
philosophy as well as those of logic, metaphysics and psychology.
This is indeed one of the great merits of the work, for it draws
attention to the important fact that the different branches of
philosophy are intimatcly connected and that ethical and political
doctrines cannot be finally assessed without consideration of their
logical and metaphysical assumptions.

The main object of the dialoguc was to refute the Sophists’
theory that moral principles have a subjective foundation and to
show that they have, on the contrary, a rational and objective
basis. Plato thinks that the essence of morality is justice, but it is”
important to recognize that he is using the word in a much wider
sense than would now be customary. The English word ‘justice’
is derived from the Latin word sus, which means ‘what is en-
forced by human authority’. That is an cssentially legal concep-
tion, but for Plato the word had a moral significance, and is
probably best translated simply as ‘goodness’.

The object of the Republic is, then, to enquire into the nature
of goodness and the way in which it may be known. As already
observed, this enquiry is conducted through thc medium of a
dialogue. The speakers arc: Socrates; Cephalus, a retired mer-
chant living at the Pirzus; Polemarchus, Lysias, and Euthydemus
—sons of Cephalus; Thrasymachus, the Sophist; and Plato’s
elder brothers, Glaucon and Adcimantus.

Definition of Fustice

The first object of the discussion is to arrive at a satisfactory
definition of justice. Ccphalus, who is a retired merchant with
considerable means, suggests that justice consists in rendering to
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God and man whatever is their due. Socrates has little difficulty
in showing that this definition is circular, since the definition of
the word ‘due’ would raisc the same problems as the dcfinition
of justice itself. Various other suggested definitions of justice arc
then examined, including that of Thrasymachus, the Sophist.
Thrasymachus’s theory that justice is simply ‘whatever is to the
interest of the stronger party’ was discussed in the preceding
chapter, and Plato’s reasons for rejecting this definition bricfly
examined. It was suggested that both Plato and other critics of
Thrasymachus’s theory missed the essential point of his definition,
which identifies justice not with mere strength but with whatever
is sought by those who are strong. Understood in the latter sensc,
Thrasymachus’s definition is much more plausible, and by no
means obviously inadequate. But Plato rejects it for the rcasons
noted in the preceding chapter, and goes on to cxamine what he
regards as a much more plausible and dangerous theory.

The Theory of Glaucon and Adeimantus

The new theory is expounded by Glaucon and Adeimantus,
although they make it clear that they do not accept it and arc
advancmg 1t mainly in order to be satisfied by Socrates that it is
false. It is the theory that virtue is based on expediency, that
men are really self-interested but that they appreciate that they
will advance their interests more effectively by respecting moral
prquples thgm by ignoring them. On the other hand, the theory
implies that.lf, in any circumstances, it is possible to ignore onc
of these principles with impunity and thereby advance one’s
interest, there is no wrong in doing so; and it is this implication
which Glaucon and Adeimantus find so disturbing.

The theory put forward by Glaucon and Adeimantus is the
carliest expression of a doctrine which has been defended by
several political philosophers and which was, in particular, the
basis of Hobbes’s theory of the state. It traces the origin of politi-
cal morality to a contract made by a group of people with one
another to obey certain rules which they believe will promote
their several interests. Thus the theory attempts to explain
political obligation, like moral obligation generally, wholly in
terms of self-interest. In so doing it explains morality away,

perhaps less obviously than the theory of Thrasymachus, but
not less completely.
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Plato’s Theory of the Thrce Classes

The theory described by Glaucon and Adeimantus provides
the starting point for the development of Socrates’ own positive
views about the nature of justice. He sees no way of rcfuting the
doctrine directly, but is confident that its inadequacy will become
apparent when it is contrasted with the positive views which he
is about to develop. This he does by transferring the argument
from the level of the individual to that of the community. He
thinks that the naturc of virtue will be more readily apparent if
it is studied on a larger and more conspicuous scale than that of
individual conduct. So he procceds to investigate the nature of
virtue in the state. His argument starts with an historical account
of the origin of social life. This arises, he thinks, because no
individual is sclf-sufficient and cvery individual must therefore
co-operate with those who can supply his needs in return for his
contributing to theirs. After the basic necessities have been
supplied a demand ariscs for luxurics and amusements, and these
generally require additional sources of supply abroad and thus
create the need for a standing army to defend trade routes and
communications. Finally, he thinks that it is obviously necessary
to have a controlling body which determines the policy of the
state and the proper relationship of its different classes. Thus
the conclusion is reached that a civilized community requires
three basic classes of citizens, namely (i) the producers, i.e. those
(both employers and cmployed) engaged in providing the
material needs and creating the material wealth of the com-
munity; (ii) the auxiliaries, i.e. the army and police, who main-
tain law and order and defend the state from enemies both
within and without; and (iii) the guardians, i.e. those who are
responsible for formulating and applying the policy of the state.
They constitutc what we should now simply call ‘the government’.

Socrates thinks that in an Ideal State these three classes are
each distinguished by a dominant characteristic. The producers
are characterized by temperance, by which he means readiness to
recognize the authority of the guardians. The auxiliaries are
characterized by courage, by which he means readiness to face
danger and fight bravely in overcoming it. And the guardians are
characterized by wisdom, by which he means a capacity for true
judgment, particularly about the moral value of things. Finally
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there is, in the Ideal State, a fourth clement which pervades all
classes and maintains them in their proper relationship to cach
other. This, Socrates suggests, is what is mecant by justice, or the
fundamental virtue of a good state. It maintains the natural
harmony which ensurcs the proper functioning of all the parts.
Just as the health of the physical body depends on a pervading
harmony between its different organs, so the virtue of a state
depends upon a harmony between its diffcrent parts. It is because
Socrates regards the state as thus resembling a physical organism,
and its parts as deriving their value from the function they per-
form in maintaining the well-being of the whole, that he is some-
times said to hold an Organic Theory of the State.

. Having reached this conclusion about the essential nature of
justice in the state, Socrates applics it to the analysis of the
individual personality. He does this by pointing out that the
three fundamental classes in the state correspond exactly to the
three primary motives of action in the individual, namely appe-
 Lite, spirit, and reason. This threefold division corresponds in
some respects to the distinction drawn by certain modern psycho-
logists between willing, fecling, and thinking, although ‘spirit’ is
only one special type of feeling. Socrates calls the three basic
motives respectively the appetitive, spirited, and rational elements
in human nature, and suggests that the desire of the producers
to create material wealth arises out of the basic physical desires
of human nature; that the readiness of the auxiliaries to face and
surmount danger is duc to thc emotions (particularly pride and
courage) which dominate them; and Fhat the wisdom of the
guardians consists in the power of rational judgment. Socrates
then concludes that, just as justice in the state consists in the
maintenance of the right relationship between the three classes,
so virtue in the individual consists in thC_I_namtenangc of the
correct relationship between the acquisitive appetites, the
military spirit, and the rational powers of human nature. To
quote his own words:

Justice is produced in the soul, like health in the body,
by establishing the elements concerned in their natural
relations of control and subordination, whereas injustice is
like disease and means that this natural order is inverted.!

Republic, 1V, 444.
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This conception of virtue may seem strange, but, in its applica-
tion to the community, it is characteristic of all Organic Theories
of the State. According to such theorics, morality depends upon
the relationship of the individual to the state, and is measured
by the individual’s success in making his proper contribution to
the nceds of the community. Morcover, the Organic Theory
implies that the whole is more important and more valuable than
ic Ppart, and that the part derives its value and, to some cxtent,
its character, from its cmbodiment in the whole. This is obviously
truc of a part of a living body, since this cannot survive, as a
living clement, in scparation from the body. Another important
implication of an Organic Theory is that different parts have
different degrees of importance. Just as the stomach is a more
Important part of the human body than the tonsils, so an Organic
Theory discriminates between the different levels of importance
of different classes or individuals in the community. In short, an
Organic Theory asserts (a) that the state is an organism, and
(&) that jts citizens are good in so far as they discharge their
proper function within it.

Plato’s Criticism of Democracy

An important feature of the theory attributed to Socrates is
the proposal that the control of policy should be placed wholly
in the hands of the guardians. The justification for this proposal
is given in Book V. It is there argued that the guardians ought to
have supreme power because reason is their dominating faculty
and because they can therefore be relied on to distinguish truly
between what is right and what is wrong. For the morality of the
state’s policy can be ensured only if its direction is placed in the
hands of those whose actions are determined by reason. Hence
the auxiliaries and producers, who are dominated by other
characteristics, should not be allowed to share in the control of
policy. In modern terms, the theory is that a minority of men are
capable of sound judgment about what is right and what is wrong
and should therefore be given complete control over policy.
Plato is entirely opposed to the democratic principle that every
citizen should be allowed to express his view, and exercise his
influence, in determining policy, since he thinks it obvious that
those primarily suited for the life of business or soldiering, or not
otherwise trained for the functions of government, are not

4
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dominated by reason and cannot thercfore be relied on to make
the right decisions. He elaborates this point by referring to the
Sophists who teach ‘nothing clse than the opinions and bcliefs
of the public itsclf when it meets on any occasion’ and call this
wisdom. Of this practice he says:

It is as if the keeper of some huge and powerful creature
should make a study of its moods and desires, how it may
best be approached and handled, when it is most savage or
gentle and what makes it so, the meaning of its various cries
and the tones of voice that will soothe or provoke its anger;
and, having mastered all this by long familiarity, should call
1t wisdom, reduce it to a system, and sct up a school. Not
in the least knowing which of these humours and desires is
good or bad, right or wrong, he [the Sophist] will fit all
these terms to the fancies of the great beast and call what it
€njoys good and what vexes it bad. He has no other account
fo give of their meaning; for him any action will be ‘just’ and
right’ that is done under necessity, since he is too blind to
tell how great is the real difference between what must be
and what ought to be.?

Such is Plato’s attitude to the ‘will of the people’ and the
€mocratic theory that it should be carried out by the executive
government. To Plato such a system is one of pure force, in
which government is ‘done under necessity’, without any attel,npt

to ascertain whether it is morally right to gratify th
the populuce y rig gratify the demands of

Opinion and Rnowledge about Goodness

Plato thinks that if a system of government is to be mora] jt
must be conducted in accordance with moral knowledge and not
merely moral opinion. The average citizen may well hold the
opinion that the objects of his desire are good but he canngy
Plato says, know whether or not they are really good unless he
1s aware of the distinction between the essence of goodness and
ltS- many apparent manifestations; for if he does not appreciate
this .dxsr.mction he will not know whether a thing which appears
to him to be good really is good.

To explain the nature of this distinction Plato interrupts his

! jbid., VI, 493. 2 ibid., VI. 493.
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discussion of political problems and considers the nature of the
distinction between opinion and knowledge in general terms. He
explains this distinction in terms of another distinction—that
between what he calls Forms and their particular manifestations.
This is illustrated by the distinction between ‘beauty itself and
the multiplicity of beautiful things’ or, in general terms, between
the ‘real essence’ and the ‘many manifestations’.!

The distinction closely resembles that drawn by modern
philosophers between ‘particulars’ and ‘universals’. Every in-
dividual orange, for example, is a distinct particular but is
characterized by certain qualitics of colour, taste, smell, ctc.,
which can characterize any number of oranges. Such qualities
are called universals because they appear to be present in an
indefinite number of particular oranges, and it is because of this
that we can say of each of thesc oranges that it is yellow or sweet,
ctc.? In the same way, Plato is suggesting that, if a thing is beauti-
ful, it is because it partakes of the Form of beauty. From this he
concludes that, if we wish to know, and not mercly believe, that
a certain thing is beautiful, we must be acquainted with the
Form of beauty, since all beautiful things are made beautiful by
the presence of that Form. In modern terms knowledge—as
distinct from mere belief or opinion—depends upon acquaintance
with universals.

Plato is, of course, particularly concerned to define the con-
ditions under which knowledge of the Form of goodness can be
attained, since ‘without having had a vision of this Form no one
can act with wisdom, either in his own life or in matters of state’.*
In the light of his earlier discussion he might have been expected
to maintain that knowledge of goodness depends upon acquaint-
ance with the Form of goodness. Sometimes he seems to imply
a view of this sort, but elsewhere he makes it quite clear that he
regards the Form of goodness as much more than a simple
universal. It is, he says, not only that which makes good things
good but also that which enables us to apprehend their goodness.
And he compares it to the sun which is responsible both ‘for

! jbid., VI, 493-494.

3 1 ignore, as irrclevant to the purpose of this illustration, the fact that
different oranges may be characterized by different shades of yellow or
different degrees of sweetness.

3 Republic, V11, 517.
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making our eyes see perfectly and making objects perfectly
visible’.! Thus Socrates is made to say:

This, then, which gives to the objects of knowledge their
truth and to him who knows them his power of knowing, is
the Form or essential nature of Goodness. It is the cause of
knowledge and truth; and so, while you may think of it as
an object of knowledge, you will do well to regard it as
something beyond truth and knowledge, and, precious as
these both are, of still higher worth. And, just as in our
analogy light and vision were to be thought of as like the
Sun, but not identical with it, so here both knowledge and
truth are to be regarded as like the Good, but to identify
either with the Good is wrong. The Good must hold a yet
higher place of honour.2

The exact meaning of this passage is far from clear, but at least
it implies that the Form of the Good is far more complex and
fundamental than a simple universal like ‘beautiful’ or ‘bluc’. If
Socrates had said that goodness is the Form in which good things
participate, just as beauty is the Form in which beautiful things
participate, the theory would have been comparatively easy to
understand, however inadequate it might have appcared. But
Socrates says quite specifically that, while goodness may be
thought of as an object of knowledge, it is really ‘beyond truth
and knowledge’. Thus he regards the Form of the Good as some-
thing very different from a universal characteristic. At this point,
indeed, he seems to be anticipating the Hegelian theory of reality
as a complex logical whole of which human experiences of gl
kinds are partial and imperfect manifestations.

Whatever view is taken of Socrates’ meaning at this obscyre
point in his argument,? it is clear that he believes (a) that there jg
a real and objective distinction between good and bad acts o
ends, and (b) that it is possible for at least some human beings to
acquire the knowledge necessary to recognize this distinction.
But he beheyes that very few are capable of doing so. The fow

who have this capacity are the philosophers.

1 jbid., VI, s07. 2 ibid., VI, 508.

3 At VI, 504, he speaks as though the Form of the Good were a simple
universal, for he says that ‘the highest object of knowledge is the essential

nature of the Good, from which everything that is good and right derjves
its value for us’
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Socrates defines a philosopher as one ‘whose passion it is to
see the truth’.! And by ‘sceing the truth’ he means discerning ‘the
essence as well as the things that partake of its character, without
ever confusing the onc with the other’.? And this, he thinks,
justifics the paradoxical conclusion that philosophers should be
kings:

Unless cither philosophers become kings in their coun-
tries or thosc who arc now called kings and rulers come to
be sufficiently inspired with a genuine desire for wisdom;
unless, that is to say, political power and philosophy meet
together . . . there can be no rest from troubles, my dcar
Glaucon, for states, nor yct, as I believe, for all mankind.®

Plato, in short, is advocating a form of government by experts.
Democratic systems, in which the people themsclves determine
the general objectives of policy, he condemns becausc under
them ‘any action will be “just’” or “right” that is done under
necessity’,? i.c. the necessity of satisfying public demand; and it
is inconccivable ‘that the multitude should ever belicve in the
existence of any real essence, as distinct from its many mani-
festations, or listen to anyone who asserts such a reality’.® But
while there is much force in this argument if an objective dis-
tinction between right and wrong is accepted, it is by no means
clear how the experts are to be selected in practice.

Plato thinks that two important conditions must be observed
in the sclection and training of these experts. In the first place,
those who seem most likely to achieve knowledge of the Good
must have their minds suitably trained for this purpose. .Al}d,
secondly, they must live in such circumstances as Will minimize
all temptations to deviate from the path of duty which their
philosophic insight reveals to them.

Education of the Guardians
Plato proposcs that a provisional selection of guardians should

be made at the age of twenty after completion Of the pqrmal
course of education which they are to share with other citizens.
This preliminary education covers (i) grammatic (i.€- reading and
writing) ; (ii) music (i.e. learning and reciting poetry, lyre-playing

1 jbid., V, 475. * ibid., V, 476. 3 jbid., V, 473.

¢ ibid., VI, 493. & jbid., VI, 494.
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and singing lyric poctry, and the rudiments of arithmetic and

geometry); and (iii) gymnmastic (i.e. gymnastic cxercises and

athletics). Education 'in these subjects is to be normally followed,

at the age of eighteen, by two years’ military training after which,

for the majority of citizens, the process of education is complete.

The provisional selection of guardians is made by a sort of trial

by ordeal.! They are to be subjected to ‘ordeals of toil and pain’,

and exposed successively to terrors and temptations, and only
those who pass through these ordeals without departing from the
standards of conduct prescribed in their earlier education will be
accepted as probationers for the office of guardian. In short, these
tests are for the purpose of selecting those with the right sort of
charactgr for the responsibilities of guardianship. )

But it is also necessary to train the minds of prospective
guardlanjs SO that they may recognize the naturc of the Good,

and act in accordance with it when governing the community.
Socrates thinks that a prolonged course of study in mathematics
and philosophy is the most effective sort of training for this
purpose because it will ‘draw the soul from the world of change
to reality’.2 Ag he says of arithmetic, ‘it forces the mind to arrive
At pure truth by the exercise of pure thought’.? He therefore
prescribes a course of study extending over ten years, and cover-
Ing arithmetic, geometry, solid geometry, astronomy and har-
monics (the mathematics of musical rhythms). The study of
hlsmr}." Which in modern times has usually been regarded as of
8réat 1mportance for 5 statesman, Plato never mentions. As its
subject matter belongs to the world of change, he would have
regarded it a5 incapable of revealing the eternal truths upon the
application of which good government depends. On the other
hand, mathematics consists wholly of universal propositions
whose truth js independent of time and change, and he believes
th’at prolonged study of such a subject will familiarize the mind
with the distinction between the world of change and the world
of timeless reality, and assist it to discover the timeless principles
of goodness which he believes are just as independent of the
changing world as the propositions of mathematics.

The programme of mathematical study is to occupy the pros-
pective guardians from the age of twenty to the age of thlngy,
after which five years are to be devoted to the study of dialectic.

! ibid., III, 413—4. * ibid., VIT, s52T. ? ibid., VII, s25.
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Dialectic is described by Socrates as the ‘journey’ made ‘by one
who aspires, through the discourse of rcason unaided by any of
the senses, to make his way in cvery casc to the essential reality
and perseveres until he has grasped by pure intelligence the very
nature of Goodness itself”’.! To do this it is necessary to ‘take a
comprehensive view of the mutual relations and affinities which
bind all these sciences together’.? In short, dialectic is what we
should call philosophy, in that it examines and correlates the
assumptions madc in the different branches of science and goes
beyond them to examine the ultimate principle of Goodness
from which, Plato believes, mathematics and all other sciences
derive their truth.

Whatever Plato may have meant by the Form of the Good, he
seems to belicve that there are universal and necessary principles
of goodness which the mind is assisted to discover by previous
study of the universal and necessary principles of mathematics.
When the probationary guardians have attained to a clear know-
ledge of these principles they will be ready to assume the full
responsibilities of guardianship by taking the principle of the
Good ‘as a pattern for the right ordering of the state and of the
individual, themselves included’.?

The probationary guardians are not, however, expected to be
fully prepared for this responsibility when they complete their
study of dialectic at the age of thirty-five. Plato thinks that they
must first take ‘military commands and other offices suitable to
the young, so that they may not be behind their fellow citizens
in experience’.® This practical work is to continue for fifteen
years, and only those who discharge these subordinate responsi-
bilities satisfactorily, and who pass a further series of character
tests,® will ultimately be selected, at the age of fifty, for the
supreme responsibilities of statesmanship. Even then, most of
their time will be spent in study, though ‘they will all take their
turn at the troublesome duties of public life and act as Rulers for
their country’s sake, not regarding it as a distinction, but as an
unavoidable task’.®

But it is not, Plato thinks, sufficient to ensure that appropriate
education brings the rulers to achieve a vision of the Good. Steps
must also be taken to minimize the temptations which might

! ibid., VII, 532. * ibid., V11, 531, C. ? ibid., VII, 540.

¢ ibid., VII, 539. § ibid., VII, s40. ¢ ibid., VII, 540.
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deflect them from the path of duty thus revealed. Of such tempta-
tions Plato regards those which arisc from personal interests or
possessions as the most dangerous. Hence the rulers of the Ideal
State must live without private property or money and rececive
the essentials of life as an allowance from the state. They must
likewise be deprived of normal family life and live together like
soldiers in a camp, since otherwise they might be tempted to put
the interests of their wives and families before the good of the
community. Their children must be the issue of temporary unions
based on eugenic principles, and ncither these children nor their
mothers must be regarded as in any way the property of the
fathers. They must be ‘held in common’.! By such a mode of life

the rulers will be protected against the temptations of private
interests:

This manner of life will be their salvation, and make them
the saviours of the commonwealth. If ever they should come
to possess land of their own and houses and money, they will
give up their guardianship for the management of their
farms and households and become tyrants at cnmity with
their fellow citizens instead of allies.?

These proposals have led some people to supposc that Plato
was at heart a ‘communist’. But it is clear that this is not true in
the modern sense of the word. Plato’s object in depriving the
rulers of private property was not ecconomic but moral. He did
not, like a modern communist, advocate the ‘nationalization’ of
the means of production and distribution in the economic interest
of the whole community. What he advocated was the prohibition
of private possessions to the rulers of the state so that no conflict
should arise between their private interests and their public duty.
There is no evidence that Plato favoured the abolition of private
property among the producers, who would, in any case, consti-

tute the larger part of the community and be mainly responsible

for carrying on its economic life.

The importance of eliminating all personal interests and
ambitions from the lives of the rulers is emphasized in a further

! This does not mean that the relationship of men and women should
be promiscuous, but that a woman should be available for mating with
whichever man is eugenically best suited to her.

2 Republic, 111, 416,
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passage where Plato argues that ‘access to power must be con-
fined to men who are not in love with it>.! This, he thinks, is a
further reason why rulers ought always to be philosophers: “The
life of truc philosophy is the only one that looks down upon
offices of state.’® Only so can there be any assurance that the good
of the community will not be sacrificed to personal ambition.
Those with ‘vested interests’ to care for are, in Plato’s view,
automatically unfitted for statesmanship.

Plato finally emphasizes that his account of the Ideal State is
no merc day-drcam. Many states may fall short of the high
standards which he has laid down, but it does not follow that
these standards are impossible to recach. Thus he concludes:

Difficult it may be, but possible, though only on the onc
condition we laid down, that genuine philosophers—one or
more of them—shall come into power in a statc; men who
will despise all cxisting honours as mecan and worthless,
caring only for the right and the honours to be gained from
that, and above all for justice as the one indispensable thing
in whose service and maintenance they will reorganize their
own state.3

Such, in outline, is Plato’s theory of the Ideal State. It is clearly
a moral theory, i.c. a theory of how the state ought to be organized
and governed. And its main principle is that the few specially
gifted citizens who, in any state, are capable of discerning the
nature of goodness, and have the strength of character to follow
the rule of right despite all temptations to the contrary, should
be given absolute power over their fellow citizens. Only on this
condition will the life of the community be morally sound.

In the past Plato’s theory has been widely respected as a
brilliant and impressive vindication of the place of moral prin-
ciples in politics, but it does not either anticipate or answer the
arguments upon which Empiricist Theories of Morality have in
modern times been based. Judged by contemporary standards of
philosophical criticism, Plato’s arguments are in many cases
either obscure or dogmatic or based upon doubtful assumptions.
None the less, it must be conceded that he raises and attempts
to solve some of the most fundamental issues which have subse-
quently dominated political philosophy. In particular, his basic

! jbid., VII, 521. * ibid., VII, s21. 3 jbid., VII, 540.
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theme—the nature of justice—raises what may well be regarded
as the most central of all issues in political philosophy. It is the
issue whether force or morality is the foundation of the state;
whether the authority of the ruler over the subject is based on
power or on right; whether the obedience of the subject to his
ruler is based on interest or on duty; whether the organization of
a state is the result of an equilibrium of forces—in which the
relative strength of the forces is all that counts—or whether it is,
in part at least, determined by men’s respect for objective moral
principles. These are the fundamental questions which the
Republic raises,

It is clear that Plato had no doubt about the answer to these
questions. Against the theory of Thrasymachus he argued that
men do not, and against the theory put forward by Glaucon and
Adeimantus he argued that men should not, arrange their affairs
simply in accordance with their natural desires and powers. The
latter, in Plato’s view, ought at all times to be subordinated to
the pattern set by the Good for the ‘right ordering of the state
and of the individual’.! Hence the direction of the community
should be placed in the absolute power of those who, by the
circumstances of their lives and the quality of their minds, are
least likely to be influenced by personal desires and ambitions
and most likely to exercise their power solely in accordance with
what they know to be morally right. And hence democracy, in
which the opinions of the corrupt and the ignorant may count
for as much as the knowledge of the upright and the wise, is the
very negation of moral government.

It follows, of course, that if there is an objective distinction
between right and wrong (or, as Plato says, between justice and
injustice), the state ought to be governed in accordance with the
right policy. That conclusion follows necessarily from the fact
that ‘the right policy’ means ‘the policy which ought to be
pursued’. And Plato is on strong ground when he argues that
Thrasymachus’s definition of ‘justice’ as ‘what is to the interest
of the stronger party’ simply does not mean what most people
mean by justice. It cannot be what most people mean by justice,
because what they call just acts are frequently acts which do not
contribute to the interest of the stronger party but go against it.
For example, acts described as just often take the form of up-

1 jbid., VII, s4o0.
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holding the interest of an individual when that interest conflicts
with the interest of a far more powerful group. Hence there seem
to be good grounds for distinguishing between justice and the
interest of the stronger party. But it is not cqually clear how the
distinction drawn by Plato betwecen merely believing and de-
finitely knowing that a certain act is just can be defended. Plato’s
own account of this distinction is, as alrcady observed, extremely
obscure. He does not appear to regard justice as an ordinary
Form but as something ‘beyond truth and knowledge’ and as
that which makes both truth and knowledge possible. A theory
expressed in such obscurc language is an unconvincing way of
establishing the distinction between belief and knowledge about
moral propositions. But the purpose of the theory is at lcast com-
paratively clear. Plato is trying to justify his belief that moral
propositions are a prior: just like mathematical propositions on
the ground that they arc based upon the relationship of eternal
Forms. If this were not the case he would not regard morality as
a possible object of knowledge. It is, he thinks, a possible object
of knowledge for those who have been suitably trained just
becausc the goodness of a thing is determined by the Form of
the Good, and its goodness can therefore be recognized by those
who arc acquainted with that Form, or whose knowledge issues
from it.2

Now it must be conceded that, even if moral propositions are
a priori, there may not be any way of demonstrating this truth to
anyone who fails to recognize it. For, as a philosophical pro-
position, the assertion ‘moral propositions are a prior:’ must
itsclf be a priori, and it may not be possible to infer it from any
simpler a priori proposition. And, even if it can be so inferred,
it is quite possible that some people may be unable to recognize
the a priori truth of the more ultimate proposition. Indeed, it is
one of Plato’s most important contentions that it is far from easy
to recognize a prior: truths and that the majority of mankind are
unlikely to do so.

On the other hand, many modern philosophers would hold
that Plato assumed far too casily that his own moral beliefs had

! jbid., VI, 508.

2 The peculiarity of the Form of the Good appears to be that not only
does its presence in a thing make that thing good but it also enables the
mind to apprehend its presence.
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a superior status to those which he rejected, and was far too
uncritical in reaching the conclusion that morality is a matter of
knowledge and not of feeling. They would point to the many
cont;oversial subjects, such as capital punishment, corporal
punishment, gambling and blood sports, regarding the morality
of which there is widespread disagreement, and thcy would
question Plato’s assumption that in every case it is possible, at
least in principle, for the philosophical mind to recognize, with
a priort certainty, the right course to take. Some would say with
Hume that the incompatible beliefs held about the rights and
wrongs of these issues, and the impossibility of deciding between
them by reference to some independent standard, justify the
theory that such beliefs relate not to objective facts but to sub-
jective feclings and that they are, in fact, descriptions of feclings
experienced by the speaker or by some social group to which he
belongs.

But, even if Plato was mistaken in his assumption that moral
PIOPOSINIONS arc a priori, his theory remains a valuable exposition
of the logical consequences of making this assumption—con-
Zi%iiﬁacsbwm‘:h have not always becn so clearly and consistently
e thaz' tlt:ther's. For if moral distinctions arc a priort, it
and thus © bel'c Is an unconquonal obligation to observe them,
ledge of n?oo lfy without question thosc who, from their know-
ducgted. In Sri; ?’e’rcim say how human affairs ought to be con-
knowledge, r.heg th anguage, if goodness is a possible object of
ose who have attained to knowledge of it have

a right to tell those .
do; and the only w?;’%}aggsms knowledge what they ought to

' i : uring that a unity is rightl
govrt Wil Lo R & commu B
® %n moderc;nﬁnf telied on to apply the rule of right in all they do.
be called ‘authori::S a society administered in such a way would
Plato’s argument fa“afl > and it has to be frankly recognized that

th bgl;m Or government by ‘moral experts’ runs counter

o 1?5“1: ASSUmptions of democracy. For in a democratic
soclety all €lalms to persopal infallibility are rejected, and those
who administer p olicy are answerable to those who have en-
t;qs_ted them W}th this task. On the other hand, the alleged infal-
libility of Plato’s guardians has a close parallel in the attitude of
modern dictators who claim the right to suppress all criticism of,
and opposition to, their policies.
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Whether the practice of democracy is consistent with the
assumption that moral principles are a prior: is a question which
will be examined at length in subscquent chapters. For the
present, it is sufficient to notc that Plato had no doubt that
democracy is, both in theory and in practice, incompatible with
the acceptance of a rational morality and, indced, reduces simply
to government by force of the majority. And he saw no reason to
suppose that the majority would be always, or even usually, right
in what they did.



CHAPTER 1V

Aristotle’s Theory of the Best Possible State

RISTOTLE was born in 384 B.c. whe
tod i -C. n Pl ) -

A?nd ctllllqd In 322 B.C. at the age of sixty?tt\?/o“ z;-sIcf?:'-g tt]l]lrce,
ore thirty-seven years old when Plato died i “He
was sent to Athens at the age of Cightcc‘n (;_ lchd in 347 B.C. He
and was a member of Plato’s Academy foorr h v:,%hcr education,
subsequently spent three years in Asia Minor, wh nty ycars. He
his scientific interests, particul . or, where he pursued
b > particularly marine biology. In 343 B.C. he

ecame tutor to Alexander, Pri f v

Alexander the Gre > Princc of Macedon, afterwards

o cati }J] at, who was then a boy of thirteen. There is
no indication, however, that he excrcised any influence on
Alexander’s character. The Politics makes it clear that he disliked
all types of dictatorship and, like Plato, thought that the small
city statc, which had no political ambitions, provided the most
favourablc environment for the good life. It is also very noticeable
that Aristotle never refers to his pupil’s great conquests anywhere
in his writings—probably becausc he had little sympathy with
them, and did not regard them as examples of the way in which
rulers should use their powers.

When Alexander was called to the Macedonian throne by the
murder of his father in 336 B.c., Aristotle returned to Athens.
g‘ltlcah‘zi;‘CTCP}:;,ENQSM%BC%' of the Academy, which had been

E eat H
Aristotle was not selected t(})’ sSu};iusgapilqs, became vacant, but
offended, for in 335 B.C. he Openegca .m}. I—{lc may have been
Lyceum, and he was followed there gl;asoiﬁeogiekngwn a? ge
Academy. For the next twelye years h mbers of the
his work in the Lyceum ¢ was fully occupied by
y > and he gradually developed hin
dition of his own, departi y developec a teaching
Xﬁa cll elmy by makin g, biolisgrt;ng grtl)lm the Platonic tradition of the
. . and history, instead of mat i
the primary subjects of study. *y mathematics,

The Politics, like Aristotle’s other works, takes the form of a
54
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treatise, not a dialoguc, and its style is quite different from that
of Plato’s dialogucs. This is explained by the fact that, while
Plato’s lecture notes have been lost, many of his books have come
down to us. On the other hand, Aristotle’s books have almost all
been lost, but many of his lecture notes have survived. Scholars
are generally agreed that the ‘works’ of Aristotle as we know them
consist of his lecture manuscripts edited by his pupils after his
death.

The argument of the Politics is not by any means consistent,
and scholars attribute this to the fact that it was probably com-
posed over a period of time during which the influcnce of Plato’s
teaching on Aristotle’s thinking became weaker. Thus Sabine,!
following Jacger,® puts forward the hypothesis that Books II,
III, VII, and VIII, which are concerned primarily with theories
of the Idecal State, werc written soon after Plato’s death in
347 B.C.; while Books IV, V, and VI, which are concerned
primarily with the study of actual states and the conditions
governing their stability, were not written until some ycars
after the opening of the Lyceum in 335 B.c. Finally, the hypo-
thesis suggests that Book I was written last of all and intended
as a general introduction to the whole treatise. It is certainly true
that in Books II, III, VII, and VIII Aristotle is more interested
in describing an Ideal State; whereas in Books IV-VI he
assumes that the political idcal varies from state to state and
argues that the duty of government is to realize that political
ideal as completcly as possible whatever form it may take.

Apart from philosophy in the strict sense, Plato was mmn{y
interested in mathematics and Aristotle in biology, and their
political philosophies in many ways reflect this difference. Thus
Plato believed that in politics it was possible to establish principles
having the precision and certainty of mathematics, whereas
Aristotle believed that in politics, as in biology, careful and
patient empirical enquiry was the only way of arriving at reliable
generalizations. Plato belicved that the apprehension of the Form
of the Good would reveal exactly how a community ought to be
organized and governed, whereas Aristotle thought that the right
organization for any given state could only be discovered by
careful examination of its other characteristics. This, at any rate,
is what he said in the most consistent passages of the central

1 A History of Political Theory, p. 90. 3 Aristotle (1923)-
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books already referred to (Books IV, V, and VI). In the Books
which are believed to have been written first (Books 11, I11, VII,
and VIII) he makes some statements which 1mpl)( a conception
of the Ideal State closer to that of Plato; but if it is true tht
Books 1V, V, and VI were written some fifteen years later it is
reasonable to suppose that they present us with his more mature
and considered thoughts on political theory.

Aristotle’s Conception of Nature

In Book I (which, as already observed, was probably the last
Book of the Politics to be written) Aristotle cxplains the novel
sense in which he understands the word ‘nature’ and the funda-
mental part which the conception plays in his political philosophy.
He understands this word in a very diffcrent sense from the
Sophists. For them it meant the permancnt and objective charac-
teristics of independent reality in contrast to the variable and
;ubj%ctive beliefs and conventions of individuals or communities ;

ut fo

for Aristotle ‘nature’ is essentially a biological conception.
In his own words:

The nature of a thing is its end. For what each thing is
when.fuuy developed, we call its nature, whether we are
speaking of a man, a horsc, or a family.!

. Thus for Aristotle the nature of a thing is not what the thing
is but what it is capable of becoming. Its nature is not a static but
a developing conception. And just as in biology the ‘nature’ of
a seed can only be discovered by the observation of its growth,
$0 in politics the nature of a state can only be discovered by
observation of s development and tendencies. In practice, this
means the study of jtg history and the observation of its domin-
aung tendencies, whether these be to autocratic or democratic
forms of government, to an expanding or stable cconomy, and
so on.

After defining the nature of a thing as its ‘end’ Aristotle adds
the important proposition that ‘the final cause and cnd of a thing
is the best’.? By this he scems to mean that the destined end of
a thing’s development is necessarily a good end. It is not clear
whether this proposition is intended to be analytic or synthetic—
whether Aristotle is implying that the ‘nature’ or destined end

! Politics, Book I, Chap, 2. (Translation by Jowett.) 2 loc. cit.
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of a thing is what is mcant by its ‘good’, or whether he only means
that that end is, as a matter of cither fact or necessity, always
characterized by goodness. There are many passages in the
Politics which suggest that Aristotle recognized a standard of
moral value quite distinct from the natural tendencics of the
state, and thought of it as external and independent. But in the
passages where he speaks of ‘the natural’ as 1pso facto ‘the good’,
he scems to imply that the terms are synonymous, that, in Ais
sense of the word, ‘the natural’ is what is meant by ‘the good’,
i.c. that the attainment of an organism’s destined end is its
supreme good and dcfines the standard by which its actual evolu-
tion must be approved or condemned.

It would, however, be untruc to say that the Politics as a whole
justifies this interpretation of Aristotle’s conception of morality.
Most of his references to the subject suggest that he accepted the
‘non-naturalistic’ theory of morality, although at the same time
he recognized the relativity of moral judgments to the actions or
situations being judged and the conmscquent impossibility of
making these judgments without knowledge of the characteristics
of the actions or situations in question. This means, in modern
terminology, that he regarded moral judgments as synthetic, and
conscquently thought it impossible to discover moral truths with-
out knowledge of the concrete situations which exemplify them.!

Having defined the sense in which he uses the word ‘nature’,
Aristotle claims that ‘it is evident that the state is a crcation of
nature, and that man is by nature a political animal’.* For ‘the
proof that the state is a creation of naturc and prior to the indi-
vidual is that the individual, when isolated, is not self-sufficing;
and therctore he is like a part in relation to the whole’.?

Aristotle is here stating what has since been designated as the
Organic Theory of the State. It has been so called because it
conceives of the state as a kind of organism. According to the
theory, the state is not a merc collection of its parts but an
organic combination of them, so that none of these parts would
be what it is if separated from the rest. The essential features of
an organism are most simply illustrated by the human body.
These are that (@) the parts (e.g. a heart and a foot) no longer

1 Attention has been drawn in Chapter I to the difficulty of com-

bining this position with a non-naturalistic interpretation of morality.
2 Politics, I, 2. 3 ibid.
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exist in the same form if separated from the body; (b) that the
health of the whole depends upon the health of the parts and
vice versa; and (c) that some parts (c.g. the heart) have a more
essential function to perform than others (e.g. the appendix).
According to the Organic Theory, all these propositions are true
of a political society. It is not a mere collection of individuals,
but has an organic unity of its own. For this rcason, there can
be no real conflict between its interest and the truc interests of
1ts constituent members. And, finally, different members, or

classes of members, have different functions to perform and
different levels of importance.

The Relativity of Moral Standards

. One of the most important implications of Aristotle’s theory

is that the moral standards of a society are relative to its ‘nature’

:n;l thus liable to variation from statc to state. Thus Aristotle
ays:

Laws, when good, should be supreme. . . . But what

arc good laws has not yet been clearly explained; the old

culty remains. The goodness or badness, justice or in-

)usticel, of laws varies of nccessity with the constitutions of
states.

Unlike Plato, who set himself to describe an Ideal State,
Aristotle believes that the best possible statc may take a variety
of different forms. He does not think that it would be true to
assert as a universal principle that the power of government is
always best exercised by a single man, or by a minority, or by
the community as a whole. It is possible for any of these alterna-
tives to provide the best form of government for a community,
and it is also possible for any of them to provide a bad form of
government. Whether the government is good or bad does not
depend upon whether it is exercised by a single person, or by a
minority, or by the people as a whole, but upon the way in which
it is exercised. It will be a good government if it is exercised in
the interest of the community as a whole, and a bad government
if it is exercised by the governing body for its own selfish pur-
poses. This principle follows simply from the Organic Theory,
for on that theory the interest of the organism is always more

T ibid.. ITI, 11.
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important than the interest of any onec or any group of its con-
stituent elements. Indeed, since the latter are organic constituents
of the whole their frue interest must coincide with the interest

of the whole.

Good and Bad Forms of Government

Aristotle then classifies the various possible forms of govern-
ment according as to whether the power of government is exer-
cised by one, or by the few, or by the many, and according as to
whether the government, however constituted, aims at promoting
the common interest (in which case it is a good government) or
at promoting the special interest of the governing class (in which
case it is a bad government). The classification based on these
two principles is as follows:

Good Governments Bad Governments

Government by onc Monarchy Tyranny
Government by the few Aristocracy Oligarchy
Government by the many  Polity?! Democracy

Aristotle sums up the defects of the bad forms of government
as follows:

Tyranny is a kind of monarchy which has in view the
interests of the monarch only; oligarchy has in view the
interest of the wealthy; democracy, of the ncedy; none of
them the common good of all.?

Aristotle points out that, as a matter of fact, government by
the few is government by the rich, and government by the many
is government by the poor since ‘the rich everywhere are few
and the poor numerous’.® He thinks that the principal difference
between oligarchy and democracy lies in their different con-
ceptions of justice. Democrats believe that men are cqual by
birth and that they should therefore have equal political rights,
whereas oligarchs believe that these rights should be in propor-
tion to wealth. Aristotle thinks that these different conceptions
of justice reflect the biassed judgment of men who are primarily

! This is a transliteration of the Greek word meaning ‘constitutional
government’,
~ 2 Politics, 111, 8, 3 loc. cit.
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concerned to advance their own interests, and ovcrlook the
fundamental principle that ‘a state cxists for the sake of a good
life, and not for the sake of life only’.! He concludes that political
rights should be awarded to pcople in proportion to the con-
tribution which they make to the moral purposcs of the state,
one of which is that the general (as distinct from any scctional)
interest should be the object of all political action.

Aristotle next considers whether the few or the many arc likely
to be the better rulers. He recognizes that the few arc more likely
to possess outstanding ability, but obscrves that there are also
advantages in the rule of the many as they bring varicd points
of view to bear on issucs of policy, and arc thercfore less likely
than the few to approve a wrong policy. This docs not mcan that
in a polity there is no place for the expert, but it doecs mecan that
in such a constitution he is not the final judge of his work. The
expert 1s necessary to formulate and apply a policy, but the pcople
whom it is intended to benefit are better fitted than he to judge

whether it is a good policy. Aristotle illustrates this principle by
some simple analogies:

There are some arts whose products arc not judged of
solely, or best, by the artists themsclves. . . . The user or,
in other words, the master, of the house will cven be a
better judge than the builder, just as the pilot will judge
better of the rudder than the carpenter, and the guest will
judge better of a feast than the cook.?

The principle that ‘the guest will judge better of a feast than
the cook’ has, indeed, become a basic principle of modern
democracy. Modern communities arc too vast to permit of
government by popular assembly, which was the form of demo-
cracy that Plato knew and condemned, nor do they claim that,
even if this difficulty could be surmounted by some from of
referendum, it would be desirable. The need for experts to
formulate and execute policy is generally recognized, but demo-
cratic peoples claim the ultimate right to approve or condemn
that policy, and to select other rulers if they are dissatisfied with
the achievements of their existing government.

In discussing the differences between good and bad forms of
government Aristotle draws attention to another fundamental

1 jbid.,III, 9. 2 jbid., III, 11.
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principle now commonly regarded as essential in a democratic
state. This is the principle of government by consent. Thus he
says of bad forms of government: ‘They are despotic, whereas
a state is a community of frcemen.’! By this he means that a good
government, which attcmpts to promote the interest of the
community as a whole, will receive the willing consent of the
whole people, whereas a government which attempts to promote
the interest of only a particular section of the community will
find it necessary to govern the rest of the community by despotic
measurcs. This appears to be true in practice, for modern democ-
racies have gencrally been most successful where there has been
a consciousness of common interests underlying sectional
differences, and where the government has sought to achieve an
acceptable compromise when the interests of different classes
have appeared to conflict. On the other hand, where scctional
interests have been in sharp conflict, and the government has
clearly identified its policy with the interests of one of the
sections, democracy has usually tended to give way to govern-
ment by force.

Aristotle belicves that one of the most important safeguards
against the bad forms of government is respect for impersonal
law. This law is not, as Plato thought, revealed by immediate
insight to a gifted few, but is gradually discovered in and through
cxperience. Such, at least, is Aristotle’s view when he expresses
his own most maturc thought. When he is subject to the influence
of Plato’s teaching he sometimes writes as though the law were
something standing outside and independent of the state. Thus
the influence of Plato is obvious at the end of Book III, where
Aristotle says that if a perfectly virtuous man could be found it
would be right to give him supreme power. This is an admission
that the theory of Plato’s Republic would be justified if only
perfectly virtuous men could be found. On the other hand, if
political ideals are definable in terms of ‘natural’ devclopment,
the law must necessarily vary with the circumstances of the
community to which it applies.

Aristotle’s Analysis of Actual States
In Book IV Aristotle directs his attention to the nature of
actual states since, as he says, the best is often unattainable and
1 ibid., I, 6.



62 Introduction to Political Philosophy

the statesman should thercfore acquaint himself’ not only with
what is best in the abstract, i.e. theorctically, but with what is
best relatively to circumstances, i.e. practically. Books IV, V,
and VI are all devoted to an examination of the best practicable
states in different sets of circumstances and constitute an em-
pirical study of the kind which is a nccessary foundation for
sound policy if the assumptions of Aristotlc’s Organic Theory
are true. For on those assumptions the best constitution for a
specified state can be determined only after a study of its history,
traditions, economic and geographical circumstances, and so on.
In these Books Aristotle accepts the implications of his doctrine
that the natural end of a state is its ideal, and he scems to regard
its natural end as a stable and harmonious condition in which all
individuals and groups occupy the place for which they are best
fitted.

The general conclusion which Aristotle reaches after con-
sidering the various forms which government in practicc may
take is that for the average city state a compromise between
oligarchy and democracy, with the middle class holding the
balance of power, will prove most satisfactory. If too much pre-
ponderance is enjoyed by either the rich or the poor the one
class is almost certain to be oppressed by the other. And this is
likely to precipitate a revolution. Indeed, Aristotle thinks that
the explmtation. of one class by another is the usual cause of
revolutions. This danger can be avoided only if gencral instead
of sectional interests are made the determining principles of
government. Aristotle thinks that this implies that the weaker
classes must not be exploited; that good relations must cxist
between ruler and ruled; that no individual or class should
become t0o powerful; and that the magistrates should be free
from all forms of corruption.

In short, Aristotle reaches the conclusion that a state whose
government 15 a mechanism for exploiting rival forces will be
unstable and likely to break down in revolution, while a state in
which these forces are evenly balanced, and the government’s
decisions are determined by moral principles embodied in a legal
code which applies to all, will be stable and happy. All this is
consistent with, and indeed, follows from, Aristotle’s underlying
hypothesis of an Organic State. For if the state is an organism it
cannot be a healthy one unless its various forces are balanced
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and harmonized, and only on these conditions will it fulfil its

ultimate purposc of providing its members with the conditions
for the best possible life.

Defence of Slavery

Aristotle, like Plato, recognizes as a natural implication of the
Organic Theory that different classes of citizen have functions
of differing value and importance. Thus he sees nothing incon-
sistent with his principles in defending the contemporary insti-
tution of slavery, which everyone in Ancient Greece accepted as
a normal and essential clement in social life. He defends slavery
on the ground that ‘from the hour of their birth, some are marked
out for subjection, others for rule’.! He admits that sometimes a
natural master may be found living in a condition of slavery, but
he denies that this is any ground for condemning slavery in
general. It only shows that individuals are not always found in
their proper classes. But he is quite satisfied that men do fall
naturally into two classes—those who possess reason, and those
who do not possess it and can only respect it. In his view, natural
slaves are capable only of an inferior kind of existence, and are
not capable of undertaking the responsibilities of citizenship.
They are, indeed, nothing more than animate tools.

Aristotle’s belief in the inherent inferiority of a large propor-
tion of human beings stands in sharp antithesis to the modern
belief in the rights of man, yet it differs in degree rather than in
naturc from the assumptions of intrinsic inequality which, in one
form or another, have been common in the political and social
outlook of practically every community. Moreover, even the
modern world is not without examples of racial discrimination
which are defended by essentially the same arguments as those
employed by Aristotle. There may, conceivably, be some moral
justification for such discrimination, but empirical philosophers
could readily account for it as the natural effect of social and
cconomic conditions in which such discrimination has proved
advantageous to the possessors of power and privilege. And even
those who accept objective moral distinctions might well regard
this causal explanation of the condoning of political incquality as
highly plausible.

Uibid., I, s.
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The Ideal Life

Aristotle’s approval of slavery is closcly connccted with his
conception of the ideal life. This he conccives differently from
Plato, who thought that the ideal life for anyonc was that in
which he made his natural and proper contribution to thc welfare
of the community, whether as producer, auxiliary or guardian.
And such, indeed, is the logical implication of an Organic
Theory, since it implies that the welfare of the whole transcends,
and indeed ensures, the welfare of the parts. But in Book VII of
the Politics Aristotle advances the view that the highest virtue
consists not in action but in contemplation, not in the excrcise
of power but in the pursuit of truth. For such a modc of life
leisure is obviously necessary. No onc absorbed in the cxacting
business of practical administration can, in Aristotle’s view, at
Fhe Same time engage in the disinterested pursuit of truth, which
is both of supreme value in itself and of indircct value if the right
principles are to be applied in practical life. Hence those who
are capable of the highest intellectual activitics must be given the
lelspre and freedom to pursuc them without distraction, and have
their practical needs supplied by thosc who are inherently
incapable of those disinterested pursuits.

AI‘IStOth_has a strong case for maintaining that the disin-
terested activities of life have the highest value. For the practical
life consists of activities which are a means to the end of living—
the securing of food, shelter, clothing, sccurity of person and
Property, etc., but the attainment of these leaves unanswered the
question of the ultimate purposc of life. Aristotle belicves that
the ultimate Purpose of life is the enjoyment of pursuits which
are valuable in themselves, and not merely as a mcans to some-
thing which is valuabje in itself. Such activitics as the creation
or emjoyment of music and the pursuit of knowledge are, in
Aristotle’s Opinion, intrinsically valuable in this way, whercas
the mere attainment of the necessary conditions of living has no

value in itself, but derives its valuc from bcing a necessary
condition of these higher activitics.

The Ideal State

In Books VII and VIII (which, as already observed, were
probably written some fifteen years before Books IV, V, and VI)
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Aristotle outlines a conception of the Ideal State which is strik-
ingly similar in some respects to the conception put forward by
Plato, particularly in the Laws. Aristotle argues that the Ideal
State should be as small as is consistent with independence.
Independence is of prime importance, since otherwise the state
will depend on foreign trade and this will have to be protected
by armed forces who will make heavy inroads on the available
resources of manpower and wealth. Aristotle would clearly have
regarded the people of modern Britain as very unfavourably
placed for the pursuit of the ideal life in view of their dependence
upon forcign trade and the extent to which their energies and
resources must therefore be directed to industrial production and
national defence. He would have regarded a sparsely populated
and relatively sclf-sufficient country such as Eirc as a far more
favourable cnvironment for the pursuit of the disinterested
values of life. Although Aristotle was writing with reference to
conditions in Ancient Greece he raises a fundamental question
which has a dircct relevance to modern conditions, namely the
question \vhcthcr_thc complex organization of a modern indus-
trial community is compatible with the survival of the disin-
terested activities to which he attached supreme value. It is
already clear that the close dependence of such a community
upon tradc with its ncighbours makes it peculiarly vulnerable to
cconomic and political disturbances clsewhere, and that when
war comes to it thc normal activities of cvery section of the
community are likely to be disturbed.

Theory of Education

Aristotle’s theory of education is set forth in Book VII,
chapters 13-17, and Book VIII of the Politics. Like Plato, he
believes that education has primarily a civic function: “The
citizen should be moulded to suit the form of government under
which he lives.”! Morcover, ‘the training in things which are of
common interest should be the same for all.’® Hence the educa-
tion of the young should be the responsibility of the state and
should not be left in private hands.

Aristotle’s discussion of the purposes of cducation is dominated
throughout by the distinction already drawn between the means
and the cnd, between action and that which action seeks to

1 jbid., VIII, 1. 2 loc. cit.
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achieve. As the end of all action is leisure, Aristotle thinks that
¢ right use of leisure should be the ultimate end of education,

although i mygt naturally also cover pursuits which are essential

means to attaining this end. As he says:

There are branches of learning and cducation which we
must study merely with a view to lcisure spent in mtellcctua!
activity, and these are to be valued for their own sake;
Whereas those kinds of knowledge which arc uscful in busi-
DESs are to be deemed necessary, and exist for the sake of
Other thingg 1

In moderp language, Aristotle is saying that cducation should
not l?‘f confineq tq vo,cational training, but should cover those
acnv":.lets’ Such as the composition and enjoyment of music and

dlsmterested pursuit of knowledge, which arc valuable in
Cmselves ap not merely as a means to some further end. And

- opecif Y States that mere ‘amusement’ is not a proper occu-

5:ﬁznbf°r leis.ure since it has no valuc in itslglf but merely acquires
.7 SCIvIn i work.

Atistotle gogg ;S;ta frlfllglxa 132 npf;?rrlrilsc to consider in detail the
b‘g’ﬁt‘;ﬂue ¢ducation in the right use of leisure should take,*
muse is clear‘ that he considers the composition and cnjoyment of
methy Snd Sclentific ang philosophical rescarch to be appropriate
educatjg of oying it, His conception of the carlier stages of
of inﬂuen 1S very similar to Plato’s. He stresses the lmportance
plays anmg, Children by the right kind of storics, pictures, and
Cultix;ati € belieyeg that education should first be directed to the
e o On of the body, secondly to the control of the appetites,
mind E%;?‘it Uaining " ang finally to the development of the
of e ducationa;rt:r n;se atrlllsc ultimate end to which the carlicr stages

The care of f the soul
th ht to precede that of the soul,
andlthe trainjng gfb&iya;;%titive gart should follow: none
the less ou Te of it must be for the sake of the reason, and
OUr care of the body for the sake of the soul.3
The difference

. . between the educational theories of Plato and
Aristotle is thus supye but important, and originates in Aristotle’s
belief that ‘to be a1""‘11)'8 seeking after the useful does not become

! ibid, VIIL, 3 * ibid,, VIIL, 3. ® ibid, VIL s.
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frec and cxalted souls’.! For Plato the purpose of education is to
fit the individual to make his appropriate contribution to the life
of the community, whether he be producer, auxiliary, or guardian.
Thus even the higher studics which the guardians pursue in the
intervals of administrative activity arc undertaken cssentially for
the purpose of acquiring a more accurate vision of the moral
principles by which such activity should be directed. But Aris-
totle conceives of the ultimate purposc of cducation in more
individualist terms. He rccognizes that it is essential, in the first
place, to produce citizens who will contributc to the formation
of a stable and harmonious socicty; but he regards this as a mere
means to making possible the higher and disinterested activities
which have a valuce in themselves.

Assessment of Aristotle’s Political Philosophy

The argument of Aristotle’s Politics is not based on any simple
and central idca like that which runs through Plato’s Republic,
and it is impossible to identify the principles of his political
philosophy with a single and consistent theme. In part this is
due to the fact that the Politics was composed over a period of
some fiftcen years during which Aristotle’s thinking gradually
became morc independent of his teacher’s. But the more im-
portant point to notice is that, when Aristotle achieved this
independence of Plato, he found himself impelled to reject the
rationalist in favour of an empirical conception of political ideals.
‘In the Republic such ideals had becn identified with a priori prin-
ciples, whilc in Book I of the Politics they are identified with
the laws governing the natural development of a political society.

As alrcady observed, Aristotle appears generally to adopt a
point of view which is something of a compromise between these
two extremes. He regards moral laws as objective yet he lays
great stress upon their relativity to the potential development of
the individual or society to which they relate. In so far as the
Politics has a dominating theme it may therefore be described as
that of ascertaining and defining the principal forms of the ‘best
possible state’ in the light of the various circumstances which
condition it.

To a modern philosopher, of course, Aristotle stops short of
asking the fundamental question whether, once the synthetic

! ibid., VIII, 3.
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character of moral judgments is admitted, it is consistent to
regard them as a priori or even objective. But, as noted in Chapter
I, this is a controversial issue on which modern philosophers are
themselves by no mecans agreed. And Aristotle must at least be
given credit for the formulation of a theory which from many
points of view seems to account for widely held convictions
regarding the basis of political obligation.

Perhaps the most striking feature of the Politics is the cxtent
to which, notwithstanding the very different political and social
cnvironment of Ancient Greece, Aristotle succeeded in formu-
lating the principles which are now generally accepted as the
moral basis of democratic government. In so doing he demon-
strated his greatness as a philosopher, for it required insight of
a high order to recognize, within the narrow confines of the city
n of the principles which, many centuries later,

dave come to be accepted as the essential foundation of the
€mocratic way of Jife.

state, the operatio



CHAPTER V

Political Philosoplry between Aristotle and
Macliavelli

velopment of political thought over a pcriod of fourtecn

centuries can be given in a single chapter, but such a survey
should help to preserve a sensc of continuity, and may be
sufficient to indicate the limited significance for philosophy of
a period that was largely dominated by an uncritical dogmatism
which is the very antithesis of philosophy in the proper sense.

During the latter part of Aristotle’s life, and after his death in
322 B.C., the city states, which had so greatly coloured the
political philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, ccased to be the
centres of political life and became small units in the vast empire
created by Philip of Macedon and Alexander the Great. This
change in their status had far-reaching consequences in the
development of political thought. For it was obvious to everyone
that the independence and power of the city states had gone
and that they would henceforth be small and relatively impotent
units in a vast empire. Hence the citizens of these states felt that
they had little stake in the shaping of their political destiny and
sought within the ambit of their personal lives the keys to fulfil-
ment and happiness.

IT 1s obvicus that only the most gencral outline of the de-

Epicureans and Stoics

This change of outlook was reflected, soon after the death of
Aristotle, in the doctrines of two philosophers who advocated
highly individualistic creeds and who sought to make human
happiness and virtue independent of the political environment.
Thus Epicurus (340-270 B.C.), who came to Athens from the
Island of Samos, taught that the conception of the state as a
means to the good of the individual was no longer applicable,
and that the rational man must find in his own resources the
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conditions of the ideal life. He argued that the pursuit of personal
pleasure or satisfaction of some sort is the proper end of man and
that men should seek to make themselves as independent as
possible of their political and social environment. Sometimes this
ideal took the form of self-realization, at other times it was hrl.:le
better than a pretext for sclf-indulgence, but common to all its
expressions was the object of finding the ideal from within,
whatever the nature of the social and political background
might be.

The other individualistic creed of this period was known as
Stoicism and was founded by Zcno (340-260 B.c.) who, like
Epicurus, made Athens his home although he had been born and
brought up in Cyprus. Zeno reacted to the political impotence of
the individual by representing him as a member of a umvegsal
human socjety independent of all political changes and subject
to @ universal law of nature superior to all political cnactments.

his type of individualism proved much more influential than
Epicureanism, for it appealed strongly to the Roman tempera-
Ient and outlook and, indeed, found direct expression in the
Roman ideas of universal law and universal citizenship. At a
later stage these ideals assumed a new form in the Christian con-
ceptions of membership of the Church and the will of God. Thus
although Stoicism originated as an individualistic crecd, its basic
principles were ultimately embodied in both Roman imperialism
and the Christian religion.

Cicero and Seneca
During the period of Roman domination before the foundation

of Cl‘{rlsuapity, Cicero (106-43 B.Cc.) was one of the most in-
fluential thinkers, He recognized universal or natural law in the
sense defined by the Stojcs as the basis and justification of Roman
law. He maintained thar this law was at once the law of God and
th? law of man in view of the rational faculties which made man
akin to God. Cicero alsq accepted the Stoic principle of equal
membership of a unjyersy) state in his theory that all men are
equal, not necessarily i intelligence or wealth, but in their
rational pOWers of judging between good and evil. Thus Cicero
held that the state is a morg] community consisting of individuals
who freely judge by their own reason what its moral purposes
ought to be,
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The commonwealth, then, is the people’s affair; and the
people is not every group of men, associated in any mannek
but is the coming together of a considerable number of men
who are united by a common agreement about law a0
rights and by the desire to participatc in mutual advantages-

This dcfinition of a commonwealth shows clearly how the
principles of universal law and individual equality are combined
in Cicero’s conception of the state. In his devclopment of the
basic principles of Stoicism, Cicero laid down the principles ©
democratic sanction, the rule of law and the moral basis ©
government which have been so influental ever since and which
are still regarded as cssential conditions of liberal democracy-

The other important source of Roman political thought Was
the statesman and philosopher, Seneca (3 B.C.-A.D. 65) Who Was
a Consul in the reign of Nero (A.D. 37-68), and was for some
time able tO CXercise a modcrating influence on the tyranb
although ultimately forced to commit suicide. By the time Senecd
was born the Republic had given place to the Empire and he ﬁild
not question that some form of absolute government was 10-
evitable. But he thought it of great importance that absolute
power should be placed in the hands of the right individual or class.

.];.argely because of the corrupt and tyrannical political con-
ditions of the age jn which he lived, Sencca was attracted by the
original Stoic theory that a man is a member of two common-
wealths, the CiVil srate of which he is nominally a citizen, and
the greater state composed of all rational beings to which he
belongs by Virtue of his rationality. By cmphasizing this dual
status Sencca tried to console those who were embittered and
dismayed by the political conditions of the time and to assure
them that they Were all members of another and greater common-
wealth in which virtue and happiness could be attained. Thus
Seneca taught that the man who as a teacher or writer influences
his fellow beings by appealing to their rationality was performing
a more important task than a statesman. In this way Seneca
defined clearly the conception of membership of two worlds
which was to play such a dominating part in Christian thought
and was to inspire and console mankind so greatly during the
Dark Ages which were to follow. Man, according to Seneca,

v Republic, 1, 25,
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must seek his true good in the higher commonwecalth of rational
beings, and must not expect the rulers of this world to do more
than restrain the sinful tendencies of human nature or, as he put
it in a famous phrase, provide a ‘remedy for sin’. Thus Sc’neca s
attitude to the state is the complete antithesis of Plato’s and
Aristotle’s. To the latter the state was a ncccssary.condltlon_of
the good life, but to Sencca it was simply a coercive authority
struggling against human sinfulness and at most suppressing the

evil forces which would otherwisc make a virtuous life im-
possible.

The Influence of Christianity

Jesus Christ was born during Sencca’s lifetime and the rise
of the Christian Church was destined to be the most important
influence in the development of political thought during the next
fourteen centuries, Christianity endorsed the conception of a
dual life, and those who accepted the faith automatically assumed
that they were members of a heavenly as well as of an carthly
kingdom. Some of the well known sayings of Christ clearly
defined this dual outlook. ‘My kingdom is not of this world’ and
‘Render unto Czsar the things that are Cesar’s, and unto God
the things that are God’s’ were pronouncements which obviously
implied that the Church was an organization distinct from the
state and superior to it, The superior authority of the Church was
even more explicitly expressed by St Paul when he said ‘The
powers that be are ordained of God.” This outlook naturally lc_d
to the conception of 3 ryler as a Minister of God, although this
was later replaced by the theory that it was the office rather than

1ts témporary occupant that possessed authority and was entitled
to obedience ang respect.

The dual loyalty inyolyed in the Christian conception of man’s
twofold destiny naturally led to conflict. And the insistence of
the Roman Empire on the performance of rights and services
iconsistent with the teaching of the Church led to increasing
friction and ultimately to open antagonism. This culminated in
the general persecution of the Christian Church and its adherents

which was initiated by the Emperor Decius in A.D. 251 and con-
tinued until the persecuting edicts were withdrawn in 311, In
313 Christianity was

recognized by the Emperor Constantine as
one of the legal religions of the Empire, and in 392 the Emperor
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Theodosius closed the temples and prohibited all other forms of
worship.

The cend of the persecutions did not, however, lcad to a cessa-
tion of rivalry between Church and State, which continued in
varying forms for many centuries. But the triumph of Christianity
over the persccutions at least strengthened the feeling that the
resolution of the conflict between the two bodies must be found
in compromise rather than in the complete triumph of one side
or the other. Difterent solutions were in fact rcached in the
castern and western halves of the Roman Empire, for in the east
the union of temporal and spiritual authority was recognized in
the personality of the Emperor, while in the west the insistence
of the Church on its supreme authority in ccclesiastical matters
tended to perpetuate controversy regarding the respective func-
tions of Church and State. In practice the relative power of the
two bodics was at any given time largely determined by the
relative power and influence of Pope and Emperor.

The sack of Rome by the Goths in the year 410 was the major
event of the century following the end of the general persecutions
and it naturally tended to discredit the Empire and enhance the
prestige of the Church. This calamity was the immediate occasion
of St Augustine’s grcat book City of God, which was written
largely with the object of rebutting the charge that the Christian
Church had been responsible for the decline of Roman power
and its destruction by the Goths. St Augustine (A.D. 354-430)
argued in this work that the fall of Rome was a vivid illustration
of the principle that all earthly kingdoms arc transient and un-
stable and that sccurity and permanence must be found in a
spiritual commonwealth. Thus he distinguished sharply between
the City of God and the city of this world. The City of God
consists of the redeemed in this world and the next. The city of
this world is tl}c. kingdom of the devil and of those who follow
him. The two cities are mingled in this world but will be separated
on the Day of Judgment.

St Augustine therefore belicved that man’s salvation depended
upon his membership of the Church conceived as an organization
of all Christian believers through whom the spirit of God began
to influence the course of human history. Before the foundation
of the Christian Church this spirit had no opportunity of making
its influence felt and the foundation of that Church was, thereforc,

6
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an cvent of profound importance to the human race. 'lbhtgsc cczlr]:
siderations implied that no states werc truly good e ortg
advent of Christianity. To be good a state haq to consist of men
and women who had accepted the Cl?rlstmn faith and w}l;ci) Lccog;
nized that they belonged to a religious community w lc-:. wa
eternal and independent of the vicissitudes of worldly politics.

St TIZO"ICIS Aquinas

It would be oy

t of place in a gencral survey of this period to
trace in detail ¢

he complex controversics about the relative
authority of Chyrch and pStatc which continued during the fol-
lowing centurjes, The only figure of real philosophical significance
who emerged during the period in question was St Thomas
Aquinas (1227—1274), who sought to combine and harmonize the
teach};in% of divine revelation on the onchhand and that of philo-
Sophucal and scjepny; i n the other. )

The need for Suci;c:r? %ﬁﬁjgy was directly occasioned by the
rediscovery of ristotle’s works in the early thirtcenth century
and the translation of the Politics from the Greek text about the
year 1260, Aristotle had proceeded on the assumption that human
Téason is the fing) arbiter of truth and that the discoveries of the
special scienceg are co-ordinated and harmonized in the final
synthesis proyigeq by philosophy. St Thomas did not dispute the
validity of thqq, scientific and philosophical principles, but he
argued that they, ave to be supplemented by divine revelation if

€ Universe jg NOt to remain an ultimate mystery. The findings
of revelation g not, however, conflict with the principles of
science and philosoph,y. All thrc,e sources of knowledge are neces-
sary for a “Omplete a4 synoptic undcrstanding of the universe
and man’s place in it -

Like knOWledge, the universe itsclf constitutes a hierarchy
reaching from God at the top to the lowest of living creatures
All have thejr Natura] epd orpﬁmction, and cach living creature
In STVING 1o achjqy. its natural end contributes, in a greater or
less degree, to ing the purpose of the universe. Man’s own
POSILION 1s of speciy) importance since he is at once akin to the
lower animals iy, Virtue of his body and to God in virtue of his
soul. It is this qy,) status which creates the conditions of the
moral life, and Bives rise to the laws and institutions through
which the moral l,y, is expressed.
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Finally, that part of the universe constituted by human society
is also a hierarchy, for it consists of different classes having ends
and functions arranged in such a way that the lower serves the
higher and the higher directs the lower. The common good is
what defines and determines the rights and duties of both. In
particular, the authority of a ruler over his subjects is not arbi-
trary but exists only in so far as it promotes the good of the
community as a whole. It s, in fact, a ministry derived from God.
Lawful authority is quite different from the arbitrary exercise of
power, and therc may be occasions when it is justifiable for a
people to resist their rulers. It is, in fact, justifiable to do so when-
ever resistance is less harmful to the common good than the
tyranny which it sccks to remove.

St Thomas devoted much thought to analysing the conception
of law, and the fourfold classification which he arrived at throws
further light on his thcory of ‘lawful authority’. He distinguished
the following senscs of the word:

(a) Eternal Law is the cxpression of the reason of God and
embodies the laws which determine the nature of the universe as
a whole. )

(b) Natural Law is that part of Eternal Law which determines
the naturc of living creatures. It is illustrated by the natural
tendencics to .avoid. death and to reproduce the species, to seek
good and avoid evil, and to achicve the destiny natural to the
species in question. In human beings Natural Law is specially
manifested in the desire for a virtuous and rational life.

(c) Divine Law consists of those moral principles brought to
man’s consciousness through Revelation (such as the Decaloguce
or the rules of Christian morality).

(d) Human Law consists of thc laws enacted by human
authorities for the direction of human beings.

It is the relationship between Natural Law and Human Law
which determines whether a political authority is lawful or not.
For Human Law is justificd only in so far as it is a faithful ex-
pression of the underlying Natural Law, which is in turn an
expression of the reason of God. And since Natural Law applies
to all rational creaturecs, rulers as well as subjects must obey it.

St Thomas believed that God had implanted in the human
mind a knowledge of Natural Law and a disposition to obey it.
It is from this knowledge and disposition that virtuous acts
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result, but man’s fallible judgment is liable to crror, and it is
therefore important to give Natural Law an authoritative ex-
pression in Human Law, such as the civil laws of a state, to
ensure that it is recognized and that imperfect men are restrained
from evil acts. What St Thomas never docs is to define an ob-
jective criterion for distinguishing those human laws which faith-
fully express Natural Law from those which do not ; but this, qf
course, is something which philosophers have yet to do. Apd his
theory offered a justification for the belicf—universal in his day
and still accepted by the vast majority of pcople—that the moral

lt;W, whether clearly recognized or not, is objcctively grounded in
es

tructure of the universe.

But, however important and illuminating St Thomas’s theory

of law may have been, he was only restating the doctrine of
Natural Law whijch had been conceived of in all cssentials by
the_ Stoics many centuries before. His more original and lasting
claim to fame was his attempted reconciliation of philosophy and
religion, and his rejection of the reactionary doctrine that the
authority of the Church should extend to matters of scientific
research. St_ Thomas taught that the Church stood in no danger
fr_om scientists and philosophers, as the truths which the latter
discover belong to 5 different sphere. Where the litcral interpre-
1aton of scripture is contradicted by the discoveries of scicnce
that lxte;al Interpretation must be rejected as false, but this leaves
unimpaired the essentially religious message which science can
neither refute poy demonstrate. Such has become the official
attitude of the oman Church to the discoveries of science, and
1ts membgrs have jn conscquence avoided the necessity for an
embarrassmg adjustment of beliefs of the sort which the Pro-
testant Churches haye pag to make from time to time. In par-
nc.ular,. the Romap Catholic Church found it relatively easy to
adjust its theology tg the teaching of the Darwinists although the
latter caused Widesprcad consternation among Protestants.

One result of the writings of St Thomas was that Roman
Catholics gradually apandoned the theory that rcligion, acting
thr_ough the Machinery of the state, should dominate science and
philosophy. In the poljticy] sphere the same tendency was mani-
fested by the gradual weakening of papal claims to appoint and
depose kings, and by the sybstitution of nationalist sentiment for
ecclesiastical authority a5 the dominating force behind govern-
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ment. Thus it is true to say that St Thomas contributed in no
small measure to the cvolution of the modern nation-state built
on a sccular foundation.

The followers of Martin Luther (1483-1546) and John Calvin
(1509-1564) were, by contrast, strongly inclined towards theo-
cratic systems of government, and Calvin actually established a
theocratic state in Geneva. Several of the Protestant states of
Northern Europe have created ‘cstablished’ religions which have
helped to maintain a close harmony between Church and State,
and to cnsure that no really independent criticism of political
rulers is made by the ccclesiastical authorities, and that the aims
of government do not conflict in any essential respect with the
principles of the established faith. But today, under the powerful
influence of the popular franchise, the policy of democratic
governments is gradually becoming less subject even to the
‘established’ faith; and the modern version of the theocratic state
is rather to be found in the totalitarian countries where, although
religion in the traditional sense may count for little, the policy of
government is subordinated to what is, in all esscntials, a religious
creed.

Rise of the National State

It was in the fourtcenth century that the national state was
firmly established, and that national kings began to claim a
sovercignty which inevitably led to conflict with the Papacy. The
claims of the latter were most forcibly expressed by Pope Boniface
VIII in his famous Bull Unam Sanctam (a.p. 1302). The counter-
claims of thc national kings were advanced by John of Paris and
others, but most netably by Marsiglio of Padua (1278-1343).
From many points of view Marsiglio was the most revolutionary
thinker of his time. Not only did he advocate that the Church
should be subservient to the State, but he advanced what was
then the highly original theory that neither Popes nor kings held
their authority by divine right but received it from the sovereign
people. This suggestion was too far in advance of contemporary
thought to bp accepted by either Church or monarchy during
Marsiglio’s lifetime, but it was eagerly welcomed two centuries
later by the political theorists of the Renaissance.

Marsiglio maintained that the chief end of government is peace,
and that a monarchy is in gencral more effective for achieving
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this than a republic; but he insisted that monarchs do not possess

any superhuman or divine authority. Their authority is derived

solely from the people over whom they rule, and is exercised
subject to popular control and to any legal limitations which the
people may decide to impose.

Marsiglio advanced a similar theory of ccclesiastical authority.

To him the Church consisted not of the clergy alone but of the

whole bOdy of Chrlst.ian men and women, and the supreme

authorgy !:hcl:)refqre resided neither in clerical synods nor in the

P ?pall ur}x]a ut 1n a general council consisting of both clergy and

laity. In short, MafSIEhO argued that both in Church and State,

w?nch are simply dlff(}rcnt associations of thc same people, sove-
reignty ultimately resides in the people, although responsibility
for its qcn;al exercise may be delegated to others.

M;m;)gh()’h' Vicws were, as alrcady remarked, revolutionary and
ad Jittle immediate influence. The assessment of the influence
o h they subscquently cxercised belongs properly to the next

which sre the concepti f the national state, as expounded
’ [Cr) whu‘('t : Oll(.cptIOI} o S intcrcstin to observe
chap achiavclll, will be examined. But 1t 18 g

: ctrine of
by M oint that the first scrious challenge to the do

this . , nly four
t s b law was made by a thinker who was born only

irlivcr&al
a

°" frer St Thomas Aquinas died.
years

nd Revelation ) )
easo” zlcar that the lengthy period of human history which has
It 19 Gefly reviewed in this chapter Was mainly dominated by
pee? O yerful influence of the Christian faith and the general
th¢ ptancc of it as the ultimate authority defining man’s place in
acceP “iverse and his moral duties. The Greek conception of
th€ ") rcason as an adequate and final key to the understanding
ur ¢ universe was abandoned and the need to supplement it by
of t irely C?lffer ¢nt mode of insjght accepted. Reason and revela-
an P ere, in SHOIL, set forth as different but complementary
gio? . of human understanding which could not contradict each
ouf ce while the acceptance of such a dual authority raises many
Sthcf * :sg therc 1S much in the most recent philosophical de-
0 s which tends to justify it. For if the conception of
dllopfﬂ hich was put forward by David Hume, and has more
on w en accepted by the Logical Positivists of the twentieth

s i
re? atly is accepted then reason, as shown 11 Chapter I, 1s in
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capable by itself of establishing any matter of fact or ideal of
conduct. Its application to the real world is hypothetical and
categorical directives must be sought elsewhere. If rcligion can
provide such directives then it must be accepted as an alternative
source of guidance which rcason, from its very nature, cannot
challenge. That may not be regarded as a wholly satisfying con-
ception of the status of religion, but it is the conception which
was defended by St Thomas Aquinas and which seems to be
implied by much in current philosophical thought.

If such a view of the réle of religion is accepted it follows that
religion has not, strictly spcaking, made any contribution to politi-
cal philosophy, although it has greatly influenced the develop-
ment of political idcas and provided much of the moral content
of political ideals. It has, in other words, been largely responsible
for the form and content of the moral assumptions upon which
political theories have been based and for the political institutions
which have consequently evolved. In particular, Christianity has
given a new meaning and greater strength to the Stoic conceptions
of universal law and universal citizenship which are inherent in
the political and legal framework of all liberal democracies. But
it has stopped short at the essentially philosophical questions of
what these moral assumptions imply and what their status is in
the hicrarchy of knowledge.



CHAPTER VI

Machiavelli on the Science of Government

1343 and the birth of Machiavelli in 1469 saw the beginning

of the great intellectual and spiritual revolution known as
the Renaissance. During this period both the Empire and the
Papacy lost much of their power and prestige; the modern type
of sovereign state came into being, and strong monarchics were
established in France, Spain, and England. It was unlikely that
these tremendous changes would take place without important
repercussions in political philosophy, and Machiavelli worked
out a theory of government which marked a complete break with
the theories based upon the principle of Natural or Moral Law
which had dominated political thought during the preceding
ﬁfteqn centuries of the Christian cra.

Niccolo Machiavelli was born in Florence, the son of a jurist,
and entered public life in 1494, the year in which Charles VIII
of France invaded Northern Italy and the Medici were cxpelled
from Florence. His first post was that of Clerk in the Sccond
Chancery of the Commune and in 1498 he was promoted to the
rank of Second Chancellor and Sccretary and continued in this
office till the year 1512. While thus employed he undertook a
large number of diplomatic missions both to the petty courts of
Italy and to other countries, and it was the expericnce of these
missions which was largely responsible for forming the vicws
which he subsequently cxpounded in his political writings. He
was §pcc1ally influenced by his mission to the camp of Cesare
Borgia, Duke of Valentinos, in 1502. Although Machiavelli had
undertaken this mission unwillingly, he soon conceived an intense
admiration for Cesare’s resourcefulness in resorting altcrnatively
to diplomacy anq force as instruments of government and for his
firm administration of conquered provinces. He showed a rare
judgment in handling both friends and encmies for the further-

80

THE TIME which elapsed between the death of Marsiglio in
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ance of his own purposes. His methods of conquest were ruthless,
but he governed thosc whom he had conquered with justice.
Although Cesare ultimately fell from power Machiavelli idealized
his achievements to the end, and obviously thought that Cesare
had attained, more necarly than any other public figure of the
time, to the embodiment of the perfect ruler.

Soon after the battle of Ravenna (1512), in which Spanish and
Italian forces sought to rclieve Ravenna from siege by the French,
Giovanni de Medici brought a Spanish army into Tuscany, the
government on which Machiavelli depended fell, and the Medici
once again assumed control in Florence. In November 1512
Machiavelli lost his post and was exiled from Florence. In 1513
he was imprisoned and tortured for his alleged complicity in a
plot, but was soon released and retired to a farm near San Cas-
ciano. In the last year of his life he undertook some official
missions at the request of Pope Clement VII, but he died after a
short illness in June 1527.

Machiavelli’s writings belong to the period after his fall from
office in November 1512, but their substance is clearly deter-
mined by his ﬁrst-hanc} cxperience of political and diplomatic
life during the two previous decades. His reflections are set forth
in two complementary works, the Discourses and The Prince,
which were published posthumously in 1531 and 1532. The
Discourses, of which the full title is Discourses on the First Decade
of Titus Livius, are ostensibly a commentary on Livy’s History
of Romc, but really take the form of a fundamental enquiry into
the origin and maintenance of statcs. The Prince has the more
limited purposc of defining the principles by which the ruler of
a state already formed can most effectively cement and strengthen
it. The Discourses are therefore a study in political science, while
The Prince is a manual for the guidance of rulers based upon the
principles set forth in the Discourses.

The Science of Government

Machiavelli cannot be described as a profound philosopher,
but his works have a special interest for the philosopher as an
attempt to solve the prqblems of politics in purely scientific
terms. Most political philosophers have tried to find a moral
justification for the ideals of government, but Machiavelli is a
political thinker who treats moral convictions simply as psycho-
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logical forces which play their part, along with other influcnces,
in shaping the history of nations. He dcnics that these moral
convictions have any foundation of an objective character, or
provide any rational principle by which human conduct can be
justified or condemned. As a political scientist Machiavelli is not
interested in what men ought to be, for to him this is a question
to which no objective or rational answer can be given. He is only
interested in what men are, although this of course includes the
nature of the moral convictions which they actually hold.

Thus Machiavelli contemplated the political scenc with the
detached vision of a scientific investigator. He was not concerned
to solicit support for any moral convictions about the proper ends
of government, for he had none. He thought that government
should aim at doing what it would ultimately be compelled to do
—achieve the purposes for the sake of which men accept the
obligations and restrictions which 1t imposes on them; and he
thought that the primary object of the political scientist was to
discover and define these purposes and then proceed to show, in
the light of experience, how they can be most effectively achieved.

Machiavelli’s theory of the origin of government is remarkably
similar to that which the British philosopher, Thomas Hobbes,
was to propound more than a century later.! Men, according to
Machiavelli, are ‘ungrateful, fickle, deceitful, cowardly, and
avaricious’.?2 Their social qualitics are ecxpressions of self-
interest in disguise, and result from a calculation that a socially
organized life affords, on balance, more benefits than drawbacks
to the individual. That is the only possible justification of the
restraints and limitations imposed by government. They have no
value in themselves and cannot be justified as the expression of
any kind of ‘natural law’.

What the individual demands above all things is, according to
Machiavelli, security of person and property so as ‘to enjoy
frecly his own without suspicion, not to doubt of his wife’s or
daughters’ honours, not to be in fear for his sons, or for himself”.?
Once this basic demand has been satisfied, the individual may
seek, in addition, wealth and honour. But he seeks these things
only for himself and for his family, and he co-operates with other
members of his state only because he realizes that if everyone

! In the Leviathan, published in 1651.
2 The Prince, Chapter XVII. 3 Discourses, 1, 16.
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were to scck thesc benefits for himself there would result what
Hobbes was later to call the ¢ war of everyman against everyman’,
and the attainment of sccurity would be as remote as ever. Ex-
perience, according to Machiavelli, shows that security, wealth,
and honour can only be enjoyed by the individual who co-operates
with others to realize these ends, and in practice the security of
the individual is found to depend on the security of the state to
which he belongs. This is the real origin of those moral distinc-
tions between good and bad, or just and unjust, which are so
influential in human life. What is good or just is what contributes
to the sccurity and prosperity of the state and all its members;
what is bad or unjust is what has the contrary effect. On this
principlc, and this principle alone, is it rational to praisc or blame,
reward or punish, the individual for his conduct. Occasionally
the interest of the statc may result in the sacrifice of the indi-
vidual, but on the whole and in the long run what benefits the
state will benefit its individual members also.

Soveresgnty of the People

If, as Machiavelli holds, the state is formed in order to satisfy
the basic demands of the individual, it follows that the citizens
of a state are the ultimate holders of sovereign power. The actual
cxercise of this power may be largely or wholly delegated to a
single individual, or to a small group of individuals, but its ulti-
mate source must necessarily be the people as a whole if their
demands constitute the ultimate reason why the state exists at all.
Machiavelli accepts this implication of his theory. Indeed, he
subscribes with enthusiasm to Aristotle’s opinjon that on b;oad
issues t;lhc ')uccligment og the community is less likely to be in error
than the judgment of a single individual
individuals. As he says: & or a small group of

As touching wisdom, and settled stayedness, I say that the
People is wiser and more staid, and of more c’xact judgment
than a Prince. And therefore not without cayse the People’s
voipg is likened to God’s voice; for we see that the universal
opinions bring to pass rare effects in their presages, so that
it see;llnls, by their secret virtues they foresee their own good
or evil.

! Discourses, 1, 58.



84 Introduction to Political Philosophy

Thus, contrary to the impression often formed by those who
read The Prince alone, Machiavelli is no advocate of absolute
monarchy. On the contrary, he belicves that only in thosc states
in which government is ultimately based upon a democratic
foundation is it safe to assume that the power of government will
not be abused. He admits that a limited monarchy may some-
times be necessary for a period, but he insists that a sound basis
for government will be achieved only when the ultimate responsi-
bility is assumed by the people themsclves.

There is one important respect in which, Machiavelli believes,
the state as a whole differs from most of the individuals who con-
stitute it. The majority of citizens are content with sccurity of
person and property and only a small minority seck power over
their fellows. But states as a whole are dominated by an insatiable
appetite for power and those which do not try to extend their
power are bound in the long run to losec it. There is no stability
or contentment in the field of intcrnational rclations. One state
can achieve the predominance which all desire only at the expense
Pf another, and that other is bound to be dissatisfied with its
inferior status. National security, in other words, can only be
gchlqved by national superiority, and the superiority of one nation
implies the inferiority, and thus the insecurity, of another. The

viclous circle thus created has been a familiar feature of inter-
national relations in modern times.

Argument of ‘The Prince’

W_hﬂe the Discourses set forth Machiavelli’s considered con-
clusions on the m,

ent, The Prs otives of human action and the basis of govern-
n;_ o fh rnce is concerned with the more practical question
ot the methods which a ‘prince’ or monarch must employ in order
to govell.'ln 3 community effectively. Machiavelli thought that a
mOIlaf:ki y or dlctatorship can be justified for two purposcs only—
the m " Dg o a state out of smaller units or the reforming of a
corl'llll) State. The Prince is therefore essentially a menual of
worldly tVtVllSdOm Prepared for the guidance of a ruler faced with
one o Oher of these sityations. And it was specially written with
a view [0 ;lmwmg how Italy could be welded into a strong
and unifid state out of the five principalities—the territory
of the Roman Church, the Kingdom of Naples, the Duchy
of Milan, and the Republics of Venice and Florence—into
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which the country was divided at the beginning of the sixteenth
century.

The outstanding characteristic of The Prince is the complete
absence of moral principle in its argument. It lays down, with
scientific detachment, the general principles by which, Machia-
velli belicves, a state can be most effectively unified and strength-
ened. Whether the means thus prescribed are, in the usual sense
of the word, ‘moral’ is of no concern to Machiavelli. He is only
interested in the question whether they are effective for the end
in view—the creation and maintenance of a strong, united and
expanding statc. For the reasons set forth in the Discourses this
end is assumed to be the primary object of politics, and to be
dictated by men’s fundamental demand for personal security.
Whether it is a ‘good’ end or not is to Machiavelli a meaningless
question unless ‘the good’ is cquated with ‘the desired’.

The successful ‘Prince’ must, Machiavelli thinks, have a
reliable army, composed of native troops rather than foreign
mercenarics, for all government ultimately rests on force and
would soon collapse without it. He must be feared, but not hated,
by his people, and must respect the integrity of their property.
While he should resort, whenever it seems likely to be useful, to
violence, cruclty and deceit, he should, as far as possible, give the
appearance of a noble and cxalted character, so that his un-
scrupulous mecthods may be all the more effective when they are
employed. The common faith in religion and morality, and the
fcar, greed, and credulity of human nature, should all be ruth-
lessly exploited wherever they can contribute to the purposes of
government. This cynical attitude to morality is nowhere better
illustrated than in the cighteenth chapter of The Prince, where
Machiavelli extols the deliberate employment of deceit in ex-
ploiting the simple credulity of the average man. Thus he writes:

Thereforc a wise lord cannot, nor ought he to, keep faith
when such obscrvance may be turned against him, and when
the rcasons that caused him to pledge it exist no longer. If
men were entirely good this precept would not hold, but
because they arc bad, and will not keep faith with you, you
too are not bound to observe it with them. Nor will there
ever be wanting to a prince legitimate reasons to excuse this
non-observance. . . . But it is necessary to know well how to
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disguise this characteristic, and to be a great pretender and
dissembler; and men are so simple, and so subject to present
necessities, that he who seeks to deceive will always find
someone who will allow himself to be deceived. . . . Tl}ere-
fore it is necessary for him to have a mind rcady to turn itself
accordingly as the winds and variations of fortune fqrce it,
yet. .. not to diverge from the good if he can avoiq doing so,
but, if compelled, then to know how to set about it.

Machiavelli’s Political Background

Machiavelli’s disdain for moral principles is largely explained
by the circumstances of his time, since with the breakdown of
faith in Christian principles men were lcft without any generally
accepted moral creed, and the tangible idcals of security and
happiness became the dominating motives of their conduct. In
Italy this tendency was strengthened by the weak and divided
state of the country, and the danger to which it was exposed by
the ambitions of powerful nation-statcs like France and Spain.
The respect which the Roman Church had formerly enjoyed had
largely disappeared because of the part which the Pope had
played in opposing the unification of Italy and inviting foreign
intervention. And murder and cruelty were gradually coming to
be regarded as normal and legitimate agents of cffective govern-
ment. Thus Machiavelli’s cynicism was a reflection of the age in
which he lived, and the principles which he advocated would have
been generally endorsed by his political contemporaries. He stands
out from them simply because he gave clear and candid expres-
sion to those views in writings which have survived the age to
which they directly relate.

Yet although Machiavelli’s writings were in large measure a
reflection of contemporary conditions, they possess a more per-
manent significance. The very fact that his name is still the basis
of an epithet which is often applied to methods of organizing and
directing political power shows that methods similar to those
which he extolled may still be practised despite the moral oppro-
brium which they may excite. Indeed, since politics both in the
national and in the international sphere consists so largely in the
organizing of power for the achievement of specified ends, the
employment of methods which experience shows to be effective
for this purpose is to a large cxtent inevitable. This is most
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obviously scen in the record of modern dictatorships where
violence, deceit, and the exploitation of human credulity have
been familiar features of the technique of government. In demo-
cracies, where the rule of law is respected, and government policy
is exposed to the scrutiny of an educated and critical public, there
is much less scope for the exercise of Machiavellian methods.
Yet anyone with a direct experience of party politics would
probably agrec that in the organization of political power the
end often takes precedence over the means, and the means
are often assessed primarily by their effectiveness in furthering the
end in view.

Science and Morality

For the political philosopher the main interest of Machiavelli’s
writings lies in the assumption that a scientific approach to the
problems of politics is alone rational, and is fully adequate. He
nowherc justifies this assumption, and it could not be justified
without a demonstration, such as has been attempted in more
recent times, that the facts of morality are empirical, and that the
study of morality is therefore a science. If, in other words, it can
be shown that moral experience consists exclusively of feelings or
desires—possibly of a specific character—and judgments about
those feelings or desires, and that a moral fact is therefore never
a reason why something ought to be done but at most a cause why
it is done, then Machiavelli’s purely scientific analysis of political
problems can be justified. For moral beliefs will, on such an
analysis, simply rank as one of the many influences which help
to determine the conduct of individuals and nations. And it is
quite clear that Machiavelli did, in fact, regard moral experience
in this light. He reversed the Schoolmen’s dictum quidguid petitur
petitur sub specie boni and argued that ends are called good because
they are desired, and not desired because they are judged to be
good. On this assumption a scientific approach to politics is the
only rational one, and those who seek to solve political issues by
applying an objective standard of morality are simply compli-
cating the problem by intruding their own subjective prejudices,
and thus failing to provide a solution in the scientific manner,
which is alone rational.

The scientific solution of political problems which Machiavelli
advocated consists in the dispassionate determination of the ends
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which government is created to achicve, and the dispassionate
employment of the means which experience shows to be most
effective for this purpose. Whether the ends are ‘good’ in any
other sense than that they are desired is to Machiavelli a mcaning-
less question; and so is the supplementary question whether the
means employed to achieve these ends are ‘legitimate’. The busi-
ness of the rational politician is to determine the naturc of the
ends desired by a scientific study of human nature, and to select
the means by a scientific study of political history. In short,
Machiavelli thought that the ideal statesman would be a scientist,
unlike Plato, who thought that he would be a philosopher.

. Whether this conception of the statesman’s naturc and func-
tions can be accepted depends, as has been shown, on the nature
of moral experience. Machiavelli never sought to deny the reality
or influence of that experience, but he thought that its place both
in political theory and in practical politics had been gencrally
rusconceived. It had been thought of as providing a rational
directive by which all practical issues could be solved, whereas
to Machiavelli it was jtself part of the irrational matcrial which
the rational statesmap can neither justify nor condemn, but which

he must necessarily recognize if his plans and calculations are to
be successful.

Religious belje
and functions ag
significance, but

fs have, in Machiavelli’s vicw, the samec status
moral principles. They are without objective
b .May prove valuable allics of the statesman if they
canki ¢ used to influence people to pursuc the ends which he is
seeking t(l) achlcv_e. It is, for example, likely to be of great help to
a national leader if a war which is really being fought for purposes

of national surviva] or aggrandisement is gencrally believed to be

a war against the forces of evil and the devil
Thus Machiava> . o . L
to that subsequ $ attitude to politics was remarkably similar

" ently adopted by Karl Marx. Both belicved that
POhUi’l forces are essentially ‘r¥1ateria1’ or irrational forces, and
that t ;3 moral judgments frequently evoked by these forces are
themselves the €Xpression of forces which arc equally irrational.
Both held that Tfationality is achieved only by the detached ob-
server who studies all these forces in a scientific spirit, and directs
Fhem in the way best calculated to achieve the end in view. And
in politics the only end which can be consistently pursued is the
end which government is created to achicve, for the power of



Machiavelli on the Science of Government 89

government depends upon the support of those who create and
sustain it.

Machiavelli’s Principles in Contemporary Politics

Some of Machiavelli’s principles have found a ready applica-
tion in the totalitarian systems of modern times. Yet it is clear
from the argument of the Discourses that dictatorship was not to
Machiavelli the best form of government, and was only justified
as an expedient in special circumstances. Indeed, in so far as
totalitarian systems have accepted an organic conception of the
state, and have subordinated the interests of the individual to the
pursuit of an ‘ideology’, they have not conformed to Machiavelli’s
conception of good government as set forth in the Discourses. For
it is clear from that work that Machiavelli found both the origin
and justification of government in its power to promote the
security and happiness of the individual. Its power to govern
depends upon the willingness of those whom it governs to obey,
and this willingness to obey will not continue if government fails
to achieve the purposes for which it was established. Thus it is
in the democratic rather than in the totalitarian systems of the
present day that Machiavelli’s theory finds its fullest application,
for only in the democracies is the individual’s will, expressed
collectively in the will of the majority, the real determinant of

olicy.

P Itcfnay be said that Machiavelli’s psychology was perverse, and
that human beings look to their governments for more positive
and less selfish benefits than the provision of personal security
and happiness. Today this is undoubtedly the case, but it is only
because modern governments ensure the personal security of the
individual as a matter of course that they are permitted and en-
couraged to devote a large part of their energies to more positive
ideals. If personal security—or, as we should now say, the ‘rule
of law’—were not already firmly established, it is safe to say that
the more positive aims of modern governments could not be
pursued.

It is clear, therefore, that Machiavelli’s theory cannot be dis-
missed as a mere compendium of maxims for the successful
dictator if the Discourses as well as The Prince is taken into account.
When viewed as a whole his political theory belongs to the dis-
tinguished tradition of thought to which Hobbes, Hume, Ben-

7
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tham, and Marx were subsequently to make their contribution.
It is the tradition which finds in science, instead of in morals, the
key to a rational understanding of political forces and the success-
ful achievement of the ends of government. And it is a tradition
which has acquired a new importance in the present century with
the development of logical doctrines which claim to prove that

moral experience cannot, from its very nature, provide rational
directives for human conduct.



CHAPTER VII

Hobbes’s Theory of the Rational State

in 1679 at the age of nincty-one years. After completing his
school and university cducation he became tutor to the
Cavendish family, with whom hc remained until 1628 when his
pupil, the sccond Earl of Dcvonshire, died. He subsequently
became tutor to the Clinton family until 1631, when he returned
to the Cavendish family to act as tutor to the third Earl. In 1640
the summoning of the Short Parliament provoked him to circu-
late a pamphlct defending the absolute rights of the King, but
this evoked considcrable hostility, and he deemed it prudent to
remove to Paris, where he stayed for the next eleven years.
During this period he wrote his principal work, Leviathan, which
was published in London in 1651. It met with widespread oppo-
sition, becausc his attempt to justify the absolute rights of what-
ever government happened to be in power was repugnant to the
Royalists (who believed in the Divine Right of Kings), his atheism
was condemned by the Church of England, and his subordination
of ecclesiastical to civil authority was unacceptable to the Roman
Church. The cxiled Royalists in Paris particularly disliked a
doctrinc which, if true, would have justified their permanent
cxile, and Hobbes was consequently banished from their Court.
In these circumstances he thought it wise to make his peace with
the Council of State of the ‘Rump Parliament’. After the Restora-
tion of the Monarchy in 1660 Hobbes was pardoned by the King
and gradually came into favour at Court. But the Leviathan con-
tinued to evoke hostility in ecclesiastical circles, and a Parlia-
mentary Committee was appointed to receive information about
it. No action, however, resulted, and Hobbes spent the rest of his
life quietly in England. ‘
A recital of the principal political events which occurred during
Hobbes’s long life is sufficient to indicate the troubled and un-
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certain character of the times. The First Civil War between King:
and Parliament (1642-1645), the Second Civil War (1648), the
execution of Charles I (1649), the rule of the ‘Rump Parliament’
(1649-1653), Cromwell’s Protectorate (1654-1658) and the Re-
storation (1660) all took place within that period. It is thercfore
hardly surprising to find that in his political theory great stress
is laid upon the advantages of strong and stable government, and
the importance of submission to its authority. ;

Hobbes’s Analysis of Human Nature

_ Hobbes’s theory of the state is no cxception to the generaliza-
tion thag political theories arc, as a rule, expositions of the author’s
conception of the Ideal State. In the case of Hobbes’s theory the
word ‘ideal’ has a special and unusual significance; but it is none
the less true that he distinguishes between states as they are and
states as he thinks they ought to be, and devotes a large part of
the Leviathan to expounding and defending his conception of the
Ideal State. For this reason it is misleading to describe Hobbes’s
political theory as a ‘mechanistic’ theory, for that suggests that he
believed that the characteristics of actual states could be inferred
from the principles of human psychology. Up to a point Hobbes
does regard the actions of human beings as determined by their
nature and environment, but he also recognizes that they have a
faculty of reason by which they try to calculate the most effective
means of realizing their desires; and as their calculations may be
either valid or fallacious, the use of reason introduces an inde-
terminate clement into what would otherwise be a completely
determined system.

Hobbes’s analysis of human nature is based on four important
empirical generalizations:

(1) In the first place, he thinks that the basic motives of all {
voluntary action (which he distinguishes from involuntary bodily
processes such as breathing) are desire and aversion. He thinks
that desire and aversion are two opposite forms of endeavour, by
which he means a combination of feeling and willing (which he
does not distinguish in the manner of modern psychologists).
Endeavour takes these opposite forms according as it is directed
towards or away from that which causes it. Hobbes uses the word
‘contempt’ to signify the attitude of indifference felt towards
objects which excite neither desire nor aversion.
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(ii) Secondly, Hobbes thinks that men desire not only imme-
diately attainable objects but the assurance that they will be able
to gratify future desires. In his own words:

The object of man’s desire is not to enjoy once only, and
for onc instant of time; but to assure for ever the way of his
future desire.!

Put more shortly, a fundamental object of human desire is ’
power, which Hobbes defines as ‘present means to obtain some
future apparent good’.*

(iii) In the third place, Hobbes believes that, when physical
and mental capacitics are both taken into account, men have, in
general, the same ability to attain their ends. Lack of physical
strength is usually compensated by mental ability and vice versa.®

(iv) Finally, Hobbes belicves that men have a faculty of reason ¢
by which they ‘acquire the knowledge of consequences, and de- j
pendence of one fact upon another’.* Such knowledge is acquired
by generalization from experience, and it enables men to calcu-
late the most cffective means for attaining the objects of their
desires.

If a man had no faculty of reason, his actions would, in theory
at least, be predictable in any given circumstances from a know-
ledge of his desires and his environment, since he would react
automatically to any given situation. But the operation of reason,
which may reach either valid or fallacious conclusions about the
best means of realizing these desires, introduces an indeterminate
element.®

Hobbes speaks as though the desire for power (described under
(ii) above) is as fundamental as the other basic desires of human
nature. But it seems clearly to be a derivative desire following on
the use of reason. To desire the power to gratify one’s future
desires appears to result from the realization that one always
wishes to gratify one’s desires, which is in turn a generalization
based upon specific experiences of desire.

Hobbes’s four generalizations are clearly of an empirical char- |
acter, and they must stand or fall by the test of experience. There
is no a priori necessity in the proposition that desire (whether or

1 Leviathan (Everyman edition), Chap. XI, p. 49.
* op. cit., Chap. X, p. 43. 3 op. cit., Chap. XIII, p. 63.
4 op. cit.,, Chap. V, p. 21. ® op. cit., Chap. V.
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not conditioncd by rcason) is the universal causc of voluntary -
action; or that men are in general equal in ability; or that they
possess a faculty of reason. And if these generalizations are untrue
the deductions which Hobbes draws from them in working out
his Theory of the Ideal State will be invalid.

Hobbes’s Analysis of Moral Experience

Hobbes can find no place in his analysis of human nature for
specifically moral experience. The words which appear to describe
such experience can, he thinks, be defined wholly in terms of
non-moral concepts. But they must be differently defined at the
pre-social and social stages of development.

At the pre-social stage, when men are not members of any
o;gamzed society, ‘good’ simply mcans ‘whatsocver is the object
gisaltxly man's appetite or desire’ and ‘evil’ means ‘the object of
standztii anfd aversion’.! Hobbes thus recognizes no independent
mmine \;hao ~good and evil. A map’s desxres. and aversions deter-
which t 15 good and bad for him, and this is the only sense in

anything can be good or bad until the individual transfers

gJ_S natural liberty to do as he pleases to someone else. As Hobbes
imself expresses the point:

wiahii? words of good, evil and contcmptible arc ever used
nothin aton to the person that useth them: there being
good agn zlley and absolutely so; nor any common rule of
themsely c.:vll to be taken from the naturc of the objects
no comme $5 but from the person of the man (where there is
that rewoonwealth), or (in a commonwealth) from the person

€Presenteth it; or from an arbitrator or judge, whom

men disagree; ;
sentence the m‘ﬁ tiléarlelogz consent set up, and make his

By thlgl Hobbes means that, if a man lives outside a political
SOCIELy, Mis own desires and aversions will determine his con- |
ception of what is good and evil; while if he lives within such a |
society his conception of what is good and evil will be determined '
by the person or persons constituting the sovereign power. The |
reason for this distinction will become clear in the following
paragraphs.

' op. cit., Chap. VI, p. 24. * loc. cit.
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The State of Nature

From the premises that every individual naturally seeks his
own good, and that no individual is decisively supcrior to any
other, Hobbes concludes that, apart from the coercive power of
a central government, men would live in a condition of war—‘of
every man against every man’.! By this he does not mcan that
they would be continuously engaged in fighting but that they
would be constantly exposed to the danger of attack and have no
security except that which their own strength and resourcefulness
might provide. Under such conditions Hobbes thinks that the
pursuits of civilized lifc would be impossible, and that the life of
man would be ‘solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short’.2

This, Hobbes thinks, would be the condition of man in a ‘state
of nature’, i.e. the condition in which he would live if he did not
belong to a political organization. Hobbes belicves that this con-
clusion is strengthencd by the observation that, in the absence
of such an organization, thesc consequences are always obscrved.
To illustrate the point, he refers to the life of savages and the
conduct of independent sovereign states. The first of these
analogics would not now be regarded as a good one. Anthrop-
ological research has shown that, even in the most primitive
forms of society, there are the elements of a social life and a
moral code, and that Aristotle was much nearer the truth in
describing man as a ‘political animal’. Hobbes is, however, on
stronger ground when he refers to the conduct of sovereign states.
Until relatively recent times, when an attempt has been made to
have international disputes resolved by international authorities
such as the League of Nations and the United Nations Organiza-
tion, states usually clajme_d the right to judge for themselves what
they were justified in doing, and this was usually identical with
what they believed to be in their interest. It may also be true that
the general observance of a moral code of behaviour by indi-
viduals is largely explained by habit and the fear of punishment,
and that, without this fear, selfish disregard of others’ interests
might be far more common.

The Laws of Nature
Hobbes thinks that man escapes from the state of nature by
using his reason. Reason docs not sclect the ends of action—these
! op. cit., Chap. XIII, p. 64. * op. cit., Chap. XIII, p. 65.
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are determined solely by desire or aversion—but it reflects on the
consequences of acts and shows man how his desired ends may
be most speedily and fully achicved. The gencral pnnc1ple,s
which emerge from these reflections are called ‘Laws of Nature’.
Hobbes’s own definition of a Law of Nature is as follows:

A law of nature is a precept, or general rule, found out by '
reason, by which a man is forbidden to do that which is
destructive of his life, or taketh away the means of pre-

serving the same, and to omit that by which he thinketh it
may best be preserved.!

In this definition Hobbes is using the word ‘forbidden’ in a
metaphorical sense. He does not mean that men are forbidden to
do what is destructive of their lives by any authority, human or _
divine. He simply means that men naturally desire to preserve '
their lives, and that thejr reason shows them what they must avoid
doing if they wish to preserve their lives. To disobey such a law -
15 not morally wrong but simply irrational, since it involves doing
something which reason shows to be inconsistent with the satis-
faction of the universal desire to preserve one’s life. A

Hobbes enunciates several Laws of Nature, of which the first
three are specially important. The First Law is the most funda-
mental of all, since he believes that the others can be deduced
from it. It is stated as folloves -

Eve’:.y man ought to endeavour peace as far as he has hope
of obtaining it, anq when he cannot obtain it, that he may seek,
and use, all helps qnq advantages of war. The first branch of
Which rule containeth the first and fundamental Law of
Nature, which is to seek peace and follow it; the second, the
sum of the r

ight of nature, which is, by all means we can to
defend ourselyes 2 ? > Y

By this law, Hobbes simply means that where a man can live”
at peace with his neighbours it is rational to do so, but that where
this proves impossible it is rational to fight with the most
effective means avajlgpje. And these alternative courses are:

‘rational’ in the sense that they will most effectively promote the
peace and security which all men desire.

! op. cit., Chap. X1V, p, 66, % op. cit., Chap. XIV, p. 67.
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The Sccond Law of Nature is derived from the First and is
expressed as follows:

That a man be willing, when others are so too, as far forth,
as for Peace and defence of himself he shall think it necessary,
to lay down this right to all things; and be contented with
so much liberty against other men, as he would allow other
men against himsclf.!

As Hobbes remarks, this Law can be expressed more simply as
the Law of the Gospel: ‘Whatsoever you require that others
should do to you, that do ye to them.” The Law states, in other
words, that if a man wishes others to respect his desire for peace:
and sccurity he must respect their desire for these same things.
If he continucs in a state of naturc and does whatever he thinks”
most likely to preserve his life he must expect others to do like-
wisc; and one of the things which cvery man will then want to
do is to limit the power of others to interfere with his liberty.
And if everyone is trying to limit the power of others there will
result that state of war in which a man’s only security will be
what his own strength and ingenuity can provide.

Now Hobbes holds that everyone has what he calls a ‘right of
nature’ ‘to use his own power, as he will himsclf, for the preserva-
tion of his own Nature; that is to say, of his own Life’.2 In accord-
ance with his factual analysis of moral concepts, Hobbes does not
mean by this ‘right of nature’ any moral right to use one’s power
as onc thinks best, but simply the liberty to do so. Liberty, in
turn, he defines as ‘the absence of external impediments: which
impediments may oft take away part of a man’s power to do what
he would; but cannot hinder him from using the power left him
according as his judgment and reason shall dictate to him’.? All
this is just a complicated way of saying that a man can do what
he is not prevented by external constraints from doing. The
novelty of Hobbes’s view lies in his denial that a man is ever
prevented from. doing something by the consideration that the
act is, in an objective and moral sensc, wrong. He may be pre-
vented from doing something which he wants to do because he
cannot do it: he is never prevented from doing it—in a state of
nature—by the considcration that he ought not to do it.

a

1 ]oc. cit. * op. cit., Chap. XIV, p. 66. 3 Joc. cit.
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The Social Contract

But Hobbes believes that a man may voluntarily ‘lay down his
right to do all things’ (as he puts it in the Second Law of Nature).
By this he simply means that a man may voluntarily forgo his
natural power to do all things. Hobbes thinks that a man may do
this in either of two ways: he may simply renounce it ‘when he
cares not to whom the benefit thercof redoundeth’® or he may
transfer it ‘when he intendeth the benefit thercof to some certain
person or persons’,? i.e. when hc dcliberately authorizes some

other person or persons to exercise the power which was originally
his. Hobbes continues:

When a man hath in either manner abandoned, or granted
away his right; then he is said to be obliged, or bound, not to
hinder those to whom such right is granted, or abandoned,
from the benefit of it: and that he ought, and it is his duty,
not to make void that voluntary act of his own.?

To say that a man who has transferred his natural right, or
rather 1j

I l?erty, to do something is obliged or bound not to prevent
1ts exercise by someone else tends, however, to conceal the real
nature of Hobbes’s analysis. He is not saying that there is some
objective moral sense in which a man ought not to prevent the
exercise of the transferred power by someonc elsc, nor is he saying
that a man is bound, in the sense of being physically coerced, to
allow the exercise of the transferred power by the person to whom
it has been transferred. What Hobbes means is that it is irrational
to prevent the person to whom one has transferred the power
from €Xercising it. As he puts it in the same context, it is an
absurdity’, for it involves the contradiction of attempting, at one

and the Same time, to transfer and to retain a natural power.

NOW_ if Hobbes is right in assuming that men’s actions are
dete;mmed solely by desire and aversion, a man will transfer one
of his .natural powers to someone else only if he believes that by
so doing his desires are more likely to be satisfied. And his
dominating desire is for power. Hence, Hobbes concludes, ‘the
motive and end for which this renouncing and transferring of
right is introduced js nothing else but the security of a man’s
person in his life, and in the means of so preserving life’.4

! op. cit., Chap. X1V, p. 67. * loc. cit.

3 op. cit., Chap. XIV, p. 67f. 1 op. cit., Chap. XIV, p. 68.
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The mutual transierence of a right (or power) Hobbes calls a
contract.! When one party discharges his part of a contract before
the other party it becomes a covenant® or contract with an obli-
gation extending into the future. Here again it is important to
remember that the ‘obligation’ involves neither a physical nor a
moral compulsion, but merely the rational compulsion of doing
what onc has promised to do in return for something which the
other party to the contract has already donc or is doing. On the
other hand, as Hobbes points out, there is no assurance that men
will ‘perform their covenants’, i.c. keep their promiscs, ‘because
the bonds of words are too weak to bridle men’s ambition,
avarice, anger, and other passions, without the fecar of some
coercive power’.3

‘Fear of the conscquence of breaking their word’? is, Hobbes
thinks, what pcrsuades the majority of men to ‘perform their
covenants’, though ‘pride in appearing not to nced to break it’
may occasionally be effective. But, for the great majority, ‘cove-
nants without the sword are but words, and of no strength to
secure a man at all’.®

Yet, if the performance of covenants cannot be relied on, men -’
remain in the state of nature with all its disadvantages and dan- |
gers. For this rcason, Hobbes argues, men jointly agree to set up
a Common Power ‘to keep them in awe, and to direct their
actions to the Common Benefit’.? And he thinks that this Common ..
Powcr—by which he means what we should call the ‘government’
of a state—originates as follows:

The only way to erect such a Common Power . . . is to
confer all their power and strength upon one Man, or upon
one Assembly of men, that may reduce all their wills, by
plurality of voices, unto one will : which is as much as to
say, to appoint onc Man, or Assembly of men, to bear their
Person; and everyone to own, and acknowledge himself to
be author of whatsoever he that so beareth their person, shall
act, or cause to be acted, in those things which concernt he
common peace and safety; and therein to submit their wills,
everyone to his will, and their judgments to his judgments.®

! loc. cit. * loc. cit., p. 69.
¢ op. cit., Chap. XIV, p. 71. * op. cit., Chap. XIV, p. 73.
loc. cit. % op. cit., Chap. XVII, p. 87.

7 op. cit., Chap. XVII, p. 89. # loc. cit.
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To achieve this result Hobbes thinks that every man must
make a covenant of the following sort with every other man:

I authorize and give up my right of governing myself to
this Man, or to this Assembly of men, on this condition,

that thou give up thy right to him, and authorize all his
actions in like manner.!

This is what Hobbes calls the social contract. It is the origin of
the unity which pervades a state or (as he calls it) a common-
wealth. The man or assembly of men to which the right of

government is transferred Hobbes calls the ‘sovercign’. This he-
defines as follows:

One person, of whose acts a great multitude, by mutual
covenants one with another, have made themsclves cvery one
the Author, to the end he may use the strength and means

of them all, as he shall think cxpedient, for their peace and
common defence.?

All members of a commonwealth other than the sovereign he '
calls subjects.

Commonwealths by Institution and Commonwealths by Acquisition

Hobbes points out that sovereigns, and thercfore common-
wealths, ma

2 2y be established in cither of two ways—by #nstitution
gf Yy acquisition. The type already described, which is established
}i a group of men agreeing among themsclves to submit them-
set\i'es go ahcentral sovereign power, is a commonwealth by insti-
gug‘lz,s : whereas a commonwealth by acquisition is defined as

rei‘;*ncgg:vﬁelo{mealth by acquisition is that where the sove-
T 18 acquired by force; and it i i
when men siy q y 5 is acquired by force

gly, or many together by plurality of voices
for fear of death or bonds, do authorize all the actions of that

man, Or assembly, that hath their lives and liberty in his
power.

In short, a commonwealth by institution originates in a con- *
tract freely entered into by a group of individuals, whereas a

1 ]oc. cit. 3PN it., CI XVII
> p. cit., Chap. p. 90.
3 op. cit., Chap. XVIII, p. go. 1 op. cit., Chap. XX, p. 104.
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commonwecalth by acquisition is established by force, e.g. the
force of an invader or of successful revolutionaries. A recent
example of a commonwealth by acquisition is the military govern-
ment imposed on Germany by her conquerors at the end of the
Second World War, while a recent example of a commonwealth
by institution is the new constitution adopted by the French
people after the samc war.

It is not clear how far Hobbes intends his account of a common-
wealth by institution to be regarded as historical. He frequently
speaks as though thc institution of such a commonwealth is an
historical event,! but anthropological research has not supported
this theory, and has shown that even the most primitive forms of
human society embody the division between ruler and subject.
In any casc, whatever Hobbes may have implied by his theory,
its historical assumptions are not, from the philosophical point of
view, its most important feature. As a philosophical theory it has
to be judged not by its success in explaining why people originally
established governments but by its success in showing that they
now have good reasons for obeying their governments whether or
not it was for these reasons that government was originally insti-
tuted. From this point of view, the social contract must be re-
garded not as the result of an isolated act but as the expression
of the continuing belicf of members of a commonwealth that it
is to their joint intcrest to maintain a strong and stable govern-
ment with unlimited powers.

Many of Hobbes’s interpreters have held that he regarded the
social contract as ‘irrevocable’, i.c. that he believed that it would
be irrational to withdraw the transferred power from the sovereign
under any circumstances, and some of his statements certainly
appear to imply this. Thus he says:

That they have already instituted a commonwealth, being
thereby bound by covenant to own the actions and judg-
ments of one, cannot lawfully make a new covenant amongst
themselves to be obcdient to any other, in any thing what-
soever, without his permission.?

By this Hobbes appears to mean that the transfer of power
made to the sovereign by the social contract is one which it would
be irrational to withdraw.

1 op. cit., Chap. XVII. * ibid., Chap. XVIII, p. 90.
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On the other hand, in Chapter XXI he appcears to imply that
there are circumstances in which it is perfectly rational to break
the social contract. Thus he says:

The obligation of subjects to the sovereign is understood
to last as long, and no longer, than the power lasteth by
which he is able to protect them. For the right men have by
Nature to protect themselves, when nonc else can protect
them, can by no covenant be relinquished.!

The latter statement appears to be quitc inconsistent with the
former, yet it surely represents the position which is implied by
Hobbes’s general theory. For in his view men enter into the social
contract and transfer their natural powers to their sovercign in
order to obtain peacc and sccurity, and if the sovereign fails to
promote these ends he fails to fulfil the purposc for which power
was transferred to him. In thesc circumstances it scems only
rational that his subjects should withdraw the power which they
transferred to him and transfer it to another sovereign who will
ensure peace and security morc cffectively. The emphasis which
Hobbes elsewhere lays on the inconsistency of breaking the social
contract cannot therefore be reconciled with the purposes of that
contract, and appears to be a somewhat uncritical expression of
his intense anxiety to ensurc strong and stable government at
almost any price.

If Hobbes’s theory really implies that it is rational for people to
replace a sovereign who has failed to carry out the purposcs for
which he was elected, the common interpretation of that theory
as a defence of absolute dictatorship must be rejected and it must
be recognized, on the contrary, as supporting the principle of
government by consent.

The truth seems to be that Hobbes did not distinguish clearly
between the absolute and the irrevocable transfer of power. It is
one thing to transfer absolute, i.c. unqualified, power to a sove-
reign, but it does not follow that such a transfer is irrevocable,
1.e. cannot—or should not—be withdrawn. The important points
which Hobbes stresses are (a) that it is the essence of sovereignty
to be abSOI}JtC and unqualified, and (b) that a government possess-
ing sovereign powers is the foundation of a stable and orderly
community. But this does not imply that such a government

' ibid., Chap. XXI, p. 116.
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should be allowed to remain sovereign if it does not use these
powers for the purposes for which it was set up.

The Truth in Hobbes’s Theory

Thus Hobbes’s theory lays down two important principles of
government. In the first place, it cmphasizes the important fact,
which loose talk about ‘sclf-government’ has tended to obscure,
that all government nccessartly involves the exercise of force by
the government upon the governed. It is of the essence of govern-
ment that a relatively large group of pecople should be controlled
by a relatively small group, or even by a single individual, and
this relationship is found even where self-government is said to
exist. All that self-government means in practice is that the
governed have some measure of control over the selection of those
who govern them, gnd thus, indirectly, over the policy which is
pursucd. A more direct inﬁpgncc over policy is cxercised by the
governed in those communities where major issues of policy are
submitted t0 a referendum ; but, even where this is done, there
usually rcmains a large range of issues on which decisions of
policy remain the government’s responsibility. Moreover, one of
the principal objections to the usc of the referendum is that it
limits the responsibility of the government, and gives to those
who arc not responsible for implementing a policy the power to

decide what that policy should be.

Thus except in those countries (e.g. Switzerland) where a
referendum is employed as a recognized picce of government
machinery, democratic governments have full responsibility for
policy so long as they remain in power. They differ from Hobbes’s
sovereign only in the limitations imposed on the cxercise of that
power by their lll'l:lltefl tenure of office and by the laws or conven-
tions of the constitution under which they are elected.

In the sccond place, Hobbes’s theory emphasizes that in
commonwealths by institution the establishment of the govern-
ment is a voluntary act on the part of the subjects. The govern-
ment is that which ‘men, disagreeing, shall by consent set up’.!
As previously observed, it is only in special circumstances that
commoanalths appear to originate in this way; but if the ‘con-
sent’ to which Hobbes refers is understood as a continuing instead
of an irrevocable consent it describes exactly the foundation upon

! ibid., Chap. VI, p. 24.
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which democratic government rests. Fot it then means that, for
a limited time, and on the understanding that the government
observes certain limitations, whether of law or convention, upon
its freedom of action, it will cnjoy real power to govern as it
thinks desirable and will be supported by the large majority of
people. Not all that it does will necessarily be acceptable to every-
one, but so long as it does not scriously outrage the feelings or
principles of a substantial proportion of the pcople, it will con-
tinue to receive general support on the ground that respect for a
centr.al government is in the general interest of the whole com-
munity, and that this particular government has been elected, and

is governing, in accordance with the recognized principles of the
constitution.

The Application of Hobbes’s Theory to International Politics

Hobbes’s analysis of government is particularly plausible when
applied to the international field, for the conditions of external
security are in principle the same as those of internal security. In
both cases the primary necd is to climinate the danger of strife
arising from competing interests. In the civil sphere Hobbes
believed that ‘this could be done by the transfer to a sovereign
body of the'mdividual’s natural power to defend his own in-
terests; and In the international sphere it is clear that war would
be impossible if all power were transferred to a single and united
sovereign body. Because this has not so far becn done, and in-
dividual nations still retain armed power for the defence of their
Interests, fI:Iobbcs Jwould have said that these nations still live in
a state ol nature’. The fact that they undertake, in pacts and
Lreaties, not 10 go to war with one another, would have seemed to
him no guarantee of peace. As he said, ‘Covenants without the
sword are but words, and of no strength to secure a man at all’ ;1
and he would undoubtedly have considered that the two World
Wars of the twentieth century had afforded abundant confirma-
tion of this principle,

Important steps have been taken during the present century to
establish an internationa] organization for the prevention of war.
But neither the League of Nations nor the United Nations Or-
gamzanon.h.as taken over the power of individual nations to
defend their interests. ;t is true that the nations belonging to these

! ibid., Chap. XVII, p. 87.
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organizations have had a so-called ‘moral obligation’ not to use
their military power except with the approval of the organization
in question; but Hobbes would have held that, unless this moral
obligation can be cnforced by an international sovereign body, it
will afford no guarantee whatsoever of international security, and
does not merit the name of law. To achieve real security he
would have thought it necessary to effect a real transfer of power
from individual nations to an international authority by the abo-
lition of all national armed forces (except those required for in-
ternal police work) and the allocation to the international authority
of an armed force sufficient to make its decisions cffective in the
face of opposition. In other words, he would have said that
nations must conscnt to transfer their natural power to defend
their interests to an international authority, and accept the latter
as the sole source of international law and morality.

Now according to Hobbes’s analysis the nations of the world
will not take this step until they are satisficd that it is to their
interest to do so. They have not (he would have said) taken the
step so far because they have not been satisfied that an inter-
national authority would defend their interests more effectively
than they could themselves. But today he might have recognised
indications that a change of outlook is gradually developing. The
mere establishment of the United Nations Organization with its
many and varied activitics has indicated a growing conviction on
the part of sovercign nations that their conduct should be subject
to international agrcement in the general interests of themselves
and others. The European Assembly has advocated a real sacri-
fice of national sovereignty on the part of the nations of Western
Europe for the sake of their common interests and united strength.
And, if experience shows that these developments contribute to a
nation’s interest, a greater readiness to transfer real power to an

international authority may well result.

The Rational State

Hobbes’s political theory is, as already observed, no exception
to the gencralization made in Chapter I that a political theory is
an attempt to justify a certain conception of the Ideal State. The
novelty of Hobbes’s theory lics in his attempt to define the ‘ideal’
in purely non-moral terms. Whereas the majority of political
philosophers have conceived of the ideal as the moral ideal,

8
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Hobbes conceives of it as the rational idcal, and thus regards the
Ideal State as the sort of state which would result if men correctly
judged the most effective means for achieving their desires. The
purpose of government, in Hobbes’s view, is not to realize and
maintain the pattern of a morally ideal statc but to achicve the
func}ament?l desires of its citizens. And his primary object in the
Leg)zathan 1s to justify his theory that, human naturc being what
1t 1S, a strong government, to which absolute power has been
transferred in accordance with the terms of the social contract,
will aﬁorq the best assurance of the peace and security which
human beings desire above all else. He recognizes that existing
states may fall short of this idcal, but he attributes this to the
intellectual, as distinct from the moral, frailty of human beings.
Hobbes’s political theory is thercfore a utilitarian, as distinct
from a moral, theory; and it is a utilitarian theory of the basic
and non-moral form which attempts to justify the institution of
government on the ground of its utility in promoting the rcaliza-
uondof men’s desires. His theory docs not recognize any inde-
ggnndg:atn :(tia.ndard by which thesc desires may be approved or
‘mIc—)Ir(;E)’b:}i has, of course, to account for the facts of alleged
such 2 ‘ripe};n,en‘cc, ansl the propositions embodying moral terms,
described gHt > ought’; and ‘good’, by which such experience is
meaning-.whe does not deny that these moral terms have some
appears to b at he denies is that they have the meaning which
plied by ord‘e mplied by ordinary speech. It appcars to be im-
tions of a nary speech that they are names for unique concep-
interest H(}:}‘;ﬁglal character not definable in terms of desire and
alterna t.ive ) €s, on the contrary, believes that they are simply
and less am S{nes for conceptions which could be more clearly
claim that th 1guously described in these terms. And he would
& facts of politics—both the characteristics of actual
states and the idea]s pursued by parties and politicians—can be
fully accounted for jp terms of desire and interest. It is, according
to him, interest, noy duty, which accounts for the obedience
shown by subjects 1o thejr sovereign. There is no moral sense in
which they ought to obey their sovereign, but there is a rational
sense in which they myst do so if they desire (as he thinks they do)
to enjoy pcace and security.
Hobbes would undoubtedly have thought that the history of
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politics during the past three centuries had abundantly vindicated
his analysis. He could have pointed to the landowner and the
manufacturer proclaiming the moral value of private property and
the manual worker proclaiming the moral value of social equality;
or to the employer organizing for higher profits and the worker
striking for higher wages; and he would undoubtedly have
claimed that his analysis of human society in terms of interest
was abundantly justified, and that the good was a euphemism for
what the individual or group in question bclicved to be its
interest.

A naturalistic political theory of this sort avoids the main
difficulty which confronts a moral theory, namely, that of estab-
lishing the truth of the moral propositions which it accepts. This
difficulty arises because there is no agreed basis of moral fact by
which the truth or falsity of moral propositions can be ascer-
tained. The only moral propositions which can be verified in a
scientific manncr arc the propositions describing pecople’s moral
beliefs—such propositions as that A believes X to be right, or
that B believes X to be wrong. Propositions of this sort can be
verified or refuted—on the assumption that people do, in general,
accurately describe their beliefs on such matters—by such devices
as a social survey or a ballot. But it is fallacious to infer from the
proposition ‘A believes X to be good’ the proposition that ‘X is
good’; or, in general, to infer that the belief has an objective
significance.

Hobbes’s theory, on the other hand, has a purely factual basis.
He claims to account for the facts of politics wholly in terms of
the facts of human desires, and the means of achieving them,
without reference to any independent moral standard. His theory
therefore represents an important alternative to the Moral
Theories which most of his predecessors supported. Its potential
importance has become all the greater with the general decline in
moral faith which has been witnessed during the present century.
Should this decline continue, and moral standards become pro-
gressively less adequate as a foundation for political society, the

alternative principle enunciated by Hobbes may come to be |
accepted as the true foundation. ‘



CHAPTER VIII
Locke’s Theory of the Moral State

OBBES had maintained that the revolutionary overthrow of
Han established government would lcad to immecdiate
anarchy, but the English Revolution of 1688 had no ‘SUCh
catastrophic consequence. Far from finding themselves 1n a ‘state
of nature’, the people of England in 1688 simply witnessed a
change of Sovereign and a slight strengthening of Parliament at
the expense of the Crown. These changes were of profound im-
portance for the fyryre of government in Britain, but they took
place without violence, and were generally welcomed by the
majority of citizens. John Locke (1632-1704) set himself to justify
this revolution, and to establish the proposition that the authority
°f. Bovernment depends upon its conformity to the moral la“_r.
His main exposition of this doctrine is found in Book II of his
treatise Of Cipj) Government, which is alternatively entitled An
gssay Concerning the Tryue Original Extent and End of Civil
Reggﬁgggt.. It was published in 1690, just two years after the
Locke wag educated at Westminster School and Christ Church,
Oxfo.r 4, and Subsequently studied medicine. He became personal
physician in 166¢ 1, Anthony Ashley Cooper, afterwards the Earl
of ShafteSb“ry, and received important public appointments
when ShaﬁeSbury became Lord Chancellor in 1672. Shaftesbury
subsequently too) part in the plot to place the Duke of Mon-
mouth on the thrope and, although Locke did not play any part
in this Conspiracy, he thought it advisable to leave England for
Holland in 1683, T, 1684 Charles II deprived him of an academic
emolument.Whic he had enjoyed continuously since 1659, and
James II tried tq effect his extradition. But he was subsequently
pardoned and returpeq 1o England after the accession of William
of Orange. Apart from the Letter Concerning Toleration, the
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treatise Of Civil Government and other political writings, he
published an important contribution to the theory of knowledge
entitled An Essay concerning Human Understanding.

Locke’s political theory, like that of Hobbes, reflects the cir-
cumstances of his time. Just as Hobbes, living in the uncertain
and dangerous period of the Civil War, was anxious to justify a
strong government with overwhelming power, so Locke, who had
suffered persccution under the Stuarts, wished to justify the
revolution which deposed them, although it is only fair to add
that his views about the morality of revolutions had been arrived
at before 1688. Locke argued that governments could be removed
by revolution without the dissolution of socicty, and that any
government could be justifiably displaced in this way under cer-
tain conditions. These ideas were cagerly welcomed a century
later by the American colonists as a justification of their refusal
to recognize the British Parliament, and werc thus, in some
measure, responsible for all the profound consequences, extend-
ing to the present day, which have followed from the political
independence of the United Kingdom and the United States.

The Law of Nature

Locke’s political theory, like Hobbes’s, is a theory of the Ideal
State, but it differs fundamentally in being a moral theory. While
Hobbes thought that the Ideal State is ideal in a rational sense,
Locke thinks that it is ideal in a moral sense. His theory is based
on the assumption that there is a Law of Nature, and that this
Law is of a specifically moral character. He consequently con-
ceives of the Ideal State as a morally ideal state.

Locke, however, makes no attempt to justify the assumption
that there is a basic moral law of this sort beyond asserting that

it is self-evident:

The state of Nature has a law of Nature to govern it,
which obliges every one, and reason, which is that law,
tcaches all mankind who will but consult it, that being all
equal and indppendent, no one ought to harm another in his
life, health, liberty, or possessions; for men being all the
workmanship of one omnipotent and infinitely Wise Maker;
all the servants of one sovereign Master, sent into the world
by His order and about His business; they arc His property,
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whose workmanship they are made to last during His, not
one another’s, pleasure.!

He subsequently refers to the Law of Nature as the ‘will of
God’.2

From the start, therefore, Locke’s approach to political theory
differs fundarnentally from that of Hobbes. Hobbes rqgardcd man
as a being activated by desire and endowed with a rational facul-ty
capable of showing him how his desires can be most fully satis-
fied. Locke, on the other hand, regards the ind1v1dugl asa being
whose reason reveals an independent law prescribing moral
standards to which he ought at all times to conform. Hpbbes, in
short, regards man as a rational but amoral being, while Locke
regards him as cssentially moral.

Locke’s theory conforms much more closely to the tacit as-
sumptions of the Majority of people both in his day .and ours, but

e does not justify the dogmatic assumptions which he makes
about the Law of Nature and what it prescribes. He seems to
regard these assumptions as self-evidently true, and to those who
agree with him on th;s point his general theory may appear ade-
quate. But it i unlikely to satisfy those who deny the existence of
an independ

€0t moral law, or differ from him in their view of
what that law prescribes.

The State of Nature
. While Locke’s conception of the Ideal State thus differs rad-
ically from thay of Hobbes, his account of the origin of political
society has much iy, common. In the first place, his conception of
the state of napyye is very similar. By the state of naturc Locke
understands the State in which men would live if they had ‘per-
fect freedom g Order their actions, and dispose of their posses-
$10ns and persopg 5 they think fit, within the bounds of the Law
of Nature, withoy, asking leave or depending upon the will of
any other maps_ short, the state of nature is the state in
which men woulq fiye i they were not subject to a government,
The difference between this conception of the state of nature
and Hobbcs’§ COnception is that Hobbes recognized a Law of
Nature only in the logical sense of a rational calculation, whereas
' Of Givit

* ibid Government, Book 11, para. 6.

© Para, 13 3 ibid., para. 4.
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by the Law of Nature Locke means an independent moral stan-
dard. Or, to illustrate the contrast in their own words, Hobbes
thinks that the purpose of reason is to ‘acquire the knowledge of
conscquences’,! whereas Locke thinks that it ‘tcaches all mankind
who will but consult it, that being all equal and independent, no
one ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty, or posses-
sions’.? Despite these differences, however, both philosophers
conceive of the state of nature as the hypothetical state (which
may at some time have been an actual state) in which men would
live if they were not subject to a government.

The Origin of Government

Again, Locke offers a similar explanation of the origin of
government. Like Hobbes, he belicves that men agree to establish
a government in order to enforce the Law of Nature. While
Hobbes regards this law as rational in character and Locke regards
it as moral, both think that it is because men diasgree about its
practical implications and cannot, in any casec, be relied on to
observe it voluntarily, that they transfer to a central sovereign
body the power to enforce it. As Locke says:

Civil government is the proper remedy for the incon-
veniences of the state of Nature, which must certainly be
great where men may be judges in their own case.?

So far Locke’s account of the nature of government bears a
close resemblance to Hobbes’s. But because he regards the Law
of Nature as a moral law he naturally rejects Hobbes’s doctrine
of absolute sovereignty. Hobbes thinks that if men were rational
they would, in their own interest, transfer unlimited power to a
sovereign body. Whether or not this would, in fact, be the rational
thing to do, Locke thinks that power should always be subject to
the Law of Nature, i.e. to morality. As he says, ‘Nobody can
transfer to another more power than he has in himself, and

nobody has an absolutely arbitrary power over himself, or over
any other.’* He continues:

A man. .. ha'ving,.in the state of Nature, no arbitrary
power over the life, liberty or possession of another, but
v Leviathan, Chap. V.
2 Of Civil Government, Book 11, para. 6.
¥ ibid., para. 13. 4 ibid., para. 135.
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only so much as the Law of Nature gave him for the pre-
servation of himself and the rest of mankind, this is all he
doth, or can, give up to the commonwealth, and by it to
the legislative power, so that the legislative can have no more
than this. Their power in the utmost bounds of it is limited
to the public good of the society.!

The Moral Limitations of State Authority

It is clear from these quotations that Locke believes that all
governments are subject to the moral standards defined by the
Law of Nature, and do wrong if their actions conflict with these
standards. No government, in his view, has an absolute right to
govern as it pleases, any more than an individual has an absolutc
right to act as he pleases. Locke’s insistence on this principle is
primarily directed against the doctrine of the ‘Divine Right of
Kings’—the doctrine that a king can do no wrong bccause his
authority is derived from God and because his acts cxpress the
will of God. Locke thinks that kings are fallible human beings

whose acts are subject to the moral law, and who arc liable to
violate 1t.

.
Locke’s insistence on the mora limitations to a government’s

authority iS sometimes regarded as standing in sharp contrast to
Hobbes’s defence of absolyte sovereignty. I% is cert;ililly true that
Hobbes recognizes no mora| limitation to a government’s authority
in the sense in which Locke understands the word ‘moral’; but
Hobbes docs not, as observed in the previous chapter, regard that
authority as irrevocable. He believes that it is to the interest of
individuals to permit absolute power to their government so long
as that government fulfils the purpose for which it has been sct
up—the MaINtenance of pyblic order and security—but he be-
lieves that, if a gOvernment should fail to do this, its subjects
should, in their own Interests, refusc to obey it. Hobbes certainly
lays mor¢ stress 1(1).n the aCIVantages of obedience than on the justi-
fication of -r;-bc 100, but that was no doubt partly due to his
natural tum.ﬁgty and his experience of the hazards of civil strifc.
Thus the dlf erence between the views of Hobbes and Locke on
the extent Of SOVErNMenta] authority was one of emphasis rather
than one of principle, They did, however, justify the right of !

! loc. cit.



Locke’s Theory of the Moral State 113

rebellion on very different grounds. Hobbes thought that rebel-
lion would be justified on grounds of individual self-interest if a
government failed to uphold the rational Laws of Nature, while
Locke thought that it would be justified on moral grounds if a
government failed to observe the moral Law of Nature. But
neither held that a government’s authority should be regarded as
inviolate under all circumstances. i
The fact is that Hobbes and Locke were emphasizing two dis-
tinct, but complementary, principles in all government. Hobbes
saw that it is Fhe essence of a government to govern, and that for
this purpose it must be in a position to enforce its decisions on
the governed. Locke saw that it is none the less truc that this
compulsory power can be exercised only so long as the majority
of the governed—who far outnumber the government—consent
to submit to this compulsory power; and he argued that they are
justified in withholding that consent if the government does not
conform to the moral principles which they accept. Hobbes also
recognized the voluntary basis of government (cxcept in ‘com-
monwealths by acquisition’) when he stressed the voluntary
character of the social contract, but he was less concerned than
Locke with the circumstances under which this consent should
be withdrawn, and he was inclined to think that they would arise
only in the most exceptional conditions. These differences of
emphasis on the relative importance of consent and authority
were doubtless due in large mcasurc to Hobbes’s conviction that
strong and stable government is the primary interest of all men,
and to Locke’s anxicty to justify revolt against a monarch who
had done him personal injury and whose policy he believed to be -
inconsistent with the moral law. Hence, while the principle of
popular consent to government is implicit in Hobbes’s account of
the origin of ‘commonwealths by institution’, it is consent of a
much more passive character than that which Locke thought
necessary to ensurc observance of the Law of Nature by a
government.

Locke recognizes, however, that government cannot be based
on individual consent, since individuals may disagree in their
conceptions of the government’s duty. He thinks it obvious that
in practice the consent upon which the government’s authority

depends must be that of the majority since the majority is the
decisive political force:
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That which acts any community being only the consent of
the individuals of it, and it being one body, must move one
way, it is necessary the body should move that way whither
the greater force carries it, which is the consent of the
majority, or else it is impossible it should act or continue
one body, one community, which the consent of every
individual that united into it agreed that it should; and so

everyone is bound by that consent to be concluded by the
majority.!

In this passage Locke is obviously writing of what we should
C%H a ‘democratic’ society, for in autocracies a small minority has
grtaen C}?mi(nateq the majority by force and fear. But in a demo-
be ?l,)’taiﬁ ¢ d° fEhlnks, 1t 1s obvious that, if universal support cannot
ceives ma?o .OT a certain course of action, the policy which re-
who bel 101ty support must prevail. And he thinks that everyone

ncivle ES 0 such a society implicitly agrees to accept the
princ1ple of majority ryje 2
consﬁig;eﬁ 1o, however, appear to recognize the potential in-
of Nature ag ;then the principle of majority rule and the Law
a moral lay wleﬁ understands it, The latter, as already observed, is
his life, health ﬁl}; teaches that ‘no one ought to harm another in
possible that the x> OF Possessions’, but it does not seem im- |
someone in ope n;?]‘)my may, on occasion, think it right to harm
certainly haye rO these respects. Indcc_ad, chke would ah_nost
property as re u?gpgdeg such modern intrusions upon private
both of which galsmc’mng and the imposition of death duties—
modern tim“\aZe bt‘:en endorsed by Parhan}entary majorities in
owner. The fact jsa Violation of the natural rights of the property
that if the indjyjq ﬂ}at Locke never squarely faced the dilemma
wrong for a maiog $ natural rights are indefeasible it is just as
of them; while ifltl}x’ as for an individual tyrant to deprive him
in deternﬁning’polg € Will of the majority is necessarily decisive

endent and obiae,:Y? there can be no assurance that an inde-
P The truth is iﬁm‘“‘: "Law of Nature’ will be upheld.
natural rights in if dlﬁe{ent political societies have conceived of
natural right of Pl‘ipe erent ways. Today, for example, the
even by the mal'Oritiesrg Is conceived of somewhat differently

the United Kingdom and the United
! ibid., para. gg,

¢ jbid., Chap. VIIIL
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States of America; and both understand it in a very different
sensc from that in which it is understood by the Russians or was
understood by Locke. Morcover, Locke gave no valid reasons for
his belief that the individual’s natural rights must appear to all
men as they appeared to him. In point of fact, the prevailing con-
ception of natural rights, which is embodied in a democratic
nation’s laws, is generally, if not always, the conception held by
the majority. In other words, natural rights tend to be defined
by the majority view of what these rights are.

Yet even if Locke’s assumption that there are sclf-evident and
unchanging natural rights cannot be justified, he lays down a
fundamental democratic principle when he insists on the im-
portance of a general acceptance by the community of a common
conception of natural rights. For this has become a basic principle
of modern democracy. The democratic constitution is distin-
guished from the totalitarian mainly by the recognition which it
accords to a code of individual rights which is accepted by the
majority and upheld by their ‘greater force’ when challenged
cither by the government or by minorities. Nations in which
there is a serious division of opinion regarding the character of
individual rights lack the conditions necessary for a stable
democracy, for they contain a standing challenge to whichever
conception of those rights happens to be upheld by the existing
government.

Thus Locke’s theory of the state becomes a substantially
accurate analysis of a modern democratic constitution once the
relativity of ‘natural rights’ to time and place has been admitted.
For the essence of democracy is to accord to the individual certain
rights recognized as inviolate, and to defend these rights when
they arc threatened either by government or faction. Modern
democracies may not conceive of natural rights as Locke did,
but they agree with him that the first duty of government is to

ensurc that these rights, however conceived, are never sacrificed
to the cxercise of arbitrary force. ‘

Force and Morality

The problems raised by Locke’s principle of majority rule
should not, however, be allowed to obscure the essential founda-
tion of his political theory. Its whole structure is based on the
fundamental axiom that there is a moral law to which both in-
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dividuals and governments are subjcct and that no individual
should be subject to ‘the inconstant, uncertain, unknown,
arbitrary will of another man’.! Thus, in spite of many similarities,
Locke’s theory of political obligation is really the very antithesis
of Hobbes’s. According to Hobbes, law—the law cnacted by
the sovereign power—is the foundation, and the only foundation,
of morality; but according to Locke morality—as embodied in
the Law of Nature— is the foundation of the only laws which a
citizen has an obligation to obey. If the majority agrce that a
civic law conflicts with the moral law the citizen has, on Locke’s
theory, no obligation to obey it.

. It is because moral motives continuc to play a prominent part
in politics, as in other spheres of human activity, that Locke’s
political theory, in spite of its difficulties and inconsistencics,
appears so much more adequate than Hobbes’s theory as a
justification of government. For even in a constitution, such as
the British constitution, where Parliament? is in thcory the
holder of absolute power, its actions arc judged, both by its
members and by the community in general, by a moral standard,

anddno lggéllilamem which sought to violate that standard in some
fundam w . ; - o o
would be likel ;yt,oes:g. ti>y suppressing basic political liberties,

o el ve. Parliament enjoys sovereignty only
gcl)trﬁg the limits of a moral code which may vary from genera-
an ind generation but which, whatever form it takes, is accepted as

ependent standard i islati
The weaknee, ard to which all legislation ought to conform.

- of Locke’s theory lies not in the importance
g?llﬁ:: 1};—) ast}txaChels; to an independent moral standard but in his
As already ng ow that standard is ascertained and defined.
and the ‘will Sf?rcv}ed” 3he refers to it both as the Law of Nature
a priori principl od’ .and appears to regard it as a self-evident
should be self? e"d If it is, indeed, an a priori principle which
in his somewh::Idem to everyone, theg Locke may be justified
today so man dif‘;gmanc account of its nature. But there are

ohts that it .y Cilierent conceptions of the nature of human
rights that it 1s difficult to accept Locke’s assumption that their
natur€ 1S @ prior and self-evident. It seems far more consistent
with the facts of comparative morality to admit the essential
; ﬁid" Book 11, para. 21.
2 0 og:‘ precisely, the ‘King in Parliament’.
)f Civil Government, Book 11, paras. 6 and 135.
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relativity of the moral standards of different communities, and
to define these in terms of what the majority of citizens believe
them to be.

An analysis of this sort has at least the advantage of providing
a link between the moral law and the principle of majority rule
which, on Locke’s own theory, appear plainly inconsistent. For
on his theory there is no guarantee that the majority will not
sometimes exploit its superior power and violate the natural
rights of the individual citizen. On the other hand, if the moral
law is defined as what the majority of citizens believe to be the
moral law, then a conflict of this sort is impossible, and democracy
can be defined as that form of society in which the majority
rccognize that individuals have indefeasible rights. But of course
such an analysis makes it impossible to condemn, on any moral
grounds, a society in which the majority do not recognize such
rights.

The Right to Revolt

Whether the Law of Nature be a relative or an absolute
principle, Locke’s view that revolution is justified when that law
is violated by a government appears to be substantially correct
both as an account of the causes and as a justification of the act
of revolution. So long as a government operates within the limits
defined by the prevailing moral code of a community its moral
authority is recognized, and the obligation to obey it is accepted,
by the bulk of citizens. Those who reject the prevailing moral
code of the majority may obey the government from other
motives, e.g. to avoid punishment or to maintain national unity;
but they constitute potential revolutionaries, and if their views
are shared by a large minority civil strife is likely to break out.
It was, for example, obviously a disagreement on a fundamental
moral issue between the government and a large minority of
citizens which led to the revolutionary activities of the Suff-
ragettes in 1913 and 1914 and to the civil war in Southern
Ireland before the creation of the Irish Free State. And the fact
that those who differ from their government on a moral issue of
this character are potential revolutionaries was felt to justify the
imprisonment without trial during the Second World War of a
number of citizens who appeared to believe that the war with
Germany was morally unjustifiable.
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Locke’s own statement of the principle justifying revolution
is as follows:

There remains still in the pcople a supremec power to
remove or alter the legislative, when they find the legislative
act contrary to the trust reposed in them.!

The ‘trust’, Locke adds, is for ‘attaining an end’, and ‘when-
ever that end is manifestly neglected or opposed, the trust must
necessarily be forfeited, and the power devolve into the hands of
those that gave it, who may place it anew where they shall think

best for their safety and security’.2 The end of government Locke
describes as follows:

The great and chief end, therefore, of men uniting into
commonwealths, and putting themsclves under government,
is the preservation of their property; to which in the state
of Nature there are many things wanting.®

And he explains that by ) a .
and estates’}p y ‘property’ he means ‘lives, liberties,
s the e Locke thinks that the primary object of government
g preservation of the individual’s life, liberty and possessions,
and that when it fails, in the opinion of the majority, to fulfil

this trust it should be removed and replaced.

Assessment of Locke’s Theory

Locke’s theory, like Hobbes’s, has often been criticised as
artificial and over-simplified in view of the way in which he
accounts for the origin of the state in terms of the rational and
calculating choice of individuals. It is said that he greatly under-
estimated the part played by irrational factors, such as various
mal.n.festatxo'ns'of the ‘herd instinct’, in creating and maintaining
pollt{cal societies and that his theory, in so far as it claims to be
an historical account of the origin of such socicties, is wholly
false. It must be admitted that Locke often writes as though he
did believe that his theory was historically valid. Yet even though
this claim must be rejected—and the evidence of history, anthro-
pology, and psychology alike show it to be false—his theory, like

! ibid., para. 149.

bty 2 loc. cit.
3 ibid., para. 124.

¢ jbid., para. 123.
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Hobbes’s, can be alternatively regarded as an attempt to justify
political society instcad of to account for its historical origin.
And this, in any case, is its morc important aspect as a philo-
sophical theory.

So conceived, Locke’s theory, like the majority of political
theories, is essentially an attempt to justify, on moral grounds, a
certain conception of the purpose of government. He claims that
its primary purpose is to prescrve men’s property, by which is
meant their lives, their liberties and their possessions. Govern-
ment is entrusted with that responsibility, and it can justifiably
be removed and replaced if it fails to discharge it. Thus in
Locke’s view the individual, not the state, is the object of supreme
value, and the state is a mechanism established to promote the
individual’s good.

Locke’s exposition of his theory does not make it easy to
distinguish what he intended to be factual analysis from what he
intended to be the exposition of a moral ideal; and it may well
be that he did not always have this distinction clearly before his
mind. It is also by no means clear whether he believed that his
factual analysis was true of all states whatsoever, or only of con-
temporary England and states similarly organized. But it is clear
that, however the theory is interpreted in detail, an essential part
of it is the moral argument that the primary purpose of govern-
ment ought to be the protection of the individual’s life, liberty
and possessions—in short, his natural rights—and that a govern-
ment which does not seek to promote this end forfeits all claim
to moral authority.

The influence of Locke’s theory has been great just because it
has appeared to clarify and correlate so effectively the implicit
assumptions about the rights of government and subjects which
have prevailed in the English-speaking world since the Revolution
of 1688. Its influence has been even greater in America than in
Britain since, in the first place, it was widely cited as a justification
of the American Revolution and, in the second place, the principle
of a natural law to which even governments are subject is em-
bodied in the Articles of the American Constitution. The un-
written British Constitution is in theory closer to Hobbes’s
principle of unlimited sovereignty, but in practice the British
Parliament observes numerous unwritten conventions which
have, in practice, the force of moral law, and Parliament is
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regarded by the community at large as subject to moral standards
no less than the individual citizen.

Locke’s contribution to political theory may therefore be
shortly described as that of defining the moral responsibilities of
government. He sought to revive the belief in an independent
moral law which had been almost universally accepted throughout
the Middle Ages; and in doing so he defined a principle which
has been accepted by all modern democracics and is now being
extended to the international sphere in the Charter of Human
Rights of the United Nations Organization. It was Plato’s prin-
ciple of justice in a new form—a principle which sought to defend
the individual against the tyranny of the community; to cnsure
that the weak are not cxploited by the strong; and to insist that
the proper function of government is the realization in human

affairs of a moral pattern and not simply the organization of
power.



CHAPTER IX

Rousseaw’s Theory of the General Will

mad watchmaker, in 1712, and died in 1778. Having left

school at the age of twelve, and failed to settle in any of the
trades to which he had been apprenticed, he fled from Geneva
to Savoy four years later, and began a life of wandering and exile
which, apart from twelve years spent in Paris (1744—1756),
continued to his death. For part of these early years he was sup-
ported by women who befriended him; for part of them he lived
the life of a vagabond and earned a livelihood as best he could.
In 1743 he became secretary to the French Ambassador to
Venice, and appears to have served him well, but quarrelled
because he received no salary. In 1750 he achieved fame through
winning a prize offered by the Academy of Dijon for the best
essay on the question ‘Have the arts and sciences conferred
benefits on mankind?’ Rousseau answered the question in the
negative, contending that the arts and sciences create artificial
wants and jeopardise the natural morality of unspoiled man.
This theme was elaborated in his Discourse on Equality (1754),
in which Rousseau argued that ‘man is naturally good, and only
by institutions is he made bad’.

It was in 1762 that Rousscau’s two most important works were
published—Enmile, his treatise on education, and the Social Con-
tract or Principles of Political Right. The first offended both the
Catholic and Protestant Churches by its support of natural
religion, and the latter offended both the Council of Geneva
and the French Government by its implied denial of the Divine
Right of Kings. Rousseau left France and was befriended by
Frederick the Great, who gave him asylum at Motiers. After
spending three years there, however, he incurred local suspicion
which placed his life in danger, and he fled to England in 1765.
George III granted him a pension, and he formed friendships
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with both Burke and Hume. Burke found his vanity intolerable
and their association was short-lived. Hume was a faithful friend
but in the end Rousseau’s delusions convinced him that Hume
was engaged in plots against his life. He fled to Paris, where he

spent his last years in great poverty, and is belicved to have died
by his own hand.

The Enlightenment and the Romantic Reaction

Rousseau was onc of the leading figures in the so-called
‘Romantic Reaction’ which followed the ‘Age of Enlightenment’.
The latter was the name given to the period from about 1650 till
late in the eightcenth century when the leading thinkers of both
England and France were inspired by a faith in the power of
human reason to achieve a final understanding of the universe
and to provide a rational guide for human conduct. Other
faculties, such as feeling or intuition, were held to be essentially
inadequate for this purpose. Hobbes’s philosophy was an early
expression of this outlook. After the middle of the cighteenth
century, however, there was a reaction against this faith in
reason, and as this reaction took the form of looking to feeling or
intuition instead of to reason for fundamental truth, it came to
be known as the ‘Romantic Reaction’.

Rousseau was, from certain points of view, a leading represent-
ative of this Romantic Reaction, and his works bear all the
marks of an intensely emotional faith in the truth of the principles
which he advocates. This characteristic made his writings highly
effective as propaganda, although they are without the careful
logic of the rationalists. Thus it is generally agreed that the central
theme of Rousseau’s Social Contract—man’s loss of his natural
liberties in the modern state—played no small part in fanning the
flames of discontent which culminated in the French Revolution.

As observed in Chapter I, political philosophies are essentially
attempts to justify a certain conception of the ideal state, and it
is of special importance to bear this in mind when reading the
Social Contract as much of what Rousseau says is obviously
untrue if regarded as a description of actual states. For example,
his account of the way in which a political society originates, and
the emergence of its ‘general will’, is intended to be an account
of the way in which the ideal society would develop. Rousseau
does not claim that every society has developed in this way, and
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indeed he thinks that only small and intimate societics like the
Greck city states could be expected to do so.

The Social Contract is not Rousseau’s only contribution to
political philosophy, but it embodies his most mature views, and
will accordingly be used to illustrate and justify the interpreta-
tion of his theory which follows. It was published, along with
Emile, his treatise on education, in 1762, and his later works,
which were largely of an autobiographical nature, added nothing
of importancc to the theories put forward in these two books.

Rousscau thinks that the outstanding defect of existing political
societies is the way in which they restrict the freedom which the
individual would cnjoy in a state of nature, which, like Hobbes
and Locke, he conceives as the condition in which an individual
would live if he were not subject to a government. And he thinks
that the ideal statec would therefore be one in which the advan-
tages of political law and order could be enjoyed without the loss
of these natural liberties. Hence he states the fundamental
problem of politics as follows:

The problem is to find a form of association which will
defend and protect with the whole common force the person
and good of each associate, and in which each, while uniting
himself with all, may still obey himself alone, and remain as
free as before.!

Rousseau argues that the social contract provides the solution
to this fundamental problem. By this he means that a political
society founded upon a social contract, understood in the sense in
which he defines it, will provide its members with both the
freedom of the state of nature and the advantages of civil law and
order. And he defines the social contract as follows:

Each of us puts his person and all his power in common
under the supreme direction of the general will, and, in our
corporate capacity, we receive each member as an indivisible
part of the whole. At once, in place of the individual per-
sonality of each contracting party, this act of association
creates a moral and collective body, composed of as many
members as the assembly contains votes, and receiving from
this act its unity, its common identity, its life and its will.

1 Social Contract, Book I, Chap. 6.
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This public person, so formed by the union of all other
persons, formerly took the name of city, and now takes that
of republic or body politic; it is called by its members State
when passive, Sovereign when active, and Power when com-
pared with others like itself.!

This quotation embodies the essence of Rousscau’s political
philosophy, but it is stated in a misleading way, as it suggests a
description of the way in which political socicties do, as a rule,
originate and develop. This, however, is not Rousseau’s meaning.
He is actually describing the origin and constitution of an ideal
state, and he would have been the first to admit that this descrip-
tion seldom, if ever, applies to actual states. In other words, he
is telling us how a state would have to originate and be consti-
tuted in order to meet the claims of both individual liberty and
social order.

. The outstanding characteristic of such an ideal state would be
its organic character; it would, as Rousseau says in the passage
just ggotcd, be a ‘collective body’, a ‘public person’, and a ‘body
politic’. For only if it takes this form will there be no conflict
btheen the natural liberty of the individual and the collective
will of the state. If the state is a genuine organism there will be
no such conflict, for the true will and interest of the individual

will coincide with the will and interest of the state, just as the
health of a bodily organ depends on the health of the body as a
whole. If there

‘each - appears to be a conflict between the two this is
because ‘each individual, as a man, may have a particular will

contrary or dissimilar to the general will which he has as a citizen.
His particular interest ma

the common interest s y speak to him quite differently from
mm st.

Rou:%s;au bclif:ves that the continuation of this conflict between
an individual will and the general will would ‘prove the undoing
of the body politic’.? Accordingly, he thinks that it should be
resolved as follows:

Whoever refuses to ob . )
pelled to do so by the thy the gencral will shall be com

. ole body. This means nothing less
than that he will be forced to be free ; for this is the condition
Whl_Ch> by giving each citizen to his country, secures him
against all personal dependence.

! loc. cit. ? ibid., 1, 7. 3 loc. cit. 1 loc. cit.



Rousseaw’s Theory of the General Will 125

To Rousseau there is nothing paradoxical in this conception of
being ‘forced to be free’, for he believes that the citizen is truly
free only when he conforms to the general will. In so far as a
citizen opposes the general will his ‘actual’ will cannot be his ‘real’
will, for his ‘rcal’ will is always identical with the general will of
the whole community. This follows, indeed, from the assumption
that the state—the ideal state—is an organic whole, for on that
assumption there can be no conflict between the purposes of the
whole and of the part any more than there can be a conflict
between the health of a living body and the health of one of its
organs.! In both cascs the true interests of whole and part are
identical.

The practice of ‘forcing people to be free’ has become familiar
during recent decades, and has been frequently illustrated in
totalitarian communitics. Thosc who have refused to accept and
practise the official ‘ideology’ as defined by the government have
been forced to do so by the threat of imprisonment or torture;
and the compulsion has been carried out in the name of the
‘people’s will’. But such states have all differed in one funda-
mental respect from the ideal state of Rousscau, namely, they
have been without any machinery for discovering the free will of
the people as a whole. On the contrary, they have always resorted
to a powerful mechanism of central propaganda for ensuring, as
far as possible, that everyone accepts a uniform code of belief and
practice, and the ‘will of the people’ has therefore in fact meant
the will of the government. Rousseau would have regarded such
states as a complete travesty of his ideal.

Roussecau distinguishes the general will from both the will of the
majority and the will of all. These latter wills are, in Rousseau’s
opinion, the wills of groups of individuals: who happen to agree.
The will of the majority is, of course, the will shared by the
majority of the members of a community, while the will of all is
the will shared by all the members of a community. But the
general will is the will of an individual—of the ‘collective body’
which the act of association creates in an ideal state. Neither the
will of the majority nor the will of all can, in Rousscau’s view,
provide a moral basis for the state, for they represent mere forces,
devoid of moral authority, which may, indeed, overwhelm the

! In his Discourse on Political Economy Rousseau specifically com-
pared the ‘body politic’ to a physiological organism.
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will of an individual, but which do not therecby make him con-
form to his ‘real’ will. o

Although this conception of a general will is strange to people
with a democratic outlook, and may appcear to them quite in-
applicable to human society, its general significance is apparent
when the analogy with a physiological organism is borne in mind.
For such an organism does, to all appcarances, cxhibit a ﬁmda-
mental urge to survival and reproduction, and the functioning of
all its organs is dominated by these primary.purposcs. Whett!er
a human society can achicve such a unity is far from certain.
That its individual members may have a common interest or
common purpose in certain circumstances does not prove that
they have a single interest or a single purpose. Nor does the fact
that, following on initial disagrcement among its members, a
group of people ultimately comes to accept a common policy
prove more than that it fecls it more important to agree on some
policy than on none, Nor, again, does the undoubted fact that an
individual’s motives and ideals may be largely fashioned by the
social influences which surround him prove that his outlook can
be explained wholly in terms of these influences. For these and
other reasons the democrat is unconvinced that, however much
the individual is conditioned by his social environment, his in-
dividuality can be explained away, or that it is necessary for it to
be absorbed in the will of society as a whole if that society is to
be described as good,

Now it is, as previously remarked, with the latter question—
the question of the good society—that Rousscau is primarily con-
cerned. Even if no existing society does exhibit a general will
Rousseau believes that the ideal society would exhibit such a will
and that this will would be a2 good will. As he said:

The Sovereign, merely by virtue of what it is, is always
what it should be !

Rousseau had Previously made the same point in his Discourse
on Political Economy:

The body politic, therefore, is also a moral being possessed
of a will; and this general will, which tends always to the
preservation and welfare of the whole and of every part, and

! Social Contract, 1, 7.
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is the source of the laws, constitutes for all the members of
the State, in their relations to one another and to it, the rule
of what is just or unjust.!

A general will, in short, is a good will, and defines, through the
medium of the law, what a citizen ought to do. But a state itself
is not subject to any moral law. For, while the citizen, in his dual
capacity as legislator and subject, is subject to the general will
which he has assisted to formulate, the Sovereign, i.e. the state in
its active capacity, cannot impose on itself a binding law.

It is in the position of an individual who makes a contract
with himself; and this makes it clear that there neither is nor
can be any kind of fundamental law binding on the body of
the pcople—not even the social contract itself.?

The progress of international co-operation during the past
thirty years suggests the possibility that, if a general will can
develop in a state, it may ultimatcly develop in humanity as a
whole. But Rousseau explicitly denies this possibility. The general
will of a state defines the standard of morality for its citizens, but
the state itself is a law unto itself and can do no wrong. There is
little doubt that this doctrine, as developed by Hegel and his
followers, has been held to justify a theory of ‘power politics’
which appears quite immoral to supporters of liberal democracy.

Apart from the theoretical objections which may be made to
Rousseau’s theory, it is difficult to see how it could be applied in
practice, for there is po objective way of determining when a
general will has been achieved. As already observed, this will is
explicitly distinguished both from the will of all and from the
will of the majority, and it need not itself be unanimously ac-
cepted.® Rousseau seems to assume that in a small and compact
society, modelled on the pattern of the Greek city states, such a
will could be achieved, and that the large majority of people
would recognize it when it was achieved; but this is a highly
speculative assumption.

Nor is the determination of the general will made easier when
its alleged end is taken into account. This end is defined by
Rousscau? as the ‘common good’, the implication being that a

Y Discourse on Political Economy (Everyman edition), p.*236.
 Social Contract, 1,7. * ibid., 11, 2, note. ¢ ibid., I, I.



128 Introduction to Political Philosophy

particular will aims at its own selfish good, which may not coin-
cide with the general good nor, therefore, with the truc good of
any individual. But the same difficulty arises in determining the
common good as in determining the general will. There may in
fact be no general agreement about the nature of the common
good, and no apparent reason, apart from more general support,
why one view of its nature should be preferred to gno.thcr. And
Rousscau specifically denies that the gencral will is simply the
will of the majority, or that ‘thc majority is alway.s nght’: I.t is
therefore very doubtful whether a general will, which is distinct
both from a universal will and from a majority will, can exist, or
whether the ‘common good’ at which that will is said to aim can
be defined except in terms of what the majority of pcople believe
the common good to be. And the achicvement of what the
majority believe to be the common good may, and probably will,
mea(? the sacrifice of what the minority believe to be the common
good.

As was previously observed, Rousscau’s theory of the general
will is neither defensible nor even intelligible unless the general
will is understood as the will of a collective individual. And it is
by 0o means clear that such a collective individual exists. Indi-
viduals in the ordinary sense—men and women of flesh and blood
with their desires and prejudices and convictions—are easily
recognized. It may be true that these desires and prejudices and
convictions are largely conditioned by the relationship of such
individuals to other individuals, but this is far from saying that
a truly collective individual does or could exist. It is not therefore
surprising that the nature and existence of the collective indi-
vidual should be matters of speculation; and that the attempt to
make its alleged ‘will’ the standard of morality for a community
should attract those who desire to provide some apparent ‘justi-

fication’ for an exercise of power which is really dictated by quite
different motives,

Rousseau’s Moral Theory

To modern Philosophers the most important question which
can be asked about Rousseau’s moral theory is whether it is
naturalistic. When he says that the general will is nccessarily a
good will does he mean simply that ‘good’ mecans ‘gencral’ (in
the same way that ‘equilateral’ means ‘with cqual sides’), or does



Rousseaw’s Theory of the General Will 129

he mean that ‘generality’ and ‘goodness’ are different qualities,
although when one characterizes a will the other always does so
as well? If he means that ‘goodness’ and ‘generality’ are synon-
ymous, he is defending a moral theory which is just as naturalistic
as that of Hobbes, although he differs from Hobbes in identifying
‘the good’ with ‘the general’ instead of with ‘the desired’. And
this interpretation is consistent with much of what he says.

Whatever may have been Rousscau’s view of the relation
between the goodness and the generality of the will, he thought
that its generality could be defined in objective terms: -

Each individual, as a man, may have a particular will con-
trary or dissimilar to the general will which he has as a
citizen. His particular interest may speak to him quite
differently from the common interest: his absolute and
naturally independent existence may make him look upon
what he owes to the common cause as a gratuitous contribu-
tion, the loss of which will do less harm to others than the
payment of it is burdensome to himself.?

There is often a great deal of difference between the will
of all and the general will; the latter considers only the
common interest, while the former takes private interest into
account, and is no more than a sum of particular wills: but
take away from these same wills the pluses and minuses that
cancel one another, and the general will remains as the sum
of the differences.?

Given the appropriate conditions, Rousseau believes that a
general will, so conceived, will always emerge:

If, when the people, being furnished with adequate in-
formation, held its deliberations, the citizens had no com-
munication one with another, the grand total of the small
differences would always give the general will, and the
decision would always be good.3

But in a later passage he recognizes that in practice the people
may be misguided:

Of itself the people wills always the good, but of itself it

by no means always sees it. The general will is always in the

! Social Contract, 1, 7. ? op. cit., II, 3. 3 loc. cit.



130 Introduction to Political Philosoply

right, but the judgment which guides it is not always en-
lightened. It must be got to see objects as they are, and
sometimes as they ought to appear to it.!

Rousscau therefore appears to hold that the gencral will can be
identified as the will which wills the common interest. The par-
ticular wills of individuals aim at particular intcrests, which may,
and often do, conflict with the common interest of the community,
and therefore with the true interest of its individual members.
But a theory of this sort must show how the common interest can
be defined in terms which are not purely arbitrary. Rousseau
himself does not provide any assurance that a general will, con-
ceived as he conceives it, can exist. For there may always be
differences of opinion among the individual members of a com-
munity about the nature of the common interest, and the extent
to which their particular interests conflict with it. Indeed, the
last sentence of the passage just quoted, with its reference to
making the general will see objects ‘as they_ought to appear to it’
raises the obvious question as to why objects ought to appear
differently from how they do appear, and who is to determine
how they ought to appear. The truth is that behind Rousseau’s
‘romanticism’ lies the extrcmely rationalist assumption that it is
more reasonable to desire some objects than others, and that the
general will is really the rational will. Only so is it possible to
conceive of a will which is neither the will of an individual nor
of a majority of individuals, nor even of all the individuals in the
society whose will it is said to be.

It is, of course, necessary to agrec with Rousseau that an
important distinction can be drawn between the apparent and
the real interests of individuals—between that which appears
likely to afford them the maximum of satisfaction and that which
would really do so if they took account of all the relevant factors
and calculated rightly. But the fact that this distinction can be
drawn does not imply that there is only onc way in which the
real interest of an individual or the common interest of a society
can be defined—unless it is defined, as Rousseau defines it, with-
out reference to the actual wills of individuals, and in terms of a
‘rational’ will which is not necessarily related to any actual will
at all.

1 op. cit., II, 6.
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Rousseaw’s Theory in Practice

Apart from these general difficultics inherent in Rousscau’s
theory it is clear that its application in practice is very limited.
For a general will can be achieved only in a community where
every CILZCn participates actively in the work of legislation, and
it cannot therefore be achieved in large communities with repre-
Sentative governments legislating on behalf of the people as a
whole. It was for this reason that Rousseau considered that the
Greek city states exemplified the form which the ideal state must
always take. He held that, even if a representative government
were to achlevc‘a general will, this would not be the general will
of the community but only of the representative government.

Again, Rousseau thought that the existence of associations
within t'he state, such as churches, trade unions, and political
partics, is a serious obstacle in the way of achieving a general
will for the community as a whole, since they tend to influence
the spontancous expression of the individual’s will, without which
a general will cannot be formed. Rousseau therefore thought that
if such associations are to be permitted at all they should be kept
as small and as numerous as possible so as to cancel out each
other’s influence and not rival the influence of the general will.

The Function of Government

Since Rousseau holds that the general will should be the
sovereign power in a community it follows that the function of
government 1s purely executive. As he says:

Sovereignty, for the same reason as makes it inalienable,
cannot be represented; it lies essentially in the general will,
and will does not admit of representation: it is either the
same, or other; there is no intermediate possibility. The
deputies of the people, therefore, are not and cannot be its
representatives: they are merely its stewards, and can carry
through no definitive acts. Every law the people has not
ratified in person is null and void—is, in fact, not a law. The
people of England regards itself as free; but it is grossly
mistaken; it is free only during the election of members of
parliament.!

! op. cit., III, 15.
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It is therefore clear that, whatever parallel may be drawn
between Rousseau’s ideal state and the totalitarian states of today,
Rousseau would have emphatically denied the claim of any
government to express the general will of the community. For
Rousseau the general will is the spontaneous will of the ‘body
politic’, constituted by the organic union of all citizens, and no
government can govern in accordance with that will unless it is
continually directed by it. And in the ideal state, modelled on the
city states of Ancient Greece, Rousseau believes that the people
would always have a general will on all major issucs of policy, and
would always make it abundantly clear what that will was. There
would therefore be no need for a government to interpret it.

All this might possibly be truc in a small and intimate com-
munity of the sort which Rousscau seems to have had in mind,
but the.dominating political forces of the modern world are large
states in which representative government is, for practical
reasons, inevitable and in which, according to Rousscau, it is
Fherefore impossible to achieve a general will, still more to govern
In accordance with it. Yet something closely resembling the
general will as conceived by Rousseau does seem to operate in
liberal democracies. On major constitutional principles, such as
the maintenance of a constitutional monarchy, parliamentary
government, a free Press, and an independent judiciary there
would appear to be virtually unanimous agrecement among all
sections of the population in modern Britain, and without such a
general measure of agreement it is doubtful whether democracy
would survive. Within that general agreement about the way in
which government should govern there is, of course, abundant
scope for disagreement about the policy which it should pursue;
but agreement about the way in which government should resolve
these dxs_agreements is the condition on which alone democracy
can survive, and this general agreement appears in many ways to
be a spontaneous expression of a will which is ‘gencral’ in the
literal sense, and therefore bears an important resemblance to
Rousseau’s basic conception.

There is, however, a fundamental difference between demo-
cratic thpory and Rousseau’s doctrine, for the former is an in-
dividualist and the latter an organic theory of the state. Demo-
cratic theory asserts that the general agreement among members
of a democracy on broad constitutional issues is simply an im-
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portant empirical fact which justifies the overriding of conflicting
minority opinions on grounds of practical expediency; whereas
Rousseau would have said that the unity of an organic state is
based upon a general will which is moral in character and justifies
the over-riding of minority opinions on moral grounds.

Rousscau would have said that the dissentients from the general
will do not know what their ‘real’ will is and should be ‘forced to
be free’; whereas the democrat holds that the dissentients are
under no delusion about what they want but must, as a matter
of practical necessity, be forced to conform to the will of the
majority.

On a superficial examination it might appear that modern
totalitarian statcs come much nearer than the democracies to
accepting the theory of the general will in the frequent references
which are made in them to the ‘will of the people’ as the justi-
fication of governmental acts. But there is the fundamental
difference that in such states no machinery cxists for the direct
and frequent ascertainment of the public will, and Rousseau
would have said that without this no general will in the true sense
can exist. Indeed, the methods of controlling and organizing
public opinion which are such conspicuous features of modern
totalitarian states are the direct antithesis of the relationship
between government and people which, in Rousseau’s view, gives
government a moral sanction for its acts.

It is, therefore, in democratic rather than in authoritarian
states that a force, which in some ways resembles the ‘general
will’, scems to be found. While Rousseau would have said that
no truly ‘general’ will can emerge in a state with a representative
government, there is something remarkably like it to be found
in the strong and united expressions of what is called ‘public
opinion’, which are evoked in liberal democracies from time to
time, and which usually have a decisive influence on govern-
mental policy. But too much must not be made of this comparison
for unless the state is assumed to be a genuine organism these
expressions of public opinion must represent the ‘will of the
majority’ or the ‘will of all’ rather than the general will in
Rousscau’s sense.

The truth is that Rousscau’s refusal to identify the general
will with the actual will of any individual or group of individuals
shows that it is not an empirical concept at all. It is the rational
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will—the will which ought to be shared by everybody cven if 1t
is actually possessed by none. It is, from another point of view>
the good will. But these definitions all emphasize that it is 2%
essentially empty will without specific objects, and thus liable to
be applicd in criticism of actual wills by anyone who claims t©
have insight into its nature. It is this characteristic of the gener
will which has made it so easy for modern totalitarian govern~
ments to justify in its name arbitrary acts of force with a con~
siderable measure of plausibility.!

The fact is that Rousscau’s theory is essentially unintelligibl®
when interpreted in terms of the assumption that the individual’s
judgment is the ultimate criterion of truth and value. And hiS
exposition of his theory is necessarily inconsistent in so far as
he assumes an individualist criterion of truth while defending
an organic theory of morality. An organic theory of morality can
be defended—if at all—only if it is based upon an organic theoryY
of knowledge generally, and it was left to Rousseau’s successor>
Hegel, to show how this comprehensive synthesis might be
achieved.

1 Robespierre ‘madc a similar use of Rousseau’s doctrine when he said
of the Jacobins, ‘Our will is the general will’.



CHAPTER X

Hume and Burke on the Philosophy of Conservatism

regarded as the leading philosopher of political con-

servatism, David Hume (1711-1776) was, by gcneral
admission, a more profound philosopher, and his Empiricism is
the logical basis of the Conscrvative creed. Moreover, he did not,
like Burke, live into an age when revolution threatened the founda-
tions of society, and when political conservatism was therefore g
natural reaction to contemporary conditions. Hume’s conserva-
tism was founded on the more permanent basis of logical em-
piricism and utilitarian ethics, although it was no doubt ep-
couraged to some extent by the stable political conditions under
which he lived.

Hume’s life was relatively uneventful, although he held the
posts of Secretary to thf: British Ambassador in Paris and Under-
Secretary of State during the years 1763-1769. For the rest, he
lived the life of a philosopher and historian. After unsuccessfy]
attempts to settle down in the profession of law and in commerce,
he went to France in the year 1735, and spent the next few years
in study and writing. The three Books of the Treatise of Humgy,
Nature appeared in 1739 and 1740. This work comprised a fiy))
exposition of Hume’s metaphysical and moral philosophy, but
the originality of his ideas and the complex nature of much of the
argument restricted the book’s appeal, and, as Hume himself
said, ‘it fell deadborn from the press without reaching such g
distinction as cven t0 excite a murmur among the zealos’
Hume felt that this failure to attract attention ‘had Proceeded
more from the manner than the matter’, and he set himself g
expound his theories in a simpler and more readable style jn his
Enquiry into the Human Understanding (1748), the Enquiry co,._
cerning the Principles of Morals (1751) and the Dissertation o, the
Passions (1757). He had published in 1741 and 1742 two volumeg
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WHILE Edmund Burke (1729-1797) has usually been
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of Essays Moral and Political, which were immediately successﬁ}l,
and these were followed in 1752 by a volume of Political Dis-
courses. He also published a History of Great Britain and a
History of England under the House of Tudor. His Dialogues on
Natural Religion were published posthumously.

Although the Treatise was completed when Hume was only
twenty-five years of age, it contains all the essential principles of
his metaphysical and moral philosophy, and its suprecme im-
portance is now generally appreciated. It was the book which
awoke Kant from his ‘dogmatic slumber’ and inspired him to
work out his own ‘critical philosophy’ as an answer to Hume’s
sceptical conclusions. And it embodies the basic ideas which
have very recently emerged in a new guise in the modern doctrine
known as Logical Positivism.

The general theory expounded by Hume in the Treatise and
the Engquiries is a form of Empiricism, in the scnse in which this
term was defined in Chapter I. It is the doctrine that the only
propositions which are certainly true are those which describe
relations of ideas’, i.e. are analytic; and that those which proceed
beyond the mere analysis of an idea to assert something about its
application to reality are without rational necessity and can be
justified only by direct observation. Such propositions are
synthetic, and Hume’s Empiricism can be summed up in the
axiom that a synthetic proposition can never be a priori.

Hume’s Moral Theory

. As was shown in Chapter I, Empiricism thus understood
implies that the generalizations of both science and morality are
empirical and devoid of rational necessity. They may be univer-
sally true, but they need not be, and whether they are or not can
be ascertained only by observation. There is therefore no ground
for assuming that there is a universal ‘Natural’ or Moral law
stapdmg Independent of experience and prescribing the form
which experience ought to take. The moral norms which apply
to experience must be found within experience itself, and must
therefore be subject to its contingent character and variations.
What ought to be must ultimately be determined by what is, and
the sense Of’dUty must ultimately be a kind of feeling or desire.

In Hume $ view these conclusions necessarily follow once we
recognize that an act is an event, that its occurrence cannot be
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understood except in so far as it is caused by (i.e. regularly
follows) another event, and that an act is always ultimately
caused by a ‘passion’, i.e. a fecling or desire, although cognition
and reason may play an important part in determining the form
which that passion takes by showing what the conditions and
consequences of realising its end are likely to be. Moral feelings
of approval or disapproval are recognized by Hume to be among
the most important and influential of the passions, but they are
no more than passions, and it is for experience to ascertain when,
and in what circumstances, they occur. There is no basis for any
a priori claim that certain acts ought to be approved under all
circumstances, for such a generalization is itself simply the
empirical proposition that a feeling of approval is excited in
someone by all such acts.

Hume thinks that these conclusions necessarily follow from
the consideration that moral approval and disapproval influence
action, and frequently in a very marked degree. They cannot,
for this reason, be acts of apprehension or judgment because the
latter cannot, by themselves, influence action in any way. The
judgment that ‘the fire is out’ does not result in any action on
my part unless it is accompanied by a desire, such as the desire to
keep warm. Similarly, the judgment that ‘stealing is wrong’
would not dissuade people from stealing unless at the same time
they desired to avoid doing what is wrong. Moral approval and
disapproval must, therefore, in some sense express desires in
view of the influence which they have on action. The disinterested
contemplation of good and evil could not have any such practical
effects.

Hume thinks that it is inconceivable that acts should be
directly influenced by reason, although reason may play an
important part in determining the nature of the objects which
excite desire. He set forth his views on this fundamental question
in his important chapter ‘On the Influencing Motives of the Will’,!
where he claimed to prove ‘first, that reason alone can never be a
motive to any action of the will; and, secondly, that it can never
oppose passion in the direction of the will’.

Since moral experience must therefore be of an emotional and
conative character, moral judgments must be about this emotional
and conative experience and cannot, as is commonly assumed, be

! Treatise of Human Nature, Book 11, part iii, section 3.
10
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about external and objective facts. Actions, feclings and characters
are not good or bad, right or wrong, in virtue of some quality
which they possess but, as Hume puts it:

An action or sentiment or character is virtuous or vicious. . .
because its view causes a pleasure or uneasiness of a par-
ticular kind.!

The words ‘of a particular kind’ arc of grcat importance,
because they mean that Hume is not advocating a theory of
egoistic hedonism. As he says later in the same chapter:

The good qualities of an enemy are hurtful to us, but
may still command our esteem and respect. It is only when
a character is considered in general, without reference to
our particular interest, that it causes such a feeling or
sentiment as denominates it morally good or cvil.2

Hume does not think that there is any universal law according
to which the moral sentiments occur; but he thinks that the
majority of those which are not mere expressions of habitual
attitudes are based upon estimates of utility. Thus he says:

These sentiments may arise either from the mere species
or appearance of characters and passions, or from reflections
on their tendency to the happiness of mankind, and of
particular persons. My opinion is, that both these causes are
intermixed in our judgments of morals. . . . I am also of
opinion that reflections on the tendencies of actions have

by far the greatest influence, and determine all the great
lines of duty.3

Judgments of utility, i.e. of the tendency of an act to promote
happiness or diminish pain, are, therefore, in Hume’s opinion,
the usual basis of the moral principles which we habitually accept,
or which we arrive at in cases of dispute. Hume recognizes that
this is a purely empirical generalization to which there may well
be exceptions, but he thinks that it applies to the great majority
of moral laws and is ‘the generalization which gives them a large
measure of systematic coherence. He recognizes, however, that

1 op. cit., Book III, part i, section 2. * loc. cit.
3 op. cit., Book III, part iii, section 1.
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in a rapidly changing society moral laws which could formerly be
justified on a utilitarian basis may, through the force of habit and
tradition, survive long after they have ceased to serve their
utilitarian purposc.

Hume’s Political Theory

Hume believes that utility is similarly the foundation of the
state. The way in which governments originated has, he thinks,
no relevance to the utilitarian reasons which now exist for obeying
them, and he thinks that the doctrine of the social contract is
without either historical or logical justification. As he says:

If the reason be asked of that obedience, which we are
bound to pay to government, I readily answer, because
soctety could not otherwise subsist; and this answer is clear and
intelligible to all mankind. Your answer is, because we should
keep our word. But besides that nobody, till trained in a
philosophical system, can either comprehend or relish this
answer, besides this, I say, you find yourself embarrassed
when it is asked, why we are bound to keep our word? Nor can
you give any answer, but that would, immediately, without
any circuit, have accounted for our obligation to allegiance.!

All governments have a special responsibility for the security of
personal property, and this, too, is based on considerations of
utility:

By the laws of society, this coat, this horse is mine, and
ought to remain perpetually in my possession: I reckon on
the secure enjoyment of it: by depriving me of it, you dis-
appoint my expectations, and doubly displease me, and
offend every bystander.?

Hume, in shqrt, agrees with Hobbes that the primary function
of government is the maintenance of personal security, and that
so long as a government fulfils this purpose there are utilitarian
grounds for giving it allegiance whether it originally derived its
power from force or from consent. And Hume thinks that in
practice the allegiance which people give to their government is,
as a rule, simply an expression of habit, although such a habit, if

! Essay XII, Of the Original Contract.
* Enguiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, Appendix III.
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challenged, can always be justified on grounds of utility. Thus
Hume takes his place on the Conservative side of politics as a
respecter of tradition and habit. In his view, radical innovation
and violent revolution have.consequences which can never be
justified on utilitarian grounds, since on balance they diminish
the general happiness, and are therefore opposed to the general
objective of moral approbation.

Hume believed that there were also sound reasons for support-
ing the sort of government which ruled in England during his
lifetime. These reasons derive from his theory that the ultimate
cause of all action must necessarily be ‘passion’, i.c. feeling or
desire, and that reason, from its very naturc, can never be a
sufficient motive of any act. But, although passion is therefore
the ultimate cause of all action, a distinction can be drawn
between acts resulting from the impulsc to satisfy a desire and
t.hqse resulting from a rational calculation how it may be best
satisfied. Hence, although reason cannot by itself determine the
ob]ecpves of action it can influence the course of action by
drawing attention to the probable consequences of alternative
courses of action and thus altering the action which is taken. A
distinction can therefore be drawn between unreflective passions
on the one hand and those upon which reason has been brought
to bear in the way just described. Hume called the uncontrolled

Pas‘i;igns ‘violent’ and those which had been influcnced by reason
calm’.

It is in terms of this distinction between calm and violent
passions that Hume tried to defend aristocratic government.
For he thinks that experience shows that the calm passions are
most likely to replace the violent passions in people whose
powers gf reasoning have been developed by education and whose
economic security makes them less likcly to succumb to the
temptation of seeking immediate, at the cxpense of lasting,
advantage. Thus he believed that the most general and enduring
happiness for all is most likely to be realized in a community
where power is placed in the hands of a prosperous and educated
minority. He also believed that drastic political changes are
likely to disrupt the operation of the social traditions which have
provcd. most use:ful 1n the past and to weaken the force of habit
which is the main source of allegiance to a government.

Hume’s defence of political conservatism is, therefore based
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directly on his Empiricist Theory of Morality. If he is right in
holding that the ultimate object of men’s desires is happiness and
that moral approval and disapproval are generally based upon an
estimate of the extent to which the act which is approved or
disapproved tends to promote or diminish the general happiness,
then it follows that the form of government which men ought to
support is that which experience has shown most likely to
promote the general happiness. It is true that the anthropological
knowledge on which Hume based his political theory was some-
what limited and that he proceeded on the assumption that the
conditions of life in the Britain which he knew were representative
of conditions elsewhere and were likely to endure. He did not
contemplate a future in which the education and culture which
were then confined to a privileged minority would be enjoyed by
the entire population, and might thus make the calm passions
more general than they were when he lived.

Although Hume’s political conservatism is therefore based on
assumptions which do not universally apply, it remains an
interesting and important example of a theory which attempts to
justify a specific form of government on the ground of its utility
in promoting the general happiness. Most political philosophers
have based their justification of government on an a priori set of
moral principles and have thus submitted a justification of a
categorical nature. As Hume’s justification is based on empirical
premises it is necessarily hypothetical in character. If people
desire the general happiness, and if government by a cultivated
minority is the best way of promoting such happiness, it neces-
sarily follows that this form of government ought to be sup-
ported. But if the truth of these premises can be disputed on
empirical grounds—as it well may be—the conclusion does
not follow.

Hume’s defence of Conservatism, like his defence of any
practical creed, is therefore based on the principle of utility. A
respect for tradition, the avoidance of violent change, and the
repudiation of all precise and uncompromising dogmas are, in
Hume’s view, the principles which are shown by experience to
be the most effective in promoting the happiness of a community,
and are thereby justified. For the general happiness is the ultimate
aim of all human activity, and government is therefore justified
in so far as it contributes to this end.
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Burke’s Contribution to Political Thought

Edmund Burke (1729-1797) could be more accuratcly de-
scribed as a philosophical politician than as a political philosopher,
but his work deserves consideration in view of the influence
which he exercised on his contemporaries and the fact that he
is usually held to have formulated the basic principles under-
lying the Conservative tradition in British politics. His exposition
of these principles is rhetorical rather than logical, but he was
able for that reason to reach a far wider circle than Hume, and
be.nea'th the rbetoric it is easy to discern the same empirical
principles which were defined so precisely by the Scottish
philosopher.

Burke was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and came to

England at tht; age of twenty-one to keep his terms at the Temple
and prepare himself for

! the English Bar. It was not long, however,
before he realized that the study of law would stifle his urge to
creative thinking in the field of politics, and he soon decided to
abandon a legal career for the more congenial, if more hazardous,
prcifessmn %f lei(tters.

T 1755 Burke achieved fame and acquired friendships by the
Flgl:il:/l:t:zngn of his Vindication of Natural Society. Hg became
became Pert_tretary .to the Marquis of Rockingham, who later
G e }lgle Minister. Burke himself entered the House of

Burke bel 1766 and held several high offices of State. )
rradition sugnged to the Whig Party, from which the Liberal
consistent to sequently developed, but this does not make it in-
for the Whe regafgd him as a defender of Conservative principles,
details of ﬁs of his time differed from the Tories mainly on

¢ ‘} S °hP° €Y, and Burke’s philosophy was applicable to both.
In fact, l'e' Was not deeply interested in the transient issues of
party POUUCS, and was more concerncd to defend traditions and
principles which he thought vital to the survival of the British
Constitution.

Burke’s theories are expounded in three principal writings,
each of which was inspired by a contemporary issue. His Thoughts
on the Cause of the Present Discontents, published in 1770, was
provoked by the attempt of George III to limit the powers of
Parliament and extend the royal influence in politics. Burke
sought to mobilize both public men and the nation at large against
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what he called “a faction ruling by the private instructions of a
Court against the general sense of the people’, and his essential
argument was that, although Parliamentary government had de-
veloped from obscure origins in a way which was not wholly
intelligible, the fact that it had so developed could be taken as
proof that it fulfilled a function of vital importance. To reverse
the coursc of its development, as George III sought to do, was,
in his view, to oppose fundamental developments of vital im-
portance to the community as a whole.

Burke cxpressed his opposition to all such attempts to interfere
with the natural course of constitutional development in a memor-
able passage:

Our constitution stands on a nice equipoise with steep
precipices and deep waters upon all sides of it. In removing
it from a dangerous leaning towards one side there may be
a risk of over-setting it on the other. Every project of a
material change in a Government so complicated as ours is
a matter full of difficulties, in which a considerate man will
not be too ready to decide, a prudent man too ready to
undertake, or an honest man too ready to promise.!

In these words Bm‘ke gave vivid expression to his basic con-
viction that a state is not a man-made machine but an immensely
complicated organism, which the efforts of individuals have cer-
tainly helped to shape, but whose evolution and destiny cannot
be wholly understood by any individual. Burke believed that the
way in which a state evolves and develops is largely determined
by forces which no individual can fully comprehend, and that
when men make changes they should do so with restraint and
caution, since the consequences of their actions cannot be fore-
seen and may conflict with the most fundamental interests of the
community as a whole.

Burke’s next great work was his Speech on Conciliation with
America (1775), in which he sought to avert the tragedy of war
with the American colonists. In this speech he attacked with
vigour the doctrine of natural rights, and argued that considera-
tions of commonsense and expediency were better guides in
politics. He agreed that it might be maintained that, as a matter
of constitutional right, the British Parliament was the sovereign

1 Thoughts on the Cause of the Present Discontents.
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body in relation to the Colonists, and was therefore legally justi-
fied in taxing them. But he argued that it was not self-cvident
that this theory of sovereign rights should apply in all circum-
stances, and that in the circumstances of the dispute with the
Colonists its application was likely to have consequences which
both sides would deplore. Burke argued that in such a case of
conflict between two parties taking incompatible views of what is
right, the solution which contributes most to the happiness of
both is a compromise which goes some way to meet the different
points gf vig:w. On the other hand, he maintained that an uncom-
promising insistence by Parliament on what had hitherto been
rcgardeq as its right would result in the loss of the Colonies and
thus ultimately injure the interests of Britain hersclf. And he
summed up his argument in the famous words, ‘Magnanimity in
politics 1s not seldom the truest wisdom, and a great Empire and
little minds go ill together.”! Burke’s advice was not, however,

accepted, and the Colonies were lost to the Empire, as he had
predicted.

But the event which made the deepest impression on Burke,
and called forth the most eloquent exposition of his theory, was
the French Revolution. Here, he felt, was a clecar example of men
confident in their own insight and judgment and determined to
reconstitute society in accordance with their ideals and without
thought for the lessons of history or respect for the accumulated
wisdom of the centuries embodied in the existing constitution of
France. Burke was not without sympathy for the practical objec-
tives of the French Revolution, but he felt that the violent and
unconstitutional method adopted by the revolutionaries was not
the way to achieve them, and would have disastrous conscquences
for the community as a whole. He predicted that, although the
Revolution might temporarily remove some of the more glaring
injustices in French society, it would fail to achieve the rcal

!ibcrty_ at Whic.h it aimed, and would culminate—as in fact it did—
in a military dictatorsh;

. S C p. These views were eloquently expounded
in Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in France (1790), which
had a wide sal

! ¢ sale both at home and abroad, and exercised a con-
siderable influence in

cIa €I confirming the opposition of the vast
majority of B{msh people to the methods, and cven the ideals,
of the revolutionaries,

! On Conciliation with the Colonies.
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Burke’s writings are, for the most part, variations on a single
theme, and were addressed more to the public at large than to
thosc whose interest lay in the philosophical foundations of
political theory. Morecover, the exposition of his theory is too
diffuse and rhetorical to make it clear exactly what his assump-
tions and deductions are. Yet it seems clear that the fundamental
principle underlying the arguments which he applied to con-
temporary problems is the principle of utility—the principle that
both in public and in private life the greatest happiness of the
greatest number is the ultimate standard by which duty and
justice must be determined, and that arbitrary assumptions about
‘natural rights’ must not be allowed to stand in the way of this
overriding objective. The stress which he laid on the limitations
of the individual’s understanding of social and political laws was
not, as has been sometimes suggested, because he thought of
society as an organic individual with a general will but because
he recognized the empirical character of the problem of achieving
the greatest happiness of the greatest number, and repudiated all
suggestions that it could be solved by some simple and self-
evident process that did not need to be tested in practice and
could ignore the accumulated wisdom of tradition.

Empiricism and Conservatism

Burke’s writings and speeches may therefore be justly regarded
as the application of political empiricism to the leading political
issues of his age. And it is because Empiricism is the logical and
philosophical basis of modern Conservatism that Burke has been
commonly regarded as the leading philosopher of the Conserva-
tive faith. For Empiricism cannot justify change except where
experience gives ground for supposing that change will increase
the general happiness. Today, Burke’s principles do not appear
to be specifically the principles of Conservatism so much as the
principles of constitutional democracy in general. He would
clearly have opposed the revolutionary methods of modern
Communism and extolled the fidelity of both the Conservative
and Liberal Partics to constitutional traditions. Whether he
would have been equally satisfied by the record of recent Socialist
Governments in Britain is more open to doubt. In so far as these
Governments have worked through the traditional machinery of
Parliament they would have met with his approval, but he would
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almost certainly have viewed with suspicion, if not active dis-
approval, their ambitious schemes of social reform and industrial
reorganization inspired by the abstract ideal of social equality.
When Burke died the industrial revolution had scarcely begun,
and these problems had not arisen. If he had witnessed the con-
sequences of that revolution in the nineteenth century he might
have adopted a more progressive attitude to social reform than
in fact he did. None the less, he would probably still have adhered
to his view that ‘the nature of man is intricate, the objects of
society are of the greatest possible complexity, and therefore no
simple disposition or direction of power can be suitable either to
man’s nature or to the quality of his affairs’. Such cautious
Empiricism is in marked contrast to the uncritical dogmatism
which Rationalism tends to encourage, and it remains a con-
spicuous feature of the Conservative outlook at the present day.



CHAPTER XI

Hegel’s Idealist Theory of the State

born at Stuttgart, and received his early education in the

local grammar school. In the autumn of 1788 he proceeded
to the University of Tubingen as a student of theology, but did
not achieve any distinction. Subsequently, he worked for a time
as a private tutor, first at Berne and later at Frankfort, where he
was able to devote considerable time to study, and to work out
the outlines of his general philosophy. The death of his father in
January 1799 gave him a modest inheritance, and he was able to
give up his tutoring and go to Jena. There he became a close
friend and collaborator of the philosopher Schelling, and was
soon appointed to lecture at the Universityin an honorary capacity.
In 1805 he was appointed to an extraordinary professorship at
Jena, but he drew little money from the post, and had to look for
other work when Napoleon’s invasion in 1806 brought the life of
the University to a standstill. After working for a year as a news-
paper editor he became Rector of the Acgidien-Gymnasium in
Nuremberg, a post which he discharged with considerable success
until August 1816.

During the eight years which he spent at Nuremberg Hegel
had been working steadily at his philosophy, and the first two
volumes of his Logic appeared in 1812. In 1816 he seized the
opportunity of ret}lrning to university teaching as Professor of
Philosophy at Heidelberg, and two years later he accepted a
similar appointment at Berlin. It was here that he published, in
1821, his theory of moral and political philosophy in the Philos-
ophy of Right.

Hegel’s fame spread far and wide during his tenure of the Chair
at Berlin, and a Hegelian school of disciples soon began to form.
In 1830 he was made Rector of the University, and in 1831 he
was decorated by Frederick William III. But the revolution of
1830 was a great shock to him, and he viewed the prospect of
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more democratic forms of government with deep anxicty. His
whole philosophy was based on the principle that the state is more
important and more real than the individual, and prescribes the
ideals of individual conduct. Hegel was not, however, destined to
witness the aftermath of the revolution, for he fell a victim to the
cholera epidemic which attacked Europe in 1831, and died, after
one day’s illness, on 14 November in that year.

Hegel’s political theory has been variously referred to as an
‘Idealist’ or ‘Metaphysical’ or ‘Philosophical’ Theory of the State.
Of these adjectives, the most specific and illuminating is ‘Idcalist’,
since it describes one of the characteristic features of the general
philosophy upon which Hegel’s political thcory is based. The
adjectives ‘Metaphysical’ and ‘Philosophical’ indicate that this
political theory depends, in a particularly dircct and obvious way,
upon a general ‘metaphysical’ or ‘philosophical’ thecory of the
universe; and a brief outline of its essential features must first be

given 1f the foundations of the political theory arc to be properly
appreciated.

Hegel’s Idealism

Hegel’s idealism is essentially the logical development of Kant’s
doctrine of the categories. Kant had been convinced that certain
synthetic Judgments—in particular, causal and moral judgments
—are a priory, and had traced this a priori character to the opera-
tion of the categories in terms of which the mind was, in his view,
bound to synthesize the raw material of its expericnce if that
CXpCrIence was to take a significant form. The validity of the
categories had therefore to be postulated as a necessary condition
of significant experience, But in Kant’s theory the categories were
only the fm:mal conditions of experience; its material conditions
were constituted by unknowable things-in-themselves. Hegel
rejected th_e nouon of a thing-in-itself, which lies behind and does
not enter mto eXperience, on the ground that it is a sclf-contra-
dictory notion; for it seemed to him obviously self-contradictory
to speak of that Wwhich, by definition, cannot be known. Hegel
therefore concluded that™ the categories must constitute the
materxa.l as well as the formal conditions of experience, i.e. must
determine l?Oth the Traw material of experience and its relational
characteristics. For if the matter of experience is not detcrmined
by something which lies outside experience it must be deter-
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mined, like the form of experience, by the necessary pattern of
expericnce itself. There can be no external realm of ‘things’ or
‘facts’ by which the judgments which constitute experience can
be accounted for or their truth confirmed. Indeed, the usual con-
ception of truth as a sort of correspondence between judgment
and reality must be replaced by a new conception according to
which the truth of a judgment is defined in terms of its relation-
ship to the only entitics to which it can be related, namely other
judgments. Truth, according to this latter view, means coherence,
i.e. a judgment is truc in so far as it is consistent with other judg-
ments, and more true the wider the range of judgments with
which it is consistent. The only judgment which is wholly true is
therefore a judgment asserting everything about everything,! for
only such a judgment embodics, and is thus consistent with, the
numerous judgments which, viewed from a narrower perspective,
appear to be in some measure inconsistent with each other,

Thus Hegel rejected the distinction commonly drawn betweep
knowledge and reality. Knowledge is reality and reality is know-
ledge, for if the two were separate reality would be unknowabe
and knowledge would be illusory. And since this implies that
reality could not be other than it is—for it embraces everythin
in space and time, in imagination and in conception—knowledge
could not be other than it is, and the contradictions which exigt
at the level of finite experience must disappear when viewed from
the universal perspective of the Absolute. Hence, in Hegel’s
famous words, the real is rational:

Identity of Knowledge and Reality

The basic difference between Hegel’s Rationalism and Epy.
piricism obviously lies in the denial of a ‘reality’ outside eg-
perience. The possibility of such a reality is denied on the ground
that its assertion would be self-contradictory. For, Hegel maijn-
tains, reality is necessarily part of experience in so far ag any
assertion whatsoever 1s made about it; and, if nothing is asserted
about it, it does not 1n any intelligible sense exist. And from thjg
general premise the Coherence Theory of Truth Decessarily
follows ; for if the truth of a judgment cannot be defined in terms
of its relationship to that which is not a judgment, then jts truth
must be defined in terms of its relationship to another judgment

1 Or, as Hegel put it, the Absolute’s knowledge of itself,
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or judgments. It will be true in so far as it is consistent with other
judgments assumed to be true, but the truth of these other
judgments will in turn depend upon their relationship to yet
other judgments, and so on ad infinitum. Hegel denied that this
process involves a ‘vicious circle’; on the contrary, he maintained
that if it were pushed to infinity by asserting every judgment
which is consistent with every other judgment the result would
be one coherent system of judgments which could not be other
than it is, and which would thus constitute absolute and a prior:
truth—or the Absolute, as he called it. And while it is in practice
impossible for a finite mind to achieve this absolutc coherence,
itis possible, by applying the test of coherence to an ever widening
sphgrc of experience, to approach more closely to it, and thus
achieve a higher degree of truth than formerly.

This amounts to saying that the conception of thinking held
by the earlier rationalists was fundamentally mistaken. According
to thg:m thinking is a process of linear inference from a priort
premises by a priori inferences to a priori conclusions. Hume had
effectively refuted this theory by pointing out that, where the
premuses afford grounds for drawing valid conclusions about the
nature of _the experienced world, they must necessarily assume
a synthetic form and thus be without any a priori necessity
t.h_emsehfes. Kant tried to save something of the older Rationalism
by arguing that the more important synthetic generalizations
(such as the laws of causality and morality) are necessary in a
transcendental, though not in a logical, sense, meaning that their
DeCessity 1s a necessity of experience though not of logic.

fIt was,,howevel_-, left to Hegel to recognize the full implications
of Hume’s analysis and, in particular, to recognize that since the
truth of a synthetic proposition is never an inherent characteristic
of such a Proposition it must be determined by the relationship
of that PfOPOSIUOg to other propositions. This, Hegel believed, is
the only self-consistent conception of truth which can be applied
to synthetic propositions, for any attempt to define their truth
in terms of correspondence to ‘facts’ or other alleged features of
reality’ conceals within itself the very concept which is supposed
to be defined.! Hegel would have agreed that purely analytic

! For example, the distinction between what is a fact and what is not

a fact can be defined only in terms of the distinction between a true and
a false judgment that ‘X ig a fact’,
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propositions are, in a different sense, necessarily true, namely in
the sense of being tautologics; but he saw that human thinking
cannot be reduced to the repetition of tautologies, and he set
himself to show how thinking can be at once rational and con-
structive. This, as already observed, he claimed to do by giving
truth a novel interpretation in terms of coherence, and by arguing
that such an interpretation is the only one which can avoid some
form of self-contradiction.

Hegel thus claimed to show how thinking can be at once
rational and fruitful by defining truth in terms of the logical
relationship of propositions to one another and by portraying
thinking as a process, not of linear inference, but of dialectical
evolution. He thought it obvious that the greater part of human
thinking does not consist in the assertion of tautologies but in the
opposition of thesis and antithesis, and the evolution of a syn-
thesis which marks a genuine advance on the thesis, and does
not merely assert it in different language. But he differed from
empiricists like Hume in holding that, although such thinking is
not tautologous, neither is it the completely irrational sequence
with which they identified it. On the contrary, he believed that
the apparently contingent features of the history of thought would,
if viewed as a whole by an infinite mind, appear as the partial
revelation of a logically necessary whole—the Absolute.

Hegel’s theory is therefore something of a compromise between
the older type of Rationalism and Hume’s Empiricism. Like the
carlier rationalists, Hegel belicved that ‘the real is rational’, but
he agreed with the empiricists that its rationality is not apparent
at the finite level of human experience, and that thinking does
not start from self-evident and a priori premises. The novelty
of his theory lies in his contention that human experience can be
made progressively less irrational by making it more compre-
hensive and coherent, and that beyond it there lies the un-
attajinable ideal of an infinite experience from which the last
vestige of irrationality would be removed. If, in other words, we
knew everything about everything we should recognize that
everything must be exactly as it is.

Fallacies in Hegel’s Theory of Knowledge

Hegel’s claim that human experience can be made progres-
sively less irrational obviously requires the postulation of an
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‘Absolute’ embodying absolute truth, since otherwisc there
would be no standard by which to measure the relative truth of
judgments made at the level of finite expericnce. Yet it is just
this ultimate postulate which he fails to justify. However compre-
hensive an experience may become there is no rational ground
for saying that it could not have been otherwisc. It may, indeed,
be conceded that an infinite experience, in virtue of its infinite
comprehension, must be coherent, but this does not rule out the
possibility that it could take an indefinite number of different
forms, and could therefore be completely coherent in an indefinite
number of different ways. In claiming that the whole truth
about anything would be necessarily true Hegel is, in fact, assert-
ing a purely analytic proposition. He is saying that, if the universe
is defined as the object A possessing the characteristics X, Y, Z,
etc., then the judgment that A is X is necessarily true; but this is
obviously an analytic judgment of the form ‘A-which-is-X-Y-Z-
etc. is X*. Thus Hegel’s theory that all truths would be recognized
as necessarily true by an infinite mind is nothing more than
an assertion of the truism that if the Absolute is defined as the
whole truth about everything then it necessarily implies the
partial truth about everything. But there is no categorical reason
why the Absolute should be constituted as it is constituted.

For these reasons Hegel failed to provide a foundation for
experience which is at once synthetic and necessary even at the
level of infinite experience. All he showed is that human thinking
at the finite level does, in fact, follow a certain pattern and that
this is explained by the fact that all thinking takes the hypothetical
form familiar in the natural sciences, and proceeds by formu-
lating progressively more comprehensive hypotheses to account
for the more primitive judgments known as the “facts of experi-
ence’. This, Hegel believed, was the recal nature of all the philo-
sophical Systems which had preceded his; hence his famous
dictum that ‘philosophy is the history of philosophy’. But he
failed to show why the history of philosophy should have taken
just the course which it has taken, or why the Absolute Spirit
should have manifested itself in just the way that it has.

If the foregoing criticism of Hegel’s theory is valid it is fatal
to his whole system, for it is essential to the latter to maintain
not only that the whole of experience implics any part of ex-
perience but that from any part of experience it is possible to
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proceed by dialectical thinking to the whole. And this is what
Hegel failed to establish. In so far as his dialectical process
extends beyond the limits of analytic inference it is a synthetic
process which widens experience only in so far as it proceeds
beyond what is necessarily implied on a priori grounds. In so
doing the dialectical process may constitute a useful and illu-
minating account of how the Absolute #s constituted, but it
can never show how the Absolute must be constituted, and if it
cannot do this it cannot provide any real alternative to Hume’s
Empiricism.

The fundamental inadequacy of Hegel’s dialectical method
for the task which he sets it to accomplish can be illustrated by
an analysis of the very first triad in his deduction of the categories.
These ‘categories’ are the most genecral characteristics which
apply to the whole of reality, and the dialectical method can
therefore be applied most plausibly to the deduction of their
relationships. If this application is found to be invalid it will be
safe to conclude that the method cannot be used to deduce the
truth about the more concrete and less general features of
experience.

Now Hegel’s first triad consists of Being as the thesis, Nothing
as the antithesis, and Becoming as the synthesis. Hegel regards
Being as the original thesis because it is the most general and
universal characteristic of everything in experience. Everything in
experience necessarily ¢s in the most general sense of the word
‘is’. But, Hegel argues, something which merely ‘is’ without
further spccification would be nothing at all. Everything which
‘is’ must have some further determination—must, for example,
be material or mental, animate or inanimate, and so on. Hence,
he argues, mere Being would be the same as Nothing.

The synthesis of the opposition between Being and Nothing
is Becoming. By this Hegel means that Being ‘passes into’ Nothing
and Nothing, in turn, ‘passes into’ Being. Such ‘passing into’ is
not, of course, a temporal but a logical process. What Hegel
means is that the thought of ‘Being’ is identical with the thought
of ‘Nothing’ and that the thought of ‘Nothing’ is identical with
the thought of ‘Being’. The two categories are therefore at one
and the same time identical and different, and the synthesis of
the dialectical triad to which their opposition leads is called
Becoming. Becoming is the unity which contains within itself the

II
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difference found within the identity of Being and Nothing. And
because it contains and preserves this difference it is a relatively
concrete universal—in contrast to the abstract universals of
traditional philosophy which specifically exclude what is not
common to all the members of a class.

This initial triad of Hegel’s dialectic introduces two of his
most important and characteristic doctrines. In the first place,
it shows that Hegel believed that even the most complete
opposition—that of Being and Nothing—has an underlying
unity; and, in the second place, it introduces the important
doctrine of the concrete universal, according to which universals
of the most abstract character contain within themselves, and
!oglcally imply, the most specific characteristics of their concrete
instances.

It is obvious that this doctrine of the concrete universal is the
key to Hegel’s whole philosophy, for if it is valid it implies that
it 1s possible to deduce species from genus progressively until the
most specific determinations of experience arc reached. And this
is what Hegel claimed to do. But the very first triad illustrates—
though not so obviously as some later triads—the fallacy which
vitiates the whole process. It is true that Being is equivalent to
Nothing in the sense that Being in itself has no specific deter-
minations such as mental being, physical being, animal being,
etc.; but this could not be deduced from reflection upon Being
unless we were already aware of some of the concrete manifes-

tations of Bein

g. Itis o Iread i
some of these manif nly because we have already experienced

) estations that we can say that merc Being is
not equivalent to any of them, i.e. is Nothing; but this is an
analytic inference from concrete experience and not, as Hegel
contends, a Synthetic inference from mere Being.

) Examination of any of the other triads in the dialectic would
illustrate the same point, namely that in so far as Hegel’s deduc-
tions proceed from the relatively abstract to the relatively con-
crete they are invalid unless the relatively concrete is already

experienced as that which the relatively abstract characterizes,
We cannot infe

e I that mere Being is equivalent to Nothing unless
we already know that Being frequently characterizes something;
and what it characterizes cannot be logically deduced from it.

One of Hegel’s modern interpreters seems to admit as much
when he says:
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Hegel’s solution consists in showing that Being is not an
undeduced beginning because its foundation is the Absolute
Idea; and the Absolute Idea is not an undeduced beginning
because its foundation is Being. Both orders of deduction
are, therefore, necessary.!

Certainly the Absolutc Idea—the most complex of all the
categorics—is the ‘foundation’ of Being in the sense that Being
can be logically deduced from it; but how can Being be the
foundation of the Absolute Idea in this sense? Professor Stace
fails to show how thc more concrete and more specific can be
logically deduced from the less concrete and less specific. His
description of the concrete universal as the genus, which ‘con-
tains its differentiac and its species within itself, so that they can
be extricated from it by a logical deduction,’® simply begs the
question, for the whole point at issue is how a logical deduction
can extricatc from a universal what is not already explicitly
contained within that universal.

Hegel therefore failed to show that the more concrete categories
can be logically deduced from the more abstract. The important
principle which he did establish is that the truth of a synthetjc
proposition must be defined in terms of its coherence with other
synthetic propositions. The rational foundation of a synthetic
proposition is, therefore, necessarily hypothetical. If proposition
P implies proposition Q and if proposition P is true, it follows
that proposition Q must be true; but it is never possible to elimjn-
ate the ultimate ‘if” unless the dialectical process is valid.

Hegel’s Moral and Political Philosophy

These conclusions have an important application in Hegel’s
political philosophy, which is an attempt to use the dialectica]
process to demonstrate the comparative morality of different
types of political institution. If his logic can be defined a5 an
exposition of the principle that ‘the real is the rational’, hig
political philosophy can be defined in corresponding terms ag an
exposition of the principle that ‘the right is the rational’, Accorq-
ing to Hegcl, the essence of moral conduct is found whep the
individual acts not in accordance with particular impulses anq

1 The Philosophy of Hegel, by W. T. Stace, p. 112,
2 op. cit., p. 84.
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desires but in accordance with universal reason—the _reason
which is shared by all rational beings. Hence Hegel rejects as
wholly false all forms of a Utilitarian Theory of the State on the
ground that they find the ultimate sanction of policy in the desires
and interests of individuals. According to Hegel the ‘will of the
state’ represents the true will of the individual, and only in so far
as the latter coincides with the former is the individual acting
morally. . . .

Thus Hegel draws a sharp distinction between Civil Society
and the state. Civil Society is that form of political organization
which follows logically from the disruption of the family due to
children growing up and becoming independent persons. At that
stage they become dependent for various nccessitics upon other
people, and thus accept a form of organization which embodies
appropriate arrangements for mutual support. But Hegel believes
that no rational man can rest content with such a form of political
organization since it assumes that every individual is secking his
own personal ends and regarding others simply as means to these
ends. He can only be finally content with the higher form of
organization, called the state, which expresses the rational will of
every individual contained within it, and in serving which every
individual therefore finds the realization of his true will.

Thl}s Hegel, like Rousseau, finds the criterion of political
morality in the general will of the state. He readily admits that
Some states may not be perfect, and that it would be going too
far to respect the authority of every ruler or government; but all
contain at least an element of rationality in their fundamental
purposes. Thus Hegel comments:

_Although 3 state may be declared to violate right prin-
ciples, and to be defective in various ways, it always contains
€ essential moments of its existence, if, that is to say, it
elongs to the full-formed states of our own time. . . . Evil
can dqubtless disfigure it in many ways, but the ugliest man,
the criminal, the invalid, the cripple, are living men.!

These observations certainly answer the criticism that Hegel
held the will of any state to be a good will. But they give no
indication how we may discriminate between good states and bad
ones. If the dialectic process were really able—as Hegel thought

! Philosophy of Right, Section 258 addition.
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it was—to provide valid deductions of the more determinate
from the less determinate, then it might be possible to deduce
from the conception of the statc more specific criteria of its
rationality. But, for the rcasons already given, such deduction
does not appear to be possible, and the conception of the ‘will of
the state’ is therefore just as open to arbitrary interpretation and
practical abuse as it was in Rousseau’s theory.

The Rational Will

The truth is that Hegel is no more able than was Kant to give
the good will a ‘content’, i.c. specific objective, unless it is
possible to deduce the more determinate from the less deter-
minate. To say, as Hegel says, that the good will is the ‘rational’
and ‘universal’ will docs not tell us what it wills unless it is possible
to deduce from the concepts of ‘rationality’ and ‘universality’ the
nature of the objectives at which the rational and universal will
must aim. And this is impossible unless the dialectical deduction
of the relatively determinate from the relatively indeterminate is
possible. For the reasons set forth above, Hegel fails to show that
such deduction is ever possible, and therefore his whole con-
ception of morality is based on a fallacious assumption. In par-
ticular, he fails to provide any criterion for distinguishing between
good states and bad ones, and thus makes it possible for the mogt
arbitrary acts of government to be justified as the ‘will of the
state’.

Hegel, like Rousscau, distinguished the ‘general will’ or the
‘will of the state’ both from the ‘will of the majority’ and from
the ‘will of all’—in fact, from any actual will. They did so because
by the ‘general will’ they meant the ‘rational will’, i.e. an idea]
will which is not necessarily expressed by the will of the majori
or, indeed, by any actual will at all. But while it is casy to talk of
such a will it is impossible to define its objectives in a way thag
is not purely arbitrary, just because a will which is not, in the
end, the expression pf irrational desire is not a will at all. I other
words, the conception of a will which may be nobody’s wij is
self-contradictory and cannot therefore constitute a rational basjg
for morality or politics.

Hegel therefore fails, as Hume would have said he must fij]
to provide a rational basis for Morality and the State. His dia]ec.
tical triad of Abstract Right—Morality—Social Ethics cap at
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most claim to be a description of different manifestations of the
moral sentiment. It cannot be, as Hegel thought it was, the pro-
gressive evolution of a more rational conception of morality, since
morality from its very nature is not of a rational character.

Similarly, Hegel’s conception of world history as the progres-
sive revelation of the Absolute Idea does not exhibit any rational
necessity. It is impossible for a finite mind to deduce the furure
from the present, and to say that it would be possible to do so if
only we knew the Absolute Idea in its entirety is cquivalent to
the analytic proposition that if the whole of history takes such
and such a form, then any selected period of history necessarily
takes a certain form. If history has, in fact, developed by asort
of dialectical process with sufficient regularity to justify a generali-
ization, that generalization is an empirical and not a logical prin-
ciple, for it is without any sort of logical necessity.

The final judgment on Hegel’s philosophy must thercfore be
that, like Kant’s philosophy, it fails to refute the Empiricism of
Hume. In particular, it fails to establish that synthetic judgments
can possess logical necessity. And if it fails to do this it leaves the
essential principles of Empiricism inviolate. For Hegel’s Co-
herence Theory of Truth is just an alternative way of stating the
empiricist principle that the only basis for a synthetic generaliza-
tjox} is a ‘fact’, but that the generalization so reached is devoid of
rational necessity. There is no reason why the empiricist should
not accept the Hegelian definition of the truth of such a general-
ization in terms of its consistency with the less general proposi-
tions which are said to describe the ‘facts’ upon which it is based.
Where Hegel claimed to have advanced on the empiricist position
was in showing that the ultimate and all-inclusive generalization
—the Absolute Idea—is true in an absolute and categorical sense
since it is both based upon, and in turn implies, every judgment
included in total experience. But this, as previously shown, is
simply equivalent to the tautology that if experience as a whole
is constituted in a certain way, then every part of experience must
be constituted in a certain way. It does not climinate the ultimate
hypothesis that experience is constituted in just that way, nor,
therefore, does it constitute any reason why experience as @ whole
should not have been differently constituted.

This conclusion does not, of course, imply that Hegel’s
philosophy was not a powerful stimulus to fruitful speculation
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in the historical and social sciences, or that the processes of
thought and history which his dialectic claims to express do not
have a considerable basis in fact. But it does imply that those
illuminating gencralizations, which appear to correlate, and in
some scnse ‘cxplain’, the movements of human thought and
history, arc just the ‘natural beliefs’ of Hume’s Empiricism, and
are completely devoid of the rational necessity inherent in analytic
thinking. Their application to reality is therefore of a hypothetical
and not a categorical character, since it is conditional upon the
assumption of their truth. And if the mental processes which
result in these generalizations are to be described as ‘thought’,
then it is necessary to draw a sharp distinction between such
‘thought’ and the very different type of thought to be found in
logic and mathematics. The rational necessity inherent in the
thinking of logic and mathematics does not characterize the
formulation of empirical generalizations, and Hegel’s attempt to
deduce the latter from an all-comprehensive and self-justifying
generalization must be pronounced a failure, In particular, he
failed to provide a rational basis for the ultimate principles of
morality, or for the doctrine that these principles are most per-
fectly expressed by the ‘will of the state’.



CHAPTER XII
The Utilitarian Theories of Bentham and Mill

EREMY BENTHAM (1748-1832) and John Stuart Mill (1806-
J1873) are the outstanding exponents of the theory known as
Utilitarianism, which was destined to excrcise a profound
influence upon both political and economic thought in England
during the first three-quarters of the ninetecnth century. The
theory stands in sharp contrast to the idealism of Hegel in the
stress which it lays upon the primacy of the individual and the
artificial character of the state.

Bentham was born in London on 15 February, 1748, and was
educated at Westminster School and Quecn’s College, Oxford,
which he entered at the age of thirtcen. He was called to the Bar
in 1769. At Oxford he had acquired a considerable interest in
natural science, and he soon realized that his true inclination lay
not in the practice of law but in the examination and criticism of
its moral basis. He therefore decided to devote his life to working
out a scientific system of jurisprudence and legislation. A private
income made this possible, and he published a considerable
number of books, of which the best known and most important
is the Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation. In
this work Bentham sought to work out a scientific basis for a
legal code. The book brought him an international reputation,
and his advice on legal codification was sought by several foreign
governments. At home, apart from his literary interests, he was
engaged for nearly twenty-five years in negotiations for the
erection of a ‘Panopticon’, or model prison in which all convicts
could be observed by an unseen inspector; and when this scheme
was finally abandoned Bentham claimed, and received, £23,000
by way of compensation from the Government. Other varied
activities engaged him in his later years. In 1823 he established
the Westminster Review, and later put forward schemes for canals
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through the isthmus of Suez and the isthmus of Panama. He died
on 6 June 1832 in his cighty-fifth year.

Mill was born on 20 May 1806, the eldest son of James Mill
(1773-1836), historian and philosopher, who ultimately became
head of India House, the hcad office of the East India Company.
He was educated by his father, who was a strict disciplinarian,
and subjected his son to an arduous training which involved
starting the study of Greek at the age of three and Latin, Euclid
and algebra at the age of eight. Mill’s subsequent studies covered
logic, psychology, political economy, and law. His father had
intended that he should practise at the Bar, but in 1822 he entered
India House, of which he became head in 1856. The company
was dissolved in 1858 and its powers transferred to the Govern-
ment, notwithstanding Mill’s eloquent and closely reasoned
defence of its record.

Mill subsequently entered Parliament as Member for West-
minster in 1865 after a highly unconventional clection. In strict
accordance with his principles, he refused to canvass, to pay
agents to canvass for him, or to promise to attend to the local
business of the constituency. Indeed, it was with considerable
reluctance that he agreed to address a meceting of electors.
Although he never held minsterial office, he made a certain im-
pression in Parliament by his speeches, but he was defeated in
the general election of 1868, and thereafter retired to a literary
life in a cottage which he had acquired at Avignon.

In spitc of his official duties, first in India Housc and subsc-
quently in Parliament, Mill found time for writing throughout
his life, and published a long series of books and articles on a
variety of philosophical, political, and economic subjects. His
most important philosophical work was his System of Logic,
published in 1843, in which he sought to establish that induction—
the inferencc from particular instances to general principles—is
the logical pattern which all fruitful thinking takes. He subse-
quently published a treatise on Political Economy in 1848, in
which he propounded what was at that time the novel suggestion
that, although the conditions of production depend on unalter-
able laws, the distribution of what is produced can with advan-
tage be brought under human control. After that he devoted
himself to the writing of three important political dissertations
which are of fundamental interest to the political philosopher—
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On Liberty (1859), Representative Government (1860), and
Utilitarianism (1861). Mill died on 8 May 1873.
Utilitarianism

The theories of Bentham and Mill mark a return to the indi-
vidualist principle of which Hobbes and Locke were carlier ex-
ponents, and which still remains the dominating tradition of
British political theory. It is the principle that the state exists for
the sake of the individual, not the individual for the sake of the
state, and that the justification of government is to be found in
the service which it renders to the individual, whether in satis-
fying his desires or protecting his rights or realizing his ideals.
If, as usually happens, the desires of different individuals differ,
then, as Locke realized, it is necessary for government to satisfy
one desire rather than another, and the satisfaction of the desire
of the majority of individuals is generally assumed, in these
circumstances, to be both right and inevitable.

Bentham and Mill both held that the primary human desire is
for pleasure or happiness, and that the primary duty of both
individuals and governments is to increase picasure, and to
diminish pain, as much as possible. They therefore held that the
rightness of an act is measured by its usefulness in promoting
pleasure. It is for this reason that their theory is called Utili-
tarianism. It differs fundamentally from all forms of Intuitionism,
which asserts that acts are intrinsically right or wrong without
regard to their consequences. According to Utilitarianism, an act
should be approved or condemned according to whether it tends
to promote or to diminish pleasure. Only an Intuitionist could
consistently assert that it is always wrong to tell a lie. A Utili-
tarian believes that it is wrong to tell a lie if doing so is likely to
diminish pleasure; but that it is right to tell a lie if this is likely
to increase pleasure. On the Utilitarian Theory rightness and
wrongness are thus definable in terms of the goodness or bad-
ness of the consequences of acts; and the goodness or badness
of these consequences depends upon whether they are pleasant
or painful.

The.ffundamental premise of Utilitarianism is therefore the
proposition that pleasure alone is intrinsically good, i.e. good in
itself a!nd not merely as a means to something else which is
intrinsically good. But although Utilitarians always accept this
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proposition in some sense, they do not always make it clear
whether they regard it as an analytic or as a synthetic proposition.
Of the two Utilitarians whose theories are being discussed in
the present chapter, Bentham makes a number of statements
which suggest that he understood the proposition analytically
and believed that when people call a thing ‘good’ they really
mean that it is ‘pleasant’, and when they call a thing ‘bad’ they
really mean that it is ‘painful’; whereas Mill appears to regard
the two cpithets as quite distinct in meaning, although synthetic-
ally connected.

Bentham’s Utilitarianism
Bentham introduces his theory in the following words:

Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two
sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. It is for them alone to
point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine what
we shall do. . . . In words a man may pretend to abjure their
empire: but in reality he will remain subject to it all the
while. The principle of utility recognizes this subjection, and
assumes it for the foundation of that system, the object of
which is to rear the fabric of felicity by the hands of reason
and of law.!

The principle of utility is more specifically defined as
follows:

By the principle of utility is meant that principle which
approves or disapproves of every action whatsoever, accord-
ing to the tendency which it appears to have to augment or
dimiqish othc happiness of the party whose interest is in
question.?

If Bentham means, as he seems to mean, that all action is
determined by desire for pleasure or antipathy towards pain,
the majority of modern psychologists would disagree with him.
And they would do so for substantially the same reasons as
those put forward by Bishop Butler in his celebrated refutation
of the doctrine in his Sermons on Human Nature. What Bishop

! Principles of Morals and Legislation, Chap. I, 1.
2 jbid., I, 2.
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Butler pointed out is that action is usually dctermined not by
the desire for pleasure but by the desire for certain conditions,
e.g. the satisfaction of hunger, or the achicvement of power over
others. It may be that the satisfaction of these desires is in fact
pleasant, but Butler maintained that the object of a desire is
not the same thing as the pleasure which results from attaining it.
For example, he said that the object of hunger is not pleasure but
food, although the satisfaction of hunger does, in fact, result in
pleasure. He would have recognized the cxistence of a direct
desire for pleasure if a man had fasted deliberately in order to
make his hunger more acute and thus cause the pleasure resulting
from the satisfaction of his hunger to be more intense; but
Butler held that the majority of human actions arc in fact caused
by the desire for certain things or conditions and not by desire
for the pleasure which results from attaining these things or
conditions.!

Thcre is, in short, an important distinction between the
desire for pleasure and the desire for things or conditions which
cause pleasure when attained; and it is now generally agreed that
pleasure is not usually the direct object of desire, although it is a
normal concomitant of the satisfaction of desire. But the recog-
nition of this distinction docs not mean that Bentham’s theory is
invalidated at its foundation. For if it is admitted—as most
psychologists would admit—that the satisfaction of desirc is
pleasant, then, even if pleasure is not usually the dircct object of
action, 1t 1s possible to make the pleasurc which results from
successful action and the pain which results from frustrated
acuon serve equally well as criteria of moral conduct. It is no
longer possible to say with Bentham that pleasure and pain
always determine what we shall do, but it is still possible to make
the pleasure or pain which results from an action the criterion
by which the rightness or wrongness of that action is judged.

In any case, Bentham’s principle of cthical hedonism—that all
action ought to conform to the principle of utility—suggests that
some actions do not conform to this principle, and that the
essence of moral conduct is to achieve this conformity; and it is
this principle of ethical hedonism that is the really fundamental
one in his system. Like Hobbes, who defined ‘good’ as ‘the

! For a fuller discussion of these points see Professor C. D. Broad’s
Five Types of Ethical Theory, Chap. ﬁ[,
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object of dcsire’ and ‘evil’ as ‘the object of aversion’, Bentham
defines the basic moral conceptions in terms of non-moral
conceptions:

Of an action that is conformable to the principle of utility
onc may always say either that it is one that ought to be done,
or at least that it is not one that ought not to be done. One
may also say that it is right it should be done; at least that
it is not wrong it should be done: that it is a right action;
at least that it is not a wrong action. When thus interpreted,
the words ought, and right and wrong, and others of that
stamp, have a meaning: when otherwise, they have none.!

In other words, Bentham belicves that to say that an action is
‘right’ means that it conforms to the principle of utility, i.c.
augments (or at least does not diminish) the happiness of the
party whose interest is in question; while when an action is said
to be wrong this means that it does not conform to the principle
of utility, i.c. diminishes the happiness of the party whose interest
is in question. More shortly, a right action is, roughly speaking,
one which incrcases or does not diminish happiness while a
wrong action is onc¢ which diminishes happiness. Bentham admits
that such an interpretation of the meaning of cthical terms may
not appear to be consistent with the common usage of these
terms, but he argues that this interpretation is the only possible
one if moral terms are to have an objective significance. Only
when morality is defined in terms of utility does it amount to
more than the ‘averment of unfounded sentiments’.2

Bentham is here repudiating all claims that moral judgments
express a priori knowledge and arguing that they are in fact
empirical judgments of utility which must be verified by the
scientific tests of observation and experiment. Morality, he
contends, is a science, and its judgments are therefore subject to
the usual criteria of the natural sciences. The contrary assumption
that moral judgments are a priori judgments leads in practice to
all sorts of inconsistent judgments being made without hope of
reconciliation, and to all sorts of claims that certain practices are
justified in the name of ‘natural rights’ or ‘natural law’. And
Bentham thinks that ‘natural law’ is just a name for irrational
prejudice. His object is to replace it by the principle of utility

v Principles of Morals and Legislation, Chap. 1. ? ibid,, I, 14.
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and thus provide an empirical basis for human conduct and its
reward or punishment.

In all this Bentham was rcbelling against the prejudices and
superstitions which he found embedded in the law and morality
of his time. Both appeared to him to be irrational in origin; and
his contention was that they would remain so until they became
applications of the principle of utility. Law, in particular, would
remain an incoherent collection of arbitrary conventions until
it was subordinated to the ultimate purposec of promoting the
greatest happiness of the greatest number.

The Calculus of Pleasures

Bentham realised that it may frequently be difficult to calculate
the quantity of pleasure or pain which will result from an act,
but he argued that there is no insurmountable difficulty of
principle in doing so, whereas there is no rational way whatsoever
of ascertaining whether an act or law is right or wrong if ‘right’
and ‘wrong’ are not defined in terms of the resulting pleasure or
pain. And he thinks that the calculation of the quantity of pleasure
or pain resulting from an act is sufficiently accurate to constitute
a uscful measure of that act’s rightness of wrongness provided
that account is taken of four respects in which pleasures and
pains may vary, namely (i) their intensity; (ii) their duration;
(iii) their certainty or uncertainty; and (iv) their propinquity or
remoteness. Bentham thinks that in measuring the utility of an
act account must also be taken of the fecundity of the pleasure
or pain in which it results, i.c. the chance which it has of being
followed by sensations of the same kind; and its purity, i.e. the
chance which it has of 7o being followed by sensations of the
opposite kind. But all these characteristics are, Bentham thinks,
essentially quantitative, The qualitative distinction sometimes
drawn between ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ pleasures is, in Bentham’s
view, quite irrelevant to the calculus of pleasures and the objective
theory of morality which he is advancing. As he puts it succinctly,
<Quantity Of pleasure being equal, pushpin is as good as poetry.’
It is the balqnce of pleasure or pain resulting from an act which,
Bentham thinks, is alone relevant to the determination of its
rightncss Of Wrongness,
Bentham dOcs not suggest that an elaborate calculation of
conscquences must be made before every moral judgment or
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legislative or judicial operation!; the rightness or wrongness of
many acts is generally accepted in terms of their known pleasur-
able or painful consequences. What he thinks is important is
that the calculus of pleasures, and not some arbitrary conception
of ‘moral law’, should be appealed to when the rightness or
wrongness of an act or law is in dispute.

For the same reason it is not any underlying ‘moral’ law which
gives a binding force to the laws of a community. The latter are
upheld by sanctions, by which Bentham means inducements to
obey the laws or deterrents against disobeying them. And such
sanctions must, he naturally thinks, be based on the only two
motives for action which he recognizes—pleasure and pain. For
the only possible motives which, according to Bentham’s psy-
chology, can help to promote respect for these laws is the expecta-
tion of pleasure if they are obeyed and the fear of pain if they are
disobeyed. Such rewards and punishments Bentham ‘calls
sanctions, and he thinks that they may take either a physical or a
political or a popular or a religious form according as the antj-
cipated pleasure or pain would result from the operation of
natural laws, or from judicial punishment, or from another
individual’s spontaneous reaction, or from the action of a superior
invisible being. In other words, people are less likely to do some-
thing if they believe that this will bring them pain from ope or
other of these sources, and they are more likely to do somethin
if they believe that by so doing they will be rewarded by pleasur§
from one or other of these sources.

Bentham’s Theory of Punishment

A punishment is obviously a familiar example of a sanction g
conceived by Benthan}, and, like sanctions generally, can bs
justified only by the principle of utility if the latter is accepted S
the basis of morah;y. 'In particular, since punishment involvas
the infliction of pain it can be justified only if it Prevents tﬁ's
occurrence of a greater pain. As Bentham expresses the point: ¢

All punishment in itself is evil. Upon the pringj
utiﬁty,pif it ought at all to be admitted, it ought C;E}e of
be admitted in as far as it promises to exclude some grey to
evil.2 ater

1 jbid., IV, 6. 2 ibid., XIII, 2,
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Bentham therefore rejects the theory that punishment ought
to be retributive, i.c. that its justification lics in thc moral pro-
pricty of making the sinner or criminal suffer on account of his
sin or crime. In primitive societies this has always been the
primary, if not the only, justification of punishment, whether
or not it has also been held to have uscful consequences in
preventing the repetition of crime. The so-called Retributive
Theory of Punishment is therefore essentially a moral theory in
its contention that a sinner or criminal deserves to suffer, and
therefore ought to suffer, on account of his sin or crime. And
Bentham’s fundamental objection to this thcory of punish-
ment is the same as his fundamental objection to conventional
morality in general—that it is arbitrary and irrational without
either objective basis or internal consistency. Some may belicve
that a certain crime ought to be punished by flogging; others
that it ought to be punished by five years’ imprisonment; still
others that a sentence of six months’ imprisonment would be
adequatc; and Bentham believes that there is no possible way of
justifying any of these arbitrary judgments until the purpose of
punishment is defined in terms of utility, and the infliction of
punishment therefore determined in accordance with the ultimate
object of promoting the greatest happiness of the greatest
number. Thus he concludes that the conception of punishment
as retributive must be completely abandoned if any rational
justification of its infliction is to be given, and that a new concep-
tion of punishment as a method of preventing the occurrence of
a greater cvil, i.e. more pain than is involved in the punishment
itsclf, must be substituted.
de?titlntlil-'ilm works out the application of this principle in great

all. He hsts. the various kinds of pleasures and pains which
may be cxperienced! and thirty-two kinds of ‘circumstances
affecting sensibility’> which must be taken account of if the
effsﬁ of punishment is to be accurately cstimated. No summary
Coh'ch ﬁlve an adequate impression of the thoroughness with
which Bentham works out this application of his principle of utility.

Assessment of Bentham’s Theory

. To the political philosopher the question of primary interest
1S whether., in fact, utility is the only rational basis for conduct.
1 ibid,, V, 1 and 33. ? ibid., VI, 4s.
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Certainly Bentham’s argument that the judgments of ordinary
morality are subjective and arbitrary is difficult to refute. But if
it be admitted that the approbation or disapprobation of an act
can be rational only if it is based on an estimate of the probable
effects on happiness, the question arises whether such approbation
or disapprobation does not depend upon the acceptance of an
ultimate moral judgment, not based on the principle of utility,
about the goodness or badness of the consequences. It is by no
means clear whether Bentham is, in fact, assuming the truth of an
ultimate synthetic judgment that ‘pleasure is good’, or whether
he holds that this judgment is analytic, i.c. that by calling a thing
‘good’ we simply mean that it is pleasant. If he held that the
judgment is analytic then he was, by implication, reducing
morality to the science of happiness, and judgments of approba-
tion and disapprobation to scientific calculations about the
probable consequences of actions. But if he held that the judgment
is synthetic he was retaining an irreducible element of morality
in his analysis of experience, and transferring to the judgments
about the goodness and badness of ends all the arbitrary and
subjective characteristics which he tried to remove from judg-
ments about the rightness or wrongness of means. In other words,
the judgment that a certain act is right may be verified objectively
if by calling it ‘right’ we simply mean that it will increase human
happiness; but there can be no genuinely moral sense in which
onc ought to do what is in this sense right unless it be assumed
that human happiness is good in a genuinely moral sense. If
this assumption is not made there can be no categorical reason
why one ought to do anything, but only the hypothetical reason
that one ought to do certain things i#f one wishes to promote
happiness.

The conclusion to which Bentham’s theory points—although
he does not himself draw it—is that action can, indeed, only be
justified by its consequences; but that these consequences cannot,
in the end, themselves be rationally justified. The immediate
consequences of an act may, of course, be justified as necessary
means to the ultimate consequences which are aimed at. Pre-
paring for war, for example, may be justified as a necessary
means (if in certain circumstances it is a necessary means) to
the preservation of peace. But there is no method by which, on
Bentham’s theory, the ultimate ends of action can be justified.

12
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They must be chosen, and the choice of ultimate ends is not a
rational act.

The conclusion which Bentham could have drawn from these
considerations, and which Mill did, perhaps unconsciously,
draw,! is that since the choice of ultimate ends cannot be rationally
justified it cannot be rationally condemned cither; that individuals
should therefore be left free to choose their ends in so far as this
freedom does not restrict the enjoyment of a similar frcedom by
others. And this, of course, has become the basic assumption of
political democracy. If the people desire a society based upon
free enterprise, then, according to democratic theory, they
ought to get it; but if they desire a socicty based upon central
planning and control, then they ought to get that. And if, as
often happens, they disagree about what they desire, then the
will of the majority must prevail, as it represents what Locke
called the ‘greater force’.2 These arc obviously the broad assump-
tions upon which a democratic society is based, and they all
follow from the assumption that the ultimate ends of desire and
action cannot be rationally justified and that action can be
rational only in the sense that it is likely, in the light of scientific
generalizations based upon previous expcrience, to promote the
ends which are in fact desired.

It may be thought that Bentham’s theory oversimplifies the
ends of action in describing them as simply ‘benefit, advantage,
pleasure, good, or happiness’ (all of which, as he says, ‘comes to
the same thing’).% In so far as his theory is a psychological theory
—as 1t 1s when he says that pleasure and pain alone ‘determine
what we shall do*$—this criticism is justified. For it is a common
observation that men desirc many things besides pleasure, and
that th.e attainment of some of the things which they desire does
not bring the:m pleasure. But as a philosopher Bentham is con-
cerned not with what men actually desire but with what it would
be rational for them to desire, and the underlying assumption of
his theory seems to be that it is rational to desire the things which
satisfy desire, i.e. result in satisfaction or happiness. In other
wor.ds, for the common moral distinction between what men
desire and what men ought to desire Bentham substitutes the

: g}lg?vgeg?::"?; individual liberty of thought, speech, and action.

4 ent, 11, 8.
3 Principles, 1, 3. » 11, 8 4 ibid., I, 1.
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distinction between what they desire and what they would desire
if they correctly cstimated the consequences in terms of pleasure.
The difference between his analysis and that of many modern
psychologists is that he asserts that pleasure and pain are always
the objects of actual, as well as of rational, desire; whereas this
scems plainly not to be the case. It may be true that the only
rational answer to the question ‘Why do you desire to realize X?’
is ‘Because the realization of X would be pleasant’, and that the
realization of ends which do not cause pleasure does not satisfy
desirc; but that does not imply that people are incapable of
desiring changes! which do not, in point of fact, prove to be
pleasant. It does not, therefore, appear that Bentham was justi-
ficd in saying that pleasure and pain alone ‘determine what we
shall do’, although they may alone determine what it is rational
for us to do, i.c. what in Bentham’s sense, we ‘ought’ to do.

Pleasurec and pain are the effects of certain conditions or
changes, and it appears to be psychologically true that these
conditions or changes are frequently the direct objects of desire,
and that it is only at the reflective level, when an attempt is made
to distinguish rational desires from actual desires, that it may be
true to say that the object of every rational desire is pleasure.
And Bentham’s principle of utility is simply a recognition of the
fact that the only objects which it is rational to desire for their
own sake arc the things which bring happiness, since desire is
satisfied only when its fulfilment brings happiness.

These general principles can be illustrated by the following
example. Shipwrecked sailors without supplies of fresh water
may, as a matter of psychological fact, desire intensely to drink
brine; but past experience has shown that to do so would greatly
aggravate their thirst, and that the realization of this desire would
therefore not bring happiness. It would therefore be irrational
for them to drink brine, and if they behave rationally they will
not do so. In other words, the immediate object of desire may be
distinguished from the wltimate object of desire, which is to
increase pleasure and diminish pain. Action can therefore be
defined as ‘rational’ when it takes the form which, in the light of

! As Professor Broad has remarked in his discussion of Butler’s theory,
‘The object of an impulse is never, strictly speaking, a thing or person;
it is always to change or to preserve some state of a thing or person.’
(Five Types of Lthical Theory, p. 67.)
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scientific generalizations based on past experience, appears most
likely to increase pleasure and reduce pain.

Mill’s Account of the Utilitarian Principle

Mill’s Utilitarian Theory is less consistent than Bentham’s.
Bentham recognized that if pleasure and pain alone detcrmine
what we ought to do, the source or quality of the pleasure is
irrelevant to the determination of the rightness or wrongness of
an act—that, as he put it, ‘quantity of pleasure being equal,
pushpin is as good as poetry’. But Mill rejected this doctrine.
To him it appecared that some pleasures are ‘higher’, and there-
fore better, than others, cven if, as pleasures, they are cqual:

It would be absurd that while, in estimating all other
things, quality is considered as well as quantity, the estima-
tion of pleasures should be supposed to depend upon quan-
tity alone.!

It is clear from the examples which Mill gives to illustrate this
principle that what he calls the ‘quality’ of a pleasure depends
upon its source. This, however, is inconsistent with the principle
of utility, which states that the quantity of pleasure in which an
act results, and that alone, is the measure of its rightness. It is
still more clear that Mill is, in effect, rejecting the principle of
utility altogether when he asserts that some states of positive
dissatisfaction are better than other states of satisfaction:

It is better to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig
satisfied ; better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satis-
fied. And if the fool, or the pig, are of a different opinion,
it is because they only know their own side of the question.
The other party to the comparison knows both sides.?

It is obvious that if in certain circumstances it is better to be
dissatisfied than to be satisfied, the principle of utility has been
abandoned altogether and some new quality, quite distinct from
the pleasantness of the situation, is being accepted as the moral
criterion. The fact is that Mill was very conscious of the extent
to which Bentham’s utilitarian thcory appeared to conflict with
the austere morality of the Victorian Age, and he was anxious to

1 Utilitarianism (Everyman edition), p. 7. ? ibid., p. 9.
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effect a compromise which would reconcile them. But in making
this attempt he abandoned the principle of utility, and returned
in some measure to accept moral dogmas of the sort which
Bentham had attempted to eliminate.

Apart from this attempted compromise with the outlook of
contemporary morality, Mill’s definition of the principle of utility
is far from clear in view of the use which he makes of the word

‘desirable’:

Pleasure, and frcedom from pain, are the only things
desirable as ends; and . . . all desirable things (which are as
numerous in the utilitarian as in any other scheme) are
desirable either for the pleasure inherent in themselves, or
as means to the promotion of pleasure and the prevention of

pain.}
For it is clear, when Mill goes on to offer an alleged proof of this
principle, that he is using the word ‘desirable’ in two distinct
senses. Thus he says:

The only proof capable of being given that an object is
visible, is that people actually see it. The only proof that a
sound is audible, is that people hear it: and so of the other
sources of our experience. In like manner, I apprehend, the
sole evidence it is possible to produce that anything is de-
sirable, is that people do actually desire it. . . . No reason
can be given why the general happiness is desirable, except
that each person, so far as he believes it to be attainable,
desires his own happiness.2

This argument is vitiated by the ambiguous use of the word
‘desirable’, which may mean either ‘capable of’ or ‘worthy of’
being desired. The fact that people actually see an object proves
that it is visible in the sense of ‘capable of being seen’; and the
fact that people hear a sound proves that it is audible in the sense
of ‘capable of being heard’. Similarly, the fact—if it be a fact—
that people desire happiness proves that happiness is desirable in
the sense of ‘capable of being desired’. But it does not prove that
happiness ought to be desired in any genuinely moral sense. The
only proposition of practical importance which Mill could have

! ibid., p. 6. ® ibid., pp. 32-33.
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validly inferred from the fact (if it be a fact) that everyone desires
his own happiness is that cveryone ought (in the rational sense
of ‘ought’) to desire the things which bring him happiness; but
it does not follow from this that anyonc would be acting wrongly,
although he would be acting irrationally, if he sought the things
which did not bring him happiness. ‘ .

Having proved, to his satisfaction, that cveryonc desires happi-
ness, Mill next tries to prove thag nob'od.y ultimately desires any-
thing clse, although, as he admits, ‘it is palpable that they do
desire things which, in common language, are decidedly distin-
guished from happiness. They desire, for example, virtue, and
the absence of vice, no less really than pleasure and the absence
of pain.”! But this consideration does not, in Mill’s view, contra-
dict the principle of utility:

The principle of utility does not mecan that any given
Pleasure, as music, for instance, or any given cxemption
from pain, as, for example, health, is to be looked upon as
means to a collective something termed happiness, and to
be desired on that account. They are desired and desirable
1n and for themselves; besides being means, they are a part
of the end. Virtue, according to the utilitarian doctrine, is
10t naturally and originally part of the end, but it is capable
of becoming so; and in those who love it disinterestedly it
has become so, and is desired and cherished, not as a means
to happiness, but as a part of their happiness.?

earlltielf S‘éﬁcult to rcc‘oncile _t.he foregoing argument.with Mju’s
for th ment that ‘all desirable things . . . are desirable cither

¢ Pleasure j i selves -
motion of p] inherent in them » O as means to the pro

h easure and the prevention of pain’.? It may be psycho-
faglcaizl]ly true that virtue colzncs to be desired becauseyit pfomotes
wlﬂi 15&;’ but that does not make virtuc part of happiness. And
logical th IS primarily concerned to establish is not a psycho-
tgglca beory about what people do desire but a philosophical

€ory about what it js rational for them to desire or (as he says)
about what is desirable, namely the theory that ‘pleasure, and

freedom from pain, are the only things desirable as cnds’.t And
such a theory implj

. es that, although people may actually desire
other tnings, such as virtue or power or fame, these things are
1 ibid., p. 33.

? ibid., p. 34. 3 ibid., p. 6. ¢ loc. cit.
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desirable only if, and in so far as, they promote happiness. To
hold that they are desirable in themselves is to abandon the
principle of utility.

The truth is that Mill’s application of the principle of utility
was less disinterested than Bentham’s. To Bentham it was a
standard by which the assumptions of conventional morality
could be criticized and corrected; but Mill regarded it more as a
principle which justified these assumptions and made clear their
rational character. It is not therefore surprising that Mill’s
account of the principle is less consistent than Bentham’s. For
the principle of utility is, from its very nature, a potential chal-
lenge to conventional morality. It repudiates all claims to the
a priori certainty of moral judgments and assesses their truth by
the empirical test of utility. It implies that whether an act is right
or wrong never depends upon a ‘knowledge’ of right or wrong
but only upon the tendency of that act to ‘augment or diminish
the happiness of the party whose interest is in question’.! Thus
Mill’s account of the principle of utility adds nothing of value to
Bentham’s more consistent exposition; on the contrary, it greatly
obscures the mcaning and significance of the principle by at-
tempting to reconcile it at all costs with the assumptions of
conventional morality.

Mill’s Essay ‘On Liberty’

It is in Mill’s essay On Liberty that his most important and
consistent contribution to the philosophy of individualism is to
be found. For it is here that he draws some of the true implica-
tions of the principle of utility. And these implications all follow,
in the end, from the consideration that if happiness is the supreme
good, and if happiness is found by different people in different
ways, then in order to maximize happiness everyone must be left
frec to realize his desires as fully as possible so long as this freedom
does not interfere with the enjoyment of a similar freedom by
others. As Mill puts it:

The object of this Essay is to assert one very simple
principle . . . that the sole end for which mankind are war-
ranted, individually or collectively, in interfering with the
liberty of action of any of their number, is self-protection.

1 Principles of Morals and Legislation, 1, 2.
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That the only purpose for which power can be rightfully
exercised over any member of a civilized community, against
his will, is to prevent harm to others. His own good, either
physical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant. He cannot
rightfully be compelled to do or forbear because it will be
better for him to do so, because it will make him happier,
because, in the opinions of others, to do so would be wise,
or even right. Those are good reasons for remonstrating
with him, or reasoning with him, or persuading him, or
entreating him, but not for compelling him, or visiting him
with any evil in case he do otherwise. To justify that, the
conduct from which it is desired to deter him must be
calculated to produce evil to someone clse.!

A later passage in which the same point is emphasized is also
worth quoting:

The only freedom which deserves the name, is that of
pursuing our own good in our own way, so long as we do
not attempt to deprive others of theirs, or impede their
efforts to obtain it. . . . 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.2

These passages set forth the essential features of Mill’s defence
of individual liberty, and show that he bases this doctrine on the
utilitarian principle that happiness is the measure of goodness, and
that action must therefore be justified or condemned by its
tendency to increase or diminish the happiness of individuals.
And he emphasizes that interference with individual liberty may
result not only from the action of a tyrannical minority but also
from the action of a government expressing the will of the
majority. The ‘tyranny of the majority’ may, he thinks, be just
as inimical to individual liberty as the tyranny exercised by a
minority government maintaining itself by brute force, if the
majority employ their weight of numbers to suppress the freedom
of the individual. As he argues in a well known passage:

If all mankind minus one were of one opinion, and only
one person were of the contrary opinion, mankind would be
no more justified in silencing that one person, than he, if he

1 Essay on Liberty, Chap. I. 2 oc. cit.
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had the power, would be justified in silencing mankind.
Were an opinion a personal possession of no value except to
the owner; if to be obstructed in the enjoyment of it were
simply a private injury, it would make some difference
whether the injury was inflicted only on a few persons or
on many. But the peculiar evil of silencing the expression of
an opinion is, that it is robbing the human race; posterity as
well as the existing generation; those who dissent from the
opinion, still more than those who hold it. If the opinion is
right, they are deprived of the opportunity of exchanging
error for truth: if wrong, they lose, what is almost as great
a benefit, the clearer perception and livelier impression of
truth, produced by its collision with error.!

Mill later sums up the case for toleration in two succinct
sentences: ‘All silencing of discussion is an assumption of infal-
libility.’® and ‘The usefulness of an opinion is itself matter of
opinion.”® In short, however much the opinion and will of the
majority must be followed because of their greater influence, it
must never be forgotten that the majority is a majority of indi-
viduals, and that for the majority to suppress the opinions of the
minority is to challenge the very foundation upon which majority
rule is itself ultimately based.

It s clear that in these passages Mill is defining the basic
assumptions upon which modern democracy is based. For the
essence of such democracy is not the uncompromising application
of the will of the majority but the insistence that this will must be
determined by the free expression of the wills of individuals,
and must tolerate and recognize minority wills which diverge
from the general consensus of desire. It is for this reason that
democracies sometimes tolerate the expression and propagation
of opinions which, if generally accepted, might destroy democracy
itself. In Britain, for example, Fascists and Communists have
generally been accorded the same freedom of speech and political
association as the parties which accept the democratic principle
of toleration; and any special discrimination which has been
exercised against them—such as the 18B Regulation during the
Second World War and the more recent restrictions on the
employment of Communists in the Civil Service—has been

! ibid., Chap. II. ? loc. cit. 3 loc. cit.
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regarded with considerable misgiving by many who were not
affected by it. It might, of course, be argued that a democracy
has no obligation to tolerate those who are themsclves intolerant
of criticism and opposition, but democratic opinion in Britain at
least has generally preferred to accord them the normal measure
of toleration in the belief that the opinions and desires of individu-
als constitute the only standard by which the form and purpose
of government ought to be determined. .

Mill’s plea for toleration was based on the belief that no one
is infallible, and that all opinions—at least on matters of morals—
are liable to error. He did not, like Hume, raise the more funda-
mental question whether opinions on moral matters are subject
to the criterion of truth and falsity at all. His language! suggests
that he believed that moral judgments are objectively true or
false, but that men’s minds are incapable of judging with certainty
whether they are true or false. But Hume would, of course, have
said that such judgments do not describe an objective act or
object but a subjective feeling; that they describe what people
feel about certain acts or objects, and not how those acts or objects
are characterized. If accepted, this analysis would clearly
strengthen Mill’s defence of individual liberty, for it would
imply that the ultimate motives of action arc desires; and that
there is no rational ground for suppressing one desire in favour of
another. On this analysis the problem which reason can help
to solve is that of facilitating the maximum gratification of the
maximum number of desires; and that is just an alternative way

of describing the utilitarian ideal of the ‘greatest happiness of the
greatest number’.

Utilitarianism and Democracy

Thus Bentham’s theory of Utilitarianism and Mill’s theory of
I.,lberty together .deﬁne the essential principles upon which
liberal democracy is based. For the latter is a form of government

! E.g. in the passage from the Essay on Libert , Chap. II, alrcad
quoted, where Mill says: ‘If the opimgn is right, 3t,hcy a:g deprived o%
the opportunity of exchanging error for truth: if wrong, they lose, what
is almost as great a bencfit, the clearer perception and livelier impression
of truth, produced by its collision with error.” The implication of this
passage is that opinions are either right or wrong, ang that there are

ways in which the wrong, i.c. false, opinions may bec recognized and
corrected.
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under which policy is ultimately determined by the free expression
of the individual’s will. It is the antithesis of forms of govern-
ment in which the will of the individual is held to be less real or
less true than the will of a group of individuals, whether or not
they arc held to constitute an organic whole. On the democratic
analysis the individual man or woman is the fundamental unit,
and the cxpression of the individual’s will is the ultimate force
which, when combined with the expression of the wills of others,
must determine policy.

Such an analysis clearly implies, although the implication is
not always recognized, that there is no impersonal standard of
morality to which the action of men or governments ought to
conform. Moral standards are created by groups of individuals,
and while in practice it is necessary to determine policy in accord-
ance with what Locke called the ‘greater force’ of the majority,
the freedom of self-expression permitted to individuals or
minorities who disagree with the majority is an implicit recog-
nition that the will of the majority prevails only because it is the
will of a majority, and not because it is in any objective sense
‘right’. If the will of the majority were, in an objective sense,
right or true, therec would be no justification for tolerating
opinions and movements constituting a potential challenge to it.

These are the general principles embodied in the theories of
Bentham and Mill, although neither philosopher fully appreciated
their significance. The real meaning of Bentham’s principle of
utility is that there is no independent criterion of morality, that
what brings happiness to an individual is right—in so far as it
does not diminish the happiness of other individuals more—and
that rightness and wrongness can be defined in terms of individual
desire and happiness. This, in turn, implies that there is no way
of proving, on a priori grounds, that some forms of satisfaction
are good and that others are bad; they are all good in so far as
they promote happiness and do not diminish it; and the desire
of the individual is therefore the ultimate criterion of morality
and the ultimate justification of government. The problem of
government is not, according to the Utilitarian Theory, to deter-
mine what ought to be desired—for the latter is a confused and
misleading expression without objective significance—but to
determine how the maximum number of desires can be most
fully satisfied; and the complex machinery of government can
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be justified, in the end, only by its efficiency in realizing this
general aim. o
Mill’s plea for liberty of speech, thought and action is, as
already observed, a direct implication of the utilitarian principle.
For if the satisfaction of individual desires is the criterion of
virtue and the justification of government, it follows that any-
thing which diminishes such satisfaction must be condemned
except where it is necessary to promote the maximum satisfaction
on the whole. If the satisfaction of individual desire is prevented
for any other reason, the individualist basis of government is
being abandoned and the way opened for government based
upon force, exercised cither arbitrarily or in the name of some
alleged moral principle. To the utilitarian all such attempts to
found government on moral law arec attempts to base it on a
foundation which cannot be rationally justified and are bound to
conflict with the rational aim of maximising happiness, except

where the moral law is itself an expression of the principle of
utility.



CHAPTER XIII

Marxism, Communism, and Socialism

in Rhenish Prussia, the son of a Jewish lawyer. He was

educated at the local High Grammar School, and at the
Universities of Bonn and Berlin. It was at Berlin that he became
closely associated with the young Hegelians and began to work
out his adaptation of the Hegelian dialectic to a materialist theory
of human society. Marx had originally hoped to teach at the
University of Bonn, but his extreme political views made him
unacceptable therc, and he joined a radical newspaper, the
Rheinishe Zeitung, becoming one of its editors in 1842. It was,
however, suppressed in 1843. He then went to Paris, where he
met his future friend and collaborator, Friedrich Engels (1820-
1895). Engels was the son of a rich cotton spinner, who owned a
factory near Manchester, and he was thus able to make a close
study of the English industrial system. His observations led him
to conclusions very similar to those of Marx, and the two col-
laborated closely after their first meeting in 1844.

Marx’s writings were soon viewed with disfavour by the
authorities in Paris, and he went to Brussels, where Engels
joined him. Both participated actively in the socialist working
class movement and collaborated in the writing of the Manifesto
of the Communist Party, which was published early in 1848. It
had hardly appeared when the revolution of that year broke out
in France. Marx hoped and expected that this would be followed
by a revolution in Germany, and he went with Engels to Cologne.
There they founded a new daily paper to encourage revolutionary
measures, and when the King of Prussia dissolved the National
Assembly later in the year Marx and his associates advocated the
non-payment of taxes and armed resistance to the King. Marx
was subsequently acquitted at a trial for high treason, but was
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expelled from Germany in 1849. After a short stay in France he
went to England, where he remained for the rest of his life.

Marx was a voluminous writer, and it is impracticable in a
single chapter to do justice to all his works. But a gencral con-
ception of his theory can be derived from his two most famous
publications. One is the Manifesto of the Communist Party,
originally published in February 1848, and reissucd in Britain in
1948 on the occasion of its centenary with a new appreciation by
the late Professor H. J. Laski. Its importance was rightly em-
phasized by Professor Laski in the following words:

It is admitted by every serious student of society to be
one of the outstanding political documents of all time; in the
mﬂucncq it has ecxerted it compares with the American
Declaration of Independence of 1776, and the French
Declaration of Rights of 1789. Its character is unique, not
only because of the power with which it is written, but also
because of the immense scope it covers in its intense brevity,
It is a philosophy of history, a critical analysis of socialist
doctrines and a passionate call to revolutionary action.!

The other book to which I shall refer is the famous Capital,?
yvhJCh develops in detail the economic theory briefly referred to
in the Manifesto. The first volume of the Capital was published

in 1867: the other two, which Marx had not completed when he
died, were published posthumously.

Dialectical Materialisy,

As observed in Chapter XI, the philosophy of Marx was
largely mslpu:ed by Hegel’s dialectical idealism. Marx agreed
with Hegel that reality is a dialectical process, but differed in
holding that this process is of a material, and not a logical,
character. Hence Mary’s philosophy is often referred to as
dialectical 1}ilflat'?nahs'rn. It is called materialism because Marx
peld that the filalectlgzal process is a process, not of thought, but
of the material reality which thought reflects. Hegel was an
jdealist because he believed that thought is the fundamenta]

1 Manifesto of the Communist Part in:
. - 'y, p. 31. (Allen and Unwin: 1948,
2 Vol. 1 is conveniently available ’m two volumes of the Evcry‘tna)n

.+ rary, translated by Eden and ul, and wi i i
%;blr,r?;é ot G D, 3y, Elen and Cedar Paul, and with an introduction
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reality, that there is no ‘external’ reality to which thought
corresponds, and that the criterion of truth must therefore be
found in the coherence of thoughts and not in their corre-
spondence to ‘things’. Marx was a materialist in the sense that
he repudiated this doctrine of the primacy of thought and
believed that the nature of thought is determined by the material
reality of which it is the reflection. By calling this reality ‘material’
he did not mean that it is ‘physical’ as distinct from ‘mental’.
His material reality embodies the whole universe of so-called
‘physical’ and ‘mental’ processcs, and the object of calling it
material is to emphasize that it is that to which thought must
correspond if it is to be valid. Thus Marx’s theory is not a theory
of physical determinism in the narrow sense, but a theory
according to which the physical and mental interact in accordance
with laws which must be empirically discovered.

The use of the word “‘dialectical’ to describe Marx’s materialism
suggests that the evolution of the material process is necessary,
just as, according to Hegel, the dialectical evolution of thought is
necessary. And some of Marx’s interpreters have taken this
view. Thus Professor Sabine says that ‘the question is whether
dialectic, either idealist or materialist, can avoid Hume’s proof
that all necessity is merely conditional, and all value merely a
relation to human propensities’.! But there arc two objections to
this interpretation of Marx’s theory. In the first place, as observed
in Chapter XI, Hegel failed to show that synthetic thinking can
ever possess logical necessity, or therefore that dialectical thinking,
which is synthetic thinking, can be logically necessary. Secondly,
even if synthetic thinking were logically necessary it would not
follow that a material process—which is not a logical process at
all—could possess the essentially logical characteristic of necessity.
If Marx is a materialist he cannot consistently attribute necessity
to the material process which, on his theory, constitutes reality.
As a material process it is a process whose laws—if it conforms
to laws—must be wholly empirical and devoid of any logical
necessity. And if the word ‘dialectical’ is used to describe the
progress of its evolution it must be recognized that this does not
imply that there is any necessity in the evolution so described.

So interpreted, Marx’s theory is not a challenge to Hume’s
Empiricism but an expression of it. Like Hume, Marx is saying

! History of Political Theory, p. 698.
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that no judgment claiming to be about the real world—no
scientific or moral or religious judgment—has any logical neces-
sity, and that the truth of such judgments depends on their
correspondence to observable parts of the matcrial process. For
Marx, as for Hume, necessity can characterize only analytic
judgments and from these nothing can be deduced about the
characteristics of the real world. Marx, however, has little interest
in analytic judgments—cxcept the fundamental onc that reality
is a material process—for such judgments do not, in his view,
contribute anything to the shaping of history or the understanding
of its laws. And his object, as hc once expressed it, was not to
interpret the world (i.c. in the a priori sensc) but to change it.!
Thus for Marx it is science, and science alone, which can extend
man’s understanding of the rcal world. Other alleged sources of
knowledge, such as religion and philosophy, are of no importance
cxcept 1n so far as they influence action, and provide data for
scientific gencralizations about action. Thus the religious belief
in the existence of a Divine Being is, on Marx’s view, without

foundation or significance except in so far as it has a practical
effect on the actions and reactions of those who accept it, or
unless there is so

¢ 1S some scientific evidence for its truth.? Similarly,
moral convictions arc without objective validity because there is
no scientific way of demonstrating their truth. There is no
evidence by which the belief that X is right’ may be verified or
refutedg the fact that A believes that X is right’ is not evidence
that X is right but only that A believes that X is right. Thus all
that the Scientist can do in the field of morality is to discover
what moral beliefs different people or groups of people hold and
to ascertain whether there are general laws describing the causes

and consequences of these beliefs. But these general laws, like all
scientific laws,

will . . .
rational necessity be purely empirical and devoid of any

The implications of Marx’s theory for philosoph imi
0 ry for philosophy are similar.
He would, Ithlnk, have been in full agrcement with modern
Logical Positivists in denying the ‘possibility of metaphysics’.
That 15 0 say, he would have denied that metaphysical generaliza-

1 Theses on Feuerbach, X1.
? As some modern mathematicians and astronomers have suggested,
e.g. Sir Edmund Whj

ttaker in his Space and Spirit. But Marx held that
there was no such evidence,
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. . Jaiming @ priort, as distinct from
s abou niversc € SIS

E:ignt_iﬁc vtalitdlﬁy 1éan cver have ob!epnve significance. For such
gcncraliz’ations are synthetic P1'°P°5m°nsl; and synthetic proposi-
i, They can be justified only by ex-

tions can never be a prior:- = )
perience, and there is no experience Wh_lt_:h can confirm or refute
a metaphysical proposition. If a proposition can be confirmed or

refuted by experience it must be 2 scientific, not a metaphysical,
propositig’n. gnlt?lc other hands I\’/iarx would probably have
raised no objection to the positiViSt's conception of philosophy
as the study of the logical relationship of propositions, since
these relationships are indcpendent of actual experience and
apply to experience only in a hypothetical sense, L

If the forcgoing interpretation of Marx’s materialism’ is
correct the word ‘dialectical’, when applied to his theory, must
simply mean ‘causal’ in the purely empirical sense. The purpose
of using the word ‘dialcctical’ is to emphasize that the causal
process is one of inferaction between what are usually referred to
as the ‘material’ and ‘mental’ spheres, so that material conditions
modify mental conditions, and mental conditions in turn react
on material conditions. But on the materialist hypothesis all such
action and reaction is, of course, purely empirical. There is no
a priori nccessity in it, and it is for the scientist—the social
scientist—to discover the empirical laws to which social evolu-
tion conforms. The main difficulty which confronts him in doing
so is the obvious onc that he himself participates in the social

rocess which he is trying to describe, and may therefore find it
difficult to take the detached view which is essential if his descrip-
tion is to be accurate.

Thus the fundamental difference between the theories of Hegel
and Marx is that on Hegel’s theory reality is a logical system
while on Marx’s theory it is a causal system, i.e. a system which
develops in accordance with laws of a purely empirical character.
To Hegel dialectical logic is the key to truth while to Marx the
scientific method is the only one by which knowledge of the real
world can be established. Thus Marx’s theory is, strictly speaking,
not a philosophical but a scientific theory. Its only philosophical
implication is that philosophy (except in the purely analytic
sense) is impossible, and that science provides the key, and the
only key, to the understanding of both nature and man—in-
cluding the various moral and philosophical systems in which

13
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man has from time to time believed. The validity of Marx’s
theory must therefore be judged by the criteria of science and,
in particular, by its success in describing the facts of social and
political evolution. It attempts to do so by the hypothesis that
these facts are dctermined by economic relationships, and con-

sideration must now be given to the basic principles of Marx’s
economic theory.

Marx’s Economic Theory

Marx’s economic theory is a development of the ‘Labour
Theory of Value’ which was originally formulated by Locke and
popularized by the economic writers of the carly ninetcenth cen-
tury. Locke expressed the basic principle of the theory as follows:

Whatsocver, then, he [a man] removes out of the state that
Nature hath provided and left it in, he hath mixed his labour
with it, and joined to it something that is his own, and there-
by makes it his property. It being by him removed from the
common state Nature placed it in, it hath by this labour
something annexed to it that excludes the common right of
other men. For this ‘labour’ being the unquestionable pro-
perty of the labourer, no man but he can have a right to
what that is once joined to, at least where there is enough,
and as good left in common for others.!

In short, by working on the raw materials of nature a man adds
something to ghem which is unquestionably his own, and thus
makes the finished product his personal property. It is also,

Locke thinks, this labour which creates the greater part of the
product’s value:

If we will rightly estimate things as they come to our use,
gnd cast up ghe several expenses about them—what in them
is purely owing to Nature and what to labour—we shall find

that in most of them ninety-nine hundredths are wholly to
be put on the account of labour.?

This was the principle which was accepted and developed by
the early nineteenth century economists, who saw in a system of

1 Of Civil Government (Everyman cdition), p. 130.
* jbid., p. 136.
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overnment interference and con-
ensuring that evearlsi'ﬁ man received
; The main qualification which
th er retur s labourl. -
thz)’pirxc;il:i'oduced x:lrf(;osiz }};om reflection on thet fac}:is }?f exchange
and from the obscrvation [hat.the pbrlC;!_S tao . t(I:1 goods are
actually cxchanged are determined DY dac [irs OOfer than the
labour which has contributed t© the pro lcllc 03' these addi-
tional factors the most obvious ar¢ denll]an dan monopoly. The
price at which something Café1 b;crl:l‘;;% a:; g g‘;yab; ogrrlg;t;{yu;}
creased both by an increasc nanc 4nc¢ oy
supply, but thc}:—c are advantages 10 q.lSUDgldllsh:lng that part of
the price due to the labour expended 1n pfrohucmg the article in
question. Adam Smith called this part © the price the natural
value, Macculloch called it the real cost, and Marx called it the
exchange value, although he recognized that it is not the value at

which goods usually exchange 11 cmsnnl,c\;d sogenes. .

In spite of his pretensions, however, Marx's economic theory
is not purcly scientific. A purely scientific economic theory would
attempt to discover how cconomic value is determined and in-
fluenced. And an examination of this sort would show that several
factors besides the amount of labour expended in producing a
manufactured article contribute to the determination of the price
at which it is exchanged. But Mars, like many other economists,
had a moral as well as a scientific object in view. He was anxious
to show not only how price is determined, but also how it ought
to be determined, and his view, briefly stated, is that goods ought
to be exchanged at their ‘exchange valuc’. For only if this is done
will the labourer receive a fair return for his labour, and each
labourer own the wealth to which his labour entitles him. He
may not, of coursc, retain the actual goods which his own work
has produced, but he should, if he exchanges them, obtain an
equivalent valuc of other goods in their place. In thus arguing
Marx is, of course, developing, in the light of the facts of ex-
change, the fundamental principle of Locke’s theory—that the
labourer creates value by working on his raw material, and that
he has a right to the possession of the value so created. Marx is
simply adding that, in a more advanced society where manu-
factured goods are cxchanged, the labourer who sells the product
of his labour should obtain in exchange something upon which
an equivalent quantity of labour has been expended.

Marxism,

private enterprise, free from fg
trol, the most cffective way ©



188 Introduction to Political Philosophv

The Labour Theory of Valuc is, therefore, in part scientfic
and in part moral. It is in part moral becausc it docs not mcrely
state how price is determined in existing socicty b.ut'alsc.) how it
would be determined in an ideal socicty; and this disunction rests
upon the moral assumption that certain conditions wquld be ideal
and that actual conditions may fall short of this idcal. Marx
believed that in ideal conditions a man would receive, in cxghange
for the product of his labour, somecthing on which an cquivalent
quantity of labour had becn expended. C o

The carly nineteenth century economists belicved that this fair

exchange of goods would be ensured by a system of laisser-faire,
i.c. a system of completely free enterprisc in which industry wpuld
be free from all forms of government restriction and private
monopoly. In such circumstances they believed that the dcrpaqd
for goods would have the result that every man would obtain in
return for the goods which he produced an equivalent value of
goods produced by others. Marx belicved that, on the contrary,
a system of free enterprisec would have just the opposite result.
And he thought that this would be duc to two distinct, but
related, factors, namely (i) the private ownership of capital (i.e.
the means of social production), and (ii) the practice of buying
and selling labour power for the creation of new capital. These
two factors, Marx thought, would lcad to a growing inequality
of wealth which would in turn lead to class war between the
bourgeoisic and the proletariat, whom Engels defined as follows
in a footnote to the Manifesto of the Communist Party:

By bourgcoisic is meant the class of modern capitalists,
owners of the means of social production and employers of
wage labour. By proletariat, the class of modern wage
labourers who, having no means of production of their

own, are reduced to selling their labour power in order
to live.

These definitions incidentally make it clear that by ‘capital’

arx denotes ‘the means of social production’, i.e. the material
equipment, such as land, factories, and machinery which are
necessary to produce goods for which there is a social demand.
He does not mean ‘property’ in the sense of personal possessions.
Indeed, he specifically denies that Communists desire to abolish
‘the right of personally acquiring property as the fruit of a man’s
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labour’.! It is not property in this sense which Marx wishes to
abolish but “capital, i.c. that kind of property which exploits wage
labour, and which cannot incrcase except upon conditions of
begetting a new supply of wage labour for fresh cxploitation’.?
Thus a man’s garden is not by itself capital, but it becomes
capital if he employs a gardener at a fixed wage to work it, and
sells the produce at a profit to himself.

Marx thinks that the existence of capital prevents the labourer
from securing the just reward for his labour because the owner
of the capital, merely in virtue of that ownership, receives some
of the value which the labourer has created. This is because
under the capitalist system labour has itself an exchange value
for the capitalist, who pays for it by wages, the level of these
wages being determined by the cost of the food, shelter, clothing,
ctc. which the labourer and his family require in order to live.

Now Marx contends that under the capitalist system the
labour-time necessary to provide the needs of the labourer may
be, and usually is, less than the time which the labourer has to
work in order to earn the wages with which to buy these neces-
sities. If this is so the labourer must be working for only part of
his day in producing the equivalent of his wages; during the
remainder he must be producing what Marx calls surplus value,
and this goes into his employer’s pocket. Surplus value may be
shortly defined as ‘the value produced by the labourer over and
above the cost of his keep’, and is roughly identical with what is
commonly called praﬁt. Such profit is, of course, usually shared
by a number of capitalists, such as bankers and landlords, in
addition to the owner or owners of the factory where the goods
are being manufactured. But in all cases it constitutes, in Marx’s
view, a return to people who do not actually contribute to the
work of producing the goods, which is the real process of creating
value.

From these considerations Marx concludes that the capitalist
and the labourer have opposite interests in industry. The capi-

talist’s intercst is to Increase his profit by reducing wages or
lengthening hours or intensifying the speed of work so that he
gets a better return for the wages which he pays. The labourer’s

! Manifesto of the Communist Party, p. 143 (Editon of 1948: Allen
and Unwin).
? ibid.
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interest, on the other hand, is to secure higher wages or reduced
hours or lower productivity, so that his wages produce less
surplus value. This opposition of interests will, Marx believes,
result sooner or later 1n a revolutionary attack by the proletariat
upon the capitalist class, followed by the scizure of their capital,
and the establishment of a proletarian dictatorship which ‘sweeps
away by force the old conditions of production’.!

But it is not, in Marx’s view, mercly the opposing interests of
capitalist and worker which make probable the transfer of power
to the prolctariat; the change is also determined by the fact that
the worker’s position becomes progressively worse owing to the
acquisitive and competitive character of the capitalist system.
Thus the capitalist keeps part of his profits to expand production
by the purchase of new machinery, and this is liablc to result in
over-production Icading to economic slumps and unemployment.
Agam, the competition between capitalists necessitates the cut-
ting of costs either by reducing wages or by intensive mechaniza-
tion or by the merging of several companics into combines. And
these latter measures are likely to crcate redundancy among the
workers. Thus Marx believes that the capitalist system, if not
controlled in the interest of the workers, will lcad to a progressive
worsenung of their condition which will provoke them to seize
power and organize the system of production in accordance with
their interests.

Itis here that the djalectical contradiction, which Marx believes
to be inherent in the capitalist system, becomes manifest. For it
15, according to Marx’s analysis, a system which prevents the
majority of its members—the prolectariat—from recciving the due
reward for their labours, and, once this becomes apparent to
{:)h?ilg,’ethey will, in Marx’s view, inevitably condemn what they

e to be the injustice of their situation, and take the neces-
sary SIEps to eradicate that injustice by placing capital, i.e. the
means of social production, under the control of their own repre-
sentatives. Thus the evolution and ultimate collapse of the
f:apltallSt System is determined, in part, by a moral reaction to
1ts €CONOMIC consequences, and cannot be accounted for wholly
in terms of economic factors, although the moral reaction is itself
duc to changed cconomic conditions.

This analysis shows why Marx does not mean by ‘dialectical

' Manifesto of the Communist Party, p. 153.
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materialism’ a system in which moral beliefs are the passive
reflection of economic facts. On the contrary, he means that
economic and moral factors interact so that, while the inequalities
of wealth caused by the operation of the capitalist system lead to
its moral condemnation, the latter in turn leads to the radical
transformation of that system. There is, however, no logical or
a prior: necessity in these interactions; their necessity is de facto
and empirical, and is of exactly the same kind as the necessity of
the gencralizations of the natural sciences. The laws of social
evolution are, in fact, themselves scientific generalizations,
although those who participate in that evolution may be able to
formulate these laws only in retrospect.

The Socialist Revolution

Marx was not wholly consistent in working out this theory.
He frequently implies, particularly in the Manifesto, that revo-
lution in the form of civil insurrection is bound to be the cul-
mination of the conflict between the bourgeoisie and the pro-
letariat, and that this will therefore sooner or later be the fate of
every capitalist community. But this conclusion does not follow
from his theory of dialectical materialism, for there is nothing in
that theory which implies that the conflict must be resolved in
the same way in every community. It may be true that, if the
capitalist class is uncompromising in defending its privileges
without regard to the interests of the proletariat, a violent revo-
lution is likely. But it is not obvious that economic justice cannot
be achieved by constitutional and peaceful means in a democratic
community if the capitalist class yields to the pressure exercised
by the proletariat through the ballot box. Marx himself seems to
recognize this when he writes:

The first step in the revolution by the working class is to
raise the proletariat to the position of ruling class to win the
battle of democracy.!

The proletariat will use 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; and to increase
the total of productive forces as rapidly as possible.2

1 jbid., p. 151. 2 jbid., p. 151~2.
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It is obvious that thesc aims have alrcady becn partly achieved
in Britain by a constitutionally clected Socialist Government, and
further steps in the same direction may well be taken in the future
if the majority of the electorate so desire. Indeed, it is interesting
to note the extent to which the specific objectives of Communist
policy as laid down in the Manifesto have alrcady been achieved
in Britain and other democratic countries, and the extent to
which they would now be endorsed cven by non-Socialist parties.
Marx listed thesc objectives as follows:!

I Abolition of property in land and application of all rents
of land to public purposcs.

2 A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

3 Abolition of all right of inheritance.

4 Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels,

5 Centralization of credit in the hands of the state, by means
of a national bank with state capital and an exclusive

monopoly.

Centralization of the means of communication and trans-

port in the hands of the state.

7 Extension of factories and instruments of production
owned by the state; the bringing into cultivation of waste
lands, qnd the improvement of the soil generally in accord-
ance with a common plan.

8 Equal obligation of all to work. Establishment of industrial
armies, especially for agriculture.

9 Combination of agriculture with manufacturing indus-
tries; gradual abolition of all the distinction between town
and country by a more equable distribution of the popu-
lation over the country.

10 Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition

of children’s factory labour in its present form. Combina-
tion of education with industrial production, etc.

However revolutionary these objectives may have appeared in
the middle of the nineteenth century, many of them have already
been achieved, in part at least, by the ordinary processes of
Parliamentary democracy. Indeed, the essence of the Marxist
revolution is not that it should be violent but that it should be
revolutionary—revolutionary in the change which it brings about

! ibid., p. 152 f.
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in the control of the mecans of social production. In capitalist
society these means arc owned by a privileged minority and
(Marx belicves) controlled to the disadvantage of the vast
majority. The primary object of the social revolution, which he
both desires and anticipates, is to place thc means of social pro-
duction under the control of the state, which he defines as the
‘proletariat organized as the ruling class’, with a view to ensuring
that they are uscd in the interest of the proletariat. He describes
the change-succinctly as follows:

In bourgeois socicty, living labour is but a means to in-
crease accumulated labour. In communist society, accumu-
lated labour is but a means to widen, to enrich, to promote
the existence of the labourer.!

In other words, Marx believes that in bourgeois society the
surplus valuc created by the labourer goes into the pockets of the
bourgeoisie, while in Communist socicty any value created by
the labourer beyond what is returned to him as wages will be
used, under the direction of society, to widen and enrich his life
in various ways. He believes that the injustices of the capitalist
system will be prevented only when the means of social produc-
tion and the distribution of wealth are controlled by the state
itself. And during the first stage of the revolution he means by
‘the state’ simply ‘the proletariat organized as the ruling class’.?
At this stage, therefore, all that the application of his theory in-
volves is the substitution of government by the organized pro-
letariat for government by the organized bourgeoisie.

The Classless Society

But the stage of proletarian dictatorship is only transitional,
and will, Marx believes, be followed by a classless society in
which ‘all production has been concentrated in the hands of a
vast association of the whole nation’.* When this happens ‘the
public power will lose its political character’.# Marx elaborates
this point in a passage which is worth quoting at length:

Political power, properly so called, is merely the organized
power of onc class for oppressing another. If the proletariat
during its contest with the bourgeoisic is compelled, by the

o

! ibid., p. 144. 2 ibid., p. 152. 3 ibid., p. 153. 4 loc. cit.
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force of circumstances, to organize itself as a class; if, by
means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling class, and,
as such, sweeps away by force the old conditions of produc-
tion, then it will, along with thesc conditions, have swept
away the conditions for the existence of class antagonisms
and of classes generally, and will thereby have abolished its
own supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois socicty, with its classes and
class antagonisms, we shall have an association in which the

free development of cach is the condition for the free de-
velopment of all.!

This final stage has sometimes been described as one of
‘anarchy’, meaning not a condition of lawlessness but one in
which a central government has become unnccessary. And some
of Marx’s followers undoubtedly understood it in this sense. But
it is dopbtful whether Marx himself thought that it would ever
be possible to dispense with a central government. On the con-
trary, the:re are passages in the Capital which strongly suggest
that in his opinion there will always be important functions for
a central government, even if it ultimately loscs its ‘political’

character. One of the most important of these functions he
describes as follows:

Only when production will be under the conscious and
prearranged control of society, will society establish a direct
relation between the quantity of social labour time employed

in _the production of definite articles and the demand of
society for them 2

Under the capitalist system there is, in Marx’s view, no such
r elanon§1:11p b<§t\_iveen labour and social demand since the economic
inequalities arising from the private ownership of capital, and the
lack of any central planning of the use of capital, alike contribute
to the perpetuation of an economic anarchy in which the idle
demands of the rich may command labour more easily than the
urgent needs of the poor simply because of the money which can
be made available to pay for them.

It seems clear, then, that Marx anticipates a continuing need

1 Joc. cit. * Capital, 111, tr by E. Unterman, p. 22I.
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for a central government to draw up a list of what would now be
called ‘social priorities’ and to ensure that the resources of the
community, both material and human, are cffectively utilized to
satisfy these needs. And he appears to believe that there will be
general agreement about these social priorities and the measures
necessary to satisfy them once the old conditions of production,
i.c. the capitalist system, have been destroyed. Once this has
happened ‘the public power will lose its political character’ and
a genuinely democratic basis for Communism will become
possible. Opposition to Communism depends, Marx thinks, upon
the continuance of the capitalist system, and will disappear as
soon as that system has been abolished by the dictatorship of the
proletariat. Indeed Marx believes that true democracy is im-
possible so long as capitalism survives, since capitalism is essen-
tially a system of exploitation and inequality. Democratic equality
will, he thinks, be achieved only when the economic organization
of the community is centrally planned and controlled.

In countries, such as Russia, where Communist governments
are already in control, this central planning and control of the
economy is a conspicuous feature, but it is associated with an
equally rigid control of speech and publication and political asso-
ciation which many would regard as a denial of the most funda-
mental of all democratic liberties. It seems probable that Marx
would have defended these restrictions on the ground that exist-
ing Communist states are still at the stage of dictatorship, and
that it would be premature to dispense with this form of govern-
ment until all vestiges of the capitalist system and the bourgeois
mentality have been eliminated, and all danger of attack by other
bourgeois countries has disappeared. When, but only when, these
conditions are satisfied, will there emerge the ‘association in
which the free development of each is the condition for the free
development of all’ and in which everyone freely accepts and
supports the ideal of planned production for the satisfaction of
social needs.

The Planned Soctety
If the emotional prejudices associated with the word ‘Com-
munism’ can be put aside, there is much in Marx’s theory which
is likely to attract those who recognize the inadequacy of laisser-
! Manifesto, p. 153.
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faire and the need for some central planning of production for
satisfying the needs of the individual in an cquitable manner. And
they are likely to attach most weight not to Marx’s theory of
surplus value—which is generally recognized by cconomists to be
based on an inadequatc analysis of valuc—but to his theory that
production is a co-operative proccss, that value is determined not
only by the labour of those who work on the raw materials of
nature but also by the cxtent to which the finished product
satisfies the demand of the consumer, and that value is therefore
partly determined by social relationships and is not an intrinsic
quality of a2 manufactured article. And if these principles are truc
of a complex industrial community it follows that the Labour
Theory. of Value is inadequate to determine the just rewards of
labour in such a community. In the simple socicty contemplated
by Locke, where men supplicd their own needs by working on
the raw materials of nature, it appcared reasonable to say that a
man had a right to the product of his labour; but in a complex
industrial community, where several people generally co-opcrate
in the production of manufactured goods, and manufacture them
for the use of others, this simple definition of a just reward is
quite liladequate, and a definition in terms of the social value of
a man’s labour must be substituted. But there is, of course,
p}enty O_f room for disagreement about what is socially valuable,
since this conception cannot be defined in terms of individual
desire, but only in terms of some general conception of how
society ought to be constituted.

But who is to say how socicty ought to be constituted? And
who 15 10 specify the manner in which the free play of economic
forces 1s 1o be restricted? The great theoretical attraction of the
individualist theory of laisser-faire is that it does not raise these
difficult and controversial questions but defines a thing’s value in
terms of what people will pay for it, and a worker’s value in terms
of what he can earn in a free and uncontrolled economy. Yet
there 1S Unanimous, or almost unanimous, agreement that some
departure from laisser-faire is necessary in a modern industrial
society, and this departure is justified on one or other of two
grounds.

In the first place, it may be justified on the utilitarian ground
that the majority of people will get more of what they want in a
controlled than in a free economy. This is in principle the same
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argument as Hobbes used to justify government gencrally—that
the individual will, in gencral and in the long run, realize more
of his desires under government than without government. It is
Just an application of Hobbes’s argument to the specifically
€conomic field for the purpose of justifying a measure of economic
government.

Secondly, control of the economy may be justified on the moral
8round that a frec cconomy has conscquences, e.g. great dis-
Parities of wealth, which are morally evil.

Marx makes no attempt to base his argument on utilitarian
grounds, and it is the second principle which is the real ground
for his condemnation of the capitalist system and of his plea for
the substitution of a system in which ‘the labour power of all the

fferent individuals is consciously applied as one single social
labour power’.! Without the assumption that economic inequality
1s morally bad Marx would have no ground for condemning the
capitalist system as morally bad. And without moral assumptions
about the sort of society which ought to be fashioned by the
‘single social labour power’ he would obviously have no moral
ground for justifying the mcasures necessary to realize such a
social order.

The Moral Assumptions of Marxism

Thus moral assumptions are essential to Marx’s theory on both
its critical and constructive sides, yet as a materialist philosopher
and a social scientist he cannot consistently make such assump-
tions. In making them he is himself becoming part of the material
process which he is claiming to describe, and he is failing to dis-
tinguish between the process and its description. His task, as a
social scientist, is to analyse and describe the process of social
evolution and to formulate the laws in accordance with which
that evolution appears to proceed; and the resulting descrip-
tion of the way in which society does evolve can never, by
itself, be a valid basis for the inference that society ought to
evolve in that way, and that people ought to promote that type
of evolution.

The fact is that Marx, like Hegel, failed to adhere consistently
to his own theory. Marx, as it has been said, was not a Marxist.
He did not recognize that his own theories were subject to the

' Capital, 1, p. 50. Quoted by Lord Lindsay in Kar! Marx’s Capital.
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relativity to which, on his materialist premises, all cmpirical
generalizations are necessarily subject. He did not realize that his
condemnation of the capitalist system was, on his own materialist
premises, determincd by the special features of that system
during his lifetime. And, like many subsequent social scientists,
he failed to recognize that, once idcalism has been abandoned,
there can be no rational way of justifying the ultimate ends of
action. All that science can show is how certain cnds can, in
practice, be most quickly and efficiently attained; it cannot show
that these ends, whether desired or not, ought to be desired; for
science is exclusively interested in what is, not in what ought to
be. It can show men how to do things, but not why they ought
to do them.

Thus if Marx had remained true to his materialist outlook he
would not have written as though there were a moral obligation
to promote the realization of a Communist society.! He would
h.ave been content to predict the probability of such a culmina-
uon, and, if he personally desired it, he might have utilized his
scientific analysis to draw men’s attention to the features of exist-
Ing society which he believed would inspire them to revolutionize
1ts character. And this, in effect, is what he actually did. His
€conomic analysis of the capitalist system underestimates the
mmportance of several factors, such as monopoly and demand,
which affect price, and places primary emphasis on the factor of
surplus value, and on the contention that in a capitalist society
the worker is deprived of the just reward for his cfforts. And there
1s no doubt that this emphasis has exercised an immense influence
In_politics which has extended far beyond the boundaries of
official Communism. Indeed, much of Marx’s analysis has
become implicit in the outlook of liberal democracies. For
example, the need for government control of the capitalist system
in the interest of wage-earners has been gencrally accepted, and
this has been largely due to the political pressurc cxercised by
the wage-carners themselves in the belief that they have not been
receiving a fair rerurn for their labour.

1 As Lord Lindsay has said: ‘In spite of Marx’s disclaimer of morality,
no one can read Capital without being aware of the vehemence of moral
passion which inspires it. His description of capitalism is full of moral

indignation. His fundamental inspiration is a passion for justice.’ (Kar!
Marx’s Capital, p. 114.)
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The Logical Basis of Marxism

If the moralizing and propaganda in Marx’s writings are dis-
counted as inconsistent with his primary thesis, two distinct but
interconnected questions must be considered: (i) Is Marx justified
in his materialist assumption that the only possible knowledge
about the real world, and the only possible ground for rational
action in the real world, is scientific knowledge? (ii) If the pre-
ceding question is answered in the affirmative, does Marx provide
a reasonably accurate and adequate scientific theory of social
evolution?

The first of these questions is, of course, the fundamental
question of all philosophy—that of the nature and scope of human
knowledge. And the answer to it closely depends on the answer to
the second, for if Marx’s scientific theory of social evolution
appears to say all that can be said about human society with any
pretence to objcctive truth, that will by itself be a weighty
consideration in support of his materialist assumption that ‘man’s
ideas, views, and conceptions, in one word, man’s consciousness,
changes with cvery change in the conditions of his material
existence, in his social relations and in his social life’,! and that
moral and philosophical thcories, far from having objective
significance and providing rational guidance, are merely the
causal by-products of an irrational process.

Marx himself does not appear to have appreciated these
implications of a materialist philosophy. To him the ideal of
human equality is obviously not just one possible ideal but the
right ideal, to which all the strivings of mankind ought to be
directed. And systems, such as the capitalist system, which
prevent the attainment of equality ought, in his view, to be
ruthlessly destroyed. Yet the fact that Marx and the vast majority
of human beings recoil from the moral nihilism which a materialist
philosophy nccessarily involves docs not by itself imply that
rational belief about the real world can be attained by other
methods than those of science. And the continuing difficulty of
reaching any general agreement on the large issues of morality
and metaphysics is by itself a standing challenge to all who reject
the materialist view of the subjective nature of these controversies.

In considering the narrower question of the adequacy of Marx’s

Y Manifesto of the Communist Party, p. 150.
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cconomic theory, a distinction must bc drawn between the
validity and the influence of his principles. There can be no doubt
that their influence has been immense. The theory that the
capitalist system necessarily involves the cxploitation of the real
producers of value and the denial to them of an cquitable return
for the value which they producc has been onc of the primary
inspirations of Communist and Socialist movements cverywhere.
But it is a distinct question whether these movements and their
consequences have in practice confirmed Marx’s predictions
regarding the overthrow of the capitalist statc and the ultimate
evolution of a Communist socicty. If his predictions are under-
stood to imply that every capitalist socicty will sooner or later
suffer a violent revolution culminating in a proletarian dictator-
ship, they cannot be said to have been so far fulfilled except in
Russia, China and some of the smaller states. But if the
essence of Marx’s theory is held to be that class distinctions,
based upon economic incquality, will gradually disappear and all
production be ‘concentrated in the hands of a vast association of
the whole nation’,! there is considerable evidence that a general
movement of this character is taking place—admittedly in
different ways—in the various capitalist societics. For the
extreme disparities of wealth which formerly existed are, in
general, being progressively reduced by taxation, and business
enterprise is being gradually brought under stricter control by
government. While Marx appears to have thought that such
changes could be brought about only by a bloody revolution, it
1s consistent with his own materialist principles to say that this
was a reasonable expectation in the light of the cconomic and
political situation in Britain in the middle of the nineteenth
century, but that in the light of subsequent developments—and
particularly the record of concessions obtained from capitalists
through parliamentary procedure—it is no longer reasonable to
predict that violence would be necessary to achieve the Com-
munist State. In other words, different material conditions may
cause the bourgeoisie of different countrics to react in different
ways to the pressure of the proletariat, so that, while in some
countries r¢voluuonary action may be necessary to bring about
the centralized control of industry, in others political pressure
may be fully adequate.

1 ibid., p. 153.
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If Marx’s ‘revolution’ is interpreted in this wider sense it
cannot be denied that the history of modern democracies provides
considerable evidence of the tendency for private enterprise to
be replaced by public control. In Britain, for example, the coal,
gas and electricity industries, and a considerable section of the
inland transport industry, have, since 1945, been placed in the
ownership and under the control of the ‘state’. Whether Marx
would have regarded the Boards, Commissions and Authorities
which have been appointed to control these industries as satis-
factory for the purpose in view may well be doubted, but at least
the thcoretical object of nationalizing industries appears to be
fundamentally the same as that of the revolution which Marx
cxhorted the ‘workers of the world’ to carry out, namely the
planned control of industry for the purpose of ensuring that the
economic resources of the community are fully exploited and
effectively utilized for satisfying, on an equitable basis, the real
needs of the people.

Communism and Socialism

There is, however, an important difference between the two
principal methods of achieving a planned society which proves,
on analysis, to be the main factor distinguishing Communism
from Socialism. The difference is that in a Socialist society the
social ideals to which thc central planning is directed are subject
to the criticism and endorsement of a free electorate. In a Com-
munist society, on the other hand, freedom of thought and
association is denied and adverse criticism of the policy of the
central government is condemned and punished. In such circum-
stances therc can be no assurance that the aims of the government
have a democratic foundation, and the claim that they represent
the true ‘will of the pcople’ is pure presumption and is exposed
to all the objections which can be made to an Organic Theory of
the State. To a democrat, indecd, the claim of a government to
represent the ‘will of the people’ must appear wholly unjustified
in the absence of democratic machinery through which that will
can be freely expressed. The fact is that Socialism—or at least
the present British variety—seeks to reconcile the fundamental
ideals of Marx with the democratic machinery based upon the
individualist assumptions of the utilitarian tradition. In other
words, it is attempting to create a society based upon social

14
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justice and the satisfaction of needs, while leaving to the people’s
judgment the ultimate decision whether, and how far, such a
policy is to be carried out. The Communist believes that the
free judgment of the people cannot be trusted to cndorse such
ideals until they have been realized—that until they have been
realized those who benefit from economic incquality and privilege
will oppose these ideals, and may oppose them with a substan-
tial measure of success. But to this criticism the Socialist may
well reply that this is a smaller risk than the risk of sacrificing

democracy for ever by denying the basic liberties of thought and
political association.

Marxism, Communism and Socialism

The three terms ‘Marxism’, ‘Communism’ and ‘Socialism’
have different meanings and are often confused. Marxism is a
theory, partly philosophical but primarily scicntific. It makes a
general philosophical assumption, and thereafter proceeds to
formulate the scientific, i.c. cmpirical, laws to which social
evolution appears to conform. The philosophical assumption of
Ma'rx:sm is the assumption that the universe is a process of
which the only possible knowledge is cmpirical or scientific
knowledge. Apart from this fundamental proposition—which is
treated as an analytic proposition—Marxism consists of a series
9f scientific propositions, of which the most important is that
man’s ideas, views and conceptions, in one word, man’s con-
sciousness, changes with every change in the conditions of his
material existence, in his social relations and in his social life or,
more briefly, that ‘intellectual production changes its character
in proportion as material production is changed’.? These arc
empirical generalizations, for which Marx claims no a priori
certainty. He simply claims that dispassionate observation con-
firms their truth, and that the way to understand men’s ideas,
i.e. their beliefs (particularly on political, moral and religious
questions), is not to seck for some a priori necessity which they
do not possess but to discover, by scientific enquiry, their
empirical relationship to the material environment of those who
profess them. And he believes that observation shows that these
relationships are of a constant character, so that laws may be

formulated specifying the sort of ideas which will result from a

1 jbid., p. 150. 2 loc. cit.
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given type of material environment. There is, according to Marx,
no other sense in which these beliefs can be ‘understood’.

Marxism may therefore be briefly defined as the theory that
(a) the only possible knowledge about the universe is empirical
knowledge, and (b) scientific investigation shows that the evolu-
tion of society is determined by the interaction between men’s
material conditions and their ideas in accordance with certain
empirical laws which may be discovered by scientific investigation.

While Marxism is thus a philosophical and scientific theory
about the nature of social evolution, ‘Communism’ and ‘Social-
ism’ are words which are usually employed to designate certain
political policies, i.e. programmes of action devised in order to
achieve certain ends. The relationship between these policies
and Marxism is that they aim, in varying degrees, at achieving
the ends which Marxism is believed to justify. The difference, in
so far as there is a difference, between Communists and Socialists
is that Socialists accept the principle of achieving their ends
through the machinery of a free democracy while Communists
accept this only in so far as it is inevitable, and are ready to resort
to unconstitutional means to attain their ends when such methods
appear likely to be more successful. But both policies are mainly
shaped by the Marxist ideal of changing existing society into one
in which ‘the labour power of all the individuals is consciously
applied as one single social labour power’,! i.e. in which the means
of social production are placed under central control with a view
to ensuring that these means are used for the maximum satisfac-
tion of what are assumed to be the ‘social needs’ of the community.
Both policies are directly opposed to the policy of free enterprise
or laisser-faire, which they believe is bound to cause injustice
and poverty.

But although these secem to be the ends of both Socialism and
Communism, there is no ground for the belief that Marxism
justifies these ends in a moral sense, i.e. shows that they ought to
be pursued. All that Marxism as a scientific theory can say is that
men do, or will, or must seek these ends because of the motives
which determine their action. But to say that is quite different
from saying that men ought to pursue such ends. A scientific
proposition can never be the sole ground for a moral proposition,
and according to Marxism moral propositions are in any case

1 Capital, 1, p. 50.
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simply empirical propositions describing the recactions of men to
their environment. They do not therefore provide a justification,
but only an explanation, of men’s actions. They show—in a purely
empirical sense—why men do act in a certain way; for on an
empirical theory the word ought must be defined in terms of
empirical concepts, i.e. propositions containing the word ‘ought’
must be expressed in terms of propositions which are empirically
verifiable.

Thus if Communism is based on certain moral ideals these
ideals must be found elsewhere than in Marxism. The real
relationship between Communism and Marxism scems, indeed,
to be that Communists assume that there is a moral obligation to
promote the ends towards which Marxism asserts that society is
1n any case advancing. But Marxism itself provides no justification
for this assumption.

Socialists, as already observed, aim at the same general ideals
as Communists, but accept the necessity of achieving thosc ideals
through the_ machinery of a free democracy. In other words, they
accept the individualist and utilitarian theory that the object of
government is to promote the good of the individual, and that the
individual is the best judge of what his good is. And they assume,
by implication, that at least the majority of individuals in any
society will, sooner or later, come to support freely the Socialist
ideal of a planned society. Communists reject this assumption on
the ground that until the ideals of Communism have been achieved
the judgment of individuals will be perverted by the economic

inequalities which sy ess
ideals will therefore b;r?;ggdgcll?m’ and progiess towards these

The Influence of Marxism

It is clear from the foregoing discussion that the practical
mﬁ.uell'lc? Ofingrx’s theory has gbccn the exact opposig: of its
logica ﬁlml? cations. His ‘materialist philosophy and scientific
genera zauoxis _Should have ecncouraged the dispassionate
scientific analysis of practical problems and the rejection of all
dogmatic claims that certain ideals are objectively right and that
others are objectively wrong. But the practical influence of
Marxism has been very different, Far from encouraging the
dispassionate scientific a

disps ; NC analysis of practical problems, it has
inspired the violent condemnation of certain features of existing
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society and a fanatical determination to destroy these features
and replace them by a new order. These two opposing tendencies
are not least in evidence in Marx’s own writings, where the clear
enunciation of the materialist principle is followed by violent
condemnation of the capitalist system. The truth is that in
advocating the scientific study of society Marx forgot that his
own emotional reactions to industrial conditions in the middle
of the nineteenth century had no logical connection with his
science, apart from being yet another illustration of the causal
relationship between material conditions and human con-
sciousness.



CHAPTER XIV
Political Philosoply in Contemporary Politics

T IS obvious that in a country with a democratic constitution
Ithc differences of principle which divide political parties may

be greatly diminished in practice by the dcmocratic sanction
which necessarily controls the application of thosc principles.
Neither the parties of the Right nor of the Left can, as a rule,
hope to apply their jdeal policics without some modification and
compromisc in deference to public opinion. The Party of the
Right usually has to move towards the Left and the Party of the
Left usually has to move towards the Right when transforming
ideals into practjca] policies. Such compromises are necessary
because a democratic constitution as such can hope to survive
only if the government in power avoids measures which appear
radically unjust to those who oppose its policy and abstains from
action which would be strongly resisted by a large section of the
electorate. Thus a fundamental distinction must be drawn be-
tween the philosophics of, say, Conscrvatism and Socialism on
the one hand and the extent to which these philosophies have
been applied when Conservatives and Socialists respectively
have been in power in the British Parliament.

Rationalism and Empiricism in Politics

A further distinction of grcat importance must be drawn
before the place of political philosophy in contemporary politics
can be accurately defined. For the reasons sct forth in Chapter I,
the fundamental distinction in political philosophy is necessarily
between rationalist and empiricist theories, and that must be the
division of truly philosophical significance behind the con-
troversics of the present time. It is, of course, necessary to bear
in mind the popular conception of a political philosophy as a
series of moral assumptions or hypotheses justifying certain

206
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political policies and ideals. But that conception, as already
shown, ignores the fundamental philosophical issue whether these
moral assumptions can be rationally justified, or are simply
empirical hypotheses which can provide only a hypothett
justification of a political creed. .
Both because the theoretical difference between Conservatistm
and Socialism is obscured in practice by the force of public
opinion, and because there are varying shades of opinion even
among the official leaders of the Conservative and Socialist
Parties, it is difficult to define their differences in terms of one
or other of the fundamental philosophical alternatives just
noted. But it is clear from the discussion in Chapter X that
Conservatism is, in general, based upon empirical arguments O
the sort put forward by Hume and Burke and that the difficulty
of defining Conservative principles in precise and um'versgll
terms arises from the fact that these principles tend to vary 10
accordance with changing circumstances. The only principle
sufficiently general to apply to all forms of practical Conservatism
seems to be that of Utilitarianism. Conservative policy in all its
manifestations does appear to be directed to the promotion of the
greatest happiness of the greatest number and to vary in accord-
ance with what seems, at a given time, to be the most effective
way of achicving that utilitarian ideal.! Socialist policy, on the
other hand, has always tended to assume a more rigid and
doctrinaire character by insisting on the universal and un-
conditional validity of certain principles, such as social equality,
or the state control of major industries and services. It is, for
example, obvious that the Socialist Governments in Britain
since the end of the second world war have tended to hold
that such principles are inherently right and justifiable, and to
regard as a secondary consideration whether, in fact, their

1 Cf. R. A. Butler: ‘We regard the State as a trustee for the interests
of the community and a balancing force between different interests.’
(Fugzgamcntal Issues, p. 7. Published by the Conservative Political Centre,
1946.

Cf. also Quintin Hogg (now Lord Hailsham): “The whole essence of
the type of democracy in which they [Conservatives] put their trust is
that the public good is attained by the interplay of rival forces, of which
they recognize themselves to be but one. The whole basis of modern
Conservatism is the recjection of the absolutist claims of the modern
Socialist state.’ (The Case for Conservatism, p. 13. Penguin Books, 1947.)
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application will increase the happiness of all. Such an attitude
clearly implies the validity of a rationalist morality and cannot
be justified on empiricist assumptions.

Socialism and Communism

A rationalist philosophy has, of course, frequently been cited
as the justification of a totalitarian government in which the
right to criticize the moral principles implied by its policy is
denied. That the British Socialist Party, despite the rationalist
implications of its principles, has been able to take its place in
the traditional two-party system of the British constitution, and
has found it possible to work within the framework of Parliament-
ary democracy, is explained by the influence of the individualist
and democratic tradition of political thought in Britain. While
Socialists have, as a rule, no doubt about the moral rightness of
the principles which they advocate, one of these principles is the
principle of democratic conscnt, and they would thercfore regard
it as morally wrong to compcl acceptance of other principles,
such as the state control of industry, without the sanction of the
electorate. On the other hand, just because they believe that these
principles are the expression of objective and universal moral
laws, they arc confident that their truth will gradually become
apparent to the great majority of people.

Thus Socialism of the type at present supported in British
politics differs from Communism in its acceptance of democratic
and Parliamentary methods for realising the aims laid down in
the Communist Manifesto. Marx thought that these aims could
be achieved only by revolutionary action and a dictatorship
of the proletariat. While one variety of Socialism called Syndi-
calism, which has attracted considerablc support on the Continent,
resembles Communism in its policy of placing industry under
the control of trade unions (which, in practice, if not in theory,
comes very ncar to the dictatorship of the prolctariat), Socialist
parties have in general sought to achieve their aims through
Parliamentary democracy. The Communist party has, of course,
also been ready to avail itself of democratic machinery, but only
so long as it has been too weak to use more forceful measures.
Thus the fundamental difference between Socialists and Com-
munists is that Socialists believe that a Communist society, or
at least the greater part of it, can be achieved without the sacrifice
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of political democracy,! while Communists belicve that this is
quite impossible.

Another suggested difference between Socialists and Com-
munists is that Socialists regard the statc ownership and control
of the means of production, distribution and exchange as a
permanent feature of a just society, whereas Communists
consider that the state ownership and control of industry is only
a passing phase which is essential for the political re-education
of the individual, and that when this task has been accomplished
the state as a central organization will ‘wither away’ and give
place, in Marx’s own words, to ‘an association in which the free
development of cach is the condition for the free development of
all’.2

What exactly Marx meant by this ‘withering away’ of the state has
been the subject of much controversy. The key to Marx’s meaning
probably lies in his statement that ‘political power, properly
so called, is merely the organized power of onc class for oppressing
another’. For the state is a political organization, and the need
for it will therefore disappear when, following the elimination of
class distinctions, political power no longer serves a purpose.
This does not, however, mean that there will be no need for
some central organization of the processes of production. It
simply means that this organization will no longer serve a political
purpose but will, instead, be a purely administrative arrangement
for achieving the truc will of every member of the classless
society. Thus the ‘withering away’ of the state does not mean the
disappearance of all central organization but only the elimination
of the political forces by which that organization is directed in
the capitalist state, and in consequence of which it fails to achieve
a proper relation between ‘the quantity of social labour time
employed in the production of definite articles and the demand
of society for them’.® In Marx’s view Socialists must for this
reason fail to achieve true social justice so long as they work within
a system of Parliamentary democracy, for he believes that such
a system is bound to perpetuate classes and class distinctions.

! j.e. democracy in the ‘liberal’ sense. Communists regard ‘liberal’
democracy as a travesty of true democracy, for the reasons given in
Chapter XIII.

2 Manifesto of the Communist Party, p. 153.

3 Capital, Book III, p. 221.
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Thus the refusal of democratic Socialists to adopt the means
which Marx prescribes will, in his view, prevent them from
achieving the ends which they profess to scck.

In Britain, the attempt to achieve Socialism without the
sacrifice of political liberty is natural in view of the traditional
individualism of the British outlook and the cxtent to which this
has been given theoretical expression by political philosophers
suph as Hobbes, Locke, Hume, Bentham and Mill. Each of these
thinkers argued that the purpose of the statc is to promote and
protect the rights or interests of the individual, and they assumed
Fhag there is no justification for discriminating between one
individual and another. Bentham, in particular, held that the
maximum happiness of cach must constitutc the maximum
happmqss of all, and argued that this must be the ultimate object
of a rational politics. And when the application of the economic
principle of laisser-faire resulted in gross incqualities of wealth

and happiness, the Benthamite ideal was redefined in Socialist
terms as ‘social equality’ and “fair shares for all’.
The general form taken by British Socialism is, in short, the
result of the individualist’s emphasis on the happiness of the
individual and the Marxist claim that an uncontrolled economy
prevents the attainment of that happiness. Socialists adhere to
the individualist ideal while accepting much of the Marxist
prescription for the attainment of that ideal. Communists differ
in holding that the maximising of individual happiness can be
achieved only by the temporary sacrifice of individual liberty in
the political sphere—i.c. the liberties of frgc spccch,. a fre.e press
and free political association. And this difference 1s ultimately
an expression of the Marxist theory that a society 1S an orgamsm,
and that individuals may misconstrue the real interests of society
as a whole. Communist policy thercfore assumes, by 1mp1§cauon,
an Organic Theory of the State, and cannot be .cox}sgstent.]y
supported by those who reject that theory. For the individualist
the Marxist ideal of social equality must stand or fall by the
judgment passed on it by the individual members of a com-
munity, and if it is supported it will be supported either
because it is believed to be a moral ideal or simply because
it is desired.

If we discount the Communist theory of an ultimate anarchy,

which has so far shown no sign of emerging in actual Communust
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states, the essential difference between Socialist and Communist
Parties lies not in their objectives but in the methods by which
they seek to attain these objectives and the reasons by. which they
seek to justify them. For both the primary objective may be
briefly defined as ‘social equality’, i.e. the removal, or at least
the drastic reduction, of the inequalitics arising from inherited
wealth and private ownership of the means of _production,
distribution and exchange.! But while democratic Socialists
believe that this objective will ultimately be supported by the
vast majority of pcople on grounds cither of interest or morality,
Communists believe that its attainment will be cffectively pre-
vented so long as those who benefit from social inequality are
free to exercise their political and cconomic powers in defence of
the cxisting system. Hc;ncc, Communists argue, the ‘socially
privileged must be c!cp;wcd of thcsc.po.wcrs by' force if social
inequality is to be ehrmpatqd. And this, in practice, means that
freedom of speech, publication and political association must be
withdrawn until the social revolution has been accomplished and
the ‘bourgeois mentality’ effectively destroyed.

Conservatism and Soctalism in Britain

The common foundation underlying the diffcrences of Policy
between the major partics now operating in British politics can
be illustrated by reference to the respective attitudes of the
Conservative and Labour Partics to the major issues of contem-
porary politics. Both accept the principle of the ‘Welfare State’
even if Conservatives belicve that it could and should be run
more cconomically. Both agree that it is necessary to contro}
industry, even if Socialists believe in carrying such control cop,.
siderably further than Conscrvatives. Both accept the desirabjy;
of some redistribution of wealth, although they may take differeny
views of the extent to which, and the way in which, thjg redis-
tribution should be carricd out. Both support the United Natiopng
Organization and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization fo the
purpose of preventing war, and accept the consequent °bligation
to create and maintain an agreced level of armed strength, Ip, short
the differences between the policies of the Conservatiye an ci

1 Cf. Manifesto of the Communist Party, p. 143: “The tpsgory of
munists may be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of
property [i.c. capital].’

Com-
Privage
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Labour Parties in Britain are differences of degree rather than
of kind in the proposals advanced for the abolition of privilege and
the promotion of equality.

Similar differences existed between the Conservative and
Liberal Partics before the Labour Party took its place as onc of
the two major parties in 1922. It is truc that Liberals—as their
name indeed indicates—tended to regard Mill’s cssay On Liberty
as the classic expression of their individualist philosophy, and
their long and uncompromising support of the cconomic prin-
ciple of Free Trade was a notable illustration of this attitude:
but in the sphere of social reform the Liberal Government whicﬁ
held office between 1906 and the outbreak of the first world war
carried through many measures of a ‘collectivist’ character which
involved interference with the liberty of some individuals in the
interest of others. On the other hand, while Conscrvatives have
on the whole, been less disposed to profess specific principles’
they were the first to accept and introduce the principle of‘
Government control of industrial conditions in the interest of
the workers,! and in their advocacy of tariff reform they also
rejected the principle of laisser-faire.

For the reasons mentioned carlier in this chapter, these differ-
ences of practical policy arc not necessarily identical with the
differences of theoretical principle professed by the parties in

uestion. The theoretical differences may in practice be sub-
stantially qualified, and thus obscured, by considerations of ex-
ediency. It is therefore necessary to look beneath the superficia
differences of party policy if the more fundamental differences of
hilosophical principle are to be accuratcly defined. And at this
Jevel there is a fundamental difference underlying the policies of
the Conscrvz_ativc and Socialist Parties of contemporary Britain,
The impossibility of defining Conscrvative policy in precise
terms, and, still more, in terms that do not change from time to
time, shows that it must ultimately bc justified by an Empiricist
Theory of’ Morality. It is not consistent with the ‘eternal and
; mutable’ principles of the 'rationa]ist.- The moral ends of
p olitics are;. for the Conservative, determined by the gencrally
revailing view of what those ends should be, and the generally
p cvailing VIeW 15 rccogm_zed to be subject to modification and
de yelopment under changing circumstances. Such was the view

! In the Factory Acts.
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of both Hume and Burke, and its illustration in the history of the
Conservative Party is obvious.
It is cqually obvious that thc theorctical ideals of British
Socialism are based upon the assumption that moral principles
are a priori. The nationalization of essential industrics and ser-
vices, the redistribution of wealth, and the abolition of privilege
are advocated not on the ground that they are generally desired
but on the ground that they are intrinsically good, and because,
even if they involve some sacrifice of happiness, good ends ought
to be pursued. A just socicty is, to the Socialist, more important
than a prosperous or a happy onc—if it cannot be both at the
same time.! The nationalization of essential industries and ser-
vices is advocated not primarily because nationalization is counted
on to improve cfficiency or to reduce prices or to result in some
other material benefit but because it is held to be morally wrong
that cssential industrics and services should be under private
contro] and thus possible sources of private profit. No doubt the
Socialist believes that the just society will, on the whole and in
the end, also be the happiest, but if this were not so he would
say that it was more important to make society just than to make
it happy.

Whilc Socialism—at least of the British variety—thus differs
from Communism in basing its policy upon moral principles,
these principles have, as already observed, been largely borrowed
from the Manifesto of the Communist Party. The general ideal of
‘social cquality’ is a Marxist ideal, and Socialists have accepted
it as a moral ideal, although it cannot be so regarded by a con-
sistent Marxist. Yet although Marx was in theory a materialist,
he defended the ideal of social equality with all the fervour of a
moralist, and much of what he advocated has, as shown in
Chapter XIII, been readily incorporated in the creed of modern
Socialism.

Thus the difference between the Conscrvative and Socialist
Partics in modern Britain corresponds to the philosophical
difference between the Empiricist and Rationalist Theories of

! Cf. Douglas Jay, The Socialist Case (1947), p. 28 : ‘The State choosing
collectively between the welfare of different sets of people must employ
some other criterion than a calculus of desires or happiness. And the
only possible criterion available for the collective choice is the direct
judgment that this or that state of socicty, as a whole, is the better.’
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Morality. Conservatism is in principle a more flexible, vari_at}lc
and adaptable political creed. Socialism is inclined to be rigids
uncompromising, and authoritarian. But these tendencics are
greatly obscured in practice by the necessity imposed on bo
parties of working within the framework of parliamentary
democracy.

Democratic and Authoritarian Types of Government

It is in communitics where the machinery of pgrligmcntafy
democracy does not operate that the political implications of 2
Rationalist Theory of Morality are most clearly manifest, for
these implications arc not then obscured or modified by con-
sidcrations of cxpediency or compromisc. qumg thc; p'rcsen;_
century these conditions for the uncompromising apphcanon Y
a rationalist morality have been provided by two opposing systems
of government—Fascism and Communism. Although in some
ways sharply opposed, these systems both exemplify the authori-
tarian principle of government and thus stand in sharp opposiuon
to all forms of democracy. And although Marxism, as a materialist
philosophy, cannot consistently admit the possibility of a priort
moral principles, Communists in practice accord to their ideals
the unquestioning and uncritical respect due to moral principles
of unconditional validity.

The difference between democratic and authoritarian govern-
ment can be defined in different ways. It is the difference between
government by consent and government by authority; between
utilitarian and moral government; between the conception of the
state as a useful mechanism and the conception of it as an end in
itself; between acceptance of the individual’s will and judgment
as the ultimate directive of action and acceptance of the ‘general
will’ of the statc as the definition of the ‘real’ will of the individual.
And in practice tpe difference is that between a state in whic:'h
the ultimate sanction for.govemrnent is recogm’;ed 0 be the vqlll
of the majority and that in which a minority of individuals claim
the right to govern the majority and succeed in getting the
majority to admit that claim, -

The philosophical basis of authoritarian government is the
Organic Theory of the Sta}c (or of Society), with its Implication
that there is a ‘general will’ defining the moral standard to which
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individuals ought to conform. Even the Marxist adaptation of
the Organic Theory preserves this essential principle by asserting
that the forces which determine social evolution represent the
interests of classes and that the interests of classes define the true
interests of individual members of these classes, even if indi-
viduals sometimes take a different view of what their interest is.
According to all such theorics, the claim of the few to exercise
authority over the many rests upon the fact that the individual
human being is an organic constituent of a more comprehensive
social unit (whether a state or a class), and that neither his real
desires nor his real dutics can be determined cxcept in terms of
his place and function in that more comprehensive unit. More-
over, it is held that the correct determination of that place and
function must be entrusted to experts, since the individual as
such may misunderstand what his ‘real’ desires or dutics are.
But to supporters of an individualist philosophy the insuperable
objection to a theory of this sort is the impossibility of deter-
mining, except in a purely arbitrary way, who the alleged experts
are, and therefore what the true interest and duty of any given
individual is. In the subordinate function of selecting the most
effective means for the realization of specified ends, the democrat
readily admits the place of experts; but he insists that their
function is essentally advisory, and that, when their advice has
been given, one individual has as much right as another to decide
what is to be done, although, to avoid deadlock, the view of the
majority is accepted. This view follows logically from the Em-
piricist Theory of Morality.

The Authoritarian Theory of Government is at present illus-
trated almost exclusively by Communist states. Before the second
world war it was also illustrated by the Fascist Governments of
Germany and Italy; and some features of Fascism are still found
in Spain and other countries. The Marxist holds that, whatever
the superficial resemblance between Communist and Fascist
states, the political philosophies upon which they are based are
fundamentally different in that the authoritarian features of a
Communist dictatorship are only means—though necessary
means—to the achievement of true democracy, whereas the
authoritarian features of a Fascist state are necessary and per-
manent elements in a system where the state is revered as the
highest expression of the human spirit, and thus the essential
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foundation of the good society.! The Fascist state is_therefore
generally admitted to exemplify the authoritarian principle of_
government, while Communists claim that the dictatorship o
the proletariat is a transitional stagc 11l the cyolungq_of socicty.
But to supporters of democracy this theoretical distinction has
yet to be justified, since there is so far no sign that the aut,hon-
tarian governments of Communist states will wither away’. On
the contrary, everything that has so far taken place in these states
suggests that, as time goes on, thc power of their governments
will become more absolute and unchallenged, and the character
of government in a Communist state will thus become in-
distinguishable from the form which it takes in a Fascist state,

however different the ostensible objects of the different systems
may be.

The Causes of War

These alternative forms of government have important con-
sequences for the conduct of international relations. If all the
world’s states were democratic, there is no reason to doubt that
the democratic method of solving disputes by negotiation and
compromise would be extended to the international sphere. For
all the indications are that the large majority of individuals in all
nations arc opposed to war, and would refuse to sanction resort
to war except in self-defence, and it thercfore scems unlikely that
the occasion for self-defence would ever arise if all nations had
democratic governments. The danger of war ariscs from the
existence of authoritarian states in which the decision to make
war lies in the hands of a few individuals who can count on the

! Cf. Rocco, “The Political Doctrine of Fascism’ in International
Conciliation, No. 223, p. 21: ‘Fascism thereforec not only rejects the
dogma of popular sovereignty and substitutes for it that of state sove-
reignty, but it also proclaims that the grcat mass of citizens is not a
suitable advocate of social interests for the reason that the capacity to
ignore individual private interests in favour of the higher demands of
;ocigty and of history is a very rare gift and the privilege of the chosen
ew.

Cf. also Mussolini’s definition of Fascism in the Enciclopedia Italiana,
Vol. XIV (translated by Jane Soames in the Political Quarterly, 1933):
‘Fascism is a religious conception in which man is seen in immanent
relation to a higher law, an objective Will, that transcends the particular

individual and raises him to conscious membership in a spiritual
society.’
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b and who are bound, sooner or later, to be corrupted
y’IEttl)e absolute power which they possess. P
and de:re is no obvious way by which this deadlock of suspicion
Istrust can be brought to an end. It resembles the ‘state
nature’ as conceived by Hobbes, with the opposing groups Ott:
states living, like Hobbes’s individuals, in a condition of coo
Emuous tension, whence the lives of their pcoples tend to bn'
poor, nasty, brutish, and short’.* Hobbes would have said th e
this situation can be brought to an end only if the rival sratat
voluntarily lay down their ‘right to do all things’ and transfer thic
right to an international sovereign body capable of maintaini 1S
itft'le peace; and he would have said that this is likely to occur o n‘ig
if the rival powers come to the conclusion that it is in th, Yy
interest to make this surrender of national sovereignty. Th eir
1 Leviathan, Chap. XIII. Cre
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has, however, been abundant cvidence in recent years that
sovereign states are most rcluctant to make any recal surrender of
their sovercign powcrs, even when they are not divided by the
mutual suspicions which characterize the relations of the demo-
cratic and Communist states. It therefore scems unlikely that the
present tension will be removed by the creation of a single inter-
national sovercign power. On the other hand, both sides may stop
short of precipitating war from fear of the incalculable conse-
quences which it is likely to have.

Among the democracies themselves the problem of maintaining
peace without the transfer of sovercignty to an international
organization is simpler. For their policies are all subject to popu-
lar consent, and the available evidence suggests that it would be
difficult for any government to obtain such consent for aggressive
purposes.! The vast majority of the citizens of all democracies
desire peace and, after the expericnce of two world wars, are un-
convinced that there is any purpose, except resistance to aggres-
sion, for which it would be cither justifiable or advantageous to
fight. Morcover, their experience of the functioning of demo-
cratic machincry at home inevitably suggests to them that it can
and ought to be employed in the international field as well, and
that agrcement by compromise is better than resort to force as a
solution of international disputes. Thus the maintenance of peace
and the gradual creation of recognized machinery for the solution
of international problems appears to be perfectly possible, so far
as the democratic states are concerned, without a formal surrender
of their sovereign powers.

The fact is that the relationship of the democratic states bears
a much closer resemblance to Locke’s conception of the ‘state
of nature’ than to Hobbes’s. The fear, suspicion, and tension
which characterized the state of nature as conceived by Hobbes
are familiar features of the so-called ‘cold war’ which has now
existed for some years between the democratic and Communist
states, and Hobbes’s conclusions seem to be in many ways
directly applicable to their relationship. But the democracies need
not be antagonistic and mutually hostile. In general, like the
majority of individuals in Locke’s state of nature, they recognize

1 This generalization is. not contradicted by the periodical use of
armed force to coerce subject peoples, e.g. in Malaya or Kenya, since
such campaigns are essentially police activities on a large scale,
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the advantage of observing a moral code, although in their case it
is, of course, a code defining the rights and duties of nations
instead of the rights and duties of individuals. There is, in short,
a desirc among the democracies to co-operate with one another
in a peaceful and mutually advantageous manner; and the purpose
of expressing this desire through the medium of international
agrecments and organizations is the same as the purpose which,
according to Locke, made it desirable to establish civil govern-
ment, namely the ‘inconveniences’ which result when men are
‘judges in their own case’.! It is obvious that there may be corre-
sponding ‘inconveniences’ in international relationships if states
insist upon being ‘judges in their own case’, and an important
advantage to all nations in setting up some form of government
on an international basis.

National Sovereignty and International Relations

It has, of course, been made abundantly clear during the past
few years that sovereign states are still reluctant to make a formal
surrender of their sovereignty. The ‘veto’ which any one of the
five Great Powers may exercise on action approved by the recog-
nized voting procedure of the United Nations and the resistance
shown—not least by Britain—to all proposals to accord the
Council of Europe powers which might encroach upon national
sovereignty are notable illustrations of this reluctance. But, again,
this opposition to a surrender of sovereignty corresponds exactly
to Locke’s account of the basis of civil government. What the
democratic states oppose is not membership of mtcrnanon_al
organizations but the surrender of that power—as expressed in
their control over their armed forces—without which they would
not be able to withdraw from the international organization if it
ceased to serve the purposes for which it was established. As
Locke said of civil government: ‘There remains still in the people
a supreme power to remove or alter the legislative, when th?Y find
the legislative act contrary to the trust reposed in them. 2 Thf
democratic states wish to retain that power to ‘remove 0r alter
the international organizations in which they participate if these
organizations ‘act contrary to the trust reposed in them’; and the
power to do this would not exist if these states had surrendered

! On Civil Government, Book 11, para. 13.
* ibid., para. 149.
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the essence of their sovercign power—their control over their
armed forces—to an international body.!

Bur the maintenance of sovereign power by individual states
is, a5 already observed, no necessary obstacle to the maintenance
of peace. Not power by itself but its object 18 what may 'mcnacg
peace. If power is sought and maintained for dommanonB an'f
conquest it is bound to be a standing menace to peace, but 1
those purposes would never be sanctioned by a democratc com-
munity, sovercign power in the hands of a democracy can be no
menace to its neighbours. And, of course, the measure of power
maintained by the democracics during the past thirty years might
have fallen almost to the level of token forces but for the menace
of totalitarian aggression by such authoritarian states as Germany,
Italy, and the Soviet Union.

Sovereign power, in short, is by itsclf a neutral factor in inter-
national rclations. It can be used to foment war, or it can be used
to support international machinery for the peaceful settlement of
international disputes and the organizing of collective resistance
to aggression. If the latter are the objects of the democratic states
their retention of sovercign power will not menace peace and will
1&;11?_;1% 102;‘.(1;3 that the international organizations which are set
entablishn © not disappoint, the purposes for which they were

Although the fear and sus

dcchratic and Communist st
a $Crious menace

would be if a Fag
For Communijsts

picion which are shown by the
ates towards each other constitute
0 peace, the danger may well be less than it
cist government controlled a powerful country,
at least profess to seck peace, and it has stll to
be Z}.’own that they are prepared to resort to international war—
?\irt hls‘tmct from revolutionary propaganda and action—in the
Ccptig;aggc ;)5 their aims. On the other hand, the F_ascist con-
Hegel, an dgacccrnmcnt is derived directly from the philosophy of
bringing aboutcﬁ)‘ts war as a desirable and nccessary measure for
ensuring that thlg er and more valuable forms of social life, and

¢ nation which is most fitted to dominate the

! Some surrender of ¢ ; i i i ip of

North Atlantic Treaty Geganastion snd the Buropean Detence Com:
munity; but this, of course, hag been brought about by the common fear
of Soviet aggression and not by a fajlure to co-operate with other demo-
cracies on a basis of full natjopa] sovereignty.
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world does so. According to this theory, any opposition to War
by individuals must be ruthlessly suppressed, and no restriction
on the ‘will of the state’ must be tolerated in 1ts dealings wi
other states. As observed in the chapters on Rousseau and Hegeb
there is no obvious reason why a universal state should DOt
gradually emerge from these conflicts, but nejther Rousseau 00f
Hegel appeared to think this possible.

For the time being, however, the dominating feature of world
politics is the contrast and opposition between the democratic
and Communist states, and this contrast j ultimately based upon
the fundamental philosophical alternatives which have been
defined above. The question at issue is the question whether the
individual or the state is the primary entity, and whether the
actions of government are therefore to be ius,tiﬁed by reference
to the will of the individual or by reference 14 the {mll of the
state. It is true that Marxism subordinateg the individual to
society rather than to the state, and regardg the st a tem-
porary and transient device of exploitatiop But j ate ai dina-
tion of the individual to social forces which he cuars S s his
own interest, should not, attempt to resist, M cannot, and, in

essential characteristics of an Organic TheOryarxlsm exhibits the
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the essence of their sovereign power—their control over their
armed forces—to an international body.!

But the maintenance of sovereign power by individual states
is, as already observed, no nccessary obstacle to the maintenance
of peace. Not power by itself but its object is what may menace
peace. If power is sought and maintained for domination and
conquest it is bound to be a standing menace to peace. But if
those purposes would never be sanctioned by a democratic com-
munity, sovereign power in the hands of a democracy can be no
menace to its neighbours. And, of coursc, the mcasure of power
maintained by the democracies during the past thirty years might
have fallen almost to the level of token forces but for the menace
of totalitarian aggression by such authoritarian states as Germany,
Italy, and the Soviet Union.

Sovereign power, in short, is by itself a neutral factor in inter-
national relations. It can be used to foment war, or it can be used
to support international machinery for the peaceful settlement of
International disputes and the organizing of collective resistance
to aggression. If the latter are the objects of the democratic states
their retention of sovereign power will not menace peace and will
g;lgfu E%J en51c11re that the international organizations which are set

an . . - .
establis};ed, do not disappoint, the purposes for which they were
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world does so. According to this theory, any opposition to war
by individuals must be ruthlessly suppressed, and no restriction
on the ‘will of the state’ must be tolerated in its dealings with
other states. As observed in the chapters on Rousseay and Hegel
there is no obvious reason why a universal state should aof
gradually emerge from these conflicts, but neither Rousseau nor
Hegel appeared to think this possible.
For the time being, however, the dominating £

politics is the contrast and opposition bet'Weegn eé?rgegoWor{d
and Communist states, and this contrast is ultimately baseq cratic
the fundamental philosophical alternatives which hav %Pon
defined above. The question at issue is the question whe &31 een
individual or the state is the primary entity, ang wh ther the
actions of government are therefore to be justified b ¢ fer the
to the will of the individual or by reference to the y fﬁ crence
state. It is true that Marxism subordinates the inc{‘g 1 of the
society rather than to the state, and regards the stat vidual to
porary and transient device of exploitation, Byt i . € as a tem-
tion of the individual to social forces which he cann S subor-dma-
own interest, should not, attempt to resist, Margis OL, and, in his
essential characteristics of an Organic Theory, m exhibits the



CHAPTER XV
The Fustification of Government

F A SHORT apq simple phrase is required to describe the
Icsscnnal burpose of political philosophy as commonly under-

stood, the justification of government would seem to meet the
need. For it is clear from the foregoing analysis of a number of
coportant and ICpresentative political philosophies that this is, in
fact, th CI Primary objective. Politics itsclf may be defined as the
coganization and rcgulation of compulsory human relations in a
comMuNity or, mgpa bricfly, as the organization of government;
to e Clitical Philosophy, as commonly understood, is an attempt
e ine the moral principles prescribing what the methods and
IZiI;mcs: hoaf Bovernment ought to be. But this, for the reasons g.xyg
philos,og;lc;, %{) IS a somewhat superficial conception of politi

Jor it jgnor erlying question whether these
moral pr Inciples ar% a pc;:c;';rlz‘eplrlggosit};ongs (cl)f universal vallqlty or
whether they g, ¢Mpirical generalizations which can only justify
hypothetica] conclusions about what the methods and aims of
g°}’fr.’1m°n,t Ought tg be 1
oo Quite clear yp the most important politica
Pgl‘l}:rsophers have assurneéln tal'llla}; tcl)af;: moral principles which justify
gtrati élrin:nctl are eithey self-evident or capable of rational demon-
fioatio él therefore constitute a categorical basis for its justi-
ton. But sycp, Philosophers—of whom Plato and Locke are
typical exam.pless € not, in general, considered the funda-
mental question Whether prc’)positions which are admittedly syn-
thetic can be Tationally justified. Kant and Hegel and their
followers are the only politica] hifosophers who have recognized
the real significance ¢, this qugstion and have attempted to pro-
vide a rational jusﬁﬁCation of synthetic moral propositions.
Hegel’s solution, as wp Shown in Chapter X1, was to argue that
the good will 1s the rationg] will, that the rational will is the will
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of the state, and that the nature of this rational will can be
dialectically deduced from the notion of will as such.

The fallacies in Hegel’s argument were explained at length in
Chapter XI and nced not be reconsidered here. If the reasons
there given for rejecting his conclusions are valid some form of
Empiricism must necessarily be accepted, and this implies that
the series of moral propositions which have often been accepted
as adequate political philosophies are, in fact, simply empirical
generalizations which can have no universal application or validity
and may vary from place to place and from time to time. In short,
Empiricism implies that the only justification which can be given
for government is a hypothetical one and that there is no possible
way of providing a categorical justification at any stage. The
justification must take the form put forward by cither Hobbes or
Hume, namely that if certain ends are desired, or are held to be
‘good’, and if certain methods are the most effective for achieving
those ends, then those methods ought to be adopted. But the
conclusion that those methods ought to be adopted is a hypo-
thetical one depending on the validity of the two hypothetical
propositions from which it is deduced; and the word ‘ought’ does
not possess the categorical significance which is usually attached
to it.

Implications of Empiricism

The most important implication of Empiricism is that there is
no rational way of resolving ultimate differences regarding
political ideals since the assertion that X (e.g. the general happi-
ness) is such an ideal is, according to Empiricism, necessarily a
synthetic proposition and thus devoid of rational nccessity. It
does not, of course, follow from this that there is no rational way
of resolving many of the less ultimate differences which actually
arise. It may often be possible to show that the opposing aims of
two political organizations are logically inconsistent with some
more general aim which is accepted by both. It might, for
example, be possible to resolve the differences between the Con-
servative and Socialist Parties regarding the extent to which
industry should be controlled by government if both adhered
consistently to a more general aim, such as reducing the cost of
living. For then it would be possible, in theory at least, to resolve
the differences by showing that a specific form of government
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control either does, or does not, tend in practice to reduce the
cost of living. It is, in general, possible that many disagreements
could be resolved by the rational process of drawing the logical
implications of assumptions held in common by the parties to the
dispute. But, unless Hegel’s theory of reasoning is accepted,
there is no ground for assuming that this process, however far it
is carried, will lead to universal agreement on ultimatc moral
principles and, therefore, no ground for assuming that differences
about such principles can ultimately be eliminated.

If Empiricism is accepted it therefore follows that therc is no
rational assurance that disagreement about political principles
and ideals can be resolved. This in turn implics that there is no
justification for the common assumption that the incompatible
views of totalitarian and democratic communities about the rights

of the individual cannot both be true. Empiricism implies that,
in the only sensc in which such doctrines can be true, both may
be true and that an ultimate and irresolvable difference may there-
fore exist. : .

If this conclusion is accepted, it follows that there is no rational
way of climinating ultimate differences of moral principle, and
that in practice such conflicts must be resolved by one of three
alternative mcthods, namely force, compromisc, Or tolqrauon.
In other words, if the different principles agccptec_l by different
states result in the adoption of policies which ultimately bring
these states into conflict, then this conflict can be resolved only
if one of these states succeeds in dominating the other; or if one
meets the other half-way by some measure of compromise; or,
finally, if they avoid conflict by ‘agreeing to differ’ in a spirit of
mutual toleration. In any case, the acceptance of the Empiricist
Theory, far from promoting conflict, might help to prevent it by
showing that such a conflict would simply be a conflict of opposing

forces and not, as is frequently assumed, a conflict between ‘right’
and ‘might’.

Implications of Rationalism

On the other hand, a Rationalist Theory of the kind defended
by Hegel implies that in the will of the state there is an absolute
standard of morality with which no compromise ought to be
permitted. And this in turn implies that betwcen the wills of
two states there may be a conflict which ought to be resolved by
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a trial of strength. No doubt Hegel’s theory also implies that

states may fall short of perfection, and that their wills may not

therefore be wholly good. But, as was shown in Chapter X1, he

provides no criterion for showing how good states may be distin-

guished from bad ones; and the practical effect of his theory,

when accepted, has been to strengthen the assumption that ‘the

state can do no wrong’. Hence when the wills of different states

are in conflict the acceptance of the Hegelian theory tends to

encourage the adoption of a rigid and uncompromising attitude
and a resort to war. And to Hegel war was far from being an un-
qualified evil. As he putit: ‘War has the higher significance that by
its agency the ethical health of peoples is preserved in their
indifference to the stabilization of finite institutions; just as the
blowing of the winds preserves the sea from the foulness which
would be the result of a prolonged calm, so also corruption in
nations would be the product of prolonged, let alone “perpetual”
peace.’? In other words, the conflict of states shows that none has
achieved the ultimate good in its “finite institutions’, and war has
the salutary consequence of promoting moral progress by pre-
venting the perpetuation of existing imperfections.

. Hegel’s political theory has undoubtedly exercised its influence
In this direction, although a proper understanding of it should
have encouraged a more modest view of the powers of finite
intelligence. But where Hegelianism has been influential, its in-
sistence on the limitations of human judgment has been largely
1gnored, and the conception of the general will eagerly seized
upon as providing an absolute standard of moral value. This
conception has been welcomed in the belief that it provides a
universal and objective criterion of morality, and the problem of
determining when a will is truly ‘general’ has been conveniently
1gnored.

Hume’s Empiricism

The alternative analysis offered by Empiricism is not faced
Wwith the difficulty of establishing an absolute standard of morality.
On the other hand, it need not, and as expounded by Hume does
not, deny the reality of moral experience. As was shown in Chap-
ter X, Hume took special care, particularly in the later exposition
of his theory in the Enguiry, to emphasize that the ‘pleasing

1 Philosophy of Right (tr. by T. M. Knox), p. 210.
16
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sentiment of approbation’ in which moral approval consists is
‘pleasant’ in quite a specific sense of that word, since it may en-
join the performance of acts which are far from ‘pleasant’ in the
ordinary sense. Thus Hume was able to account in purely em-
pirical terms for the distinction commonly drawn between duty
and inclination; and it is by no means obvious that such an
analysis of moral experience is inadequate, even though it implics
that the laws of morality are simply empirical generalizations
about the moral feelings of individuals or groups of individuals.

_ If moral laws can be reduced in this way to empirical generaliza-
tions about the occurrence of the feelings of approbation and dis-
appr,obaqon, the question arises whether there is any general
‘law’ which describes the circumstances which normally cvoke
these feel@ngs. As was shown in Chapter X, Hume believed that
these feelings generally express a natural human tendency to feel
pleased at what tends to promote happiness (whether in oneself
or in others) and to feel displeascd at what tends to diminish
happiness (whether in oneself or in others). But this, again, is a
purely empirical generalization, and Hume does not think that it
1s universally true. From instinct, habit, or tradition men some-
tmes approve acts which do not tend to promote the general

happiness; and although Hume believed that if such men could
be conv

inced by empirical evidence that such acts did not in fact
promote the general happiness they would usually cease to
approve tht}m, he recognized that this, also, was a purely empirical
generalization, and that there is no reason why men must approve
acts which tend to promote the general happiness. As he said in
a striking passage:

s
Tis not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the

:Vholc world to the scratching of my finger. *Tis not contrary
0 reason for me to choose my total ruin, to prevent the least
uneasiness of an

T s Indian or person wholly unknown to me.
1s as little contrary to reason to prefer even my own
acknowledged le

d lesser good to my greater, and have a more
ardent affection for the former than the latter.!

Thq,re 1s, in other words, no reason to explain why the vast
majority of people would never entertain these preferences. The
explanation is the purely empirical one that such preferences are

! Treatise of Human Nature, 11, iii, 3.
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determined not by reason but by feeling (or ‘sentiment’, as Hume
says), and that the feelings implanted in human nature are such
that the vast majority of people cannot help preferring a scratch
on the finger to the destruction of the world, or the ‘uneasiness
of an Indian’ to personal ruin, or a greater to a smaller personal
good. In the same way, Hume believed that the vast majority of
people cannot help approving acts which are shown to be useful,
or disapproving acts which are shown to be the contrary of useful.
He recognized that in practice the feelings of approval and dis-
approval arc largely determined by habit and convention, but he
believed that the application of the principle of utility can do
much to influence those feelings, and to ensure that acts which,
under changed circumstances, ceasc to have the utilitarian value
which they formerly possessed are no longer approved. For he
held that few, if any, people would approve an act which they
believed to be contrary to the principle of utility.

These considerations show where the ultimate difference
between the Rationalist and Empiricist Moral Theories lies. The
Rationalist Theory implies that virtue is its own reward and its
own justification. The Empiricist Theory implies that moral
judgments, as synthetic propositions, could conceivably have
been other than they are, and offers an empirical explanation why
they are what in fact they are. The explanation offered by Hume
is that moral judgments are what they are because experience has
shown that certain habits of conduct tend to promote the general
happiness and because such conduct is the sort of conduct which
usually evokes the feelings of moral approval. But this association
between the feeling of moral approval and the utilitarian ten-
dencies of an act is empirical and contingent, and does not imply
that the feeling of moral approval can never be excited by acts
which have no utilitarian tendency, or that there is any a priori
sense in which it ‘ought’ to be excited by acts which do have a
utilitarian tendency.

One important consideration which supports the Empiricist
Theory is that it can account so simply for the varying and often
inconsistent moral judgments which are actually made. Such in-
consistencies are particularly striking when the moral codes of
different communities or different epochs are compared, but they
may be found within a single community as well. In contemporary
Britain, for example, different people take opposing views about
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the morality of gambling, divorce, and blood sports, and cxpress
these views in contradictory moral judgments. Such disagree-
ments are easily explained by the Empiricist Theory, which
asserts that they are based upon the different moral feclings
aroused in different persons by contemplation of the same
activity. 'The Rationalist Theory, on the other hand, implies that
such activities are either good or bad quite independently of the
feelings which they excite, and it must thercfore provide some
criterion for determining which of two contradictory moral judg-
ments 1s true and which is false. And this, of course, is just what
Rationalist Theories from the time of Plato onwards have failed
to do, and what, in Hume’s opinion, they could not conccivably
succeed in doing.

The fact is that any moral theory which claims to be adequate
must offer some explanation of the undeniable facts of moral
controversy. People do frequently disagree about what is right
and what- 1s wrong, and the Rationalist Theory, which asserts
that conflicting moral judgments are logically inconsistent, must
obviously show how to distinguish between those which are true
and those which are falsc. On the other hand, the Empiricist
Theory is not faced with this problem, if it regards these
incompatible moral judgments as judgments describing the
different feclings excited in different persons by contemplation of
the same act or situation. The Empiricist Theory may, of course,
%nd1cate a method by which such differences may be climinated if
it can show that moral approval is generally cxcited by the contem-
plation of acts Wh}Ch tend to promote the general happiness, for it
may then be possible to distinguish, in the light of well cstablished
empirical generalizations, between acts which really have this
tendency and those which are falsely believed to have it.

Meaning of ‘Fustification’

It follows from the foregoing considerations that the sort of
Yjustification’ which can be offered for government takes a funda-
ment-al}){ different form according to whether a Rationalist or
Empiricist Theory of Morality is adopted. The Rationalist
Theory 1mpl§es that there are moral principles of an a priori
character which constitute an objective and unconditional justi-
fication of certain forms of government. The Empiricist Theory
implies that moral principles are necessarily of a synthetic and
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of government

empirical character, and that the justification truth of these
which they provide is thercfore conditional on tbe arc applied.
principles in the particular context to which they ns, they are
For, since thesc principles are synthetic propostti nce 1o say
devoid of rational necessity, and it is for experi?or example,
whether, in a given context, they are, in fact, truc by demo-
the moral principle—generally accepted in some foémlut e rights
cratic pcoples—that a human being has certain 2 SO o onant
which any government ought to respect is, if true; t?n cl:nment
criterion for determining whether a certain form 0 g?VMO ol
is, or is not, justificd. But the Empiricist Theory © d m::y
implies that this principle is without rational necessity, an it Y
not, therefore, be universally true. And if in some contexts lln cllsn
not true, it will be possible to justify forms of government W £
do not observe it. In terms of Hume’s particular application ﬂc;
Empiricism, a form of government which does not recogmize tie
principle of individual rights can be justified in sO far as the
denial of that principle does not arouse the sentiment of moral
disapproval. .

But Empiricism need not, of course, take the form which was
defended by Hume. It may, as in the theories of Machiavelli,
Hobbes and Bentham be combined with a Naturalistic Theory
of Morality. Such a theory asserts that the basic moral concepts
of good, bad, right, and wrong can be defined in terms of non-moral
concepts such as pleasant, painful, expedient and mexpedtept.
It asserts, in other words, that moral terms are synonymous with
non-moral terms, and that there is nothing specific or peculiar
in what is commonly described as moral experience.

This naturalistic interpretation of morality does not, however,
affect the issue of primary interest to the philosopher. Whether or
not moral expericnce is unique and irreducible is a question for
the psychologist to determine; and however he answers that
question the issue which concerns the philosopher is whether
moral or quasi-moral propositions are a priori or empirical. For,
if they are empirical, they are without rational necessity, and
cannot afford more than a hypothetical justification for actiop,
Whether or not ‘the good’ means simply ‘the desired’, the
proposition ‘X is good’ cannot constitute more than a hypothetica]
Justification for secking X if it is an empirical proposition, for the
Justification will then be based on the hypothesis ‘if X is goog’.
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Only if the proposition ‘X is good’ is a priori, and thus nccessarily
true, will the justification for secking X be categorical and
unconditional.

Justification, in short, means moral justification, and, like
morality itself, has a meaning whether or not moral concepts can
be defined in terms of non-moral concepts. Government is said
to be justified if its methods are ‘right’ and its ends are ‘good’,
whether or not ‘right’ and ‘good’ can be defined in non-moral
terms. The question of philosophical importance is whether a
categorical or only a hypothetical justification of government can
be given, and this, as already shown, depends on whether moral
propositions—however interpreted—are a priori or cmpirical.
The justification of government can be an unconditional and
categorical justification only if moral propositions arc a priori in
character. If these propositions arc synthetic and empirical their
truth in any given context cannot be assumed. Only expericnce
can sl}ow whethcr they are true in a given context. What sort of
experience is relevant to their truth depends, of coursc, on the
nature of the moral expericnce which such propositions describe.
If Hume was right in holding that moral cxpecricnce consists in
the feelings Of approval and disapproval which certain acts,
characters or situations arouse, then a moral proposition will be

true or false according to whether it accurately describes the
moral feelings which are arg

, used in a given situation. And
Hume’s theory therefore implies that the justification of govern-
ment must depend on the moral feelings which it arouses, and
that a specific form of government may be justified in the opinion
of one individual or community and not in the opinion of another.

Hume thought that hijs theory was quite consistent with the
fact that the members of a given community are, as a rule, in
general agreement about the form of government which they
approve, for h.e.thought it only natural that the combined in-
fluence of tradition, habit and self-interest should tend to cvoke
in them the sentiments of approval and disapproval towards the
same things. Where this gencral measure of agrecment docs not
exist, he would have said that conditions are ripe for revolution,
and that the latter is very likely to occur unless one of the opposing
factions is of negligible strength and can be effectively suppressed.

It may be said in criticism of the Empiricist Theory that it
bases the justification of government on moral principles which
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can be defined in the light of experience but which can never be
justificd by the necessity of reason; and that some form of
Rationalist Theory must therefore be preferred in view of the
final and categorical nature of the justification which it claims to
give. But to this the empiricist may reply that none of the attempts
made by rationalists from Plato onwards have succeeded in
demonstrating the rational necessity of moral propositions, or of
resolving the existing conflict between the moral principles of
different races, nations and individuals, except where they have
shown that some of the accepted principles are logically incon-
sistent; and of course empiricists are equally entitled to say that
logically inconsistent principles cannot all be true. In short,
the empiricist can argue that the rationalist has not, in practice,
been any more successful than the empiricist in finding ulti-
matc and self-ecvident moral premises which are universally
accepted, and that his failure to do so at once illustrates and
justifies the empiricist’s contention that such premises are,
from their very nature, empirical in character and without
rational necessity.

Justification of Different Forms of Government

The essential distinction between authoritarian and democratic
forms of government is the distinction between government by
those who claim authority through superior knowledge and
government by those who claim authority through popular sup-
port, and this distinction is, in the end, an expression of the
distinction between the Rationalist and Empiricist Theories of
Morality. For a Rationalist Theory of Morality implies that
government ought to be authoritarian, and an Empiricist Theory
implies that it ought to be democratic in these senses. A Ration-
alist Theory implies that government ought to be authoritarian
because it implies that there are moral laws which are necessarily
and universally true, and that anyone who apprehends those laws
clearly and applies them consistently enjoys an authority which
others ought to respect and obey. This was the form of govern-
ment which Plato defended just because he believed that only a
minority of people were capable of apprehending the a priors
truths of morality. On the other hand, according to the Empiricist
Theory of Morality moral laws are empirical generalizations, and
no such generalizations are necessarily universal. No one, there-
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fore, can claim that his moral judgments arc universally appli-
cable and authoritative; for a different and apparently incom-
patible judgment made by somcone else may be cqually truc in
the only sense in which such judgments can be true.

The democratic practice of permitting the free expression of
individual opinions, whilc accepting the opinion of the majority
as the ultimate directive of policy, is an implicit recognition of
these principles of Empiricism. It would, of course, be untrue to
say that a!l supporters of democracy arc aware of the underlying
philosophical principle, but it is true to say that the Empiricist
Theory of Morality implies that a moral judgment cannot be
rejected as false on the ground that it is prima facie inconsistent
with one which is accepted as true. Two logically inconsistent
judgments cannoE, c_>f course, both be true, but on the Empiricist
Theory one man’s judgment that X is good and another man’s
judgment that X 1s not good may both be true in the sense that
the contemplation of X excites the fecling of moral approval in
the one and excites the feeling of moral disapproval in the other,
i.e. the two judgments are not really inconsistent. Thus the
Empiricist Theory of Morality supplies the ultimate justification
for the moral toleration which is the essential feature of the
democratic way of life,

Which of the various moral judgments actually made is accepted
as ‘authoritative’ depends, in a democracy, upon which receives
the widest support. In other words, the judgment of the majority
is accept?d, In practice, as authoritative; but this does not imply
that the judgment of a minority is not an equally true and valid
moral judgment, and does not therefore justify the suppression
of a minority opinion on the ground that it is false. The authority

a democratic government is therefore quite different in
acter from that of an authoritarian government, which de-
rives its authority from ponfornﬁty to the a griori moral laws by
which alone it can be justified. The authority of a democratic

overnment originates in the support of the majority and is

tgherefore based Dot on an assumed a priori right but on power—

the recognition that, as Locke put it, ‘it is necessary the body

on mm ] should move that way whither the greater force

[co s it On the other hand, it may also be possible to justify

cartr. authofity of a dfzmocratic government on grounds of utility
the ! Of Civil Government, Book 11, para. 96.

of
char
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if it is true that the realization of the will of the majority promotes
the greatest happiness of the greatest number.!

Political Theory and Political Practice

A distinction was drawn at the beginning of this chapter
between the exercise of government and its justification. The
distinction is important, although the two aspects of government
are closely related. The exercise of government always involves
in some measure the control of the many by the few, and such
control necessarily depends on the consent of the many. Such
consent may be, and often is, wholly irrational, being based
mainly upon habit and traditon. But questions have always been
asked by some about the rational justification of the institutions
and practices supported by these irrational forces, and it is to
these questions that the political philosopher attempts to give
an answer. Even if the answer is—as it must be for an empiricist—
that government can be justified only by non-rational considera-
tions, that is itself a rational proposition of the first importance,
and there will remain for reason the important function of dis-
covering and prescribing the most effective means by which the
non-rational ends of government may be achieved. If, on the
other hand, the answer is—as the rationalist believes—that there
are rational norms by which government must be justified or
condemned, there will be rational grounds for prescribing the
:l_lllds of government as well as the means employed to realise

em.

_The broad alternatives in political theory which have been
distinguished in the preceding chapters are therefore based upon
the Rationalist and Empiricist Theories of Morality respectively,
and these alternative Theories of Morality are in turn based upon
Rationalist and Empiricist Theories of Logic. It would, of course,
be untrue to say that these alternatives have always been defined

! As was shown in Chapter X, Hume himself thought that government
by a cultured minority was more likely to promote the greatest happiness.
But support for such a form of government is not inconsistent with
democr:aqc liberty if the government receives the spontancous support of
the majority of citizens. This situation is, in fact, illustrated by all modern
Tepresentative democracies where it is generally recognized by the people
3s a whole that the detailed business of government must necessarily
be conducted by a minority of statesmen and their advisers, and that

Public opinion’ can offer useful guidance only on the most general issues.
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and distinguished in political theory; but they are the logical
alternatives betwcen which a choice must be made. The justifi-
cation of government is a moral justification, and the form which
it takes therefore depends upon the form and logical status of
moral propositions. If, as Plato, Aquinas, and Kant would all
have said, moral propositions possess the rational necessity of
mathematical propositions, a categorical justification of govern-
ment can be given; but if such propositions are synthetic and
empirical a hypothetical justification is all that can be looked for.
A categorical justification is the logical foundation of government
by authority, while a hypothetical justification is the only possible
justification of those forms of government which recognize the
right to freedom of opinion and accept thc need to govern
within the limits of general consent. Which form of justification
is vqhq depends, in the end, on whether moral propositions are
a priort or empirical. And, since such propositions are in any case
synthetic, the issue ultimately turns on whether synthetic propo-
sitions can be a priori.

The ultimate question is therefore Kant’s famous question:
Are synthetic a priori propositions possible? And the answer to
that question must itself be an a priori proposition, for no
empirical facts could be relevant to its truth. As an a prior
proposition it will be true if it could not conceivably be otherwise,
and false if it could not conceivably be so, i.c. is self-contradictory.
And it is on this ground that the empiricist ultimately takes his
stand. He contends that the conception of a synthetic a priori
Proposition is self-contradictory, and the assertion that a synthetic
Proposition can be a priori therefore nccessarily false. To the
empiricist the synthetic, in virtue of its very mcaning, excludes
the necessary, and the necessary excludes the synthetic. For him
a synthetic proposition means a proposition which can be denied
without self-contradiction, and of which the truth can therefore
be established only by experience. If these contentions are valid,
the ultimate premis¢ of rationalism must be rejected as self-
contradictory, and Empiricism accepted as the true account of
the nature of thought, And from this it will follow that the
]usuﬁcanqr} of government must be hypothetical in character,
and conditioned by whatever moral assumptions are made about
its proper aims and methods.
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But cven if this conclusion has to be accepted, it does not
imply that reason has not a function of great importance in the
practical life. Even if moral generalizations are without rational
necessity, they may cxhibit patterns of empirical uniformity
which can be studied scientifically and made the basis for the
rational control of social forces. It may even be found, as Utili-
tarians contend, that the promotion of the general happiness is
the ultimate object of all moral approval; and, if that be so, a
principle will exist by which conflicting moral judgments may
be reconciled in a rational manner. In short, it does not follow
that, if moral judgments lack rational necessity, they are likewise
devoid of empirical consistency.

Indeed, the empiricist maintains that it is only when the
inhcrent limitations of reason are recognized that it becomes
possible to control action in a rational manner. It is only when
reason, in Hume’s words, is recognized to be the ‘slave of the
passions’ that the rational control of action issuing from the
‘passions’ becomes possible. Otherwise, in the view of the
empiricist, reason is likely to be perverted to the futile task of
secking some a priori justification of the ends of action, when its
only possible function in the practical life is that of deducing the
conditions and consequences of attaining specified ends, and thus
perhaps modifying action by changing its anticipated results.

For the empiricist, therefore, the function of reason in the
practical life is essentially utilitarian. It cannot, from its very
nature, determine or prescribe the choice of ends. It can only
specify, in the light of causal generalizations based on past
experience, what means are likely to be most effective for the
attainment of the ends desired, and what the attainment of these
ends is likely to involve. The problems of politics, to the
empiricist, are therefore scientific problems, and the true
functions of the rational statesman those of a social scientist.
The ends which he promotes must be discovered by a scientific
study of human desires, and the means which he adopts by a
scientific study of the conditions under which those desires can
be most fully satisfied. For the rationalist, on the other hand,
reason has directive as well as instrumental functions, and can
prescribe the ends which ought to be pursued as well as deter-
mine the means by which specified ends may be attained. To
him the problems of politics are moral as well as scientific
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problems, for he recognizes an a priori distinction between what
is and what ought to be, between desires and duties; and he
holds that the ideal statesman is onc who is aware of this distinc-

tion, and who seceks to realise, as far as may be, the pattern of the
ideal state.
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