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Preface

THIS study of modern political thought is intended prima-
rily for the student but it is hoped that it will also be of
interest to the general reader. It is intended less as a compre-
hensive history of modern political thought than as an inter-
pretation and analysis of the main currents in political
philosophy since the seventeenth century. Attention, accord-
ingly, has been focused upon the more important political
philosophers of the modern period and, as much as possible,
I have allowed them to speak for themselves. These extensive
quotations, however, are not intended to take the place of a
reading of their works but to encourage such reading.

A great deal of attention has been given in previous studies
of modern political theory, studies to which 1 am, of course,
heavily indebted, to the historical context out of which modern
political thought emerged and to the social and economic
factors which have influenced that thought. Little attention
has been given in most of these studies, however, to the philo-
sophical premises upon which modern political theory is based
and still less to the theological presuppositions. And it is that
lack which I have sought, in part, to supply with this study.
That there is both an intimate and logically necessary connec-
tion between one’s metaphysical and theological presupposi-
tions and his political theory, I have endeavored to illustrate
in some detail in the pages which follow. If I have seemingly
neglected other aspects of political thought it is not because I
think them unimportant but because those aspects of political
theory are better known and have been considered elsewhere
both in detail and with competence. The assumption is made
that the reader is already acquainted, at least in main outline,
with the political philosophy which preceded that with which
we are concerned here and the very brief attention which is

vil
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given in an introductory chapter to classical and medieval
political thought is intended only to remind the reader of what
he already knows.

The organization of the material presented some difficul-
ties. I have followed a logical and topical method rather than
a strictly chronological one since the development of ideas
rarely, if ever, corresponds exactly to the calendar. I have
separated the discussion of liberalism from that of socialism
and given special attention to the crisis of our times. Within
these broad categories I have further subdivided the material
topically, but with some concern for chronological develop-
ments within the framework of those topics. Not all political
theories fit exactly or exclusively into these categories and it
should constantly be kept in mind that trends of thought dis-
cussed, for example, under the heading of liberalism have
significance for the development of socialism and vice versa.
Some individual philosophers might have appropriately been
discussed under two or three headings. The arrangement fol-
lowed here is not entircly satisfactory but it yields, I believe, a
better understanding of modern political thought than would
have been gained by following a strictly chronological se-
quence.

In the presentation of these philosophies I have striven, and
I hope with success, for objectivity. I do not understand by
objectivity, however, indifference to the meaning and impli-
cation of ideas, nor have I undertaken this task under the
illusion that my own thought is free from presuppositions. Al-
though we are not always conscious of them, all of us, of
necessity, begin our thinking from certain presuppositions.
And the presuppositions from which this book is written are
those of the classical Christian tradition, as I understand it.

I am indebted in this study, of course, to the works of a
great many scholars, a debt I have sought inadequately to dis-
charge by reference to their works in the footnotes. And I am
indebted, too, to many friends and colleagues who have given
generously of their time and assistance. My colleague, Profes-
sor R. Taylor Cole, of the Department of Political Science,
Duke University, has been especially generous of his time and
helpful in his assistance. He has read the manuscript in its
entirety, both in its first draft and in page proof, and his con-
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structive criticism and friendly encouragement at every stage
of preparation were largely responsible for bringing this work
to a successful conclusion. Helmut Kuhn, now Professor of
Philosophy at the University of Erlangen, Germany, has in-
spired large portions of the manuscript through his writings
and personal friendship. He, too, has read the manuscript in
its entirety and saved me from many crrors. Professor Calvin
B. Hoover of the Economics Department at Duke University
has read the chapters on Karl Marx and on the Soviet Union
and given me the benefit of his special knowledge of these
subjects. Professor Franklin W. Young of the Duke Divinity
School has read the manuscript and I am indebted to him for
many useful suggestions and corrections. To other friends and
colleagues, at Duke and clsewhere, who have read portions of
the manuscript or discussed these problems with me, I am
grateful for their interest and assistance. It has not always been
possible for me, however, to incorporate in the manuscript all
of the suggestions which have been made to me and, as a
conscquence, all errors of fact and mistakes in judgment which
remain are entirely my own.

I wish also to express my gratitude to the Duke University
Rescarch Council and to the Carnegic Foundation for finan-
cial assistance and to the administrative officers of my depart-
ment and of Duke University for the grant of sabbatical leave
which provided me with the time nccessary to prepare this
study for publication. The excellent clerical assistance of Mrs.
Glenn Anglin has greatly facilitated the preparation of the
manuscript and I am grateful for her services. Last, but not
least, I am indebted to my wife, not only for her patience and
understanding, but for her encouragement and devotion.

This book is the outgrowth of a course in modern politicul
thought which I first gave at the University of California at
Los Angeles and for the past several yecars at Duke University
and it is dedicated to my students in that course because their
interest and lively criticism was probably the greatest single
stimulus to my writing it.

J-H.H.
Durham, North Carolina
April, 1950






10.

II.
12.
13.
14.

A R A o

Table of Contents

. Introduction to Political Philosophy
. The Background of Modern Political Thought

. The Transition to Modern Times

LIBERALISM

The Rise of Liberalism

The Age of Enlightenment

The Romantic and Conservative Reaction
Utilitarianism

Idealism .

Positivism

Changing Concepts of Law in the Nineteenth and
Twentieth Centuries

SOCIALISM
The Origins of Modern Socialism
Karl Marx and the Rise of ““Scientific” Socialism
Socialism After Marx

Socialism in the Soviet Union
x1

368

447
486



Xii

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.

Table of Contents
THE REVOLUTION OF NIHILISM
The Revolt Against Reason
Nationalism

Fascism and National Socialism

THE CRISIS OF OUR TIMES
The Crisis of Our Times
Christianity and the Social Order
Notes

Index

521
558
591

618

696
749



Main Currents in

Modern Political Thought






CHAPTER 1

Introduction to Political Philosophy

AN lives, not for the sake of existence alone, but that he
may live well. It is characteristic of his nature that he is
constantly seeking a justification for his existence and for his
behavior. Man feels himself to be under the judgment of some-
thing beyond himself, a part of a reality that transcends his
physical nature. For man is conscious not only of what he is,
but of what he ought to be and may become. In ethics, he seeks
rationally to define and understand the nature of the good
which he ought to seek. In politics, however frustrated he may
be by himself and by others, he seeks the implementation of
that good in social life; and, to assist in the implementation of
that good is, as I see it, the major function of political science.
The only rational motive for secking to understand political
institutions and behavior is the human benefit that may pos-
sibly be derived from such a study. If our interest in politics is
unrelated to human welfare and to such concepts as justice
and freedom, there is, of course, no reason why we should seek
to describe political behavior in ethical terms. But if our in-
terest in politics is motivated by an interest in human welfare,
it becomes not only our right, but our responsibility, to detcct
corruption, to identify injustice ‘and tyranny, to unmask soph-
istry, and to guide men along the paths most likely to yield
happiness and freedom. With Aristotle, I believe that the so-
cial sciences can be most useful to our society when they are
deliberately, consciously, and rationally directed toward mak-
ing men better human beings—when they seek to discover the
principles that make for a free and just society and encourage
men by the best means at their disposal to put those principles
I
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into practice. If that involves hortatory appeals to the con-
science of men, then what our society needs, now more than
ever, are clearer and stronger appeals. I vigorously dissent
from the view that “good government” is, as some social sci-
entists contend, ‘‘a matter of cach man’s private definition.”
If that were so, there could be no government at all. The social
sciences are not so much in need of new research techniques,
as some suppose, but of convictions based upon rational prin-
ciples. If they have become sterile, as some contend, it is not
because they are lacking in adequate rescarch techniques, but
because they are hesitant about affirming unequivocally the
principles upon which a free and just society can be based. A
social science that is not committed to the search for freedom
and justice has already signed its own death warrant.

Research, however dispassionate and detached in its meth-
ods, achieves meaning and can lay claim to truth only by
transcending itself, only by relating itself to something of
significance beyond its immediate concern. Political science
achieves meaning only by presupposing that the fruits of its
research are of value to human beings who have a capacity to
reason, to choose alternative modes of behavior, to differenti-
ate good from bad, and who have a destiny that transcends the
demands of time and place. If we deny these attributes of
humanity, we deny at the same time any possibility of under-
standing political behavior rationally, i.e., the possibility of
political science. It would, indeed, simplify the task of political
science if man were an automaton controlled by forces com-
pletely outside his own control—except that there would then
be no political scientists to understand the mechanism.!

A Definition of Politics

WHAT is politics? The answer that most readily suggests itself,
because it is the one most commonly accepted today, is that
politics is the struggle for power. Politics, our modern ‘‘real-
ists” tell us, is concerned primarily with the means of acquiring
and keeping power. So widely accepted is this conception of
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politics that many regard it as a self-evident truth. Yet, a little
reflection and analysis will reveal that it is far from self-evident
and much less adequate as a definition than, at first glance, it
appears to be.

What is the nature of this power which is everywhere so
avidly sought? Is it a thing? Docs it have positive dimensions
in time and space? The so-called realist talks as though power
were something substantive, as though it were a thing which
could be stored up, manipulated, seen. But if power were
something substantive, if it were a thing, we could fecl it, touch
it, see it—yet, no one has ever scen, felt, or touched it—though
all of us have, indeed, felt the effects of power. Power itself
cludes our grasp for the reason that it is not a substantive thing.

What do we mean when we say that a person is powerful?
We mean that he has the ability to dominate someone else.
Power, then, in a political sense first of all involves human
beings and presupposes the existence of two or more persons.
A hermit could have no power in a political sense. Power,
therefore, is not the name of a thing but it is a concept describ-
ing a relationship between two or more persons. Because it is
not a substantive thing but a relational concept, power may take
many forms, of which brute force is only onc. It may takc the
form of superior knowledge, wealth, reputation or any number
of other forms. Power implies a rclationship between wills
whereby one will or several wills are acknowledged to be supe-
rior to other wills. Since what is spoken of as power implies a
relationship between wills, it implies that power cannot exist
except in terms of a relationship in which there is an acknowl-
edgment of superiority of one kind or another. The fact of ac-
knowledgment is essential to the concept of power. Power, in
other words, depends upon the acceptance of something as
power and it is the acceptance of that something which makes
it power, not the claim to possession of power as a substantive
thing. A person cannot will to become more powerful, though
he may, indeed, become more powerful by willing to do cer-
tain things that others regard as a mark of superiority. In
every power relationship there is an element of consent, an
element which may be implicit or explicit. The power relation-
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ship is a two-way, not simply a one-way, relationship. The cle-
ment of consent may be large or small but it is always present
to some degree.

It is the value which men attach to material wealth that
makes the man of wealth a powerful person, it is the value
which men attribute to knowledge that makes the man of
knowledge powerful in his influence. The man of knowledge
exercises no power among people who do not value knowledge
—his power depends not only upon the possession of knowl-
edge but also upon the value attributed by others to knowl-
edge. It might be said that, while this appears to be true in
these instances it is not true in the case of power exercised in
the form of brute force. Where is the element of consent in a
situation in which one man is threatened by another with a
revolver? There is, I think, an element of consent even in such
a situation. The man threatened may refuse to yield to the
demands of the person with the revolver in which case the man
with the revolver will be thwarted in his attempt to impose his
will on the other. The person must consent to yield even in such
a situation. The man with the revolver may, of course, decide
to kill his victim but he will not succeed in that way in impos-
ing his will upon the other person for the simple reason that
you cannot make a dead man do what you want him to do. Itis
certainly true that some men in such a situation would choose
to yield rather than resist and risk death but that does not alter
the fact that they choose to yield. In every power situation, then,
even when resort is made to brute force, there is an element of
consent. It is always a two-way and never entirely a one-way
relationship.

A person who claimed to be powerful but never gave any
indication of his ability to dominate others would soon lose the
reputation for being powerful. Power must be exercised in
order to exist. Power manifests itself only in action. Only by
doing something, only by acting in some way, can a person
demonstrate the power he claims to possess. If men must act
in order to demonstrate the power they claim to have, they
must, of necessity, do something specific; they must act with
some purpose in mind. One cannot will to do nothing; if he
wills, it must be something which he wills A will without pur-
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pose is absurd. If power is a relational concept rather than a
substantive thing, if it exists only in purposeful action, it can
never be a self-sufficient end but only a means toward the
attainment of purposes or ends more ultimate than power
itself.?

One of the inadequacies of the definition of politics as a
struggle for power is that it obscures, if it does not obliterate,
the purposes in terms of which power is used and the conflict of
purposes out of which politics emerges. For it is the conflict
of purposes, of aims and objectives, that characterizes politics
~—not the struggle for a “power” divorced from all purposeful
motivation. It is the specific purposes in terms of which par-
ticular men act that should concern the student of politics
rather than the analysis of an abstract will to achieve an ab-
stract ““power.” An abstract will is a nonexistent will.

Politics 1s concerned with the wills and interests of partic-
ular individuals and with the inevitable conflict between these
individual interests and wills. Politics is successful when it
succeeds in reconciling them, when it succeeds in formulating
policies that are mutually acceptable. The end of politics is
policy—the integration of conflicting interests in terms of cer-
tain interests and values which are held in common. The
statesrnan differs from the ordinary politician in that hce is able
to envisage and inspire support for policies that are in the long-
run, best interests of the most people and thus we think of him
as the politician par excellence. To the extent that the ordinary
politician is motivated by narrow, sectional, group or personal
interests we think of him as a failure and the more narrow his
vision and selfish his aim the greater the failure.

Although politics comes into being as a result of the conflict
of wills and interests it presupposes the existence of certain
interests and values in common, for without this basis for re-
conciliation there could be no politics. Politics has sometimes
been defined as the technique of compromise. This is both true
and false. It is false if the end of politics is thought to be com-
promise for its own sake, but it is true to the extent that com-
promise presupposes some agreement upon principles in terms
of which compromise may take place. No one likes compro-
mise for its own sake and no political society could be based on
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love of compromise. Persons are willing to make compromises
only because they value some things more than they do the
things which they are compromising. When a society no longer
values common interests above personal interests the society
disintegrates, compromise is no longer possible and politics
ceases. And war, international or civil, generally signalizes the
breakdown of politics and the end of compromise.?

Since politics presupposes the existence of certain interests
and values which are held in common the relationship be-
tween politics and ethics is an intimate one. For morality is the
embodiment of those things which are commonly valued and
the science of morality is ethics. This rclationship was more
clearly recognized in other ages than our own. For Plato and
Aristotle, the founders of political science and philosophy,
politics was conceived as the application of ethical principles
to social problems.* This conception of politics seems to me, in
the light of what has been said above, to be a clearer and more
realistic one than that advanced in the name of modern ‘“‘real-
ism.” It recognizes that politics is purposeful, that it aims at
the reconciliation of conflicting interests and that it is depend-
ent upon the existence of certain principles in terms of which
reconciliation may take place.

The principles in terms of which the reconciliation of con-
flicting individual purposes may take place are dependent
upon the conceptions which we hold concerning the nature
and destiny of man. For in order to answer the question: what
is good for men?, what is in the best interest of human beings?,
we must first answer the question: what is man?, what ought
he to be? The answers which we give to those questions will
profoundly affect the answer which we give to the former
question.

Although a study of the techniques by means of which the
reconciliation of conflicting wills and interests may be facili-
tated is a large and legitimate part of the study of politics, it is
not the whole of politics nor its most fundamental part. If we
would penetrate beyond the techniques of effecting compro-
mise to the purposes in terms of which compromise is made
possible, if we would look behind the institutions to the ideas
and purposes that they embody and seek to realize in practical
affairs, we must concern ourselves not only with such problems
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as the nature of the good but with such problems as the nature
of man and of the universe he inhabits. But before we discuss
the nature of political philosophy it might be well to ask, as we
did in the case of politics, what is philosophy?

A Definition of Philosoply

PHiLosopHY is the search for meaning, it seeks to synthesize
our knowledge in terms of some rational, meaningful pattern.
Unlike natural science which is concerned with answering the
question ““how?”’, philosophy is concerned with answering the
question “why?”’. This question does not by its very nature
yield the same kind of more or less definite answers that can be
obtained by asking the question ‘““how’’ and, as a consequence,
philosophy must be framed in more imaginative and poetic
language. It is most at home in the language of mctaphor and
analogy. For this reason philosophy is sometimes dismissed as
an impractical endeavor. Yet, a little reflection will reveal that
however more difficult it is to obtain answers to the question
“why,” that question is of fundamental importance to the
understanding of ourselves and of the universe in which we
live. No one setting out on a journey would be content with a
knowledge of the means by which he might make his trip, he
would want to know his destination. Our journey through life
is the most important journey we shall ever take and we will
not have an opportunity to retrace our steps and to start over
again. It is essential, therefore, that we begin our journey with
the best information available about ourselves and our desti-
nation. Probably this is the most real information there is.
Underlying our ordinary discourse there are certain pre-
suppositions which all of us take for granted. Not all of us have
the same presuppositions but all of us take some things for
granted, regard certain ideas as self-evidently true. These are
the premises, what someone has called the “inarticulate prem-
ises,” from which all our thinking begins. These are our
fundamental beliefs which, of necessity, influence our obser-
vations and our conclusions. Until they are pointed out to us,
however, we are generally unconscious of their existence. A
contemporary English philosopher, R. G. Collingwood, has
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pointed out that it is one of the principal tasks of philosophy to
uncover these basic presuppositions or beliefs.> Philosophy,
he has said, sceks ““to bring belief to a self-consciousness of
itself.” The aim of philosophy is not the increase of our knowl-
edge but the increase of our understanding. It seeks to impart
not knowledge, in the sense of facts, but wisdom. The philoso-
pher has succeeded, not when he makes us say: “now I know
something I never knew before,” but rather, when we say:
“now I understand what I dimly perceived but did not really
understand before.” As Georg Simmel once facetiously re-
marked: ‘“A philosopher articulates what everybody else
knows.” The philosopher does not tell us something we never
knew before but helps us to understand better what we already
knew. This aim of philosophy was clearly revealed in the
method employed by the founders of philosophy, Socrates and
Plato. Both taught by the method of questioning, seeking to
elicit by rational discussion, truths already known but dimly
perceived and obscured by false rcasoning.

The principal branches of philosophy are: metaphysics (the
nature of ultimate reality), epistemology (the form of knowl-
edge), logic, and ethics. Political philosophy is most directly
and intimately related to ethics, since the reconciliation of
conflicting purposes can only be brought about by a prior
commitment to an objective good that transcends subjective
desire and it is one of the functions of ethics to determine what
that objective good is. For the Christian, the supreme good
which orders all lesser goods in the ascending hierarchy of
goods is God. This supreme good he knows not only by the
light of his natural reason but by faith. Since an ethic must of
necessity be grounded upon knowledge of reality, political phi-
losophy cannot avoid concern with epistemological, meta-
physical, and theological problems. This concern may be
explicit or implicit but it is never totally absent.

Political Philosophy

IT 15 one of the principal tasks of political philosophy to bring
men’s political beliefs to self-consciousness and to subject them
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to the scrutiny of reason. Political philosophy is not so much
concerned with political institutions as it is with the ideas and
aspirations that are embodied in institutions. It looks behind
the surface of political events and institutions in an effort to
discover the underlying motives, beliefs, and aspirations that
brought those events and institutions about. It looks behind
the superficial struggle for power in an effort to determine why
this struggle is taking place and where it is leading. It is not so
much interested in how things occur as it is in what occurs and
why. It is less interested in the efliciency of political techniques
and institutions than it is in their legitimacy.

The relationship between ideas and institutions is an inti-
mate and reciprocal one. All thinking about political problems
takes place in particular historical periods, within the frame-
work of specific sociological and economic conditions and is
undertaken by intellectuals with a personal stake in the society
to which they belong. Yet, while the environment (intellec-
tual, political, social and economic) conditions, it does not
determine what will be thought.® While the environment pro-
vides materials about which to think and necessarily circum-
scribes the vision of the thinker, it does not, as is sometimes
erroneously supposed, prescribe the answers that will be
found. No situation in itself embodies a self-evident meaning
that is projected into the realm of ideas without some intellec-
tual activity on the part of the observer. Every situation re-
quires conceptualization, 1.e., it must be intellectually recog-
nized and identified, before it can exert any influence.

There are some persons under the influence of an economic
determinism who will insist that political ideas are nothing
more than a kind of mental reflection of economic conditions
and of one’s personal relationship to the prevailing economic
mode of production. But the contention that all political and
social change is caused by economic conditions ignores the fact
that economic conditions also have a cause. To say that eco-
nomic changes are brought about by “dialectical necessity” is
simply to resort to a verbal subterfuge. It leaves the question:
what causes changes in economic conditions unanswered.
How men will interpret prevailing economic conditions, how
they will conceive of their relation to the prevailing economic
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mode of production, will depend as much upon their philo-
sophical premises as upon the economic facts of the situation.
Facts do not present themselves to even the most impartial and
dispassionate observers with labels already attached to them,
but individuals seek facts and the kind of facts they find depend
in large part upon the conceptual presuppositions from which
they begin their scarch. Facts become meaningful only after
we have fitted them into some pattern of meaning, a pattern
of meaning derived, of necessity, from something beyond the
facts themselves. The Russian Revolution of 1917 took the
course it did, not simply because of the economic conditions
then prevailing in Russia, but because an intellectual by the
name of Karl Marx developed the theory of cconomic change
and revolution that he did. Economic conditions, changes in
the techniques of economic production, may give rise to wide-
spread discontent but the way in which that discontent will
be concceived, the way in which it will express itself politically,
will depend upon theories about it. Exploitation must be con-
ceived as exploitation, injustice must be recognized as in-
justice, before it has any political or social significance. In
other words, what you and I think about any situation in which
we find outselves is more important politically than the situa-
tion itself-—the situation comes into being as a particular sit-
uation only when we are able rationally to identify it. Theory,
hence, is of paramount importance since it puts into words,
into ideas, that which before were only vague feelings or sub-
jective insights and it permits us to communicate and share
those feelings and insights with others.

While all theory is born of a particular environment it
achieves significance and greatness to the extent that it tran-
scends its environment. Just as the greatness of any work of art
depends upon the ability of the artist to transcend the limita-
tions of his environment with a message of universal and eter-
nal significance, so the greatest political philosophies are those,
which, although written in former centuries under conditions
much different from ours, still have something significant to
say to us about our own problems and our own times. The
greatness of Shakespeare does not lie in what he took from the
Elizabethan age but rather in his use of the materials of that
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age in order to say something significant about universal and
cternal human problems. The greatness of Plato lies not so
much in what he had to say about political conditions in the
fourth century before Christ but in his discovery of certain
truths about human nature and politics which are as meaning-
ful and as valid today as they were at the time they were writ-
ten.

The environment imposes a limitation which no thinker,
however great, can ever completely transcend and hence, no
political theory is ever completely valid or completely appli-
cable to the problems of other times and places. This is not to
say, as some would say, that all truth is relative but rather to
say that all truth is partial. Because of the limitations of per-
spective imposed by a particular environment and because of
the corruption of the human will which perverts even reason
in the service of passion truth will always be mixed with error.
Yet the fact that no individual can ever know the truth com-
pletely and infallibly does not invalidate the partial truth
which he does know and shares with others. Each generation
has the task imposed upon it of thinking through its own par-
ticular problems and of finding proximate solutions to them.
Wise men will seek the counsel of those who have grappled
with similar problems before, they will cherish the truth that
has already been discovered and they will learn from their
mistakes.

We live in times when political problems are uppermost in
men’s minds. The political events of recent years have focused
our attention upon the more fundamental problems of political
philosophy. What is the state? For what purposes does it exist?
Do I owe it unqualified obedience? Do I have obligations
which transcend those imposed upon me by my membership
in the state? What do we mean by individual rights? The ques-
tions could be multiplied many times. They are the questions
political philosophy cver since the time of Plato has sought to
answer. The answers have, of course, reflected the environ-
ment in which they were framed—some have transcended the
limitations of environment better than others.

We shall be concerned in this book primarily with an anal-
ysis of the answers that have been given in modern times, i.e.,



12 Main Currents in Modern Political Thought

with political theory since the sixteenth century. But in order
that modern political theory may be seen and placed within
the perspective of the Western political tradition as a whole
some brief attention in the introductory chapters will be given
to political philosophy prior to that time. Our attention will
be focused throughout upon the thought characteristic of the
Western world since the crisis we are now experiencing is pri-
marily a crisis in Western civilization.

Considerable attention will be given to the philosophical
premises and the general intellectual climate of opinion out of
which modern political theory emerged since, ultimatcly, the
political problem resolves itsell into the more fundamental
question: what is the nature and destiny of man? The way in
which men have answered that question has profoundly in-
fluenced their political philosophies, as I shall endeavor to
illustrate in the pages which follow.”



CHAPTER 2

The Background of Modern Political Thought

ODERN political thought may conveniently be said to
have had its origins in the climate of opinion that was
produced by the Renaissance and the Reformation, yet its
more remote origins extend as far back as the sixth century
before Christ. We shall be concerned in this book primarily
with political philosophy since the sixteenth century but it is
well to remember that two thousand years of political specula-
tion preceded that with which we shall be concerned here, and
that carlicr thought has had a profound influence not only
upon the so-called Middle Ages but also upon modern politi-
cal theory and institutions. ‘“At the outset,” a great scholar
reminds us,

it is worth remembering that our very word “‘political” comes from
the Greek polis. It was the Greek city-state that furnished the data
for the first systematic thought of our race on ‘‘civil relations.” It
conditioned the thinking of some of its most powerful and penetrat-
ing minds upon the perennial and still unsolved problems involved
in these relations; and even today, after the lapse of more than two
thousand years of development and change, we can think of these in
large part only in the terms that Plato and Aristotle formulated. . . .
Whatever our modern laws may be, Rome is the source of our juris-
prudence, and whatever our form of government, Greece has fur-
nished us the main outlines of our political science. And the fact that
the details of government under modern conditions have become so
different from those peculiar to Aristotle only serves to bring into
stronger relief their essential identity.?

Perhaps the greatest legacy which ancient Greece has be-
queathed to the modern world is philosophy itself. For it was

13
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with Thales in the sixth century before Christ that Western
man began to speculate in a rational way about himself and
the universe in which he found himself. Early philosophical
speculation was necessarily crude as men sought gropingly to
discover the underlying principle of reality. Water, air, and
fire were alternately suggested to be the ultimate reality from
which everything else had its origin. But, however crude the
conclusions reached by pre-Socratic thinkers they set in mo-
tion speculation about the reality that lies behind the appear-
ance of things that enabled Plato and Aristotle to reach more
profound truths.

There were numerous teachers in ancient Greece, as there
are in modern times, who dismissed such speculation as irrele-
vant, useless or impossible. There is no truth, they said, but
only opinion. One opinion is as good or as bad as another.
There are no absolute moral principles, they said, but only
social conventions and whatever is, is right. The only knowl-
edge possible is that derived from sense-perception and such
knowledge is relative, particular, and ever-changing. Against
the contentions of these Sophists Plato argued that there is a
reality behind the appearance of things which is more real
than that which outwardly appears to be real. Behind the
constant flux of Becoming there is permanence and universal-
ity. The objects of sense perception are particular manifesta-
tions of universal ideas, indeed, it is the existence of these
universal categories of thought that gives meaning to the ob-
jects of sense perception and enables us to identify them. The
so-called “‘facts” of sense perception do not present themselves
to individuals with neat labels attached, but individuals seek
facts and the kind of facts they find depends upon the concep-
tual presuppositions from which they begin their search for
them. It is the existence of such universal categories as Good-
ness, Truth and Beauty that is the key which unlocks the door
to understanding and wisdom. Knowledge is not the acquisi-
tion of new facts but the recollection of ideas already present
in the mind. The mind needs only to be reawakened and edu-
cation consists, in a sense, of stimulating the memory. Because
man is predisposed to virtue, virtue can be taught. We can
demonstrate the existence of moral principles just as we can
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demonstrate the axioms of geometry—neither can be ““proved”
since both are g griors. The proof consists in the demonstration
of their existence. The task of philosophy is the re-awakening
of men’s consciousness to those principles which animate the
universe and by means of which they may lead happy, har-
monious lives.

Against the contention of the Sophists that morality is
simply social convention and that ‘“might makes right,”” Plato
and Aristotle argued that therc arc certain universal and ab-
solute principles of goodness and justice which man, by virtue
of his reason, can discover if he will. Man is by nature a moral
and social being—to be moral is to be human, to be human is
to be moral—and the state is simply the individual “writ
large.” The good man and the good citizen are identical in the
good state. The state comes into existence in order to satisfy
needs which the individual apart from other individuals could
not supply for himself and it continues in existence in order
that men may be guided toward moral perfection. Just as the
good man is the one who combines Wisdom, Temperance, and
Courage in harmonious accord, so the most just state, Plato
taught, is the one in which the classes of socicty representing
cach of these virtues are harmoniously united. The most just
state is that which enables each individual to perform that
social function for which he is best fitted by capacity and vir-
tue. Or, as Aristotle expressed it, justice is giving to each man
his due. The end of politics, Aristotle said, *‘is concerned with
nothing so much as with producing a certain character in the
citizens, or in other words, with making them good.” ?

Plato and Aristotle differed in their thinking in many ways
but they agrced that (1) man is a rational, moral being; (2)
that he is also a social being who cannot live apart from his
fellows; (3) that man exists in order to lead the good life and
(4) the attainment of that good life is the primary purposc of
the state. The intellectual battle which both philosophers
waged against the Sophists is an ever-continuing one and each
generation has had to fight it all over again but with the ad-
vantage that it could wage the battle with intellectual weapons
forged by two of the greatest philosophers of all times.

Both Plato and Aristotle thought that men could find hap-
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piness and self-sufficiency only within the state, a life apart
from the state was to them, if not inconceivable, undesirable.
With the disintegration of the Greek city-states and the coming
of the Alexandrian and later the Roman empires, a number of
schools of thought arose which sought to explain how individ-
uals could achieve happiness and self-sufficiency apart from
the state. All these post-Aristotelian schools of thought agreed
in separating cthics from politics—the search for the good life
for the individual was no longer associated with the search for
the just state. It was man as an individual, not man as a citi-
zen, that engaged their attention and it was individual self-
sufficiency that became the ideal. Man became conscious of
himself as a particular soul with a life and destiny of his own.

Of the many schools of thought which arose in this period
one in particular, Stoicism, exerted an influence that was to
have profound consequences for Western civilization. For it
was through Stoicism that much of Greek philosophy was
transmitted to Western Europe in the early centuries before
Christ. Stoicism flourished for a period of about five hundred
years, from the time of its founder, Zeno (340265 B.C.), to the
death of the Roman emperor Marcus Aurelius (121-180 A.D.)
who was one of the last and most renowned of its representa-
tives.

For the Stoics the ultimate reality was matter animated by
reason. Nature was conceived as being materialistic, all per-
vasive, containing everything in causal connectedness, and
permeated by cosmic Reason. God was described as the “Fiery
Reason of the cosmos’ and was equated with the universal law
of reason or the “Mind in matter.” Man’s constitution was
conceived as being similar to that of the universe. Just as the
universe is held together by cosmic Reason so the soul of man
which is a part of this cosmic Reason holds the body together.
The universe is governed by natural laws of reason which are
immanent in nature and the individual achieves happiness
and serenity by comprehending the inevitability of natural
causation.

The Wise Man “lives according to nature,” i.e., he allows
his reason to guide his conduct and restrain his emotions and
thus cooperates with natural necessity. The Foolish Man is a

b
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creature of impulse driven this way and that by every emo-
tional whim and thus he acts contrary to nature and nature’s
laws. The Wise Man by obeying the dictates of reason and
suppressing all fecling and emotion achieves a harmonious
relationship to the universe, i.e., serenity. Apathy, understood
as resignation to rational necessity, was, according to the
Stoics, the highest virtue and the supreme good. Man may
obey the universal law of reason through blind compulsion or
by willing acquiescence but it is only by means of the latter
that he becomcs free—-when he freely wills that which reason
decrees. An act is good if reason controls the action, it is bad if
emotion controls the action--nothing clse is good or bad. Self-
control through reason is the supreme virtue.

Not only did Stoicism exalt the life of reason but it empha-
sized the essential cquality of all men. Although individuals
may differ in wealth, social position, reputation and in other
respects, they are, ncvertheless, essentially equal since all are
equally endowed with reason and equally able, if they will, to
comprehend the laws of natural necessity which direct the
destinies of cach. The mass of men are foolish but they could
be wise if they would.

For the ancient polis which was being swallowed up in great
empires the Stoics substituted the concept of the cosmopolis and
for the first time man could be conceived as a citizen not of a
particular city-state but as a citizen of the world. There was
thus born a concept of the brotherhood of man that the self-
sufficiency of the early Greek city-state had obscured. Man
was linked to man by a common necessity to obey the universal
law of reason and in the life of reason each could find equal
freedom. Man simply as man, achieved a new significance and
a new status. These two concepts: (1) the universal brother-
hood of man and (2) the universal law of reason were the prin-
cipal contributions of Stoicism to Western civilization.

It was through Stoicism, rather than through Platonism,
that Greek philosophy was introduced into the Roman world.

The Stoic doctrine of the brotherhood of man and the citizenship
of the world was not ill-suited to a state that seemed destined to
bring all races within its political control, nor was the Stoic belief in
a universal law binding upon all entirely strange to a people under
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whose eyes the pax Romana was already growing by leaps and bounds
towards its ultimate inclusion of all the known western civilized

world and more.?

It was in the writings of Cicero that Stoicism was best exem-
plified in the Roman world and through him passed into
Roman jurisprudence. “True law,” Cicero taught,

is right rcason consonant with nature, diffused among all men, con-
stant, eternal; which summons to duty by its command and hinders
from fraud by its prohibition, which neither commands nor forbids
good men in vain nor moves bad ones by either. To make enactnients
infringing this law, religion forbids, neither may it be repealed even
in part, nor have we power through Senate or people to frec our-
selves from it. It needs no interpreter or expounder but itself, nor
will there be one law in Rome and another in Athens, one in the
present and another in time to come, but one law and that cternal
and immutable shall embrace all peoples and for all time, and there
shall be as it were one common master and ruler, the god of all, the
author and judge and proposer of this law. And he who obeys him
not shall flee from himself, and in spurning the nature of human kind
by that very act he shall suffer the greatest of torments, though he
escapes others which men consider pain.*

This is the conception of natural law which is to dominate
Western political thought for at least eighteen hundred years.
Not until the nineteenth and twentieth centurics have men
seriously challenged the idea of the existence of a law of reason
which is eternal, absolute, universal and immutable. For cen-
turies men have distinguished between this law and the laws
which are enacted by men insisting that the latter is only truly
law when it conforms in principle and content to the dictates
of right reason. Justice, hereafter, is conceived as the expres-
sion of this natural law of reason.

According to Cicero, and to Roman thought generally, this
law which is common both to God and to men is also the
foundation of the state since it existed ‘“before any written
laws or any state had been founded.” The state is nothing more
nor less than “a partnership in law’ (juris societas), it is “‘an
assemblage of men associated in consent to law.” 8

Unlike the political philosophy of ancient Greece which had



The Background of Modern Political Thought 19

difficulty conceiving of man apart from the state, Roman po-
litical thought conceived of man as prior to the state and of the
state as being founded not simply upon natural necessity but
upon mutual consent. It is doubtful if Roman political thought
contained the idea of an actual agreement or compact but it
did contain a doctrine of consent which could in time develop
into the idea of a social contract. The modern doctrine that
government rests upon the consent of the people had its origins
in the political philosophy of Rome. It was not until the seven-
teenth century that that doctrine was reinforced with the
right of revolution but the latter doctrine could not have
emerged without the former. The idea of a universal law and
the idea of the state being founded upon consent together laid
the foundation for the conception of individual rights—a con-
ception which was lacking in ancient Greek political thought.
These ideas were passed on to the Middle Ages through the
medium of the writings of the great Roman jurists. It wasin the
sixth century a.p. that a commission appointed by the Em-
peror Justinian compiled and published a Digest of Roman Law.
Three other important works were published at about the
same time: the Institutes, a handbook of law; the Codex, a cod-
ification of all the laws then in force; and the Novellae, an
appendix to the Codex containing the most recent decrees of
Justinian. Together these four works comprised the Corpus
Juris Civlis. This was the final and classic expression of Roman
law and after its rediscovery in the cleventh century it exerted
a profound influence upon Western European political thought
and institutions. ‘‘Jurisprudence,” we read in the Digest, *

the knowledge of things divine and human, the perception of
the just and the unjust. . . . The precepts of law are these: to
live uprightly, to injure no ong, to render to each his right.”” ¢

The Emergence of Christianity

THrouGH Greek philosophy Western man discovered that
man is a moral being endowed with reason by means of which
he may aspire to truth. He was also taught that the universe
is a rational one and that at its center there is a cosmic Reason
holding and directing all. By following the dictates of reason
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man acquires human dignity and finds his freedom. But de-
spite the grandeur of its vision and the nobility of its senti-
ments an air of melancholy hung over it all. The Greeks could
conceive of history as nothing but an unending series of re-
curring cycles, a view that reduced history to meaninglessness.
The very exaltation of man as a rational animal obscured,
moreover, the existence of man as a passionate creature. The
optimistic belief of the Greeks that wisdom is synonymous with
virtue, that the wise man is the good man, obscured the cor-
ruption of human nature that perverts even reason in the
service of passion. “That which I would not I do, and that
which I do, I would not.”

It was through Judaism that Western man learned to rec-
ognize his suffering as a judgment of God upon his unright-
eousness. History was no meaningless and repetitious cycle
but the revelation and judgment of One who is the perfect
embodiment of Righteousness. Man is the creature of God,
personally responsible to Him and dependent upon Him for
his existence and salvation. God has revealed His will for man,
in part at least, in the law which He handed down to Moses
in the form of the Ten Commandments. The Jewish prophets
called men to repentance in order that they might be pre-
pared for the coming of the Messiah and the establishment on
earth ot the Kingdom of God. Whereas, the Jewish prophets,
however, looked to the coming of a Messiah who would lead
them, the Jews, to the Promised LLand and serve as King, He
who came as the Messiah recognized no such narrow mission
but came to establish the Kingdom of God in the hearts and
minds of all who would turn to Him in love, whether Jew or
Gentile.

In Jesus, at first only a few and later many, came to recog-
nize the Christ of whose coming the Jewish prophets had fore-
told and they called Him the Son of God. They recognized
one who was perfectly God and perfectly man who through his
life, death, and Resurrection had reconciled man to God in
love and suffering. They recognized one who was the perfect
embodiment in human form of perfect love and perfect wis-
dom. His disciples who were plunged into despair as He lay
dying in agony upon the Cross condemned by the world for
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his innocence hastened later when He appeared to them in
life to bring this good news to all who would listen.

At first Christianity was but one religion among many and
for three hundred ycars those who professed to being Chris-
tians were subjccted to persecution. When sun worship, repre-
sented by the cult of Mithra, was declared to be the official
religion of the Roman Empire by the Emperor Aurelian in the
second half of the third century every possible effort was made
to stamp out Christianity by the most ruthless kind of violence
and persccution. But that cffort failed and with the conversion
of the Emperor Constantine in the fourth century a.p. Chris-
tianity became the official religion of the Empire.

Christianity as a body of thought merged the teachings ot
Greck philosophy with those of the Jewish prophets and added
the Incarnation of the Word. Prepared by the Greeks to con-
ceive of God as the embodiment of cosmic Reason and by the
Jews to conceive of God as the embodiment of perfect Right-
eousness, Western man was prepared to recognize in Jesus
the incarnation of perfect wisdom and perfect justice.

Christianity taught that man is the creature of God, that
esscntially he is a spiritual being with a nature and destiny
that transcends time and space. Beyond the kingdom of man
there is the Kingdom of God and if an individual would enter
that kingdom he must surrender his will to God and put an
end to his rebellion. Thus, there is introduced into life a
duality unknown in the Greek world—man is not only a
citizen of the world (the kingdom of man) but is also, poten-
tially at least, a member of the Kingdom of God. Man is con-
fronted for the first time with a dual loyalty—a loyalty to
Caesar and a loyalty to God. He is admonished to render unto
Cacsar that which is rightfully his but unto God that which
belongs to Him and if there is a conflict of loyalties he must
choose, if he would be saved, that which is God’s. The concept
of natural law developed by the Stoics and perpetuated by the
Roman jurists is retained by Christianity and identified as a
species of divine law. The law as conceived both by the Greeks
and as conceived by the Jewish prophets is not abrogated but
transcended by the principle of love—justice is recognized as
an imperfect manifestation of God’s love for man and hence-
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forth men are enjoined to temper justice with mercy, to ad-
minister justice with the compassionate knowledge that the
sins of others are our own sins and that in their sinning we sin
as well.

The Stoic conception of the universal community in which
all men are brothers was given spiritual content by the Chris-
tian conception of the Kingdom of God. All men are brothers
because all men have a common Father and the Kingdom of
God knows neither male nor female, freeman or slave, Gentile
or Jew, Greek or barbarian. This Kingdom is not a partner-
ship of law but a partnership of love. It is through love of God
that men learn to love one another. Repentance for one’s sins,
a change of heart, the reorientation of one’s will and thoughts
from self to God, is the only requirement for entrance into the
Kingdom of God which, unlike the kingdom of man, endures
forever.’

The Middle Ages

ONE of the greatest figures of the early Middle Ages was St.
Augustine (354—430 A.D.). Having lived as a young man a life
of dissipation in which he experimented with practically every
philosophy of life and religion then known, he turned in mid-
dle life to Christianity, became a priest and finally a bishop
in North Africa. Of all the works of the early Church fathers
his City of God is probably the most important. Writing at the
time of the disintegration of the Roman Empire and of the
fall of Rome to the barbarians he sought to explain in Chris-
tian terms the significance of what was happening. But he
was more than a philosopher of history, he was one of the
most eminent theologians of all times.

As a theologian he emphasized something which earlier
philosophy had overlooked. The acquisition of truth, he
taught, is an activity not only of the intellect but of the will—
the direction of our will directs our reason. We learn and know
only that which we want to learn and know. Because we are
sinful our wills, until touched by the grace of God, are mis-
directed by the passions to which men as sons of Adam are
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heir. When St. Augustine says that men are sinful he means
that men have been tempted by pride to believe themselves
self-sufficient, self-sustaining, self-important. Thus, until re-
leased from sin by the power and pardon of God, i.e., the
grace of God, they live in a state of rebellion against God de-
nying that they owe their existence to Him who created not
only them but the universe in which they move. God created
men as free beings since He would not compel their love (love
compelled is not love at all) but men have chosen of their
own free will to believe themselves independent of God and
to act as though masters of their own destiny. That is the
“original sin” from which all other sins arise. By attributing to
himself the wisdom that is God’s man has brought misery and
suffering to himself and his children.

Because man has fallen away from that state of innocence
in which he was created, external coercion is necessary as a
partial remedy for the consequences of sin. Because men apart
from the grace of God do not and will not love one another
as brothers it is necessary to establish by coercion just rela-
tions among them, that they may not harm onc another and
may live orderly, if not entircly peaceful, lives. Were men
motivated solely by love there would be no need for law and
the state, but since men will not love God and cannot, there-
fore, love each other, law and the state are necessary in order
to bring about that condition of carthly justice which is an
approximation of God’s love for man. By the law which holds
men together in civil society St. Augustine understood not
simply the law of reason of which Cicero spoke but the law
of God. The institutions of property and of slavery were ex-
plained by St. Augustine, likewise, as the consequence of
man’s sinfulness. Professor A. J. Carlyle explains the medieval
conception of property in this way:

To the Fathers the only natural condition is that of common
ownership and individual use. The world was made for the common
benefit of mankind, that all should receive from it what they require.
. . . They admit, however, that human nature being what it is,
avaricious and vicious, it is impossible for men to live normally under
the condition of common ownership. This represents the more per-
fect way of life, and this principle was represented in the organization
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of monastic life, . . . [but] For mankind in general, some organiza-
tion of ownership became necessary, and this was provided by the
State and its laws. . . . Private property is therefore practically

the creation of the State, and is defined, limited, and changed by the
State. While, however, the Fathers recognize the legal right of pri-
vate property, as a suitable and necessary concession to human in-
firmity . . . they are also clear that from the religious and moral
standpoint the position of private property is somewhat different.
. . . Whatever conventional organization may be found necessary
for practical adjustment of human affairs, the ultimate nature of
things still holds good. Private property is allowed, but only in order
to avoid the danger of violence and confusion; and the institution
cannot override the natural right of man to obtain what he needs
from the abundance of that which the earth brings forth. This is
what the Fathers mean when they call the maintenance of the needy
an act of justice, not of mercy; for it is justice to give to a man that
which is his own, and the needy have a moral right to that which
they require.®

St. Augustine saw in history the conflict between the City of
God (civitas dei) and the City of Man (civitas terrena), a conflict
that would continue until the Day of Judgment when Christ
would appear again in glory to judge both the living and the
dead. These two cities correspond approximately but not
exactly to the institutions of Church and State. For St. Augus-
tine the Church was the community of all believers in Christ—
not everyone outside the visible Church, however, was neces-
sarily excluded from the City of God nor was everyone within
the visible Church neccessarily included in that Kingdom.
Only on the Last Day would the truly faithful be known.

The relationship between Church and State, between ec-
clesiastical and secular authority, was one of the principal
problems with which the Middle Ages were concerned. It was
Pope Gelasius I in the fifth century who framed the problem,
according to Professor Carlyle, in these terms:

. the spiritual and the temporal powers are intrusted to two
different orders, each drawing its authority from God, each supreme
in its own sphere, and independent, within its own sphere of the
other . . . [but] while cach is supreme in its own sphere, each is also
subordinate in relation to the other sphere. The king is subject to the
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bishop in spiritual matters, the bishop to the king in temporal mat-
ters.®

Of the two obligations that of the bishops is the greater since
“they shall render account to God for the kings of men them-
selves.” In the later Middle Ages extreme positions concern-
ing this rclationship were sometimes taken especially when
to the problem of the proper relationship of ecclesiastical and
secular authority there was added the problem of the proper
relationship of the Pope to the Church.

Perhaps the most significant political contribution of the
Middle Ages to Western civilization was its conception of
kingship and the supremacy of law for in these conceptions
lie the origins of modern constitutional government. A king
is only truly a king, it was affirmed in the Middle Ages, when
he rules according to the laws of God, of reason and according
to the principles of immemorial custom to which the people
by their acquiescence have given their assent. A king who
fails to rule justly is no king but a tyrant, an instrument not of
God but of the devil. This distinction between true kingship
and tyranny runs throughout the political literature of the
Middle Ages and, as Professor Mcllwain declares ““a nobler
conception of kingship . . . has seldom been expressed.” 1°
Practice, however, frequently fell short of theory and ‘‘the
main defect of the time was not a lack of principles, but an
almost total absence of any effective sanction for them. . . .
Though the king was under the law in theory, there was little
effective machinery in existence to make this theory a practi-
cal reality.” 1! It remained for modern times to discover the
effective means by which kings might be securely bridled to
the law.

Throughout the Middle Ages law was thought of as prin-
ciples which one discovered, not as something which was
made. To the Hebraic-Stoic-Christian notion of law as the
embodiment of reason and the revelation of God’s will for
man there was added between the fifth and ninth centuries
the Germanic conception, brought in by the invaders of the
Roman Empire, that law is the immemorial custom of the
tribe. While Roman law lived on throughout the early Middle



26 Main Currents in Modern Political Thought

Ages as custom, it was not until the eleventh and twelfth cen-
turies that it was completely rediscovered. Medieval thought
found its greatest and most complete expression in the works
of St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274). It was not until the
middle of the twelfth and the beginning of the thirteenth
centuries that the complete works of Aristotle became known
to the Western world, at first through translations from the
Arabic and then directly through translations from the Greek.
It was through the Moslems by way of Spain that Aristotle
was first reintroduced into the Western world.

With the recovery of Aristotle’s philosophy, Christian the-
ology was stimulated to the undertaking of a new task—the
synthesis of Aristotle’s philosophy of man and nature with
Christian conceptions. The greatest of those who undertook to
synthesize these two was St. Thomas and the name generally
applied to that endeavor is scholasticism. It might be called
the birth of Christian philosophy since it involved the applica-
tion of philosophical methods to theological problems. Hence-
forth, the problem of the relationship between reason and
faith, although anticipated by such early Church fathers as
St. Augustine, was to become one of the central problems of
Christian theology.

Perhaps the central thought of St. Thomas’ philosophy is
the idea that “grace does not annul nature but perfects it,”’ by
which he means that the world of faith while distinct from
the world of nature is yet a continuation of it. In the soul of
man the two are united. The knowledge which we have and
seek concerning the world of nature is not contradictory to
that which we have and seek concerning the world of grace
but there are truths peculiar to each and common to both.
It is through reason (philosophy) that we acquire knowledge
of the world of nature; it is through revelation (theology) that
we acquire knowledge of the world of grace. While distinct
modes of acquiring knowledge each may assist the other in
finding answers to problems that are common to both. One
essential difference between theology and philosophy is the
perspective from which each starts, for, according to St.
Thomas,
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the two sciences do not proceed in the same order. With philosophy,
which regards creatures in themselves, and from them draws on into
a knowledge of God, the first consideration is in regard to the crea-
tures and the last is as to God. But in the science of faith, which
views creatures only in their relationship to God, the first consider-
ation is of God, and the next of the creatures.!?

Philosophy can demonstrate the existence, unity, goodness and
rationality of God but only theology relying upon revelation
and authority can know God as the Trinity of Persons.

Since grace does not annul nature, but perfects it, natural reason
should serve faith, even as the natural inclination conforms itself to
love (caritas). Hence sacred science (theology) uses the philosophers
also as authority, where they are able to know the truth through
natural reason. It uses authorities of this kind as extraneous argu-
ments having probability. But it uses the authorities of the canonical
Scriptures arguing from its own premises and with certainty. And it
uses the authorities of other doctors of the Church, as arguing upon
its own ground, yet only with probability. For our faith rests upon
the revelation made to the Apostles and Prophets, who wrote the
canonical books; and not upon the revelation, if there was any, made
to other doctors.!?

Some earlier Christian theologians had accepted the formula
credo ut intelligam (I believe in order that 1 may know), others
had relied upon the formula intelligo ut credam (I know in order
that I may believe) but St. Thomas thought that both were
true, that faith sustains reason while, at the same time, reason
sustains faith.

In the realm of political philosophy St. Thomas accepted
as true most of Aristotle’s ideas concerning the origin, nature
and function of the state but argued that although the state
had natural origins, temporal ends and functions the state
could never be self-sufficient and its purposes must always be
secondary to the higher end of spiritual salvation for individ-
uals whose ultimate destiny was not in this world. Earthly
happiness is a good but not the supreme good, for salvation
entails a beatitude beside which happiness upon earth is but
a pale reflection. Unlike St. Augustine who explained the
origin of the state in terms of man’s sinfulness and ascribed to
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the state functions which were conceived primarily in nega-
tive terms, St. Thomas explained the origin of the state in
terms of man’s innate social nature and needs and ascribed
to the state functions that were primarily positive.

But perhaps St. Thomas’ greatest contribution to political
theory was his conception of law. ““A law (lex),” he says, ‘“‘is
an ordinance of reason for the common good promulgated by
him who has the care of the community.” !* Since the uni-
verse is governed by God who is the embodiment of reason
and since all men are his creatures whom he loves, it follows
that the ultimate source of all law is God. Since God, more-
over, is eternal the source of all law must be eternal law. The
eternal law is the law as it exists in the mind of God, it is
God’s plan for the universe. God has revealed a portion of
that law in the form of divine law of which the Ten Command-
ments is the best illustration. Since man as a rational creature
participates in the eternal reason that governs the universe he
may by the light of natural reason discover somec additional
principles of the eternal law and this law which he defines as
“the participation of a rational creature in the eternal law”
is natural law (lex naturalis).’® Since man is a fallible and sinful
creature he can never know the eternal law in its complete-
ness though he may know large portions of it through divine
and natural law. Reasoning from the premises of natural law
as to how these principles are to be applied to specific situ-
ations of time and place we derive positive human law (leges
humanae). Such laws will of necessity be fallible and relative to
changing human situations and needs—hence, they require
sanctions enforced by a ruler whose duty it is to promulgate
them. But ““it is necessary that the will concerning the things
commanded be a will controlled by some reason if it is to
bear the character of a law. . . . Otherwise the will of the
prince would be iniquity, rather than law.” ! Thus, he per-
petuates the usual medieval distinction between a true prince
and a tyrant. Since a truc law must be “an ordinance for the
common good” the authority to establish law must belong
either to the whole people or to that person who has the care
of the whole people.

Thus through the writings and thought of St. Thomas
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Aquinas there was perpetuated the political philosophy not
only of the Greek world, as represented especially by Aris-
totle, but also the Christian thought of the early Middle Ages.
By demonstrating their compatibility and clarifying the re-
lationship of their respective truths he contributed greatly to
the civilizing of Western man.

Summary and Conclusion

From a primitive belief in the daemonic forces of nature com-
pelled by a blind and mcaningless fate Western man was grad-
ually led through Greck philosophy, Hebrew prophecy and
the revelation of God’s nature in Jesus to understand himself
as a rational creature of God, created in His image and des-
tined by God’s grace for heavenly beatitude. Man came to
understand that it was Providence and not fate which con-
trolled his destiny and he lost the fear of the daemonic when
he came to recognize the evil in the world as the result of his
own sinful rebellion against God and beheld the promise of
reconciliation in the love and suffering of God’s only be-
gotten Son, Jesus Christ.

The conception of man as a rational personality of infinite
and absolute worth was discovered only after long and painful
thought and experience. But the exaltation of human nature,
the discovery of the glorious potentiality that is man, had
necessarily to be accompanied by the revelation of Christ that
man is essentially a sinner in need of redemption if the poten-
tialities of human nature were not to be lost in vain illusions
as to the source of all creative power. It was only when man
learned humility that he lcarned both how miserable were his
motives and how great were his possibilities. It was only when
he learned to recognize himself as the rebellious creature of
God that he discovered the source of all power in the universe
and was enabled by repentance to share in it. He learned to
recognize suffering not as tragedy but as opportunity and to
know love as the balm which heals even the most fatal of
wounds. He learned that he was not only a rational creature
but a passionate one and that only when passion was directed
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in love to God and guided by reason that it could be trusted.

It was only gradually that the idea of justice was discovered
to be both the embodiment of reason and of the will of God—
the imperfect expression upon earth of God’s love for man.
The idea of justice slowly crystallized into the conception of
law, the ultimate authority for which was the will of God and
the ultimate sanction the consent of the people exercised
through the force of the ruler. The state was envisaged both
as arising out of natural necessity and as a correction for man’s
sinfulness and continuing in existence in order both that men
might achieve the good life upon earth and attend in peaceful
relations with one another to the attainment of everlasting
happiness in a life beyond the grave.

All this means that gradually Western man became civi-
lized. There was mediated to him not only wisdom concerning
his ultimate nature and destiny but, through the death and
passion of Christ, grace, by means of which he might hope and
pray and work for the eternal salvation of his soul.



CHAPTER §

The Transition to Modern Times

HE period from the fall of Constantinople (1453 A.D.) to
about the end of the seventcenth century, is frequently
spoken of as the Renaissance. Some historians would extend
the initial period, others would limit the term to a much
shorter period of time. The important thing about it, however,
is not the precise length of its duration but the gradual change
in the climate of opinion which took place between the time
of St. Thomas Aquinas and that of John Locke. It is difficult
precisely to date the Renaissance since there were indications
as early as the eleventh and twelfth centuries that the climate
of opinion was changing and there were many elements of
medieval thought still lingering in the seventeenth.
Intellectually, the period was characterized by a progres-
sive interest in things secular and temporal and a waning in-
terest in things spiritual and eternal. Thought became more
and more man-centered, less and less God-centered. Even the
Church did not entirely escape the predominantly secular
character of the thought of the period. A revival of interest in
the Greek and Roman classics stimulated a new humanism
that revived the thought of the pre-Socratic Protagoras that
“Man is the measure of all things.” Poetry, music, art and
literature flourished under the spell of the illusion that man
is his own master and the most appropriate object of adula-
tion. Words were hardly adequate to describe, nor the skill of
the artist great enough to do homage to the magnificence of
man’s body, the nobility of his features, the “agony” of his
romantic love. Some artists saw all this as the reflected glory
of God but most saw only the glory and lost sight of the source
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from which it was reflected. The skill which had previously
been directed to the building of magnificent cathedrals pro-
claiming the glory of God was now directed to singing the
praises of men. And as the object of worship changed so did
the media and forms of expression become increasingly hu-
manistic.

The period was characterized socially by the breakdown of
feudalism, the revival of commerce, the creation of new forms
of wealth, the rise of towns and of a new social class that lived
by carrying on trade. Though still predominantly an agri-
cultural economy the new burghers soon began to challenge
the ascendancy of the nobility and to demand political and
social reforms that would improve their status and their busi-
ness, freedom from such economic restrictions as the medieval
notion of the “just price,” from the condemnation of lending
and borrowing money at interest, from the taxes that consti-
tuted barriers to free trade.

Politically, the period witnessed the rise of large centralized
territorial states. The rising commercial class and the great
princes collaborated in breaking the declining power of feudal
ties which were an obstacle to the establishment of territorial
hegemony. Let us examine in more detail the significance of
these developments.

The Intellectual Climate

INTELLECTUALLY, the later Middle Ages were divided over the
issue of realism vs. nominalism. Stated somewhat simply, the
issue involved the nature of the relationship bctween uni-
versal conceptions to particular experience. The realist main-
tained, in the Platonic tradition, that the particular experience
was only an imperfect manifestation of the reality of universal
ideas, while the nominalist (there were many kinds of nomi-
nalists, however) generally maintained that the universal was
only a name (nomen) or an abstraction, and that reality in-
hered in the particular thing. This issue had profound conse-
quences both for theology and philosophy since the position
of the nominalists, if carried to its ultimate and logical con-
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clusion, could lead to a relativism and a denial of the efficacy
of reason in the search for truth that would be destructive
both of theology and of philosophy. Although framed in dif-
ferent conceptions the issue resembled that which divided
Plato from the Sophists.

One of the earliest nominalists was Roscellinus (d. about
1100) who launched a vigorous attack against the orthodox
conception of the Trinity in defense of the doctrine that the
Godhead was composed of three separate and distinct sub-
stances. Since this amounted to a defense of polytheism he was
declared a heretic. The issue smoldered for a long time. For
a time it seemed to have been resolved by St. Thomas but
broke out again in the fourteenth century with renewed vigor.

Whereas St. Thomas had sought to reconcile philosophy
and theology attributing to each separate and legitimate func-
tions in the search for truth, the period following his death
witnessed more and more demands for a more complete scp-
aration of theology from philosophy. One of those who pressed
this demand was Duns Scotus (c. 1265-1308), a Franciscan
who taught, for the greater part of his life, at the University
of Oxford. Theology, he argucd, is a practical rather than a
speculative science. Theology and philosophy, he declared,
rest upon very different principles and the truth embodied in
theology has nothing to do with the kind of truth derived from
philosophical speculation, but, since he used the metaphysical
dialectic to make this point it tended to weaken his position.
What he actually did, as H. O. Taylor points out, was ‘“‘to
produce a metaphysical counterfeit, wherein theology, founded
on revelation and church law, should present a close parallel
to what it would have been, had its controlling principles been
those of metaphysics.” ! It is the will rather than the intellect,
he contended, that raises man above nature. It is the will not
the intellect that leads man to happiness and heavenly be-
atitude. Only the will is free—it uses, but is not controlled by,
the intellect. The Scriptures apparently are a revelation to our
will, rather than to our intellect, and theology is essentially a
practical study of the means of relating this revelation to our
life. But how this revelation is understood apart from intel-
lectual cognition is never made entirely clear.
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William of Occam (c. 1300-1349) carried on where Duns
Scotus left off. Taylor says:

More unreservedly than Duns he interdicts the testing of theology
by reason: and goes beyond him in restricting the sphere of rationally
demonstrable truth, denying, for instance, that reason can demon-
strate God’s unity, infinity, or even existence. Unlike Duns, he
would not attempt to erect a quasi-scientific theology, in the place
of the system he rejects. To make up for this negative result, Occam
asserted the verity of Scripture unqualifiedly, as Duns also did. With
Occam, Scripture, revelation, is absolutely infallible, neither requir-
ing nor admitting the proofs of reason . . . The provinces of science
and faith are different. Faith’s assent is not required for what is
known through evidence; science does not depend on faith. Nor
does faith or theology depend on scientia. And since, without faith,
no one can assent to those verities which are to be believed (ver:-
tatibus credibilibus), there is no scientia propria dicta respecting them. So
the breach in the old scholastic, Thomist, unity was made utter and
irreparable. Theology stands on the surest of bases, but isolated,
unsupported; philosophy, all human knowledge, extends around and
below it, and is discredited because irrelevant to highest trust.?

With Occam nominalism was carried farther toward its ulti-
mate conclusion and resulted in what philosophers have called
terminism. Anticipating the ultra-modern science of semantics
and those contemporary philosophers who would restrict the
legitimate concern of philosophy to the study of symbolic
logic, Occam maintained that the individual is the real and
the universal is but a symbol (signa or temini) whose existence
is confined to the mind. It was a philosophy which “severed
the connection between Reason and Revelation, destroyed
the idea of an ascent from Nature to supernature and the care-
fully graded theory of the connatural and supernatural end
for which humanity has been created. It intensified psycho-
logical self-analysis by its appeal to experience” and changed
the theory of the sacraments by arguing that ‘“the sacraments
do not convey a supernatural life, but they impart the right-
eousness which belongs to human nature by right, but which
has been lost by sin.” * The unity which Thomism saw be-
tween natural and divine law was destroyed as revelation was
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divorced completely from reason. “This reinstatement of
logic,” moreover, as Taylor points out, “as the instrument and
means of all knowledge was to be the perdition of emptier-
minded men, who felt no difference between philosophy and
the war of words.” * Scholasticism lost its creative genius and
decayed rapidly into logic-chopping inanity. In the light of
the inanities to which nominalism led it is not difficult to
understand why the followers of Duns Scotus were {requently
called dunces nor difficult to understand why the word still
lives on.

According to a great scholar of the Middle Ages, Etienne
Gilson, medieval philosophy

. . . died, primarily, of its own dissensions, and these dissensions
multiplied as soon as it began to take itself for an end, instead of
serving the Wisdom which was at once its end and source. Albertists,
Thomists, Scotists, Occamists, all contributed to the ruin of mediae-
val philosophy in the exact measure in which they neglected the
search for truth to exhaust themselves in barren controversies about
the formulae in which it was to be expressed. The multiplicity of
these formulae would have constituted no drawback . . . if the
Christian spirit that kept them in unity had not been too often ob-
scured, sometimes lost. When this happened mediaeval philosophy
became no more than a corpse encumbering the soil it had dug and
on which alone it could build. . . . Failing to maintain the organic
unity of a philosophy at once truly rational and truly Christian,
Scholasticism and Christendom crumbled together under their own
weight.®

With the severance of reason from faith, with the assertion
of the primacy of will over intellect and with the rediscovery
of man as an individual with interests and a will peculiar to
himself, the man of the Renaissance groped about in his new
found “freedom” for new knowledge, new methods of acquir-
ing knowledge, and new standards with which to evaluate the
new knowledge newly acquired. He re-read the ancient
classics in his search for the solution to his dilermma, rested for
a time in Platonism, forsook Plato for Aristotle, experimented
with Epicureanism, yielded to Stoicism, flirted with scepticism
and sought to combine them all in a new eclecticism to which
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many have applied the name Humanism. In some ways these
intellectual efforts resembled those of the post-Aristotclian
period with the important difference, however, that whereas
men were groping then for a more complete revelation of the
truth, the man of the Renaissance was experimenting with the
possibility of “freeing” himsclf from that revelation. Capti-
vated by the intellectual audacity of the astronomer Coper-
nicus whose theory of the universe overturned the cosmologi-
cal hypothesis which had been held for several centuries, the
Italian philosopher Giordano Bruno (1548-1600) was led to
exclaim that “By the stars we are moved to discover the in-
finite effect of an infinite cause, the true and living marks of
infinite power, and to contemplate the Deity not as outside
of, apart from, and distant from us, but as in ourselves and
more within us than we are in ourselves.” ® Wavering between
Christianity and pantheism he typified the philosophical
thought of the sixteenth century.
It was not, however, as Gilson points out, *“modern science
. that destroyed Christian philosophy” for ‘““when modern
science was born there was no longer any living Christian
philosophy there to welcome and assimilate it. The architect
of peace had died of war; and the war came of the revolt of
national egoisms against Christendom, and this revolt itself,
which Christian philosophy should have prevented, came of
the internal dissensions that afHicted it because it had for-
gotten its essence, which was to be Christian. Divided against
itself, the house fell.” ¥ As men turned increasingly away from
the revelation of Scripture and the authority of the Church
they turned more and more, but not as quickly as some sup-
pose, to the contemplation of nature as the revelation of God
and the embodiment of His being. Philosophy discredited
yielded its place to science. The intellectual revolution, for
such it was, began with the publication in 1543 of Copernicus’
De revolutionibus Orbium Celestium and reached its climax with
the publication of Newton’s Principia in 1687. It embraced the
work of Galileo, Leonardo da Vinci, Bacon, Kepler, Descartes
and Leibnitz, and culminated in the publication of two works
of vast importance for modern political thought, John Locke’s
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Essay Concerning Human Understanding in 169o, and his Treatises
of Civil Government which appeared in the same year.

The Birth of Modern Philosophy

TuroucHouT the Middle Ages all the branches of knowledge,
metaphysics, logic, ethics, politics and cconomics were held
together in one coherent whole through the mediation of the
“queen of the sciences,” Theology. In the monumental work
of St. Thomas Aquinas in the thirteenth century the realm of
nature and the realm of grace, the knowledge yielded by
natural reason and the knowledge yiclded by revelation, were
conceived as complementary. But in the fificenth and six-
teenth centuries the authority of the Church, the guardian of
theology, was challenged by nationalistic and intellectual
forces with which it was unable successfully to cope. The mas-
sive, coherent structure raised by Aquinas had already becn
attacked within the Church by men like Duns Scotus and
William of Occam, and the Church itself lacked the moral au-
thority necessary to harmonize the new intellectual forces
with the old. With the repudiation of the authority of the
Church and the disintegration of Scholasticism the medieval
edifice of thought collapsed—the keystone of its arch, thcology,
discredited. This revolt against authority, which characterized
the period of the Renaissance, necessitated the search for some
substitute method of arriving at knowledge and the intel-
lectual activity of the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth
centuries was directed toward the search for that new method.

But if the Church and its system were repudiated, what could take
its place? If a man’s thoughts and purposes were no longer to take
their start from the only tradition available, where could they begin?
And the only possible answer was “with himself.”” If a man was not
going to start as a member of a system, accepting that system and his
own place in it, then he must start with his isolated self. Of course he
would submit to the authority of conscience, but it would be Ais con-
science. He would submit to the Voice of God as he heard it, but it
would be as e heard it. So the modern movement was bound to be a
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movement of individualism. We owe to it the distinctive blessings of
modern life, but also its distinctive ills.

This strong assertion of the individual as the source or medium of
the authority to which he must bow found its spiritual expression
when Martin Luther, standing alone for truth as he knew it before
the Diet of Worms, declared Hier steh’ ich; ich kann nichts anders. 1t
found its intellectual expression in the course of meditation with
which René Descartes occupied his leisure in that stove which is the
birthplace of modern philosophy.®

The characteristic feature of modern philosophy is the em-
phasis which it places upon the individual as the ultimate
source or medium of authority. Repudiating all traditional
authority, modern philosophy proclaims the autonomy of
human reason.

According to one authority on this period:

Philosophically, the Renaissance marks a change in the manner of
conceiving truth and knowledge generally. The epistemological
transition to be inferred from the scientific attitude of such minds as
da Vinci and Galileo is, briefly, from one of unquestioning convic-
tion that truth ultimately relates to a reality transcendent and in-
accessible to mind, to an active faith in the essential sufficiency of
human powers to discover truth, precisely because knowledge is not
ultimately of a transcendent reality. Or, as M. Brehier puts it: “truth
is not disclosed in the form of a systematic and total vision of the
universe (whether the vision be due to revelation or reason or both)
but is, so to say, distributed in a multitude of propositions.” *

The thought of the Renaissance is characterized not only by
the rejection of the authority of the Church but in its later
phase by the rejection of Aristotle as well. Roger Bacon in the
thirteenth, Peter Ramus in the sixteenth, and Francis Bacon
in the early seventeenth all attacked the Aristotelian logic.
According to Francis Bacon: “The method of discovery and
proof according to which the most general principles are first
established, and then intermediate axioms are tried and
proved by them, is the parent of error and the curse of all
science.” ! For the demonstration of truth Francis Bacon
would substitute a method of discovering truth. The ‘“dis-
covery” of that new method, however, was largely the work
of a Frenchman, Descartes.
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Probably the most influential philosopher of the Renais-
sance, René Descartes (1596-1650), has been called the ‘“fa-
ther of modern rationalism.” With Descartes the philosophical
tradition of Realism which dominated philosophical specula-
tion from Thales to William of Occam was first seriously
challenged. For until the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries it
was nowhere seriously disputed that knowledge is a knowl-
edge of real objects. It'is not the external world of real objects
which is the starting point of modern philosophical specula-
tion but rather the individual mind or experience. Although
there are numerous suggestions of a changed perspective be-
fore Descartes, it is with Descartes that the proclamation of
the autonomy of human reason becomes explicit.

Descartes describes in his Discourse on Method (1637) how
he determined to reject all traditional principles and doc-
trines and to rely solely upon his own reason to discover the
truth.

I was then in Germany, to which country I had been attracted by
the wars which are not yet at an end. And as I was returning from
the coronation of the Emperor to join the army, the setting in of
winter detained me in a quarter where, since I found no society to
divert me, while fortunately I had also no cares of passions to trou-
ble me, I remained the whole day shut up alone in a stove-heated
room, where I had complete leisure to occupy myself with my own
thoughts . . .

As regards all the opinions which up to this time I had embraced,
I thought I could do no better than endeavour once for all to sweep
them completely away, so that they might later on be replaced,
either by others which were better, or by the same, when I had made
them conform to the uniformity of a rational scheme . . .

I did not wish to set about the final rejection of any single opinion
which might formerly have crept into my beliefs without having
been introduced there by means of Reason, until I had first of all
employed sufficient time in planning out the task which I had under-
taken, and in seeking the true Method of arriving at a knowledge of
all the things of which my mind was capable.

The “true method” of arriving at knowledge was suggested to
him by geometry and algebra and could be reduced, he be-
lieved, to four basic principles:
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The first of these was to accept nothing as true which I did not
clearly recognize to be so; that is to say, carefully to avoid precipita-
tion and prejudice in judgments, and to accept in them nothing
more than what was presented to my mind so clearly and distinctly
that I could have no occasion to doubt it.

The second was to divide up each of the difficulties which I ex-
amined into as many parts as possible, and as seemed requisite in
order that it might be resolved in the best manner possible.

The third was to carry on my reflections in due order, commencing
with objects that were the most simple and easy to understand, in
order to rise little by little, or by degrees, to knowledge of the most
complex, assuming an order, even if a fictitious one, among those
which do not follow a natural sequence relatively to one another.

The last was in all cases to make enumecrations so complete and
reviews so general that 1 should be certain of having omitted noth-

ing.ll

Commenting upon these principles, William Temple de-
clares:

. it would be hard to conceive a more complete programme for
the scientific era. Descartes lays down all its leading principles; here
is set out the method of analysis which has carried us through mole-
cules to atoms, through atoms to protons, electrons, and neutrons,
and now threatens to dissolve these in mere measurements which are
measurements of nothing; here too is the conviction that the simple
contains the explanation of the complex, which leads to the denial
of objective reality to aesthetic and moral qualities because these
only appear at a stage of higher development and advanced com-
plexity. But it is noticeable that the first precept is ambiguous. Des-
cartes will never accept as true what he does not clearly know to be
such; and this he paraphrases as meaning that he will never include
anything in his affirmations which is not presented to his mind so
clearly and distinctly that he could have no occasion to doubt it.
But does this include Isaiah’s vision? or such a flaming apprehension
of God as is recorded in Pascal’s celebrated fragment? And if not,
why not? To the subjects of these experiences there was nothing
about them either confused or questionable. Why is my perception
that 2 4+ 2 = 4 to be regarded as either more clear and distinct, or
more compelling of acceptance, than Isaiah’s perception of the Holi-
ness of God? The truth is that in order to make his method work at
all, Descartes was obliged to state its first principle in terms which
covered much more than he intended ; for if he had limited his terms
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to the scope of his intention, he would have been driven to assert a
unique claim to truth on behalf of mathematics, and would have
drawn upon himself the contradiction of all who dispute that claim.
His position has plausibility because his fundamental precept is so
stated as to be unexceptionable, but is then without notice so re-
stricted in interpretation and application as to make the second and
third precepts appropriate successors to it.12

Descartes explains how he resolved to reject as false every-
thing which it was possible to doubt.

For a long time I had remarked that it is sometimes requisite in
common life to follow opinions which one knows to be most uncer-
tain, exactly as though they were indisputable, as has been said
above. But because in this case I wished to give myself entirely to the
search after Truth, I thought that it was necessary for me to take an
apparently opposite course, and to reject as absolutely false every-
thing as to which I could imagine the least ground of doubt, in order
to see if afterwards there remained anything in my belief that was
entirely certain. . . . I rejected as false all the reasons formerly ac-
cepted by me as demonstrations. And . . . Iresolved to assume that
everything that ever entered into my mind was no more true than
the illusions of my dreams. But immediately afterwards I noticed
that whilst T thus wished to think all things false, it was absolutely
essential that the “I” who thought this should be somewhat, and
remarking that this truth “I think, therefore I am” was so certain
and so assured that all the most extravagant suppositions brought
forward by the sceptics were incapable of shaking it, I came to the
conclusion that I could receive it without scruple as the first princi-
ple of the Philosophy for which I was secking.'®

Not a true sceptic, Descartes employed doubt as a methodo-
logical device. His “doubting,” therefore, had an element of
artificiality about it. He employed it, he said, as an “Ar-
chimedean fulcrum.”

While we thus reject all that of which we can possibly doubt, and
feign that it is false, it is easy to suppose that there is no God, nor
heaven, nor bodies, and that we possess neither hands, nor feet, nor
indeed any body; but we cannot in the same way conceive that we
who doubt these things are not; for there is a contradiction in con-
ceiving that what thinks does not at the same time as it thinks, exist.
And hence this conclusion, I think, therefore I am, is the first and most
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certain of all that occurs to one who philosophizes in an orderly
way. 1

Descartes’ fundamental axiom (I think, therefore I am) is de-
scribed by the Baron von Hiigel as being ‘‘dangerously inade-
quate’ for:

We thus take for granted . . . what is demonstrably non-existent:
I think instead of I think such and such realities, or at least, I think such
and such objects. The subject and object, always interconnected in
man’s actual experience and hence to be assumed in this their inter-
connexion, were thus severed from each other, in the very starting
point of philosophy; and then this severance and quite artificial
separateness could hardly any more be bridged over—the object
could hardly be recovered, since man (after all) is in fact restricted,
and is here rightly recognised as restricted, to the analysis of what
actually exists, and to what he really experiences. The appeal here
to its experience and to its analysis was, then, right: what was wrong
was the exclusion, before any and all investigation, and without any
justification, of one entire third of every living experience. For all
experience is always threefold : it is always simultaneously experience
of the subject, of the object, and of the overbridging thought; indeed,
clear consciousness always first concerns the object, and only much
later on the subject. And thus, through thatartificial abstraction, there
promptly arose such sheer figments of the brain as knowledge, not
of objects at all, but of subjective states alone; and (stranger still),
knowledge that objects exist, and that they all have an inside, but
an inside which is never actually revealed to us by the qualities of
those objects; and (culminating miracle of strangeness) that this in-
side abides ever essentially unknowable by us, and yet, all the same,
we absolutely know that it contradicts all these appearances. Man
thus, though well within the universe, isolates himself from it; he
imprisons himself in his own faculties, and, as to anything further,
knows only that objects exist as to which these faculties essentially
and inevitably mislead him.*

Having rejected everything except this one axiom he then
sought to erect an entire philosophy upon this one certain
truth. From this ultimate intuition he argued for the existence
of God and from the existence of God for the existence of an
external world. He regarded intuition and deduction as the
most certain routes to knowledge. Descartes employed three
arguments for the existence of God, one of which was that
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God must exist to create the thinker and sustain him in his
existence. He then argued that God would not deceive the
thinking beings whom He had created and that as a conse-
quence there must be some real world revealed to us through
our perceptions. Otherwise our sense-perceptions would be
mere illusions. But how are we to distinguish that which is an
illusion from that which is real? And Descartes declares that
it is only that which can be apprehended ‘clearly and dis-
tinctly’> which is to be regarded as real. As regards material
things only extension and motion, he further argues, are clear
and distinct; such qualities as color and smell are not essential
features of material things for they are not, he declares, clear
and distinct. They belong not to the things themselves but are
a part of the subjective experience of the person percciving
them.

Body and mind are conceived by Descartes as two separate
and distinct things. The essential feature of mind is thought
or consciousness, the mind is a kind of ‘“‘thinking substance.”
The body is an “extended substance” and independent of the
mind. The interconnection between body and soul which the
Christian tradition emphasized is thus explicitly denied. But
if the mind is independent of the body and the body of the
mind, how, then, do the two manage to work together. And
Descartes’ only answer is that God so constituted the world
that they do. God is thus brought in at the last moment to
retrieve his system from collapse but without any rational
explanation of how this is so. Mind is reduced to a kind of im-
material spirit and man has become, as Santayana has rather
aptly expressed it, “‘the clumsy conjunction of an automaton
with a ghost.”

Modern philosophy since Descartes has followed two main
currents: rationalism and empiricism. On the European con-
tinent Descartes’ rationalism was further clucidated by philos-
ophers like Spinoza (1632-1677) and Lcibnitz (1646—1716).
In England an empirical tradition developed through Locke
(1632-1704), Berkeley (1685-1753), and Hume (1711-1776).
The effect of the separation by Descartes of mind and matter
was the emphasis upon one to the exclusion of the other
leading in philosophy either to idealism or materialism. De-
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spite the brilliant efforts of the eighteenth-century German
philosopher Kant to reconcile the two, contemporary philos-
ophy is still puzzled by the apparent insolubility of the prob-
lem, as that problem emerged from Descartes’ initial hypoth-
esis. The divorce of reason from Being, the severance of reason
from faith and the subsequent proclamation of the autonomy
of human reason, has had its culminating effect in the twen-
tieth-century in the repudiation of reason itself. Thus the
movement which was designed to liberate reason from the
“bondage” of authority has had the effect of destroying con-
fidence in reason itself.

The Birth of Modern Science

ACCORDING to the Ptolemaic cosmology which was accepted
throughout the Middle Ages, the universe was a large, finite
sphere consisting of concentric spheres. At the center of this
hollow sphere was the earth and at the periphery fixed stars,
and within the spheres the planets revolved about the earth
with the sphere or heaven of which they were a part. The last
sphere was Paradisc or ‘“‘the abode of the blessed.” Although
medieval astronomers were enabled by this hypothesis to
predict eclipses it was, we know now, a very crude picture of
physical reality. Copernicus (1473-1543) accepted this cos-
mological theory but put the sun at the center instcad of the
earth; Kepler (1571—-1630) demonstrated that, contrary to the
previously accepted theory that the planets move in perfect
circles, actually plancts move in ellipses, moving more rapidly
the nearer they are to the sun. Another brilliant insight
enabled him to frame a formula whereby the movements of
the planets in relation to one another might be mathematically
computed with exactitude. These three great laws to which
his name has been attached laid the foundations for modern
astronomy. Galileo (1564—-1641) not only substantiated, by the
use of the telescope, the hypotheses put forth by Copernicus
and Kepler but he laid the foundations for modern physics.
Not only did he first formulate the law that “if two bodies
move in equilibrium their movements in distance are in in-
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verse proportion to their weights,” and that starting at zero
“the speed of a falling body increascs at an even rate,” but,
he was among the first, if not the first, to lay down the prin-
ciples of modern scientific method.

One of the maxims Galilco laid down was that knowledge
of nature can be obtained by observation and experimentation
and framed in mathematical terms. “Philosophy,” he wrote,
““is written in that grcat book which cver lics before our eyes;
but we cannot understand it if we do not first learn the
language and characters in which it is written. This language
is mathematics, and the characters are triangles, circles, and
other geometrical figures.” '° Yet, it was not simply that he
saw that physical reality could be cxpressed in mathematical
terms, for Plato reveals a similar belief in his Timaeus, but
rather that he had found a method of mcasuring free move-
ment. The Aristotclian physics was incapable of explaining
free movement and Galileo’s achievement was to replace for
this purposc the Aristotelian telcology with mathematically
defined relations. All knowledge of nature must start with the
perceptual observation of particular objects in their quantita-
tive aspects from which observation we may proceed to derive
mathematical hypotheses which, if found by further observa-
tion and experimentation to explain physical phenomena not
previously observed, we may regard as laws of nature.

He was careful to point out that no such law, however, ever
corresponds cxactly to actuality but is, in a sense, an ideal
law made possible by abstraction. Although we may state as a
law that all planets move in the form of an cllipse, no par-
ticular planet ever moves in a perfect ellipse, but, we can
calculate the forces which disturb its regular elliptic motion
by knowing in advance the form its movement would take if
there were no disturbing forces. In effect Galileo said that we
can measure that which is measurable and describe mathe-
matically that which lends itself to mathematical description,
but he did not say, as some people thought and think, that al/
phenomena are measurable. It is only by abstracting out of the
totality of phenomena that which is mcasurable in quantita-
tive terms that physical science is made possible.

There is both gain and danger in this abstraction from the
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whole. By abstraction from the whole we gain a more detailed
knowledge of the part but the danger is that we may mistake
the part for the whole. We may easily fall into the error which
A. N. Whitehead has called the ‘““fallacy of misplaced con-
creteness” and ‘“mistake the abstract for the concrete.” Ac-

cording to Whitehead:

The answer . . . which the seventeenth century gave to the ancient
question of the Ionian thinkers, ‘“What is the world made of?”* was
that the world is a succession of instantaneous configurations of
matter. . . . We cannot wonder that science rested content with
this assumption as to the fundamental elements of nature. The great
forces of nature, such as gravitation, were entirely determined by the
configurations of masses. Thus the configurations determined their
own changes, so that the circle of scientific thought was completely
closed. This is the famous mechanistic theory of nature, which has
reigned supreme ever since the seventeenth century. It is the ortho-
dox creed of physical science. Furthermore, the creed justified itself
by the pragmatic test. It worked. Physicists took no more interest
in philosophy. They emphasized the anti-rationalism of the Histori-
cal Revolt. But the difficulties of this theory of materialistic mechan-
ism very soon became apparent. The history of thought in the eight-
eenth and nineteenth centuries is governed by the fact that the
world had got hold of a general idea which it could neither live with
nor live without. . . . It is at once evident that the concept of
simple location is going to make great difficulties for induction. For,
if in the location of configurations of matter throughout a stretch of
time there is no inherent reference to any other times, past or future,
it immediately follows that nature within any period does not refer
to nature at any other period. Accordingly, induction is not based
on anything which can be observed as inherent in nature. Thus we
cannot look to nature for the justification of our belief in any law
such as the law of gravitation. In other words, the order of nature can-
not be justified by the mere observation of nature. For there is nothing in
the present fact which inherently refers either to the past or to the
future. It looks, therefore, as though memory, as well as induction,
would fail to find any justification within nature itself.

While the abstraction of the mechanical aspect of nature
from the whole of reality has yielded significant knowledge
about the universe and brought forth discoveries of consider-
able value in terms of human welfare there was and is the dan-
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ger that mistaking the part for the whole we may be led back
to paganism and the worship of nature as God. But every gain
in knowledge is a temptation. Since man first tasted the fruit
of the tree of knowledge, he has had no alternative but the
pursuit of knowledge—knowledge that might lead him away
from God as well as toward God. That is the price he has to
pay for his rebellion. The Renaissance was both a gain and a
temptation. It would be foolish, indeed, to deprecate the
great intellectual achievements and the advantages in terms
of human welfare which are the product of the birth of modern
science, but it would be equally unwise to overlook the great
temptations to misuse that knowledge in the service of evil.
Those who live in fear and terror of the atom bomb will have
no difficulty understanding this.

Modern science differs from science as known to the Greeks
(1) by being “directed . . . upon the laws and not upon the
ends, or events in nature,” and (2) by expecting to find, and
finding, ‘“‘these laws realized perfectly and without exception
in the world of material nature itself; they are statements of
the ways in which natural objects not ought to, but must act.”
Now these principles “are the consequences of the doctrine
that the material world is the work not of a Demiurge’ as the
Greeks thought, “but of an omnipotent Creator.” ‘“Every
science of nature,” Foster points out, “must depend upon
presuppositions about nature which cannot be established by
the methods of science itself. . . . It was the method of phys-
ics, or Descartes’ conception of it, to proceed by demonstra-
tion, like the mathematician, from self-evident premises. But
the possibility of thus extending the methods of mathematics
to the science of nature depends upon a presupposition about
nature which cannot itself be demonstrated, namely, that
nature is a homogeneous material substance, determined
throughout by subjection to universal and necessary laws. To
assert the truth of what natural science presupposes is not
science of nature but philosophy of nature’ and every philos-
ophy of nature will necessarily depend upon theology for
there is ““no doctrine of God which does not . . . contain or
imply a doctrine of the world.” It is Foster’s well-reasoned
contention that the modification of the Greek philosophy of
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nature ‘“‘necessitated by the peculiarities of Christian theology
is precisely that presupposed by the peculiaritics of modern
naturalscience.” ** By preserving the principle that God’s will is
governed by his reason without sacrificing the principle of his
omnipotence, Christianity enabled the scientist “by the use of
his reason alone to enter into the reason of God, or, in Kepler’s
phrase ‘to think God’s thoughts after him’; and because God
has made nature to conform to his thoughts, what the scicntist
discovers by this process will be in fact the laws of nature.”” **
Thus the modern scientist could find intelligible law where
the Greek scientist could only find the imperfect approxima-
tion to an intelligible idea.

The cardinal principle of theological rationalism that God pro-
duces the world rationally, and not by generation, involves the con-
clusion that the will to produce it must be arbitrary in the sense of
being undetermined by his reason. It follows from this . . . that the
existence of nature as a whole is contingent; but not that there is
contingency in any natural existent or event, if the existence of
nature be granted. This philosophy of nature does not involve the
introduction of an empirical element into the methods of natural
science itself, but it entails the consequence that the truth of all dem-
onstrations of science depends upon a condition which cannot itself
be demonstrated. . . . This is the Cartesian philosophy of nature
and of natural science. The existence of a material world cannot
itself be demonstrated . . . But once its existence is granted, no
further element of contingency is held to belong to the nature of
particular material things, and consequently the science of them can
rely upon the method of demonstration alone.

The method of Galileo was the method of testing a prior:
reasoning by experience and the validity of that method

depends upon the assumption that induction can give rise not merely
to the formation by imagination of a general idea, but to the dis-
covery by reason of an intelligible reality. Because it is intelligible it
is capable of (genuine, not merely “nominal’) definition. The fact
that . . . verification is possible . . . presupposes that the defini-
tion is the apprehension of the intelligible element constitutive of the
being of real things. If it were merely nominal, no subsequent em-
pirical verification could serve either to refute or to confirm it.?
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Christianity provided the theological presuppositions without
which the birth of modern science could not have taken place
by (1) distinguishing between God and nature, (2) by distin-
guishing in the doctrine of the Trinity between God’s activity
as Creator (technical production) and His activity as Father
(generation), (3) the doctrine that God’s activity is an activity
of reason, that God’s reason governs his will.?! Christianity
provided that conception of nature which enabled modern
science to be born. The relationship between nature and
supernature did not become a problem, however, until Aris-
totle’s philosophy was recovered late in the Middle Ages. It
was the inability of Aristotle’s physics to explain the free
movement of objects in space that was the immediate stimulus
to the birth of modern science. And it was the unwillingness
of the late Scholastics to abandon Aristotle’s physics that dis-
credited their attempts to preserve his metaphysics.

The impact of modern science upon the intellectual climate
generally nced not have been so controversial had philosophy
been prepared to meet it. Metaphysics need not have yiclded
its legitimate speculation concerning the totality of experience
but, discredited and rendered impotent by the late scholas-
tics, it was unprepared to assert its rightful claims to be heard.
There was no great philosopher prepared to challenge the
usurpation of philosophy by the new science of nature.

As a conscquence, then as now, many philosophical claims
hostile to Christianity were advanced by individuals in the
name of science, although they were of a metaphysical nature
and had nothing to do with science itself. Early scientists like
Kepler, Galileo and Newton held more or less orthodox Chris-
tian beliefs and conceived of their scientific work as demon-
strating the glory of God. Nevertheless, many Churchmen
failed to understand the significance of what was happening
and in their ignorance condemned many of the new hypothe-
ses as heresy. Galileo condemned by the Roman Inquisition
was forced to sign a formal recantation, obliged to recite daily
a number of Psalms praising God in penance and confined to
his home. Such actions added more fuel to the flames of con-
troversy and the opposition of Churchmen had the unfortu-
nate effect of framing the controversy in terms of religion vs.
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science and of authority vs. reason. Thereafter, the claims of
natural science were advanced in the name of enlightened
reason and the authority of the Church came to be regarded
as synonymous with obscurantism. In time, the Church itself
recanted but not soon enough to avoid the suspicion of many
that it was motivated by an opportunistic acceptance of the
inevitable rather than by a sincere acknowledgment of error.

“Whosoever appeals to authority,” Leonardo da Vinci
wrote, “‘applies not his intellect but his memory. . . . While
nature begins from causes and ends in experience, we must
follow a contrary procedure, that is, begin with experience
and from that discover causes.” ** Now whereas philosophy
traditionally since the time of Plato had thought of the search
for truth as a process of awakening the memory, the man of
the Renaissance would discard memory in favor of the sensa-
tions of immediate experience. But it is doubtful if the scientist
actually freed himself completely from the memory he scorned
since he relied for the ordering of his sensations, of necessity,
upon mathematical assumptions derived not from experience
but from memory. What he actually sought to discard was
not memory but cerfazn memories, ¢.g., the memory that the
scientist was also a creature with a nature and destiny tran-
scending his physical existence and movements. It is a curious
fact that while certain Renaissance movements emphasized
the humanity of man the preponderant thought was moving
in a direction that was increasingly obscuring the memory
of man’s humanity.

One might characterize this intellectual revolution by de-
scribing it as the birth of modern science, as the secularization
of human culture, or as the proclamation of the autonomy of
human reason for it was all and each. Whitehead has char-
acterized the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries as ‘“‘an age
of reason based upon faith’ in contrast to the Middle Ages
which he describes as “an age of faith based upon reason.” 2
The faith of the age, however, was not faith in Christ as “the
way, the truth, and the life’” but faith in nature as self-suffi-
cient, self-contained, self-governing. Many dreamed of apply-
ing the methods and concepts of the physical sciences to areas
traditionally thought to be beyond nature in an effort to
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explain “naturally’’ what had formerly been explained super-
naturally. The perspective has shifted from God to man, from
things spiritual to things secular, from the eternal and uni-
versal to the temporal and relative. Scicnce promises in the
minds of many to penetrate in time the ultimate mysteries and
to provide man with the tools by which he may assert his
divinity. Not content with a status “a little lower than the
angels” the man of the Renaissance seemingly aspired to be
God. “The true and lawful goal of the sciences,” Francis
Bacon declared, ¢‘is none other than this: that human life be
endowed with new discoveries and powers.” 2¢ Science will
unleash the power which will make men the “masters and
possessors of nature.” According to Descartes:

It is possible to attain knowledge which is very useful in life, and
instead of that speculative philosophy which is taught in the Schools,
we may find a practical philosophy by means of which, knowing the
force and the action of fire, water, air, the stars, heavens, and all
other bodies that environ us, as distinctly as we know the different
crafts of our artisans, we can in the same way employ them in all
those uses to which they are adapted, and thus render ourselves the
masters and possessors of nature.?®

The change in the climate of opinion brought about by the
Newtonian revolution is described by Professor Burtt in these
words:

Just as it was thoroughly natural for mediaeval thinkers to view
nature as subservient to man’s knowledge, purpose, and destiny; so
now it has become natural to view her as existing and operating in
her own self-contained independence, and so far as man’s ultimate
relation to her is clear at all, to consider his knowledge and purpose
somehow produced by her, and his destiny wholly dependent on
her.26

The poet Pope, in a couplet designed as an epitaph for
Newton’s tomb, expressed the impact of modern science upon
the intellectual climate generally in these words:

Nature and Nature’s laws lay hid in night;
God said, ‘Let Newton be,’” and all was light.
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Political Theory of the Renaissance

THE political theory of the ecarly Renaissance is probably best
typified in the writings of Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527).
Born a citizen of Florence, Machiavelli entered public life in
1494 holding various secretarial positions, serving in diplo-
matic capacities, and organizing a Florentine militia. When
the Florentine republic came to an end in 1512, with the rise
to power of the party of the Medici, Machiavelli lost his posi-
tion in the government and was exiled. The following year he
participated in an unsuccessful conspiracy and was sentenced
to prison. A few months later he was released through the
intervention in his behalf of Cardinal Julian de Medici, but
thereafter he retired from public life and spent the remainder
of his days in farming and writing. The work by which he is
best known, The Prince, although completed in 1514 and circu-
lated privately during his lifetime, was published posthu-
mously in 1532. Less well known, but equally important to an
understanding of his political theory were his Discourses on the
First Ten Books of Titus Livius begun about the time T/he Prince
was completed. He also wrote a Life of Castruccio (1520), a work
on the Art of War (1520), a History of Florence (1525) and is
credited with the authorship of a number of plays of which the
Mandragola is the best known.

He wrote at a time when the personal loyalties of the feudal
age were disappearing, when the moral restraints of the Mid-
dle Ages were felt less keenly, and Italy was ruled by a num-
ber of petty tyrants. He wrote in an age in which compassion
was scorned as weakness, when justice was no more than a
name for the will of the stronger, and when treachery was re-
garded as synonymous with diplomacy. Civic loyalty, as a
consequence, was practically nonexistent and the tyrants had
to rely upon foreign troops and ruthless tactics in order to
sustain their power. The focus of attention had shifted from
God to man and greater emphasis, as a consequence, was laid
upon temporal security than upon eternal salvation. The dis-
tinction between a “‘higher” and a ‘“lower” world tended to
be obliterated as attempts were made to explain all phenom-
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ena ‘“‘naturally.” Concerned with politics as it ““is” rather than
with politics as it ““ought to be,”” Machiavelli laid the founda-
tions for a modern political science and anticipated the at-
tempts of the nineteenth-century positivists to found a natural
science of politics. He was not so much immoral as he was
non-moral.

It is in this sense that T7e Prince is to be understood, i.e., as
a technical treatise on the mecans of gaining and keeping
power. Machiavelli is less concerned with the uses to which
power is to be put, with the ends in terms of which power is
to be sought, than he is with the technical means of acquiring
and keeping it. In The Prince, especially, he is concerned pri-
marily with that which is politically expedient, the morality
of the policy or action being a matter of indifference. In a
chapter concerning “In What Manner Princes Should Kcep
Their Faith’ Machiavelli declares:

It must be evident to everyone that it is more praiseworthy for a
prince always to maintain good faith, and practice integrity rather
than craft and deceit. And yet the experience of our own times has
shown that those princes have achieved great things who made small
account of good faith, and who understood by cunning to circumvent
the intelligence of others; and that in the end they got the better of
those whose actions were dictated by loyalty and good faith. You
must know, therefore, that there are two ways of carrying on a con-
test; the one by law, and the other by force. The first is practised by
men, and the other by animals; and as the first is often insufficient,
it becomes necessary to resort to the second.

A prince then should know how to employ the nature of man, and
that of the beasts aswell . ._. It being necessary then for a prince to
know well how to employ the nature of the beasts, he should be able
to assume both that of the fox and that of the lion; for whilst the
latter cannot escape the traps laid for him, the former cannot defend
himself against the wolves. A prince should be a fox, to know the
traps and snares; and a lion, to be able to frighten the wolves; for
those who simply hold to the nature of the lion do not understand
their business.

A sagacious prince then cannot and should not fulfill his pledges
when their observance is contrary to his interest, and when the
causes that induced him to pledge his faith no longer exist. If men
were all good, then indeed this precept would be bad; but as men
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are naturally bad, and will not observe their faith towards you, you
must, in the same way, not observe yours to them; and no prince
ever yet lacked legitimate reasons with which to color his want of
good faith.?

He goes on to say that the prince should learn how to be a
“hypocrite”; he should know, for instance, how to “seem to
be merciful, faithful, humane, religious, and upright, and
should even be so in reality; but he should have his mind so
trained that, when occasion requires it, he may know how to
change to the opposite.” The prince must be able to change
‘*‘as the winds and changes of fortune bid him” for he will
often be obliged ““for the sake of maintaining his state, to act
contrary to humanity, charity, and religion.” Machiavelli
clearly holds human nature in low esteem and if a prince
would be successful in the ‘““maintenance of his state” it is
better to appear to have good qualities than it is to observe
them in every situation. The maintenance of the state appears
in Machiavelli’s thought to override all other considerations.
In an age of violence and political instability he would appear
to value stability above justice, not understanding, appar-
ently, that genuine order is a product of justice. “Putting all
other considerations aside,” he wrote, ‘““the only question
should be, what course will save the life and liberty of the
country?”’

Inthe concluding chapter of The Prince, Machiavelli addresses
himself, in language that is curiously impassioned for one who
professes moral indifference, to the house of Medici to deliver
Italy from foreign barbarians.

You must not, then, allow this opportunity to pass, so that Italy,
after waiting so long, may at last see her deliverer appear. Nor can I
possibly express with what affection he would be received in all
those provinces that have suffered so long from this inundation of
foreign foes!-—with what thirst for vengeance, with what persistent
faith, with what devotion, and with what tears! What door would be
closed to him? Who would refuse him obedience? What envy would
dare oppose him? What Italian would refuse him homage? This bar-
barous dominion of the foreigner offends the very nostrils of every-
body!

Let your illustrious house, then, assume this task with that courage
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and hopefulness which every just enterprise inspires; so that under
your banner our country may recover its ancient fame . . .2

In these words the spirit of nationalism comes to life for the
first time, destined to be both a blessing and a scourge to
countless generations of humanity.

Above all else Machiavelli was a patriot and a patriot with
a vision—he longed to see Italy united in a state of peace and
security. In this sense he was an early precursor of such ninc-
tecenth-century Italian nationalists as Mazzini, Garibaldi,
Cavour, and Victor Emmanuecl. Yet he was torn between two
attitudes: he did not sec how the Italy of his day could become
united except through the employment of ruthless and im-
moral tactics (the Medici he regarded as the most likely to
bring about the desired result); but, on the other hand, as he
makes clear in his Discourses, he believed that a republican
form of government is best, that “the rule of a people is better
than the rule of a prince.” Despotism, he thought, was justified
only to bring a state into existence or to reform a corrupt onec.
Contrary to the opinion which maintains that popular rule is
inconsistent and imprudent, Machiavelli declares in the Dis-
courses

. as regards prudence and stability, I say that the people are
more prudent and stable, and have better judgment than a prince;
and it is not without good reason that it is said, “The voice of the
people is the voice of God” . . . if we compare the faults of a people
with those of princes, as well as their respective good qualities, we
shall find the people vastly superior in all that is good and glorious.
And if princes show themselves superior in the making of laws, and
in the forming of civil institutions and new statutes and ordinances,
the people are superior in maintaining those institutions, laws and
ordinances, which certainly places them on a par with those who
established them.?

A corrupt people must, of necessity, be ruled by a prince or a
tyrant since it is incapable of governing itself but a virtuous
people can be self-governing in a republic. When possible a
free state or a republic is to be preferred to the rule of a prince.
This is the argument of the Discourses.
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I say that both governments of princes and of the people have
lasted a long time, but both required to be regulated by laws. For a
prince who knows no other control but his own will is like a madman,
and a people that can do as it pleases will hardly be wise. If now we
compare a prince who is controlled by laws, and a people that is un-
trammeled by them, we shall find more virtue in the people than in
the prince; and if we compare them when hoth are freed from such
control, we shall see that the people are guilty of fewer excesses than
the prince, and that the errors of the people are of less importance,
and therefore more easily remedied . . . The follies which a people
commits at the moment of its greatest license are not what is most to
be feared: it is not the immediate evil that may result from them that
inspires apprehension, but the fact that such general confusion might
afford the opportunity for a tyrant to seize the government. But
with evil-disposed princes the contrary is the case; it is the immediate
present that causes fear, and there is hope only in the future; for men
will persuade themselves that the termination of his wicked life may
give them a chance of liberty. Thus we see the difference between the
one and the other to be, that the one touches the present and the
other the future. The excesses of the people are directed against those
whom they suspect of interfering with the public good; whilst those
of princes are against apprehended interference with their individual
interests.%

A reading of the Discourses reveals that Machiavelli did not
depart so radically from the Western political tradition as is
commonly supposed by those whose reading of him is confined
to The Prince. Yet he did, of course, introduce some conflicting,
new elements into that tradition. He was one of the first, if not
the first, to recognize the naturc of the new secular state which
was emerging at the time of the Renaissance and he sought to
provide a theory appropriate to it. A new body politic seemed,
to Machiavelli, to be emerging from sheer force and such a
body politic could only be maintained by force. And the dis-
tinctively ““modern” characteristic of his theory was his at-
tempt to divorce the foundation of the state from all theological
and ccclesiastical considerations. In Machiavelli’s theory “all
the previous theocratic ideas and ideals are eradicated root
and branch” and although religion is retained by him as ‘“‘one
of the neccssary elements of man’s social life” it can no longer
“claim any absolute, independent, and dogmatic truth. Its
worth and validity depend entirely on its influence on political
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life.” 31 In the twelfth chapter of the first book of the Discourses
Machiavelli discusses ‘“The importance of giving religion a
prominent influence in a state’” and argues that “‘Princes and
Republics who wish to maintain themselves {ree from corrup-
tion must above all things preserve the purity of all religious
observances, and treat them with proper reverence; for there
is no greater indication of the ruin of a country than to sece
religion contemned.” *2 But, religion is conceived by him as a
means toward a more ultimate cnd and while religion is as-
signed an important role within the state it is not above the
state nor even equal with it. Its value is instrumental only and
relative to sccular ends. Speaking of the foundation of Rome,
Machiavelli declares in the Discourses:

Although the founder of Rome was Romulus, to whom, like a
daughter, she owed her birth and her education, yet the gods did
not judge the laws of this prince suflicient for so great an empire, and
therefore inspired the Roman Senate to elect Numa Pompilius as his
successor, so that he might regulate all those things that had been
omitted by Romulus. Numa, finding a very savage people, and wish-
ing to reduce them to civil obedience by the arts of peace, had re-
course to religion as the most necessary and assured support of any
civil society; and he established it upon such foundations that for
many centuries there was nowhere more fear of the gods than in that
republic, which greatly facilitated all the enterprises which the
Senate or its great men attempted . . . And whoever rcads Roman
history attentively will see in how great a degree religion served in
the command of the armies, in uniting the people and keeping them
well conducted, and in covering the wicked with shame. So that if
the question were discussed whether Rome was more indebted to
Romulus or to Numa, I believe that the highest merit would be con-
ceded to Numa; for where religion exists it is easy to introduce
armies and discipline, but where therc are armies and no religion it
is difficult to introduce the latter . . . Considering, then, all these
things, I conclude that the religion introduced by Numa into Rome
was one of the chief causes of the prosperity of that city; for this
religion gave rise to good laws, and good laws bring good fortune,
and from good fortune results happy success in all enterprises.3?

Religion, as Ernst Cassirer points out,

has become a mere tool in the hands of the political rulers. It is not
the foundation of man’s social life but a powerful weapon in all po-
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litical struggles. This weapon must prove its strength in action . . .
Religion is only good if it produces good order; and good order is
generally attended with good fortune and success in any under-
taking. Here the final step has been taken. Religion no longer bears
any relation to a transcendent order of things and it has lost all its
spiritual values. The process of secularization has come to its close;
for the secular state exists not only de facto but also de jure; it has found
its definite theoretical legitimization.

With Machiavelli politics is scparated from all its previous
metaphysical and ethical roots and the state is declared to be
an autonomous cntity. The implications of the declaration of
that autonomy did not emerge clearly until our own day but
with the destruction of the natural rights theory, which for
several centuries obscured the dangers latent in this autonomy,
““there was no longer any great intellectual or moral power to
check and counterbalance Machiavellism.” 3 Perhaps the
kernel of Machiavelli’s teaching is best found in Book III,
Chapter 41 of the Discourses when he declares that “where the
very safety of the country depends upon the resolution to be
taken, no considerations of justice or injustice, humanity or
cruelty, nor of glory or of shame, should be allowed to prevail.
But putting all other considerations aside, the only question
should be, What course will save the life and liberty of the
country?”’ 3¢ The existence of a state is its own justification.

Machiavelli’s thought, however, like that of many of his
Renaissance contemporaries, wavered between Christianity
and paganism so that he was not clearly one thing nor the
other. This wavering between the pagan and Christian con-
ception of virtue is especially apparent in Chapter 26 of Book
I of the Discourses. Here he says that a prince conquering a city
or a province “‘should destroy the old cities and build new
ones, and transfer the inhabitants from one place to another;
in short, he should leave nothing unchanged in that province,
so that there should be neither rank, nor grade, nor honor, nor
wealth, that should not be recognized as coming from him.”
But he adds: “Doubtless these means are cruel and destructive
of all civilized life, and neither Christian nor even human, and
should be avoided by every one. In fact, the life of a private
citizen would be preferable to that of a king at the expense of
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the ruin of so many human beings. Nevertheless, whoever is
unwilling to adopt the first and humanc course must, if he
wishes to maintain his power, follow the latter evil course.” 37
Although Machiavelli would appear in passages like this one
to accept the Christian conception of virtue, he speaks of vir-
tue, for thc most part, as a combination of those qualities en-
abling a man to achieve power and fame, what the great
historian of the Renaissance, Burckhardt, describes as “‘a com-
pound of force and intellect.”” And Machiavelli is clearly on
the side of paganism when he rejects the Christian conception
of Providence for the pagan idea of Fortune, a capricious,
irresistible, and incalculable power with which men must
wrestle if they would win the world. It is not, as the Stoic-
Christian tradition taught, by willing submission to the law
that virtue is acquired but by an assault upon Fortune.

. . . I judge that it may be assumed as true that Fortune to the
extent of one half is the arbiter of our actions, but that she permits us
to direct the other half, or perhaps a little less, ourselves. I compare
this to a swollen river, which in its fury overflows the plains, tears up
the trees and buildings, and sweeps the earth from one place and de-
posits it in another. Every one flies before the flood, and yields to its
fury, unable to resist it; and notwithstanding this state of things, men
do not when the river is in its ordinary condition provide against its
overflow by dikes and walls, so that when it rises it may flow either
in the channel thus provided for it, or that at any rate its violence
may not be unchecked, nor its effects prove so injurious. It is the
same with Fortune, who displays her power where there is no organ-
ized valor to resist her, and where she knows that there are no dikes
or walls to control her . . .

I conclude, then, inasmuch as Fortune is changeable, that men
who persist obstinately in their own ways will be successful only so
long as those ways coincide with those of Fortune; and whenever
these differ, they fail. But, on the whole, I judge impetuosity to be
better than caution; for Fortune is 2 woman, and if you wish to mas-
ter her, you must strike and beat her, and you will see that she allows
herself to be more easily vanquished by the rash and violent than by
those who proceed more slowly and coldly.®

Most men, because they believe their fate to be in the hands of
Fortune, will not seek to resist her power by erecting ‘“dikes
and walls” but this is a mistake for Fortune determines but
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“one half . . . of our actions” and she can be subdued, at
least in part, by those with sufficient courage and audacity to
scorn her dominion and chart their own course. Life, for
Machiavelli, appears as a kind of warfare against the decrees of
Fortune. And since, for Machiavelli, man is not destined, as
Christianity teaches, to a supernatural end, his actions cannot
be judged either in terms of the divine or of natural law.?’ For
Machiavelli the only values that really matter are those of
greatness, power, and fame. In this sense Machiavelli is truly
typical of the Renaissance and truly modern. Here are laid the
foundations of Realpolitik or ““power politics.” Such a concep-
tion is made possible only by divorcing politics from its founda-
tion in metaphysics and ethics. Politics conceived as a self-
sufficient end in itself is the distinctive ‘“‘contribution” of
Machiavelli to modern political thought.

The Protestant Reformation

THE Protestant Reformation might be said to have begun
when Martin Luther nailed his ninety-five theses against the
misuse of indulgences upon the Church door at Wittenberg on
October 31, 1517. Thus was begun a movement that started as
a reformation within the Church and ended in revolution and
secession. The causes of the Reformation were complex and
while Luther struck the match that kindled a widespread dis-
content with many of the practices of the Church, that discon-
tent was already latent in the later Middle Ages. The search
for a more personal relationship with God had already mani-
fested itself with the growth of mysticism in the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries. The Conciliar movement of the fifteenth
century had already attempted to convert the Papacy into a
constitutional monarchy and failed. That the Church had
been corrupted and was in need of reform almost everyone ex-
cept the more profligate of the Renaissance Popes recognized.
The spirituality of the Church was almost lost in secular and
temporal ambitions and the Church appeared to be much
more concerned about the increase of its revenues than it did
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about the salvation of individual souls. The sale of indulgences
by licensed vendors and the wide-spread popular belief that
such indulgences removed the guilt of sin were the immediate
target of Luther’s criticism but his reforms went much deeper.
In his attack upon the veneration of relics, the adoration of
images, the practice of making pilgrimages to holy places and
formal, ritualistic practices there was an attempt to purge the
Church of pagan, superstitious practices and to bring people
back to a conception of Christian piety that such practices
obscured.

In an cffort to emphasize the total dependence of man upon
God, Luther preached the doctrine of salvation by faith alone.
Man by his own efforts or works can never merit salvation,
salvation is by the grace of God alone. Man is totally de-
praved. He wrote:

There are two kinds of believing, first, a believing about God
which means that I believe that what is said of God is true. This
faith is rather a form of knowledge than a faith. There is, secondly, a
believing in God which means that I put my trust in Him, give my-
self up to thinking that I can have dealings with Him, and believe
without any doubt that He will be and do to me according to the
things said of Him. Such faith, which throws itself upon God,
whether in life or in death, alone makes a Christian man.

Justification is a personal experience requiring neither priest-
hood nor Church for its mediation. According to a prominent
Protestant scholar:

The essential element in this new conception of grace is this: that
grace is no longer a mystical miraculous substance, to be imparted
through the sacraments, but a Divine temper of faith, conviction,
spirit, knowledge and trust which is to be appropriated; in the Gos-
pel and in the Love and Spirit of Christ towards mankind it can be
discerned as the loving will of God which brings with it the forgive-
ness of sins . . . This does not mean that it ceases to be a miracle.
But the miracle now consists in the fact that man in his weakness,
rebellion, despair, and impurity can grasp such an idea from the
Gospel; it is so entirely beyond the reach of his natural powers, and
the religious idea of redemption is so far removed from the natural
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intellectual sphere, that only through the miracle of predestination
can it come to pass. It is an inner miracle of faith in the Gospel and
in Christ, not an interior-external miracle of the hierarchical-
sacramental impartation of grace, which produces the power to do
good works and to acquire merit.*!

This idea of grace led Luther to a second doctrine—the
priesthood of all believers. Scripture, he argued, makes no
distinction between the priesthood and the laity and all be-
lievers ““are worthy to appear before God, to pray for others,
to teach each other mutually the things that are of God.” *?
This conception emphasized the direct responsibility of each
individual for his own salvation and emphasized the fact that
through prayer and the reading of the Scripture the individual
might have direct access to God without relying upon any
intercession in his behalf by a special priesthood.

Both ideas, justification by faith and the priesthood of all
believers, placed a new emphasis upon Scripture. The Reform-
ers believed that if the Scriptures were made available to the
people in the vernacular they could hear God speaking to them
directly and personally. They seemed to believe that the Scrip-
tures were more or less self-evident in meaning and it has been
said with some justification that the Protestant Reformers
sought to replace an infallible Church with an infallible Book.
Yet, what the Reformers were most anxious to teach was that
the word of God is a personal rather than a dogmatic revela-
tion. Too much concern with theological and philosophical
problems, they believed, obscured this fact: that salvation de-
pends upon personal trust in a personal Savior. The question
remained as to how the Scriptures were recognized, by what
authority established as Scripture? Having denied both the
authority of the Church and the authority of reason the Re-
formers were forced into the position of claiming that the
Scriptures were “self-authenticated.” Thus Calvin wrote:

Let it be considered, then, as an undeniable truth that they who
have been inwardly taught of the Spirit feel an entire acquiescence
in the Scripture, and that it is self-authenticated, carrying with it its
own evidence, and ought not to be made the object of demonstration
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and arguments from reason; but that it obtains the credit which it
deserves with us by the testimony of the Spirit.4?

Now,

If the whole value of man consists in a right attitude of faith and
trust towards God in the Word, then this general spirit also forms the
basis of the standard for the cthical consequences to which it gives
rise. Henceforth there is no ecclesiastical, authoritative, moral law;
the Church does not shoulder the responsibility for the individual;
the only rule for conduct is the impulse of the individual conscience.
“Good works” exist no longer; all that matters is the general spirit
and attitude of the individual . . . everything hinges on whether
the new life is checked and hindered or allowed to develop freely.
The system of future rewards and punishments has disappeared, and
all that remains is the blessedness of the new creation, out of which
all that is good will arise spontaneously.*

In this connection the Protestant Reformers emphasized the
sacredness of every man’s vocation or “calling” pointing out
that it was not by leading a life of detachment from the world
that one best served God but in mutual service to one’s fellow-
man through the conscientious pursuit of whatever vocation
God happened to call him. “There is no longer any room for
the conception of ‘Supernature’ at all; the whole idea of a
gradated system, leading from Naturc up to Supernature,
from secular morality to that which is spiritual and super-
natural has faded away.” *® Instead we find the notion that
human nature is totally depraved and that redemption con-
sists not in perfecting nature but in restoring it to its pristine
condition before the Fall.

This means . . . that the idea of evolution has disappeared in its
Catholic form of an ascent from Nature to Grace, which Catholicism
had combined with the Aristotelian doctrine of the steady process of
the development of latent potentialities into actualities, or of the
whole process of Nature as a struggle towards perfection. Man does
not ascend from the Primitive State to a supernatural perfection
which had already been prepared by Nature; the universe and the
earth did not evolve from Nature into the realm of Grace; Society is
not linked with a natural basis in order that there may be continuity
between it and the supernatural fellowship of Grace. In the Protes-
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tant theory everything is complete in a moment . . . the Fall means
the removal of Nature, and Redemption is its restoration.*

For the Reformers Christ is the only revelation of God which
we have and theology, to the extent that it survives at all, is
converted into Christology.*” “Christ is not called Christ,”
Luther wrote, “because He had the two Natures. What does
that matter to me? He bears this glorious name because of His
Office and Work which He has undertaken.”” 8 It is not Christ
as God nor Christ as man but Christ as comforter and media-
tor which is the central fact and thus in Protestantism the
doctrine of Atonement is given a centrality of emphasis which
overshadows its organic relation to such doctrines as that of the
Incarnation and che Resurrection.

Throughout the Middle Ages the Church had been con-
ceived to be both a fellowship of all believers, the Communion
of the Saints, and a divine institution established upon earth
by Christ Himself for the mediation of God’s grace through the
apostles and a priesthood especially ordained for that purpose.
With the Reformation only the former conception is retained
by Protestantism. ‘“The Church,” Luther said, “is the com
pany of pcople who believe in Christ.” 4

The doctrine of total depravity did not always have the ef-
fect, as some supposc, of making the person holding the doc-
trine {cel gloomy or morbid for it could be interpreted, and fre-
quently was, as one writer has pointed out, to emphasize “the
love of God in redemption” rather than ‘“His justice in con-
demnation.” ® If all men are totally depraved then any man,
however bad, may hope for salvation. Professor Haller points
out that “The concept of universal depravity, by leveling all
superiority not of the spirit, enormously enhanced the self-
respect of the ordinary man. If none were righteous, then one
man was as good as another. God chose whom he would and
the distinctions of this world counted for nothing. The concept
of free grace still further heightened his confidence. If the only
real aristocracy was the aristocracy created by God, then
nothing really counted but character and inner worth. . . .
If election were manifested not by outward conformitv to an
imposed law but by the struggle of the spirit within against the
weakness and disobedience of the flesh, then any man might
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find reason for hope within his own breast. If all this was pre-
destined, then there could be no fear concerning the issue of
life’s ordeal. ‘If God be with us, who can be against us?’ > 3
Professor Hoxie Neale Fairchild has brought considerable
evidence together to demonstrate a rather paradoxical fact:
that ““the believer in total depravity” actually ‘“‘was the cham-
pion of human goodness and power.” In a study which will
take several volumes, of which three have alrecady appecared,
Professor Fairchild has developed a very interesting and sug-
gestive thesis, namely, that seventeenth-century Protestantism
contains religious ideas and feelings which easily degencrate
into the eighteenth-century religion of sentiment and thus
prepare the way for nineteenth-century Romanticism. It is
impossible to do justice to his thesis by quoting a sentence or
two but something of what he secks to prove, and in my opin-
ion, with considerable success is this: “Under the rationalistic
influences of the Enlightenment the Calvinist’s formal belicfs
decay more rapidly than his inward religious emotions. He
loses most of his creed, but he retains, in a blurred and softened
form, the emotions which his creed had both reflected and
fostered. The God above him becomes more shadowy than
the God within him, until at last he is left with the basic
attitude of sentimentalism—a scnse of inward virtue and
freedom which must somehow find corroboration in the nature
of the universe. Just enough brimstone remains to tinge his
optimism with melancholy, just enough other-worldliness to
make him shrink at times from the civilization he has built.
It is fitting that Jean-Jacques should have been reared in
Geneva.” 2

Political Consequences of the Reformation

MAaRTIN LUTHER was excommunicated by the Pope in 1520
and the following year the Emperor Charles V issued an edict
of outlawry against him. But despite this action many German
princes and cities espoused Luther’s cause and until his death
in 1546 Luther was engaged in organizing his new Church.
The Emperor was preoccupied with a war in Italy and it was
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not until 1544 that he returned to Germany determined to
crush the new religious movement. A civil war broke out that
ended in a compromise embodied in the Peace of Augsburg
(1555). The formula embodied in this peace—cuzus regio, eius
religio—was destined to have profound consequences for all of
Europe. Henceforth, it was agreed that the people of each
territory should take the religion of their ruler. With the adop-
tion of this principle the idea of a single Church disappears
and instead of the Church determining the legitimacy of po-
litical rule, political rulers, in effect, if not in theory, determine
the religion of the people. The Church is subordinated to the
state.

While the Lutheran Church was being established in north-
ern Germany, John Calvin was establishing a similar move-
ment in Switzerland with its center in Geneva. Calvinism soon
spread to other countries. One of his most ardent followers
was the Scottish reformer, John Knox, and under his influence
large numbers of the Scottish nobility became Calvinists. Soon
the Calvinist Church became the official church of Scotland
where it was called the Presbyterian Church. In France the
Calvinists were known as the Hugenots and constituted a small
but vigorous minority. In 1534 by an act of Parliament the
king of England was made the supreme head of the English
Church which retained many Catholic practices and doctrines
and sought to steer a middle course between Roman Catholi-
cism on the one hand and Protestantism on the other.

A Counter-Reformation began within the Roman Catholic
Church led by a new religious society known as the Order of
the Jesuits (1534) whose work was particularly notable in the
field of education. The Inquisition was established in Rome in
1542. In 1545 a great Church council was called and met at
Trent. A new statement of Catholic doctrine was adopted here
and the doctrines advanced by the Reformers were explicitly
declared to be heretical. A number of corrupt practices among
the clergy were condemned.

The conflict between Protestants and Catholics was a bitter
one and each, when able, persecuted the other. Civil and inter-
national war was widespread throughout the sixteenth and
early seventeenth centuries as each side tried by violence to
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subdue the other. The Thirty Years War (1618-1648) was the
last religious war and ended in the Peace of Westphalia. By
this Treaty the boundaries between Protestant and Catholic
Europe were fixed. France, Spain, Italy, southern Germany,
the Spanish Netherlands and part of Switzerland remained
Catholic. The map of Europe remained substantially as drawn
by this Treaty until the time of the French Revolution. But
after the Treaty of Westphalia the religious question ceased to
be an important factor in intcrnational relations. It marked
the inauguration of the era of absolute monarchies and the
birth of the modern nation state.

The Modern Nation State

INn THE Middle Ages there was no separation of private and
public spheres of activity. There was no “‘state’ in the modern
sensc of that word and hence, no distinction between “‘state’
and ‘“‘society.” Feudalism as a system of rcciprocal rights and
duties was based upon personal, legal relationships organized
hierarchically. Thus the distinction between political author-
ity and personal rights was blurred. With the disintegration of
the feudal order, prerogatives of rulership, which had earlier
been thought of as a species of private property, were gradually
transferred from the ruler to the sphere of public administra-
tion. The extension of political authority along territorial lines
necessitated the introduction of general systems of taxation,
the creation of bureaucracies and the employment of standing
armies. Thus, gradually the prerogatives of rulership became
impersonalized. When there was attached to these phenomena
the concept of raison d’état, the idea of the modern state
emerged.

" The modern nation state was the product of many forces
principally: (1) the individualistic climate of opinion that
characterized the Renaissance and Reformation; (2) the col-
lapse of the universal authority of the Church; (3) the desire of
the rising commercial classes for uniform trade regulations, the
abolition of feudal obstacles to trade and for conditions under
which trade could be carried on peacefully and profitably; (4)
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“he desire for order and tranquility in an age marked by blood-
shed, violence and intolerance; (5) the personal ambitions of
monarchs who allied themselves with the rising commercial
class in opposition to the morec powerful feudal lords.

Something else was required before the modern nation state
could come into existence—the doctrine of territorial sover-
eignty. This was supplied most notably by Jean Bodin (1530
1596) in his Six Livres de la République (1576), an enlarged
Latin edition of which appeared in 1586. In the eighth chap-
ter of the first book he says that “maiestas est summa in cives ac
subditos legibusque soluta potestas—sovereignty is the highest
power over citizens and subjects unrestrained by the laws. The
chief characteristic of sovereignty is the “power to give law to
citizens generally and individually and . . . not nccessarily
with the consent of superiors, equals or inferiors.” Sovereignty,
moreover, is perpetual, i.e., not limited by time, and uncondi-
tional, i.e., “this power is given to the prince without any
charges or conditions attached.” In practice, sovereignty
manifests itself in the ability to declare war and make pcace,
to commission magistrates, to act as a court of last resort, to
coin money and to levy taxes.

When Bodin declared that the sovereign was legibus solutus,
unrestrained by the laws, he did not mean, however, that the
sovereign was unrestrained by a// law but only that he was, by
definition, unrestrained by the laws of his own making. For, as
Bodin says, “If we should define sovereignty as a power of
being free from all law no prince could be found to have sover-
eign rights; for all are bound by divine law and the law of nature
and also by that common law of nations which embodies princi-
ples distinct from these.” The Bodinian prince is specifically
free from (1) the imperial and papal order, (2) the Roman law,
and (3) the Coutume. He is bound by (1) the divine law, (2)
the natural law, (3) the common law of nations, (4) the /lex
Salica and other provisions of the national constitution. Bodin
perpetuates the medieval distinction between the true prince
and the tyrant. If subsequent interpreters of Bodin placed
more emphasis upon the phrase legibus solutus than is justified
by the context in which it appears this is because the idea was
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new and it was this idea that they wanted to emphasize. One
writer points out:

The doctrine of sovereignty offered the national king the most
convenient theoretical weapon with which to combat the claims of
rival feudal or ecclesiastical authorities, refractory estates or com-
peting systems of law. The idea of onc unified legal scheme affording
order, consistency, and certainty in the governing of all social re-
lations within a given national area, overriding all contradictory
rules and injunctions, and flexible enough to be modified at the com-
mand of a single sovercign will, made a strong appeal. . . . With
Hobbes this theory reached its climax. Sovereignty thenceforth had
merely to be transferred by Rousseau, Bentham and Austin from the
king to a parliament, an clectorate or some other determinate body
or bodies of men, in order to give dynamic vogue to ideas of “parlia-
mentary supremacy’ or even ‘‘popular sovereignty.” %

Political Theory of the Sixteenth Century

THE period of the Reformation and Counter-Reformation
produced no distinctively Protestant or Catholic political
theory. Although absolute monarchy was the chief and im-
mediate beneficiary of the fierce strife between Protestants and
Catholics the sixteenth century did give rise to theories upon
which resistance to absolutism might later be justified. At the
same time theories were advanced which could lead to an as-
sertion of the divine right of kings.

Both Luther and Calvin preached a doctrine of passive sub-
mission to the established political order * but many of their
followers finding themselves in a minority in a country ruled
by a Catholic felt that the circumstances justified a doctrine of
resistance. One of the earliest expressions of such a doctrine
was the Vindiciae contra Tyrannos (The Vindication of Rights
against Tyrants) published in 1579 and ascribed to Duplessis-
Mornay, a Hugenot pamphleteer. Here we find one of the first
explicit statements of the contractual nature of government.
The author of the pamphlet conceives of the king as being
bound both by a contract with God and by a contract with his
subjects.
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In the first covenant or pact, piety comes under the bond; in the
second, justice. In the one the king promises dutifully to obey God;
in the second, justly to rule the people: in the one, to provide for the
glory of God; in the other, to maintain the welfare of the people. In
the first the condition is, if you observe my law; in the second, if you
secure to each his own. Failure to fulfil the first pact is properly
punishable by God; failure to fulfil the second, legitimately by the
whole people, or by the magnates of the realm (regni proceres) who
have undertaken to watch over the whole people.5

The author asks the question whether it is right for princes to
intervene in behalf of pcople in neighboring countries who are
oppressed because of adherence to the true religion and an-
swers the question in the affirmative.

The very same year that the Vindiciae appeared in France, a
similar doctrine made its appearance in Scotland in George
Buchanan’s De Iure Regni apud Scotos (On The Law of the
Realm among the Scots) but Buchanan went much further
than the author of the }indiciae and reached the conclusion
that under certain circumstances a tyrant might be assassi-
nated with impunity.

Doctrines similar to both of these were advanced by a Span-
ish Jesuit, Juan de Mariana in De Rege et Regis Institutione (On
Kingship and the Education of a King) published in 1594.
Unlike the carlier writings that appeared in nations where the
writer was a member of a minority group this book appeared
in a country (Spain) where the Catholic faith held undisputed
sway. Mariana drew the usual distinction between a true
prince and a tyrant and like Buchanan concluded, after ad-
vancing a doctrine of popular sovereignty, that under certain
circumstances tyrannicide was justified. The tyrant should
first be warned by an assembly of the people but if this assem-
bly is prevented from taking place or the warning goes un-
heeded the private citizen is justified in taking the life of the
tyrant.

On the other hand the sixteenth century brought forth the
first systematic and at the same time the most extreme state-
ment of the doctrine of the divine right of kings. Shortly before
he came to the throne of England James I published The True
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Law of Free Monarchy (1598) designed to answer the thesis pro-
pounded by Buchanan. Against the contention of Buchanan
that kings are established by the people and responsible to
them, James argued that whatever may have been the origin of
monarchy in its infancy, in Scotland and in England monarchy
was established by conquest. Once established, the king’s right
to rule descends upon his heirs by inheritance. He repeated
Bodin’s conception of soverecignty but the only limitation he
would recognize was the law of succession to the throne—if
the king had obtained his throne by legitimate succession his
power was absolute and unlimited. Resistance to a lawful king
is illegal, contrary to human reason, to the law of God and to
Scripture. “A wicked king,” he declared, ““is sent by God for
a curse to his people and a plague for their sins. . . . Patience,
carnest prayers to God and amendment of their lives are the
only lawful means to move God to rclieve them of their heavy
curse.” ® “Kings,” he wrote, ‘“‘are breathing images of God
upon earth’ and without a king the people are simply a ‘“‘head-
less multitude.” Since “it is atheism and blasphemy to dispute
what God cando . . . soitis presumption and high contempt
in a subject to dispute what a king can do.” In the final analy-
sis, as James was to declare in 1616, the quality of kingship is a
“mystery” and “that which concerns the mystery of the king’s
power is not lawful to be disputed; for that is to wade into the
weakness of princes, and to take away the mystical reverence
that belongs unto them that sit in the throne of God.”  The
theory of the divine right of kings was the last desperate at-
tempt of the House of Stuart to defend its absolutism against
the revolution that threatened to put the king under the law
by force if necessary. The extreme language in which the the-
ory was framed was a manifestation, however, of weakness
rather than of strength.

It was in the British Isles in the seventeenth century that the
conflict between absolutism and liberalism was first resolved
in favor of the latter and that modern constitutional govern-
ment was born. But before analyzing the philosophy of liber-
alism some attention should be given to the political philos-
ophy of an Englishman who is difficult to classify but whose
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influence has extended well beyond the century in which his
philosophy was first formulated, i.e., the philosophy of Thomas
Hobbes.

Thomas Hobbes (1588—1679)

Hogeses was born near Malmesbury in 1588, the son of a vicar.
He demonstrated unusual intellectual ability as a child and
became exceptionally well versed in Latin and Greck. He
attended the university at Oxford but was disappointed in his
expericnce there. Upon leaving Oxford he became the tutor
to the son of William Cavendish, who was later to become Earl
of Devonshire. He traveled extensively on the continent of
Europe and spent a great deal of time there. For two years he
served as tutor to the Prince of Wales (who was later to become
Charles II) while he was in exile in France. Hobbes’ sympa-
thies in the English Civil War were with the royalists but his
writings often displeased them and it is doubtful if their im-
mediate influence was very great. It was not until his ideas
were revived by the Utilitarians and especially by John Austin
in the nineteenth century that they exerted considerable in-
fluence in a practical way. His most important works include:
Elements of Law (completed in 1640 but not published until
1650), De Cive (1642), Leviathan (1651), De Corpore (1655) and
De Homine (1659). The most influential and most widely read
of these is the Leviathan.

One of the first modern exponents of what we have since
called ““naturalism,” Hobbes endeavored to formulate a doc-
trine of man and a theory of the state wholly upon naturalistic
assumptions. In his introduction to the Leviathan, he says:

Nature, the art whereby God hath made and governs the world, is
by the art of man, as in many other things, so in this also imitated,
that it can make an artificial animal. For seeing life is but a motion of
limbs, the beginning whereof is in some principal part within; why
may we not say, that all automata (engines that move themselves by
springs and wheels as doth a watch) have an artificial life? For what
is the Aeart, but a spring; and the nerves, but so many strings; and the
Joints, but so many wheels, giving motion to the whole body, such as
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was intended by the artificer? Art goes yet further, imitating that
rational and most excellent work of nature, man. For by art is cre-
ated that great Leviathan, called a Commonwealth, or State, in
Latin Civitas, which is but an artificial man; though of greater
stature and strength than the natural, for whose protection and de-
fense it was intended. . . .58

It was on thesc naturalistic grounds that Hobbes proceeded to
justify the institution of absolute monarchy which the Stuarts
sought to defend by “‘divine right.” It was for that reason that
they were not too well pleased with his endeavors in their be-
half. But if his defense of absolutism did not please the royal-
ists ncither, of course, did it please the opponents of absolutism.
His treatise, as a matter of fact, transcended the demands of
propaganda and therein lies its importance.

A thorough-going materialist, Hobbes argued that whatever
exists is matter and that whatever changes is motion. Under-
lying everything is matter in motion. Our thoughts are but
motions in our brains. It was upon this underlying assumption,
derived, Hobbes believed, from natural science that he sought
to crect a doctrine of man and a theory of the state.

An empiricist, he argued that “there is no conception in a
man’s mind, which hath not at first, totally, or by parts, been
begotten upon the organs of sensc. The rest are derived from
that original.”” ® Anticipating modern behavioristic psychol-
ogy he argued that it is physical stimuli “pressing” upon our
sensory organs which give rise to mental impressions in some
automatic fashion. All the different phenomena of sensation
can ultimately be explained in terms of the fundamental laws
of motion, i.e., in terms of physics or of a kind of physiological
psychology. Just as the cognitional attributes of man’s nature
can be explained in physical terms so also can his volitional
activities. Good he equates with pleasure, and evil with its
absence.

. . . because the constitution of a man’s body is in continual muta-
tion, it is impossible that all the same things should always cause in
him the same appetites, and aversions: much less can all men con-
sent, in the desire of almost any one and the same object.

But whatsoever is the object of any man’s appetite or desire, that
is it which he for his part calleth good: and the object of his hate and
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aversion, evil: and of his contempt, vile and inconsiderable. For these
words of good, evil, and contemptible, are ever used with relation to
the person that useth them: there being nothing simply and abso-
lutely so; nor any common rule of good and evil, to be taken from
the nature of the objects themselves. . . .®

Good and evil are matters of individual taste, that which we
happen to like or dislike. We are not attracted to something
because it is good but “good’ is the name we call that to which
we are attracted. Men are naturally selfish because they are
naturally attracted to that which they desire. When their de-
sires conflict they are at war with one another and being at war
with one another is the natural condition of man.

Nature hath made men so equal, in the faculties of the body, and
mind; as that though there he found one man sometimes manifestly
stronger in body, or of quicker mind than another; yet when all is
reckoned together, the difference between man, and man, is not so
considerable, as that one man can thereupon claim to himself any
benefit, to which another may not pretend, as well as he.

From this equality of ability there arises equality in the hope
of attaining our desires. This equality of hope makes enemies
of men especially when they desire something which they can-
not both enjoy. We find in the nature of man, Hobbes says,
three principal causes of quarrel among men: competition,
diffidence, and glory.

The first maketh men invade for gain; the second, for safety; and
the third, for reputation. The first use violence, to make themselves
masters of other men’s persons, wives, children, and cattle: the sec-
ond, to defend them; the third, for trifles, as a word, a smile, a dif-
ferent opinion. . . .

Hereby it is manifest, that during the time men live without a
common power to keep them all in awe, they are in that condition
which is called war; and such a war, as is of every man, against every
other man.%?

Thus in a condition of nature, prior to the establishment of
civil society, man is at war with man seeking to gratify his own
desires, to keep what he has or to preserve his reputation. In
such a condition men live in “continual fear’’ and in “danger
of violent death,” the “life of man” in such a condition being
‘“‘solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short.” % In this war of



The Transition to Modern Times 75

every man against every man there is nothing just nor unjust,
right or wrong, but force and fraud everywhere prevail. It is
not until men enter society that such a thing as justice is pos-
sible for “where there is no common power, there is no law:
where no law, no injustice.”

Confronted with such a condition man is impelled partly by
his passions, partly by his reason to seek peace by entering
society. “The passions that incline men to peace, are fear of
death; desire of such things as are nccessary to commodious
living; and a hope by their industry to obtain them. And rea-
son suggesteth convenient articles of pcace, upon which men
may be drawn to agreement. These articles, are they, which
otherwise are called the Laws of Nature.” % But what Hobbes
means by the “laws of nature” is something quite different
from what has traditionally been called ‘“‘natural law.” This
becomes evident when Hobbes distinguishes between natural
right and natural law and defines natural right solely as the
right of self-preservation. “The Right of Nature . . . ,)”
Hobbes declares, “‘is the liberty each man hath, to use his own
power, as he will himself, for the preservation of his own
nature; that is to say, of his own life; and consequently, of
doing anything, which in his own judgment and reason, he
shall conccive to be the aptest means thereunto.” ¢ This
“natural right” has no moral content for Hobbes, it is simply
a statement of how men do in fact, in Hobbes’ opinion, act. It
is a description of what is, not a principle of what ought to be.

For Hobbes a law of nature is not a moral law but a counsel
of prudence, for, he says, “a law of nature . . . isa 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 preserving the same.” There are threc principal
laws of nature: (1) “that every man ought to cndeavor peace,
so far as he has hope of obtaining it; and when he cannot
obtain it, that he may seek, and use, all helps, and advantages
of war”; (2) “that a man be willing, when others are so too

. 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 himself,”” and (3) ‘“that men perform their
covenants made.” &
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Commenting upon Hobbes’ conception of the “laws of
nature,”’ Professor Sabine declares: ‘“All his efforts were bent
toward interpreting them in accordance with the principles of
his own psychology while retaining, it must be admitted, the
occasional advantage of talking as if he meant by them some-
thing rather like what others meant. In fact they were quite
different. The laws of nature really meant for Hobbces a set
of rules according to which an idcally reasonable being would
pursue his own advantage, if he were perfectly conscious of
all the circumstances in which he was acting and was quite
unswayed by momentary impulse and prejudice. Since he
assumes that in the large men really do act in this way, the
laws of nature state hypothetical conditions upon which the
fundamental traits of human beings allow a stable government
to be founded.” %

The basis of Hobbes’ system is not justice but utility, it is not
a question of doing what we ought to do but of doing that
which is to our own personal advantage. We seck peace, agree
with other men to give up our liberty of doing as we please,
and keep this agrecment once made not because we ought to
but because it is the only way we can escape from the anarchy
of the state of nature which constantly threatens our existence.
Itis not love and a desire for justice that impels us to take these
steps but fear of death and a calculated prudence. Duty, in
Hobbes’ system, very fortunately, it must be said, coincides
with sclf-interest. There is no moral “problem” for Hobbes
because he denies that there is any conflict between what is
and what ought to be. Men will in fact, he says, and with con-
siderable optimistic assurance, seek pcace because they will
realize that it is to their personal advantage to do so. The “laws
of nature,” therefore, are not, for Hobbes, moral obligations
imposed upon men by Reason or God, but rather statements
of how men motivated by fear of death will in fact act if pru-
dent. Nevertheless, Hobbes does realize that unless men do
keep their promises, unless “men perform their covenants
made,” men will still be in a condition of war. It is this “law of
nature,” he declares, which is the fountain of justice and
“when a covenant is made, then to break it is unjust; and the
definition of injustice, is no other than the not performance of
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covenant.”” ® Here, it seems to me, Hobbes shifts his ground and
suggests that there is some kind of moral obligation to keep
one’s promises, something more than calculated self-interest,
something dictated not by the reasonings of individuals but by
Reason itself. But the very conception of moral obligation is
opposed to his underlying naturalistic assumptions and to his
basic conception of human nature and has no legitimate, logi-
cal place in his system. What he docs, it scems to me, is surrep-
titiously to borrow from the tradition of natural law that
support for his system which his cwn premises do not provide.
By referring to the kceping of covenants as a “law of nature”
he invokes the memory and sanctions of the natural law tradi-
tion although the basic premises of his own philosophy repu-
diate that tradition. Be that as it may, we are now prepared to
examinc his theory of the state.

The state or the commonwealth comes into existence, Hobbes
belicves, as the result of a contract or agreement in which every
man covenants with every other man to give up his natural
right of governing himsclf to some designated sovereign per-
son or assemblage of persons. It is as though cach man said:
“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 done, the multitude so united in one person, is
called a Commonwealth.” "* A commonwealth, then, “is one
person, of whose acts a great multitude, by mutual covenants
one with another, have made themselves every one the author,
to the end he may use the strength and means of them all, as he
shall think expedient, for their pcace and common defense.” ™
This person, or assemblage of persons, is called Sovereign. This
Sovereign, it should be noted, is not a party to the contract and
his power is not conditioned by any obligation on his part.
Once having transferred their right of governing themselves to
a sovercign, moreover, the subjects (as they now become)
“cannot lawfully make a new covenant, amongst themsclves,
to be obedient to any other, in any thing whatsoever, without
his permission.”” ”? The power of the sovereign is unlimited and
absolute—‘‘there can happen no breach of covenant on the
part of the sovereign; and consequently none of his subjects,
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by any pretence of forfeiture, can be freed from his subjec-
tion.” 7 If a man should seek to withdraw his consent from the
covenant he then becomes in “the condition of war he was
in before; wherein he might without injustice be destroyed by
any man whatsoever.” * Nor can any man accuse the sover-
eign of acting unjustly since justice is, by definition, what the
sovereign wills. Tyranny does not refer to any objective
reality but is simply a name which individuals use when they
‘are discontented under monarchy.” Similarly when they are
displeased with aristocracy they “call it oligarchy: so also, they
which find themselves grieved under a democracy, call it an-
archy.” ™

There is only one liberty which Hobbes believes to be con-
sistent with the unlimited power of the sovereign and that is
the liberty which individuals retain “to defend their own
bodies, even against them that lawfully invade them.” “If the
sovercign command a man, though justly condemned, to kill,
wound, or maim himself; or not to resist those that assault him;
or to abstain from the use of food, air, medicine, or any other
thing, without which he cannot live; yet hath that man the
liberty to disobey.”” 7 This scems to amount to no more, how-
ever, than that a man cannot be commanded to take his own
life. This would appear to be a dubious kind of “right,” and
certainly not a very substantial one. ‘“‘As for other liberties,”
Hobbes declares, ““they depend on the silence of the law. In
cases where the sovercign has prescribed no rule, there the
subject hath the liberty to do, or forbear, according to his own
discretion. And therefore such liberty is in some places more,
and in some less; and in some times more, in other times less,
according as they that have the sovereignty shall think most
convenient.” 77

Hobbes will permit no distinction to be drawn between the
state and society, the state and government or between law
and morality. All authority and all power reside in the Sover-
eign whom Hobbes appropriately called a “mortal God.” The
sovereign is the supreme legislator and is not himself bound by
the law since the law is what he declares it to be. “It is mani-
fest,”” Hobbes wrote, “‘that law in general, is not counsel, but
command; nor a command of any man to any man; but only
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of him, whose command is addressed to one formerly obliged
to obey him. . . . Civil law, is to every subject, those rules,
which the commonwealth hath commanded him, by word,
writing, or other sufficient sign of the will, to make use of, for
the distinction of right, and wrong; that is to say, of what is
contrary, and what is not contrary to the rule.” Because the
laws of nature are not properly called laws but are simply
“qualities that dispose men to pcace and obedicnce’ there can
be no conflict between the civil law and the law of nature and
as a matter of fact ‘“‘the law of nature and the civil law, con-
tain cach other, and are of equal extent.”” ™ With Hobbes, the
limitations upon sovereignty cnvisaged by Bodin, disappear
completely. The medicval distinction between a true prince
and a tyrant likewise disappears. But Hobbes is unperturbed

. . . because the name of tyranny, signifieth nothing more, nor less,
than the name of sovereignty, be it in one, or many men, saving that
they that use the former word, are understood to be angry with them
they call tyrants; I think the toleration of a professed hatred of tyr-
anny, is a toleration of hatred to commonwealth in general, and
another evil seed, not differing much from the former. For to the
justification of the cause of a conqueror, the reproach of the cause of
the conquered, is for the most part necessary: but neither of them
necessary for the obligation of the conquered.”™

It follows from Hobbes’ conception of sovereignty that the
church is and of logical necessity must be subordinate to the
state. A church he defines as “a company of men professing
Christian religion, united in the person of one sovereign, at
whose command they ought to assemble, and without whose
authority they ought not to assemble.”” And, he adds, “be-
cause in all commonwealths, that assembly, which is without
warrant from the civil sovereign, is unlawful; that Church
also, which is assembled in any commonwealth that hath for-
bidden them to assemble, is an unlawful assembly.” There
can be no such thing as a universal Church “because there is
no power on earth, to which all other commonwealths are
subject. . . . Temporal and spiritual government, are but two
words brought into the world to make men see double, and
mistake their lawful sovereign.” The “‘chief pastor’” among all
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pastors within a commonwealth cannot be anyone else than
“the civil sovereign.” ® There is no inconsistency between
obedience to God and obedience to the civil sovereign, Hobbes
declared, because if the sovereign is a Christian he will allow
men to belicve that Jesus is the Christ (the only article of
religion, Hobbes says, necessary for salvation) and he will re-
quire ‘“‘obedience to all the civil laws; in which also are con-
tained all the laws of nature, that is all the laws of God: for
besides the laws of nature and the laws of the Church, which
are part of the civil law (for the Church that can make laws is
the commonwealth), there be no other laws divine. Whosoever
therefore obeyeth his Christian sovereign, is not thereby
hindered, ncither from believing, nor from obeying God.”
On the other hand, if the sovereign be not a Christian ‘‘every
onc of his own subjects, that resisteth him, sinneth against
the laws of God (for such are the laws of naturc), and re-
jecteth the counsel of the apostles, that admonisheth all
Christians to obey their princes, and all children and servants
to obey their parents and masters in all things. And for their
faith, it is internal and invisible; they have the license that
Naaman had, and nced not put themsclves into danger for
it. But if they do, they ought to expect their reward in heaven,
and not complain of their lawful sovercign; much less make
war upon him. For he that is not glad of any just occasion of
martyrdom, has not the faith he professeth, but pretends it
only. . . .” 8 Although Hobbes devotes the entire third of his
Leviathan to the discussion of Christianity and of a Christian
Commonwealth and clearly thinks that religion has its “uses”
he is not himself concerned with defending orthodox Christi-
anity. He is more concerned with avoiding civil war en-
gendered by religious differences than he is with the truth of
religion. It is, he says, “with the mysteries of our religion, as
with wholesome pills for the sick; which swallowed whole,
have the virtue to cure; but chewed, are for the most part
cast up again without effect.” 3 The only laws of God that
we can be compelled to obey are those promulgated by that
person ‘“‘whose commands have already the force of laws,”
that is to say, by the civil sovereign.
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For if every man should be obliged, to take for God’s law, what
particular men, on pretence of private inspiration, or revelation,
should obtrude upon him, in such a number of men, that out of
pride and ignorance, take their own dreams, and extravagant fan-
cies, and madness, for testimonies of God’s spirit; or out of ambition
pretend to such divine testimonies, falscly, and contrary to their own
consciences, it were impossible that any divine law should be ac-
knowledged.®

In a commonwealth of Christians, the authority of the church
and the authority of the commonwealth are one and the same
for it is “called a commonwealih, because it consisteth of men
united in one person, their sovereign; and a church, because it
consisteth in Christian men, united in one Christian sover-
cign.” If the church be not identical with the commonwealth
then it has no authority at all, can neither command nor do
anything at all. For all practical purposes, Hobbes seems to be
saying, the will of God and the will of the civil sovereign must
be regarded as identical.

Hobbes is enmeshed in a problem here which is to plague all
modern thought, namely, what is the nature and ultimate
source of authority? He rejects like most modern thinkers the
authority of God, except as that authority may be reflected in
the “natural reason” of individuals, and must, therefore, seek
some other authority as a substitute. Like others of his times he
hits upon the idea of a social contract as the way out of his
dilemma and it is the will of individuals transferred to an ab-
solute and unlimited sovereign that is for him the ultimate
authority, the source of right and wrong, of truth and error,
and of justice and injustice. Here we have in an embryonic
form the beginnings of the modern totalitarian state, the State
substituted for God as the ultimate arbiter and absolute mas-
ter of man’s destiny.

Although Hobbes is generally said to have a very pessimis-
tic, if not cynical, view of human nature, actually his concep-
tion of the way in which men may overcome the predicament
in which they find themselves is extremely optimistic, for it is
solely a matter of mutual agreement. Since Hobbes does argue
that all individuals are basically selfish, that the desire for self-
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satisfaction is the supreme law of all human actions, it requires
considerable optimism to assert at the same time that such in-
dividuals will agree with all other individuals to transfer their
individual wills to one sovereign will. If such an agreement,
moreover, is to have any effective binding force men would
have to be differently constituted than Hobbes asserts that
they are.

It is man’s isolation from man that for Hobbes is the real
predicament of mankind, not, as Christian thinkers have in-
sisted, a defect of human nature itsclf. Although I cannot agree
with him in all of his conclusions Oakeshott, 1 believe, has
stated the matter aptly when he says that for Hobbes, “Man
is, by nature, the victim of solipism; he is an ndividua substantia
distinguished by incommunicability.” # The predicament
from which men require deliverance is not sin but the lack of
any authority among men. The trouble lies not in individuals
themselves but begins when they come in contact with one
another. This is not only Hobbes’ problem but the problem
posed by individualism itself. And the root of the problem goes
back to that nominalism from which it sprang. According to
Professor Oakeshott:

Individualism as a gospel has drawn its inspiration from many
sources, but as a reasoned theory of society it has its roots in the so-
called nominalism of late mediaeval scholasticism, with its doctrines
that the reality of a thing is its individuality, that which makes it
this thing, and that both in God and man will is precedent to reason.
Hobbes inherited this tradition of nominalism, and more than any
other writer passed it on to the modern world. His civil philosophy
is based . . . on a philosophy for which the world is composed of
individuae substantiae. . . . The human being is first fully an in-
dividual, not in respect of self-consciousness, but in the activity of
willing. Between birth and death, the self as imagination and will is
an indestructible unit, whose relations with other individuals are
purely external. Individuals may be collected together, may be
added, may be substituted for one another or made to represent
one another, but can never modify one another or compose a whole
in which their individuality is lost. Even reason is individualized, and
becomes merely the reasoning of an individual without power or authority to
oblige acceptance by others: to convince a man is not to enjoy a common
understanding with him, but to displace his reason by yours. . . .
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Whatever community exists must be generated by the individual
acts of will directed upon a single object, that is, by agreement: the
essence of agreement is, not a common will (for there can be no such
thing) but a common object of will. . . . The agreement must be
for each to transfer his right of willing to a single artificial Repre-
sentative, who is thenceforth authorized to will and to act in place
of each individual. There is in this society no concord of wills, no
common will, no common good; its unity lies solely in the singleness
of the Representative, in the substitution, by individual acts of will,
of his one will for the many conflicting wills.®

Since Hobbes denies the authority of God and of Reason, the
only way out of his predicament is the substitution of an artifi-
cial authority created by individual acts of will and embodied
in an Absolute Sovereign Will. Although Hobbes uses this the-
ory to defend absolute monarchy, it is essentially the same
solution to the problem of authority posed by individualism
which is adopted by liberalism. Hobbes, however, already
anticipates the conclusions which liberalism must ultimately
reach in theory, once it has abandoned its Christian con-
science, and which, in fact, it does reach in the twenticth cen-

tury.
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CHAPTER 4

The Ruse of Liberalism

IBERALISM was a product of the climate of opinion that
emerged at the time of the Renaissance and the Refor-
mation. As the political expression of the new individualism it
was a political declaration of faith in the autonomy of human
reason and the essential goodness of man. Both a mode of
thought and a way of life it reflected the political, social, reli-
gious, and economic aspirations of the rising commercial class.
Individual freedom was its major premise and its goal.

It was the Renaissance that produced the concept of the
autonomous individual or the ‘“‘masterless man.” No longer
was God the focal point of thought and life, but man. No
longer was it a question of discovering that which was in con-
formity to God’s will but rather that which was in conformity
to human nature and to a human nature conceived more in
Greek than in Christian terms. While the new concept of in-
dividuality drew heavily upon ancient Greece, and especially
Stoicism, for its inspiration it was not simply a reiteration of
Greek ideas about man but, indeed, a new conception. Profes-
sor Reinhold Niebuhr has emphasized the novelty of this idea:

If Protestantism represents the final heightening of the idea of
individuality within terms of the Christian religion, the Renaissance
is the real cradle of that very unchristian concept and reality: the
autonomous individual. . . . Ostensibly Renaissance thought is a
revival of classicism, the authority of which is either set against the
authority of Christianity or used to modify the latter. Yet classic
thought has no such passion for the individual as the Renaissance be-
trays. The fact is that the Renaissance uses an idea which could have
grown only upon the soil of Christianity. It transplants this idea to

84
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the soil of classic rationalism to produce a new concept of individual
autonomy, which is known in neither classicism nor Christianity.!

And Professor Sabine says:

. convinced that it must start from what was self-evident, modern
philosophy could find nothing apparently so solid and indubitable
as individual human nature. The individual human being, with his
interests, his enterprise, his desire for happiness and advancement,
above all with his reason, which seemed the condition for a successful
use of all his other faculties, appeared to be the foundation on which
a stable society must be built. Traditional differences of status al-
ready began to seem precarious. Not man as a priest or a soldier, as
the member of a guild or an estate, but man as a bare human being,
a ‘““masterless man,” appeared to be the solid fact.?

The individual seemed the proper starting point for many
rcasons. First of all, the early liberals lived in a cultural climate
that was still essentially Christian in inspiration if not in intel-
lectual conviction. The idca of the supreme worth of the in-
dividual, of all individuals everywhere, was a Christian con-
cept derived from the idea that all men are cqual in the sight
of God and that all men are brothers since they all have a com-
mon Father. When the Reformation destroyed the concept of
an intervening hierarchy or priesthood between the individual
and God and set man and God immediately in one another’s
presence, individual personality acquired even greater signifi-
cance. For when the Reformation posited the Church as “a
fellowship of believers, each the direct concern of God, each
directly responsible to God, each guided by the illumination of God
in his own heart and conscience,” ® responsibility for salvation be-
came a very personal and individual matter. Never had the
individual had so much responsibility thrust upon him, never
were the opportunities nor the perils greater.

This notion of the absolute moral worth of human personal-
ity was coupled with the belief in the individual’s powers of
creation. With the rediscovery of his ego the man of the Ren-
aissance became conscious, in a way in which man had never
been in the Middle Ages, of his individual will and of his power
to create things for their own sake and for his own pleasure.
Everywhere he looked he saw individuals creating things by
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what appeared to be their own will and their own power; not
only in the realm of science but in the realms of art, of politics,
of economy. Individual initiative seemed particularly creative
in the economic realm. Here a new order was rising upon the
ruins of an old one by what appeared to be the sheer will and
adventurous daring of individuals. With the introduction of
private enterprise and the replacing of a rigid system of status
by a more flexible system based on contracts, individual initi-
ative was given wider scope than had been possible in the Mid-
dle Ages. And the fetters of privilege based on birth and social
position were being rent asunder by the sheer will of rebellious
individuals. As men turned increasingly from a theistic con-
ception of God to a deistic conception (in which God was
conceived as the Creator but no longer as the Regent of the
universe) it was possible to attribute even greater freedom of
will and power to individuals. Knowledge, Francis Bacon had
said, is power and everywhere the man of the Renaissance
looked he saw new knowledge challenging old authority. The
knowledge of nature yielded by the new science tempted many
to believe that by an extension of those methods and by his
own reason man might dispense with God except perhaps as a
metaphysical abstraction or a logically necessary premise.
The doctrine of individual equality was given further sup-
port by the new science. Just as the natural scientist regarded
atoms, so the political philosopher regarded individuals as
irreducible, self-sufficient entities deriving their nature from
themselves rather than from their relationships. Having re-
turned to an atomistic conception of reality in the physical
sciences the man of the Renaissance sought to apply similar
conceptions to social phenomena. As A. D. Lindsay says:

The great prestige of the new physical sciences produced con-
tinuous attempts to apply their method to the study of man in his
social relations. Such a scientific study of society will tend to treat
individuals as independent units. Each will be regarded as an atom,
something having its own nature complete in itself. If they are to be
scientific units they will have to be atoms identical in qualitative
character. Because the theory will be interested mainly in the laws of
the combination of such units it will tend to regard the units as
equalt
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But the doctrine of “human equality,” he points out, “is in
one sense not a scientific doctrine.” For it rests essentially upon
an ethical and spiritual basis, and although the scientific
method, as applied to the study of social relationships, tended
to give assurance to the affirmation of equality, it did not
originate the concept. Rather, “the assumptions of scientific
method . . . confirmed a doctrine whose real origin was in
religious and not in scientific individualism.” ®

The rising commercial class began to talk about rights pe-
culiar to individuals as human beings. They spoke of the right
to possess things which they had acquired by their own labor,
of the inviolability of the human body, of the freedom to speak
and to write, of the right to a fair trial, of freedom from arbi-
trary imprisonment and cruel punishment, of the right of
petition and assembly and of freedom to worship God as they
saw fit. They insisted upon having a greater share in the
formulation and administration of governmental policy. They
were opposed to an aristocracy of birth not simply as parve-
nues but as a matter of principle. This was not, as has been
suggested by some, simply a convenient doctrine, convenient
though it may have been, but it was onc which actually re-
flected their way of life, their mode of thinking, their aspira-
tions. It was at once an intellectual doctrine derived logically
from the premises of the new individualism and a reaction
against specific abuses and injustices perpetrated by an ab-
solutist political, social and religious order.

The new individualism emphasized not only the absolute
moral worth of each personality but also individual autonomy.
Now if individuals are conceived to be of equal moral worth
and equally autonomous it follows of necessity that no indi-
vidual can submit to the will of any other individual. If each
individual is to be able to realize his potentialities as a human
being, to realize his full moral value as an individual per-
sonality and enjoy the respect to which he is entitled as a
human being, he can not submit to any will that is capable of
acting capriciously or arbitrarily, for such submission would
be a denial of his moral autonomy and equality. Liberalism,
as the embodiment of this new individualism, accordingly,
espouses individual freedom as its goal. Freedom from what?



88 Main Currents in Modern Political Thought

Freedom from every authority that is capable of acting capri-
ciously or arbitrarily. Frcedom for what? Freedom for the
individual to develop all of his potentialities as a human being
endowed with reason.

Freedom, however, logically implies responsibility. In order
for each individual to have freedom, all individuals must
recognize some common authority, some common responsi-
bility. If such authority is not to deny the essential postulate of
equality, however, it must be impersonal, calculable, objec-
tive. And liberalism arose as a specific answer to this problem:
How can the notion of individual autonomy be reconciled
with the necessity for political authority? How can individuals
conceived as having absolute and equal rights submit to polit-
ical authority without denying the absoluteness or equality
of their claims?

The problem of freedom was, indeed, an intellectual one
but at the same time it was more than a theoretical problem.
The individual of the seventeenth century was in fact hedged
in and restrained politically, socially, economically by arbi-
trary, personal authority. This restraint not only impeded the
expansion and development of free private economic enter-
prise but it was also incompatible with the dignity of human
personality. It was the rising commercial class that felt these
restraints most keenly and liberalism was its challenge to
political absolutism. At first, it is true, it supported the abso-
lute monarchs and without its support absolute monarchy
probably could not have been established. But as the com-
mercial class became stronger and more self-assertive it chafed
under the arbitrary restraints imposed by the monarchy it
had helped to create. Commercial activity could flourish only
under conditions that were predictable, calculable, and stable.
Self-confident, eager for conquest, adventurous, it found these
restraints incompatible with its economic, social, religious,
political and intellectual convictions and aspirations. Arbi-
trary control was unpredictable and unstable.

In order to realize their conception of individual freedom,
and in order successfully to challenge the pretensions of ab-
solutism the commercial classes needed such freedoms as free-
dom of expression, freedom of assembly, freedom from arbi-
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trary imprisonment. They needed a voice in the shaping of
governmental policy. But if civil liberties and representative
government were tactically essential they were also a logical
expression of the burgher philosophy. In their own minds they
did not scparate, as some interpreters of their philosophy are
inclined to do, their social and economic motives from their
intellectual convictions. Their attitude was at once the prod-
uct of logical derivation from philosophic presuppositions
about the nature and destiny of man and of their social and
economic interests. It was at one and the same time a theo-
retical intellectual attitude and a practical expression of re-
bellion against concrete restraints and specific injustices.
Liberalism was the embodiment of the demand for freedom
in every sphere of life—intellectual, social, religious, political,
and cconomic—and it is doubtful if the burgher prized onc
more highly than the other or even considered that he might
enjoy one kind of frecdom without the other. If the commer-
cial class rebelled with vehemence against arbitrary economic
restraints, it protested with equal fervor and conviction against
arbitrary political power, Star chamber proceedings, lettres
de cachet, cruel punishment, and restrictions on freedom of
expression and of worship. The liberties which it demanded
were not abstract liberties, not freedom in some vague sense,
but specific liberties, for the rising commercial classes were
rebelling not against injustice in the abstract but against spe-
cific injustices.

The central problem with which liberalism is concerned is-
the relation between the individual and authority. But if the
individual, because of the absolute value of human person-
ality, cannot submit to any personal authority capable of
acting capriciously and arbitrarily, to what authority can hc
submit? And the liberal answered: He can submit only to the
authority of law; it alone can command and restrain him.
Accordingly, liberalism advocates freedom from every form of
social control except law. As Voltaire was to put it succinctly:
“Freedom consists in being independent from everything but
law.” ¢

The authority, which had necessarily to be impersonal, ob-
jective, and independent of will, could be nothing else than
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the law. The law, moreover, had to be conceived as eternal,
universal, immutable and rational. If the authority was not
to be arbitrary, it could not emanate from any personal will
that was capable of acting capriciously; it could not change
from day to day or place to place; it must be predictable and
hence rational.

Merged by the force of historical circumstance into one
doctrine, there are latent in liberalism as originally conceived,
however, two self-sufficient and logically independent theo-
retical systems. As its fundamental premise liberalism postu-
lates the absolute value and ecquality of human personality.
Conceiving as the essence of human individuality a God-given
soul it espouscs individual equality in a spiritual sense and
upon that basis demands equality of opportunity. Individuals
are never means but always ends in themselves. Accordingly,
liberalism champions individual freedom from all arbitrary
compulsion since compulsion is incompatible with human
dignity and equality. The individual is conceived to be free,
however, not to do anything he pleases but free only to follow
the dictates of “‘right reason.” For it is freedom and not license
that the liberal espouses. As its ideal, therefore, liberalism
posits freedom under the impersonal rule of law, the law being
conceived as filled with certain eternal, universal and objective
truths and values discoverable by natural reason. The exist-
ence of such truths is regarded as self-evident.

Liberalism, on the other hand, conceived of society as being
composed of atom-like, autonomous individuals with wills
and interests peculiar to themselves. But how is it certain that
the individual will not will that which is subjectively desired
rather than that which is objectively demanded? There is
no certainty. Only a conscientious sense of duty bids the
individual to follow the dictates of reason rather than those of
personal interest. For, ultimately, liberalism acknowledges no
limitation upon individual will except that imposed by individual con-
science. Order, then, is potentially embodied in the existence
of objective truth discoverable by reason; but, in the final
analysis, it is conscience alone that bids the individual to rea-
son objectively, to discover the content of true law, to trans-
late this potential order into actuality. The whole obligation
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for realizing order rests upon the individual, and more spe-
cifically, upon individual conscience. Conscience is the keystone
of the whole liberal structure. Order is potentially embodied in
truths transcending individuals but only dispassionate, ob-
jective reason can translate this order into actuality. The law is
an ideal requiring concrete wills and concrete actions to be
realized; it is a form ready to be filled in by individual wills.
Only conscience bids the individual to follow the dictates of
reason rather than those of interest and upon the conscien-
tiousness of individuals alone rests the choice between order
and anarchy. Con-science, as the word itself indicates, is not
regarded as some vague feeling of preference, not some in-
stinctive intuition, but rather is a common knowledge of truths
and values transcending individuals. The true law, accord-
ingly, to which individuals owe obedience, the law under
which freedom is assured, is that law whose content is found
in individual conscience. It is in obedience to that law that
the individual finds his real frcedom and secures the dignity
of his existence as a human being.

Two logically independent notions of law, then, are em-
bodied in integral liberalism. First of all, there is the notion
that law is the product of individual wills and the expression
of subjective, personal interests. In this view it is the irrational
compulsion behind the law which makes the individual submit
to it. On the other hand, there is the notion that the law is the
embodiment of truths and values transcending individual
will and interest—that law is found, not made. In this view
it is the rational recognition of the inherent justice of the law
that imposes obligation. The source of law is thought of, in
the first instance, as individual wills; in the second, as reason,
nature, or the ‘“ordcr of things.” The validity of law, in the
first case, rests simply upon the fact that the competent au-
thority, possessed of superior coercive power, has prescribed
it. In the second case, the validity of law rests upon the in-
herent rightness and rationality of its content. The bases of
validity are, on the one hand, formal, and on the other, sub-
stantive. The link between the subjective will of the individual
and the objective order transcending the individual is reason
guided by individual conscience.
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Integral liberalism, thus, was based upon an uneasy com-
promise between two conflicting principles: the idea of the
autonomy of individual will and the idea of a higher law. The
appeal to conscience that was supposed to reconcile these two
conflicting principles proved to be without weight or sanction.
At best, it was an appeal to a Christian ethic that could not
survive the repudiation of the Christian religion. For the con-
science that was to reconcile the two conflicting principles was
essentially the Christian conscience and that conscience could
not survive the separation of reason from faith and the repu-
diation of the authority of the Church. What appeared to be
“self-evidently’ true to the seventeenth-century mind that was
still close to the medieval, Christian tradition was destined to
appear increasingly less self-evident as the mind of man
“freed” itself progressively from the Christian revelation and
the authority of the Church.

So long as, and to the extent that, liberals retained the sub-
stantive, as well as the formal, conception of law (that is, so
long as liberals belicved that law should embody certain sub-
stantive truths and values transcending individual will and
interest), liberalism retained its integral character. When,
however, as eventually and inevitably happened, the formal
conception of law alone was retained, liberalism became deca-
dent, preparing the way for its own demise. For the sloughing
off of objective truths and values under the impact of ninc-
teenth-century positivism left only the subjective and anarchi-
cal elements of liberal thought; will was left without any sub-
stantial limitation.

The ‘“‘higher law” which integral liberalism posited as the
foundation of positive law was a secularized version of the
medieval, Christian natural law. This secularization of the nat-
ural law was the work primarily of the great Dutch jurist
and father of international law, Hugo Grotius.

Grotius and the Secularization of Natural Law

GroTius (1583-1645) was born in the city of Delft in the
Netherlands. He displayed prodigious powers of learning as a
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youth and entered the University of Leyden at the age of
eleven. Four years later he was chosen to accompany a num-
ber of Dutch officials on an official visit to Paris. While he was
there he took a doctor’s degree at the University of Orleans.
The following year he took a law degree at Leyden and en-
tered upon the practice of the law in The Hague at the age of
sixteen. He subsequently held a number of important public
and diplomatic positions including the chief magistracy of the
city of Rotterdam. It was in that position that he became in-
volved in a quarrel between the Arminians and the Gomar-
ists.’

He published a number of works in many fields but those
most widely read today are the treatises he wrote in the ficld
of international law; the most important of which is De Jure
Belli ac Pacis Libri Tres (1625)—The Law of War and Peace
in Three Books. It is in the Prolegomena or introduction to that
work that the fundamental principles of his political theory
are to be found.

Hugo Grotius wrote at a time when, as he declared in his
dedication to Louis XIII, “hearts, wearied with strifes”
longed for pecace. Everywhere warfare was chronic— Catholics
battled Protestants, Protestants warred among themselves,
dynastic rivalries flourished and were nourished in blood, the
rising national states fought among themselves for territory,
power, and commercial interests. Grotius saw ‘“‘partisan pas-
sions, fired by hatreds . . . blaze more fiercely day by day.”
Observing “throughout the Christian world . . . a lack of
restraint in relation to war, such as even barbarous races
should be ashamed of”’ he undertook to demonstrate ‘“‘that
there is a common law among nations, which is valid alike
for war and in war.” 8 In order to make this demonstration
he had, of nccessity, to examine first the nature and origin of
law itself.

“I have made it my concern,” he wrote, ‘“‘to refer the proofs
of things touching the law of nature to certain fundamental
conceptions which are beyond question, so that no one can
deny them without doing violence to himself.” ® Grotius
sought to find that authority which could bind Protestant and
Catholic alike and he believed that he had discovered that
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authority in a natural law derived not from revelation but
from human nature itself. “The principles of that law,” he
thought were such that they “are in themselves manifest and
clear, almost as evident as are those things which we perceive
by the external senses.” 1

In the Aristotelian tradition Grotius declared that “among
the traits characteristic of man is an impelling desire for so-
ciety, that is, for the social life—not of any and every sort,
but peaceful, and organized according to the measure of his
intelligence, with those who are of his own kind.” ' The
source of law, accordingly, is man’s innate or instinctive desire
for social order. ““To this sphere of law belong the abstaining
from that which is another’s, the restoration to another of any-
thing of his which we may have, together with any gain which
we may have received from it; the obligation to fulfil prom-
ises, the making good of a loss incurred through our fault, and
the inflicting of pcnalties upon men according to their de-
serts.” 1> Man is not only a social animal but a rational bcing
who “within the limitations of human intelligence” is able to
judge between agrceable and harmful alternatives without
yielding unduly to fear, “‘the allurement of immediate plecas-
ure,” or to “rash impulse.” B

In addition to the social nature of man there is another
source of law and ‘‘that is, the free will of God to which be-
yond all cavil our reason tells us we must render obedience.”
Man’s desire for the social life and all that that implies is a
trait implanted in him by God. Expediency, moreover, rein-
forces the law of nature “for the Author of nature willed that
as individuals we should be weak, and should lack many
things needed in order to live properly, to the end that we
might be the more constrained to cultivate the social life.” ¥
Men are driven by their social instinct to associate with one
another and by their intelligence and recognition of their
mutual dependence to band together by agreement into a polit-
ical community. The basis of civil society is a contract. And
“since it is a rule of the law of nature to abide by pacts (for
it was necessary that among men there be some method of
obligating themselves one to another, and no other natural
method can be imagined), out of this source the bodies of
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municipal law have arisen.” * The mother of the law of
nature is the social nature of man but “the mother of munici-
pal law is that obligation which arises from mutual consent;
and since this obligation derives its force from the law of
nature, nature may be considered, so to say, the great-grand-
mother of municipal law.” ' Similarly pacts made by mutual
consent between states are the foundation of the law of na-
tions, the ultimate source of which is nature itself. Municipal
law and international law are conceived to be at once the
product of individual wills, consent, and the embodiment of
natural justice. Obligation to obcy the municipal law derives
both from the force of the wills that have consented to it and
from the recognition by individual conscience of its inherent
rightness.

The importance of Grotius’ conception of natural law was
methodological. The content he attributed to it was precisely
the content attributed to it by earlier writers. What Grotius
endeavored to do, and in the eyes of his contemporaries with
success, was to provide a new method of arriving at this content,
a method that did not depend upon revelation but was, in
seventeenth-century terms, sczentific. The law of nature he de-
fined as “‘a dictate of right reason, which points out that an
act, according as it is or is not in conformity with rational
nature, has in it a quality of moral baseness or moral neces-
sity; and that, in consequence, such an act is either forbidden
or enjoined by the author of nature, God.” ® Although refer-
ence is made here to God actually it adds nothing essential to
the definition. Grotius makes this clear, when, a little later,
he declares:

The law of nature . . . is unchangeable—even in the sense that
it cannot be changed by God. Measureless as is the power of God,
nevertheless it can be said that there are certain things over which
that power does not extend. . . . Just as even God, then, cannot
cause that two times two should not make four, so He cannot cause
that which is intrinsically evil be not evil. This is what Aristotle
means when he says: “Some things are thought of as bad the moment
they are named.” For just as the being of all things, from the time
that they begin to exist, and in the manner in which they exist, is not
dependent on anything else, so also the properties, which of necessity
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characterize that being; such a property is the badness of certain
acts, when judged by the standard of a nature endowed with sound
reason.!®

A rational system of law, Grotius thought, could be con-
structed from certain sclf-evident or axiomatic social prin-
ciples just as geometry was based upon propositions regarded
as axiomatic. Anticipating the formulation of “scientific
method” by Descartes, Grotius insisted that we must start
our thinking with “those things which we perceive by the ex-
ternal senses,”” and proceed cautiously 1o entertain only those
simple ideas which “are in themselves manifest and clear.” ®
‘“‘Because of the prevalence of this idea of good method,” Pro-
fessor Sabine declares, ‘“‘the seventeenth century became the
cra of ‘demonstrative’ systems of law and politics, the purpose
being to assimilate all sciences, the social as well as the physi-
cal, as much as possible to a form which was believed to ac-
count for the certainty of gcometry. . . . The reason for
the authority which this method acquired lay largely in the
fact that it was believed to parallel the processes by which
the physical sciences made dazzling progress in the interval
between Galileo and Newton.” 2!

One reason why Grotius’ conception of the law was so
readily accepted by his contemporaries was that there was
more or less general agreement in the seventeenth century as
to what was morally self-evident. Catholics were separated
from Protestants over questions of religious forms and au-
thority and there were important theological differences be-
tween them but both affirmed essentially the same moral
values—what appeared morally axiomatic to thc one would
appear morally axiomatic to the other. Both would agree, for
example, that an obligation to be binding must be freely as-
sumed by the persons bound and that once a promise is made
it should be kept. Both would agree as to the intrinsic value
of human personality and to the ultimate equality of all indi-
viduals. But much of what Grotius and his contemporaries re-
garded as self-evident was actually a product of the Christian
conscience. Although Grotius’ appeal was theoretically and
ostensibly an appeal to ‘“‘sound reason” much of what he had
to say was acceptable as ‘““sound reason’’ because it appealed
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not only to the reason in men but to their Christian con-
science. That much of what he had to say appears less reason-
able to many persons in the twentieth century than it did in
the seventeenth century is duc not to the fact that the man of
the twentieth century is more recasonable than his seventeenth
century ancestors, but that his conscience is less firmly rooted
in Christian convictions.

Not only did Grotius secularize the conception of natural
law but he developed a conception of natural rights which was
to have a profound influence upon all subsequent political
thought. Throughout the Middle Ages the reign of law was
directed primarily to the preservation of the status guo but
with the seventeenth century the end of law was conceived
more and more in terms of the enabling of individuals to do
things and to possess things. Law was conceived to have more
of a dynamic function. A right, Grotius defines as ‘“‘a moral
quality of a person, making it possible to have or to do some-
thing lawfully.” 22 Although there was some idea of rights
peculiar to corporations and groups in the Middle Ages, the
idea of natural rights peculiar to individuals first emerged as
a definite concept in the seventeenth century, and Grotius was
one of the first to define them. These rights which are recog-
nized by natural law and demonstrable by reason belong to
individuals by virtuc of their humanity—they are qualities
inherent in persons and since they belong to an individual be-
causc of his nature as a human being they are called “natural”
rights. It remained for John Locke to formulate them even
more preciscly, but with Grotius the conception emerges with
definiteness.

John Locke (1632—-1704)

JounN Locke was born at Wrington, North Somerset, England
in 1632. His father was a Puritan lawyer who had served as a
captain in the Parliamentary army. John Locke was sent to
Christ Church, Oxford, where he received his degree in 1658
and was given an appointment as a tutor in Greek, rhetoric
and philosophy. Under the influence of Cartesian philosophy
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and through his friendship with Robert Boyle, the physicist,
who was one of the founders in 1663 of the ‘“Royal Society of
London for improving natural knowledge,” Locke became
more and more attracted to the natural sciences and decided
to devote himself to the study of medicine.

It was this interest that brought him in contact with Lord
Ashley, the founder of the Whig Party, who was later to be-
come Earl of Shaftesbury and Lord Chancellor. He was in-
vited in 1667 to become Lord Ashley’s personal physician and
went to live with him in London. He was destined to spend
the next fifteen years of his life in his company. Locke became
more and more interested in Lord Ashley’s political activities
and came eventually to serve him in a secretarial capacity.
Due to poor health he left his scrvice for a period of about four
years (1675-1679) when he traveled abroad. When the Earl
of Shaftesbury fell under grave political suspicion and was
forced to leave England Locke felt himself to be under suspi-
cion and decided like his patron to seck asylum in Holland.
He left England in 1683 not to return until 1689 after the
downfall of James II. It was during his exile that he first
made his appearance as an author. Although he began to
publish his works late in life (he was 54 years of age when he
began), it was a fruitful and prolific period. He wrote in the
fields of science, theology, education, philosophy, and eco-
nomics as well as politics. His most important philosophical
work was his Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1690); his
most important theological work The Reasonableness of Chris-
tranity (1695); and his most important political works the Two
Treatises of Civil Government (1690) and the Letters on Toleration

(1689g).

Locke’s Theory of Knowledge

In Hi1s Essay Concerning Human Understanding Locke launched
a vigorous attack upon the rationalist belief in the existence
of innate ideas—a belief common to philosophy since the time
of Plato. “It is an established opinion amongst some men,”
Locke says in the opening sentence of his Essap, “that there
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are in the understanding certain innate principles; some primary
notions . . . characters, as it were stamped upon the mind
of man; which the soul receives in its very first being, and
brings into the world with it.”> 2 That this is an erroneous be-
lief Locke then attempts to demonstrate. “To ask, at what
time a man has first any ideas, is to ask, when he begins to
perccive;—having ideas, and perception, being the same thing.” %
The human mind at birth, Locke says, is a tabula rasa, it is
like a white sheet of paper on which nothing has been written.

Let us then suppose the mind to be white paper, void of all char-
acters, without any ideas; how comes it to be furnished? Whence
comes it by that vast store which the busy and boundless fancy of
man has painted on it with an almost endless variety? Whence has
it all the materials of reason and knowledge? To this 1 answer in one
word, from experience: in that all our knowledge is found, and from
that it ultimately derives itself, our observation, employed either
about external sensible objects, or about the internal operations of
our minds perceived and reflected on by ourselves, is that which
supplies our understandings with all the materials of thinking. Thesc
two are the fountains of knowledge from whence all the ideas we
have or can naturally have, do spring.®®

From experience alone the mind derives its content. The
source of our ideas are sensation and reflection. Sense data arc
partly revclations of external things in their mathematical
relations and partly sensations which these evoke within us.
The first, he calls primary qualities and identifies them with
the “‘essential qualities of matter” and the scnsations he calls
“‘secondary or derived qualities.” The primary qualities, such
as extension, solidity, position in time, motion, are always
present when matter is present; the secondary qualities, such
as the sensations of color, odor and sound ‘“‘are in truth noth-
ing in the objects themselves, but powers to produce various
sensations in us” and depend upon the primary qualities.
From this Locke draws the conclusion that “the ideas of pri-
mary qualities of bodies are resemblances of them, and their
patterns do really exist in the bodies themselves, but the ideas
produced in us by these secondary qualities have no resem-
blance of them at all. There is nothing like our ideas, existing
in the bodies themselves. They are, in the bodies we denomi-
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nate from them, only a power to produce those sensations in
us: and what is sweet, blue, or warm in idea is but the certain
bulk, figure and motion of the insensible parts, in the bodies
themselves, which we call so.” % It follows from this that ““the
mind . . . hath no other immediate object but its own ideas”
and that knowledge is ‘“‘nothing but the perception of the con-
nexion of and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy of any of our
ideas.” ¥ Knowledge is simply the perception of the agreement
of disagreement of two ideas. Commenting upon Locke’s
theory of knowledge, Bertrand Russell declares:

In all this, Locke assumes it known that certain mental occurrences,
which he calls sensations, have causes outside themselves, and that
these causes, at least to some extent and in certain respects, resemble
the sensations which are their effects. But how consistently with the
principle of empiricism is this to be known? We experience the sensa-
tions, but not their causes; our experience will be exactly the same
if our sensations arise spontaneously. The belief that sensations have
causes, and still more the belief that they resemble their causes, is
one which, if maintained, must be maintained on grounds wholly
independent of experience. The view that “knowledge is the percep-
tion of the agreement or disagreement of two ideas” is the one that
Locke is entitled to, and his escape from the paradoxes that it entails
1s eflected by means of an inconsistency so gross that only his resolute
adherence to common sense could have made him blind to it.?

That experience, in the sense of perception, is the source of
all knowledge was a new and a revolutionary doctrine. New,
because it denied a philosophical tradition established by
Plato and perpetuated throughout the Middle Ages and
revolutionary because it exalted individual experience as the
ultimate source of all knowledge. As Alfred North Whitehead
explains Locke’s theory:

. . . The primary qualities are the essential qualities of substances
whose spatio-temporal relationships constitute nature. The orderli-
ness of these relationships constitutes the order of nature. The occur-
rences of nature are in some way apprehended by minds, which are
associated with living bodies. Primarily, the mental apprehension is
aroused by the occurrences in certain parts of the correlated body,
the occurrences in the brain, for instance. But the mind in appre-
hending also experiences sensations which, properly speaking, are
qualities of the mind alone. These sensations are projected by the
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mind so as to clothe appropriate bodies in external nature. Thus the
bodies are perceived as with qualities which in fact are purely the
offspring of the mind. Thus nature gets credit which should in truth
be reserved for ourselves: the rose for its scent: the nightingale for
his song: and the sun for his radiance. The pocts are entirely mis-
taken. They should address their lyrics to themselves, and should
turn them into odes of self-congratulation on the excellency of the
human mind. Nature is a dull affair, soundless, scentless, colourless;
merely the hurrying of material, endlessly, meaninglessly.?®

While this theory, as Whitehead points out, has been without
rival in the modern world ““as the guiding principle of scien-
tific studies™ it is far from satisfactory, since, although useful
for dealing with certain aspects of nature, ‘it is quite unbe-
lievable.”” 3° There is always the danger that we may mistake
for a concrete reality that which is a high abstraction. In
Locke’s theory of knowledge, Whitchead declares:

The seventeenth century had finally produced a scheme of scien-
tific thought framed by mathematicians, for the use of mathemati-
cians. The great characteristic of the mathematical mind is its
capacity for dealing with abstractions; and for eliciting from them
clear-cut demonstrative trains of reasoning, entirely satisfactory so
long as it is those abstractions which you want to think about. The
enormous success of the scientific abstractions, yielding on the one
hand matter with its simple location in space and time, on the other
hand mind, perceiving, suffering, reasoning, but not interfering, has
foisted onto philosophy the task of accepting them as the most con-
crete rendering of fact. . . . [But] thereby, modern philosophy
has been ruined. It has oscillated in a complex manner between
three extremes. There are the dualists, who accept matter and mind
as on an equal basis, and the two varieties of monists, those who put
mind inside matter, and those who put matter inside mind. But this
juggling with abstractions can never overcome the inherent con-
fusion introduced by the ascription of misplaced concreteness to the
scientific scheme of the seventeenth century.®!

Locke’s Political Philosophy

IN Locke’s Two Treatises of Civil Government, and especially in
the second of these, liberalism finds perhaps its most detailed
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and lucid expression. The treatises have sometimes been
described as a rationalization of the English Revolution of
1688 and Locke himself says in his Preface that they were
written

to establish the throne of our great restorer, our present King Wil-
liam; to make good his title in the consent of the people; which
being the only one of lawful governments, he has more fully than
any other prince in Christendom; and to justify to the world the
people in England, whose love of their just and natural rights, with
their resolution to preserve them, saved the nation when it was on
the brink of slavery and ruin.

Yet it might be said that the events of 1688 did as much to
Jjustify Locke’s treatise as his treatise did to justify the events.
If his work was rationalization it was rationalization in the
best sense of that word.

Starting from the assumption that men arc ‘“‘by nature all
free, equal, and independent” it follows, Locke declares, that
no one can be “subjected to the political power of another,
without his own consent.” So that

the only way by which any one divests himself of his natural liberty
and puts on the bonds of civil society is by agreeing with other men
to join and unite into a community for their comfortable, safe, and
peaceable living one amongst another, in a secure enjoyment of
their properties, and a greater security against any that are not of
it. . When any number of men have so consented to make one
commumty or government, they are thereby presently incorporated,
and make one body politic, wherein the majority have a right to act
and conclude the rest.?2

Like many of his contemporaries Locke posited a ‘“state of
nature’ in which men lived prior to the establishment of civil
society. Much argument has exhausted itself over the question
whether this state of nature was posited as a convenient in-
tellectual hypothesis or as an historical fact, but actually it
makes little difference so far as the conclusions derived from
it are concerned. Whether regarded as historical fact or not
it is certainly true that it was a convenient hypothetical prop-
osition. In some ways the seventeenth century conception of

‘“‘state of nature” was simply a secularization of the Chris-
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tian “myth” of the Garden of Eden. But whereas the latter
sought to depict man as he was originally created by God, the
former concept sought to examine the nature of man apart
from his divine origin. It looked upon man simply as a crea-
ation of nature and sought to lay bare the attributes and char-
acteristics with which “nature” had endowed him.

This examination, performed under the guise of describing
the ‘‘state of nature” in which man originally lived before
civil socicty came into existence, yielded very different con-
clusions depending upon the presuppositions about man with
which the individual philosopher began his analysis. For
Thomas Hobbes, for example, the state of nature was char-
acterized as a ‘“‘war of all against all” in which life was
“nasty, brutish and short.””® For Rousseau, the state of nature
far from being a fearful existence was an idyllic one. For
Locke, the state of nature was neither idyllic nor fearful.

For him the state of nature was “a state of perfect freedom”
in which cach man ordered his actions and disposed of his
possessions and person as he thought fit “within the bounds of
the law of nature,” but “without asking leave, or depending
upon the will of any other man.” It was a state not only of
freedom but of equality “wherein all the power and juris-
diction” was “‘reciprocal, no one having more than an-
other.” 3 It was a statc of freedom, not of license, and had

a law of nature to govern it; which obliges every one; and reason,
which is that law, teaches 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 possessions. . . . Everyone, as he is bound
to preserve himself, and not to quit his station willfully, so, by the
like reason, when his own preservation comes not in competition,
ought he, as much as he can, to preserve the rest of mankind, and
not, unless it be to do justice on an offender, take away or impair
the life, or what tends to the prescrvation of the life, the liberty,
health, limb, or goods of another.3®

But if the law of nature “which willeth the peace and pres-
ervation of all mankind” exist in the state of nature why
should anyone want to leave it? “If man in the state of nature
be so free, as has been said, if he be absolute lord of his own
person and possessions, equal to the greatest, and subject to
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nobody, why will he part with his freedom, this empire, and
subject himself to the dominion and control of any other
power?”’ % Several weaknesses characterize this state of per-
fect freedon and equality: (1) there is lacking ““an established,
settled, known law, received and allowed by common consent
to be the standard of right and wrong, and the common
measure to decide all controversies between them. For though
the law of nature be plain and intelligible to all rational crea-
tures; yet men, being biased by their interest, as well as igno-
rant for want of study of it, are not apt to allow of it as a law
binding to them in application of it to their particular case.” ¥
(2) The state of nature lacks a definite and impartial judge
“with authority to determine all differences according to the
established law.”> Every one is “both judge and executioner”
and we know that a man is not the best judge in his own case.®
(3) There is no “power to back and support the sentence when
right, and to give it due execution.” #

For these reasons, notwithstanding all the advantages of the
state of nature, men are ‘“‘quickly driven into society.” The
basis for the establishment of society is a contract or an agree-
ment whereby individuals “give up the equality, liberty, and
executive power they had in the state of nature into the hands
of the society” but only so far as it is necessary the better to
protect their natural rights to life, liberty and property. Upon
entering society, the individual gives up the right of judging
and executing the law of nature but retains all of the other
rights which he enjoyed in the state of nature. Society, as a
matter of fact, exists solely for the purpose of preserving and
perpetuating these rights.

It is not clear from Locke’s argument whether government
comes into being as a result of the contract which established
socicty or whether a separate contract brings government it-
self into existence. Most interpreters of Locke believe that he
posited two contracts; one which established society and an-
other which created government. This two-fold contract,
however, is implicit rather than explicit in Locke’s argument.
In any case the agreement to form a society leads to the crea-
tion of ““one body politic, wherein the majority have a right to
act and conclude the rest.”” * The agreement to form a com-
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munity must, of necessity, Locke argues, include an agreement
to submit one’s will to the will and determination of the major-
ity “for where the majority cannot conclude the rest, there
they cannot act as one body, and consequently, will be im-
mediately dissolved again.” #!

Locke makes it clear, however, that the majority acts only
on behalf of the individual and in accordance with “the obli-
gations of the law of nature.” Since no one in the state of na-
turc has absolute arbitrary power over himself and since
“nobody can transfer to another more power than he has in
himself” the legislative power can never claim the right to act
in an arbitrary or absolute manner.*? For

the law of nature stands as an eternal rule to all men, legislators as
well as others. The rules that they make for other men’s actions
must, as well as their own and other men’s actions, be conformable
to the law of nature, i.c., to the will of God, of which that is a dec-
laration, and the fundamental law of nature being the preservation
of mankind, no human sanction can be good or valid against it.*

The legislative power may not rule by arbitrary decrees but
“by established and promulgated laws; that both the people
may know their duty and be safe and secure within the limits
of the law; and the rulers too kept within their due bounds.

. .7 % Nor can the legislative power be transferred or dele-
gated to any one else since such delegation would be a breach
of the contract whereby the people established the legislative
power. Nor must the legislative power ‘‘raise taxes on the
property of the people without the consent of the people,
given by themselves or their deputies,” ® since the government
exists solely for the preservation of the people’s “lives, liberties,
and fortunes.”

That the legislative power of the commonwealth is not ab-
solute Locke makes even more clear in his discussion of the
right of revolution in Chapter XIX of the Second Treatise. And
here, perhaps, is his most original contribution to political
theory. That the power of government is restrained by the
natural law is an idea long established in the Western political
tradition. Locke provided a means of making such restraint
effective by justifying the right of revolution.
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Whensoever, therefore, the legislative shall transgress this funda-
mental rule of society, and either by ambition, fear, folly, or cor-
ruption, endeavor to grasp themselves or put into the hands of any
other an absolute power over the lives, liberties, and estates of the
people, by this breach of trust they forfeit the power the people had
put into their hands, for quite contrary ends, and it devolves to the
people, who have a right to resume their original liberty, and by the
establishment of the new legislative (such as they shall think fit)
provide for their own safety and security, which is the end for which
they are in society.*

When a government abrogates the natural rights of men for
the prescrvation of which government was established the
people have not only the right but the responsibility to revolt
and to empower a new government.

But if they who say it lays a foundation for rebellion mean that it
may occasion civil wars or intestine broils, to tell the people they
are absolved from obedience when illegal attempts are made upon
their liberties or properties, and may oppose the unlawful violence
of those who were their magistrates when they invade their proper-
ties contrary to the trust put in them, and that therefore this doc-
trine is not to be allowed, being so destructive to the peace of the
world: they may as well say upon the same ground that honest men
may not oppose robbers or pirates because this may occasion dis-
order or bloodshcd. If any mischief come in such cases, it is not to
be charged upon him who defends his own right, but on him that
invades his neighbor’s. If the innocent honest man must quietly
quit all he has for peace’s sake to him who will lay violent hands
upon it, I desire it may be considered what a kind of peace there
will be in the world which consists only in violence and rapine,
and which is to be maintained only for the benefit of robbers and
oppresscrs. Who would not think it an admirable peace betwixt the
mighty and the mean when the lamb without resistance yiclded his
throat to be torn by the imperious wolf? Polyphemus’s den gives us
a perfect pattern of such a peace and such a government, wherein
Ulysses, who was a prudent man, preached up passive obedience,
and exhorted them to a quict submission by representing to them
of what concernment peace was to mankind, and by showing the
inconveniences which might happen if they should offer to resist
Polyphemus, who had now the power over them.

The end of government is the good of mankind, and which is
best for mankind, that the people should be always exposed to the
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boundless will of tyranny, or that the rulers should be sometimes
liable to be opposed when they grow exorbitant in the use of their
power, and employ it for the destruction and not the preservation
of the properties of their people? #

No doctrine of Locke’s had more influence than this doctrine
of revolution. It is embodied in our own Declaration of Inde-
pendence and it provided a justification for the overthrow of
tyrants that had long been sought but imperfectly envisaged.
It gave substance to the doctrine of popular sovereignty and a
means of enforcing the contractual basis of government.

Locke’s Theory of Property

AccorpING to liberalism there exists a sphere of rights be-
longing to individuals by virtue of their humanity for the
preservation of which the state exists and beyond which the
state may not penetrate. These rights, Locke describes, as
the natural right to “life, liberty, and property.” The greatest
of these is property for without property there exists neither life
nor liberty. Property is an essential attribute of personality
since ‘“‘every man has a property in his own person.” ¥ When
Locke uses the word property he uses it in a manner very dif-
ferent from current usage. We would come closer to capturing
Locke’s essential meaning if we translated the phrase “life,
liberty, and property” to read “life, liberty, and the fruits of
one’s own labor.” He recognized that to be clothed with sub-
stance liberty must include some measure of economic secur-
ity. But whereas we would say ‘“‘economic security” Locke
says “‘property.”

When God made the world he gave it in common to all
mankind “for the support and comfort of their being.” He
gave it to men for their enjoyment and usc but since only in-
dividual men can enjoy and use the fruit of the earth there
must have been some means provided for its appropriation by
individuals. The way individuals appropriate the fruit of the
earth for their use is by means of their labor. And it is in this
way that property comes about. Property is simply that with
which one has mixed his labor.
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Whatsoever, then, he [i.e., man] removes out of the state that
nature hath provided and left it in, he hath mixed his labor with,
and joined to it something that is his own, and thereby makes it his
property. . . . For this labor being the unquestionable property of
the laborer, 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
to others.*

It is the labor expended upon something that makes that thing
one’s own.

Locke combines with this labor theory of value a theory of
limitation based upon man’s ability effectively to use that
which he has appropriated for his needs. ‘“As much as any one
can make use of to any advantage of lifc before it spoils, so
much he may by his labor fix a property in; whatever is be-
yond this is more than his share, and belongs to others. Noth-
ing was made by God for man to spoil or destroy.” * Kept
“within the bounds, set by reason, of what might scrve for his
use,” Locke believed, there could be “little room for quarrels
or contentions about property so cstablished.” ®!

Although in the beginning labor established a man’s title to
property it was by mutual consent, Locke argucs, that men
surrendered their ‘‘natural common right”” to property and
“by positive agreement, settled a property amongst themselves
in distinct parts and parcels of the carth.” *2 The use of money
as a medium of exchange came into being since it is a “‘lasting
thing that men might keep without spoiling” and which “by
mutual consent, men would take in exchange for the truly use-
ful and perishable supports of life.”” ® It was this consent to the
use of money that gave ‘““men posscssions in different propor-
tions.”” * It is thus that men “by a tacit and voluntary consent”
have found a way whereby

a man may fairly possess more land than he himself can use the
product of, by receiving in exchange for the overplus, gold and silver,
which may be hoarded up without injury to any one: these metals
not spoiling or decaying in the hands of the possessor. This partage
of things in an equality of private possessions men have made prac-
ticable, out of the bounds of society, and without compact, only by
putting a value on gold and silver, and tacitly agreeing in the use
of money. For in governments the laws regulate the right of prop-
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erty, and the possession of land is determined by positive con-
stitutions. %%

Locke endcavors to argue that property is both, at one and
the same time, a natural and a legal right, an attribute of per-
sonality and a product of mutual consent. He does not draw all
the implications which might be drawn from the labor theory
of value—although at a later date many socialist economists
were to do so. He does not justify an unlimited right to prop-
erty and insists that a man has a right only to that which he
can make use of before it spoils. But while he does not justify
the unlimited appropriation of land he has no objection to the
hoarding of money which does not spoil. He did not appar-
ently see any difficulty or any inconsistency in these attitudes.
Commenting upon Locke’s theory of property Professor
Thomas I. Cook declares: “It is interesting . . . that Locke,
starting with the idea of the earth held in common and with
individuals getting a right to property in consumers’ products
from their labor in acquiring them and from their ability
and nced to consume them, ended with the idea of property
as a legal and social matter. . . . The astounding fact . .
is that a careful reading of Locke’s treatment of the subject
shows no real connection between his theory of land ownership
in a simple society and his doctrine of a legal right of property
in a complex one, where the law rests on consent. Save for
his comments on the convenience of money and the utility of
deferred consumption, Locke developed no theory of civilized
property. He in no sense justified the ownership of capital, in
land, or otherwise, beyond the ability of the owner to con-
sume its products and to produce them by his own labor; nor
did he justify inequality in a world where there is no longer
plenty for all. His doctrine was used, and was intended to
justify, individual property as a fundamental right. Though
in his mind that right rests on work and ability to consume,
his theory served as the justification of ‘using’ capital effec-
tively or profitably, a very different meaning of ‘use’ from his
original one. Locke ended with the technically correct con-
cept of property as a legal structure, as distinct from physical
possession. He also ended with the implication that actual
property in an advanced society is largely a sccial creation
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and a matter of social concern: and he concluded that it was
subject to such regulation of use and title as the community
might consent to.”

The Criteria of Integral Liberalism ™

THE word Liberal did not come into use until early in the
nineteenth century and it was not until around 1839 that
the Whig Party in Great Britain came to be referred to as “the
Liberal Party.” But liberalism as a political philosophy finds
classic expression in the writings of Hugo Grotius and John
Locke and it was a modified version of this philosophy which
was adopted as the program of the English Liberal Party.
Liberalism defies succinct definition and rather than attempt-
ing to express its tenets within the framework of a brief formula
we shall rather seek to identify it by enumerating the attrib-
utes which distinguish it. Integral liberalism is characterized
by the following beliefs:

(1) A belief in the absolute value of human personality and the
spiritual equality of all individuals.

(2) A belief in the autonomy of individual will.

(3) A belicf in the essential rationality and goodness of man.

(4) A belief in the existence of certain inalienable rights peculiar
to individuals by virtue of their humanity. They are commonly
spoken of as the natural rights to “life, liberty, and property.”

(5) A belief that the state comes into existence by mutual consent
for the sole purpose of preserving and protecting these rights.

(6) A belief that the relationship between the state and individuals
is a contractual one and that when the terms of the contract
are violated individuals have not only the right but the re-
sponsibility to revolt and establish a new government.

(7) A belief that social control is best secured by law rather than
by command. The law is conceived as being at once the prod-
uct of individual will and the embodiment of reason. The law
alone can command and restrain the individual and “govern-
ment under the law” is the liberal ideal.

(8) A belief that “the government which governs least governs
best.” The government is conceived as having primarily neg-
ative functions, the protection of the individual in his rights
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and freedom in order that he may be free to follow the ‘“dic-
tates of conscience,”” and the laws of nature.

(9) A belief in individual freedom in all spheres of life (political,
cconomic, social, intellectual and religious). Freedom is con-
ceived as freedom from all authority that is capable of acting
capriciously or arbitrarily, freedom to act in accordance with
the dictates of “right reason,” i.c., with the dictates of natural
law as it is revealed to men through natural reason.

(10) A belief in the existence of a transcendental order of truth
which is accessible to man’s natural reason and capable of
evoking a moral response. It is an order requiring both indi-
vidual thought and will for its realization, i.e., it is a potential
order requiring individual thought and will for its translation
into actuality. Through his autonomous reason and in the
light of his conscience the individual avoids anarchy by trans-
lating the principles of this natural order into practice. The
choice between order and anarchy devolves upon the individ-
ual, and more particularly, upon individual conscience. Thus
conscience is the keystone of the liberal doctrine.

Not all of these beliefs are peculiar to liberalism and many
of them have a long heritage in the history of Western civili-
zation. The beliefs, for example, in the absolute moral worth
of the individual, in the spiritual equality of individuals, and
in the essential rationality of man are a heritage from the Mid-
dle Ages and have their roots deep in Christian and Greek
thought. The idcal of individual freedom under the imper-
sonal rule of law is not a peculiarly modern or liberal ideal. It
has a long heritage in Western political thought extending at
least as far back as the Stoics in ancient Greece if not even
further into the past. There are suggestions of it in Homer.

One of the attributes which distinguishes liberalism from
this earlier tradition is the emphasis which it places upon the
autonomous individual. The passion for the individual which
characterizes the climatc of opinion ushered in by the Renais-
sance has no counterpart in classical or medieval thought. It
is an outgrowth of the Christian concern for the salvation of
individual souls but it is not synonymous with that concern.
The idea of man as a ‘““masterless man” is an entirely novel
conception. Although God still looms in the thought of classi-
cal liberals like Grotius and Locke it is not God who is the
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starting point of speculation but man, and more particularly,
the individual. God tends to be retained more as a logically
necessary premise than as the Creator and Preserver of man-
kind upon whom man is totally dependent for his existence.
Having substituted individual experience for revelation, the
methods of scientific empiricism for theological speculation,
the liberal belicved that man must begin his scarch for order
with his own unaided reason and in the Cartesian formula—I
think, therefore I am—there is vividly expressed a completely
new point of departure for speculation. It is true that the con-
tent yielded by this method, at least for the carly liberal, was
not very different from that yielded by the method of theology
so that he could feel secure in a knowledge that was still essen-
tially Christian, although he repudiated the Christian method
of illumination. It was his own unaided, natural reason, he
believed, which derived the conclusions which in essence were
thosc of the Christian conscience. In its espousal of the autonomy
of human reason liberalism departs radically from the medicval
tradition in which faith sustained reason and gave it direction.

Liberalism also differs from the earlicr tradition in its em-
phasis upon the essential goodness of man. There was little, if
any, room for the Christian conception of sin, and the liberal
tended to deny, or at least to minimize, the passionate side
of man’s nature and the corrupting influence of self-centered-
ness. He tended to equate evil with ignorance and to envisage
its cure through education. Through the reform of political
institutions, moreover, he believed that the environment
could be made more congcnial to the expression of man’s
essentially good will. It was the institutions of men, rather
than men themselves that needed reform.

The liberal emphasis upon the inalienable rights of the in-
dividual was also new. For although the conception of rights
implies correlative duties, liberalism tends to emphasize the
inalienable nature of these rights rather than the duties which
these rights imply. As a matter of fact, the liberal endeavor to
ground these rights in the empirical nature of man, in an effort
to divorce them from any dependence upon theological con-
siderations, ignored the fact, which soon became apparent,
that such rights are not empirically demonstrable. In reality,
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the rights of man derive not from the empirical nature of man
but from the fact that man is a spiritual being created in the
image and likeness of God. Men have rights because they have
responsibilities which transcend the demands of the natural
world. Because thesc rights are correlative to such responsi-
bilities they are never absclute but relative to the way in which
such responsibilities are carried out. One example may illus-
trate this distinction. The liberals declared that individuals
have an absolute and inalienable right to property, a right
which under no condition can be taken away or curtailed. The
Christian tradition, on the other hand, recognized that men
have a right to property but declared that that right is relative
to the way in which it is used. A man, it said, has a right to
property only so long as he serves the common good and shares
the use of that property with others. For liberalism the right
was regarded as an end in itself.

It was not long, morcover, before tension developed within
liberalism as a result of the logical incompatibility of the idea
of inalienable rights and the idea of popular sovereignty,
especially when that sovereignty was conceived as absolute
and unlimited. It was not until the nineteenth century that
that tension became acute but it was an inevitable and logical
consequence of liberalism’s original attempt to combine two
contradictory principles.

Liberalism, moreover, sought to erect the state upon the
subjective claims of individuals rather than upon objective
reality. The atomistic conception of society upon which liber-
alism erects its theory minimizes, if it docs not ignore, the
organic nature of the human community and the fact that
individuals of necessity require one another. The only basis of
civil society which the liberal can conceive is a contract or an
agreement. ‘“No other natural method can be imagined,”
Grotius declared, whereby individuals may be obligated to
one another. Although, as Locke said, reason ‘“teaches all
mankind who will but consult it, that . . . no one ought to
harm another in his life, health, liberty or possessions” it is
only by an act of will, of consent, that the teachings of reason
become practically binding. The individual is conceived as
choosing to assume this obligation not to harm another by enter-
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ing into a contract whereby civil society is established. Al-
though impelled by reason the decision is a pure act of will.
Conceivably, by another act of will he might repudiate this
decision. This possibility is not contemplated by Locke be-
cause he cannot envisage man acting contrary to the dictates
of natural reason. Men might decide to revolt against a tyran-
nical government but it is inconceivable to Locke that they
would decide to establish a government contrary to the dic-
tates of reason and destructive of natural rights.

Hecre, then, is another distinctive feature of liberalism. The
state is regarded not as a natural necessity arising out of men’s
needs and social nature with a purpose transcending the sub-
jective wills of individuals but as an artificial instrumentality
based on the claims of individuals.®® Here again is a radical
and revolutionary departure from the political tradition that
began with Plato and Aristotle. The state exists, not, as Aris-
totle believed, to make men good, to enable them to live the
“good life” but to satisfy their claims and to reflect their will.
This conception did not appear dangerous in any way to the
early liberal for it was inconceivable to him that the will of
men could be anything other than good or their claims any-
thing other than legitimate. We have witnessed the rise of
states in the twentieth century, however, in which the will of
men which they reflected was anything but good and the
claims they advanced anything but legitimate. And the rise
of these states was made possible partly by the conception of
the state which was embodied in integral liberalism. The
conception of the state as an instrumentality of the will of men
contains in itself no limitation upon the way in which that
will shall be employed. Without the conception of a final end
or purpose for which the state exists the will of men can rapidly
degenerate, as it did in fact degenerate, into an irresponsible
one.

The logical structure of liberalism may be diagrammatically
represented as in the figure which appears on page 115. Now,
so long as conscience retains a valid role in the scheme of
things liberalism retains its integral character, but with the
disintegration of conscience and the denial of the existence of
eternal truth and justice the liberal is driven by his own logic
to either of two conclusions: to make the sovereign absolute
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(tyranny) or to make the individual absolute (anarchy). With
the acceptance of a positivistic point of view which denies the
existence of objective truth and justice the relationship be-
tween individuals and the sovereign can no longer be regarded
as a contractual one since no means of interpreting the con-
tract are left. With the rejection of metaphysics the positivist
rejects at the same time any possibility of evaluating the acts
of the sovercign in terms of justice or injustice for justice is a
metaphysical concept. Since for the positivist the only rights
of individuals arc those secured by the positive law, he cannot
evaluate the acts of the sovereign in terms of the observance
or violation of individual rights. All basis of obligation as a
matter of fact disappears. Compulsion is substituted for obli-
gation and the coercive force behind the law becomes the
distinguishing characteristic of legality. Thus, ultimately, the
liberal who accepts the positivistic perspective has no choice
but to make either the sovereign or the individual absolute
and his own logic forces him, whether explicitly or not, to an
espousal either of tyranny or of unbridled subjectivism.

Constitutional Government *

LiseraLisM found practical political expression in the struggle
for constitutional government. It was in England that liber-
alism achieved its earliest and perhaps its greatest victory. It
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was the commercial middle class that had supported Tudor
absolutism in the sixteenth century that led the revolutionary
battle in the seventeenth and succeeded in establishing the
supremacy of Parliament and eventually of the House of Com-
mons. The distinctive feature of modern constitutionalism
was not its insistence upon the idea that the king is subject to
the law (although this is an essential characteristic of all con-
stitutionalism) since this was a principle already well estab-
lished in the Middle Ages, but the distinctive feature of mod-
ern constitutionalism was the establishment of effective,
political means of control whereby the rule of law might be
enforced. When the political doctrine that government rests
upon the consent of the government found effective expression
in the practice of representative government, modern con-
stitutionalism was born. It was through the “power of the
purse” that modern constitutional government came into being.
“The principle that ‘supply and redress of grievances go hand-
in-hand’ is the key,” Professor McIlwain declares, ‘‘to modern
constitutional development, and when it was accompanied by
the decline of the king’s feudal revenues, the growth of repre-
sentative institutions, and a feeling of national solidarity, it
tended to make real and effective the limited, as well as the
national, character of kingship.” ®

Perhaps there is no more effective way to illustrate the
issues of the Revolution of 1688 than to quote some excerpts
from the Bill of Rights of 1689:

(1) That the pretended power of suspending laws, or the execution
of laws, by regal authority, without the consent of parliament
is illegal.

(2) That the pretended power of dispensing with laws, or the
execution of laws, by regal authority, as it hath been assumed
and exercised of late, is illegal.

(3) That the commission for erecting the late court of commis-
sioners for ecclesiastical causes, and all other commissions and
courts of like nature, are illegal and pernicious.

(4) That levying of money for or to the use of the crown by pre-
tense of prerogative, without grant of parliament, for longer
time or in other manner than the same is or shall be granted,
is illegal.
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(5) That the rights of the subjects to petition the king, and all
commitments and prosecutions for such petitioning are illegal.

(6) That the raising or keeping a standing army within the king-
dom in time of peace, unless it be with consent of parliament,
is against law.

(7) That the subjects which are Protestant may have arms for
their defense suitable to their conditions, and as allowed by law.

(8) That clection of members of parliament ought to be free.

(9) That the freedom of speech, and debates and proceedings in
parliament, ought not to be impeached or questioned in any
court or place out of parliament.

(10) That excessive bail ought not to be required, nor excessive
fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted.

(11) That jurors ought to be duly impaneled and returned. . . .

(12) That all grants and promises of fines and forfeitures of par-
ticular persons before conviction are illegal and void.

(13) And that for redress of all grievances, and for the amendment,
strengthening, and preserving of the laws, parliament ought
to be held frequently.®

The Revolution was fought not simply to protect the rights of
property in a narrow sense but to establish those liberties
which the liberal believed cssential to human dignity and
moral worth. The “rights of man” established by the Revo-
lution of 1688 and enumerated in the Bill of Rights of 1689
gradually were proclaimed beyond the confines of England,
notably in the American Declaration of Independence of
1776 %% and in the French Declaration of the Rights of Man of
1789.

The eighteenth century witnessed the emergence of consti-
tutional government in the United Statcs of America and in
France, and the ninetcenth century saw its extension to Ger-
many, Italy and other nations of the Western world. In cvery
instance peculiar national conditions shaped the particular
form which constitutional government took in each of these
countries but everywhere throughout the Western world con-
stitutionalism in one form or another and to some degree
triumphed over the earlier absolutist regimes.



CHAPTER §

The Age of Enlightenment

HE eighteenth century has long been characterized as the

Age of Enlightenment. In an essay on the meaning of En-
lightenment published in 1784 the German philosopher Im-
manuel Kant declared that:

Enlightenment is the liberation of man from self-imposed tutelage.
Tutelage is the incapacity of using one’s own understanding except
under the direction of another. This tutelage is self-imposed when
its cause lies not in the lack of understanding but in a lack of resolu-
tion and of courage. . . . Dare to use your own understanding!
That is the motto of Enlightenment.!

To be enlightened, Kant declared in another place, is to think
for one’s self and to think for one’s self means “to seck the
highest touchstone of truth in one’s self, i.e., one’s own rca-
son.”” 2 And the late Professor Ernst Cassirer declared that:

The basic idea underlying all the tendencies of enlightenment was
the conviction that human understanding is capable, by its own
power and without any recourse to super-natural assistance, of
comprehending the system of the world and that this new way of
understanding the world will lead to a new way of mastering it.?

The leaders of the movement regarded their intellectual labors
as the emancipation of men from prejudice, superstition, con-
vention, and tradition. It was an age marked by a passionate
avowal of the self-sufficiency of human reason and by a faith
in the capacity of men to establish paradise on earth by their
own powers and in their own image. Rejecting the orthodox
Christian trinity, the enlightened intellectual of the eighteenth
118
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century proclaimed his faith in the new trinity of Reason,
Nature, and Humanity.

Although it proclaimed itself to be uniquely an Age of
Reason it was a particular kind of reason that it exalted.
Reason, of course, was not unknown in former centuries nor
was the appeal to its authority unique with the eighteenth
century. Life in accordance with reason was an ancient idecal
long before discovered by the Grecks and passed on as part of
their heritage to Western civilization. Nor had reason, as some
erroncously suppose, been repudiated by Christianity. The
Christian religion teaches that it is through faith in Christ as
the embodiment of the reason that governs the universe, that
human reason directed in love to God can be trusted to lead
men to the truth. St. John speaks of Christ as the Word made
flesh, the Incarnation of Wisdom. Christianity does not repu-
diate reason but subordinates it to the revelation of God’s
nature in Jesus Christ, thus securing its integrity and giving it
direction.

Since a life in accordance with reason was an ideal shared
by the ancient Greceks and the Christians, since the appeal to
its authority was not unique with the cighteenth century, that
century might be more correctly characterized as the Age of
Scientific Rationalism, than as the Age of Reason. For the
reason to which appeal was madc as the ultimate authority,
was a reason ‘‘freed” from the revelation of God in Christ but
bound by the truths of Nature as revealed by the methods of
scientific empiricism. It was not that the eighteenth century
substituted reason for faith, as some suppose, but that it ex-
changed onc kind of faith for another, a faith in the methods
of scientific empiricism for those of theology.

To be ““enlightened” was to be freed from God’s revelation
in Christ, to dispense with ‘‘the revelation through Holy Writ
and Holy Church.” This was indeed, a prominent historian
of the eighteenth century, Carl Becker, declares:

the whole point of their high, offensive gesture. Renunciation of the
traditional revelation was the very condition of being truly en-
lightened; for to be truly enlightened was to see the light in all its
fulness, and the light in its fulness revealed two very simple and
obvious facts . . . the fact that the supposed revelation of God’s
purposes through Holy Writ and Holy Church was a fraud, or at
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best an illusion born of ignorance, perpetrated, or at least main-
tained, by the priests in order to accentuate the fears of mankind,
and so hold it in subjection. The other fact . . . that God had re-
revealed his purpose to men in a far more simple and natural, a far
less mysterious and recondite way, through his works. To be en-
lightened was to understand this double truth, that it was not in
Holy Writ, but in the great book of nature, open for all mankind to
read, that the laws of God had been recorded. This is the new revela-
tion, and thus at last we enter the secret door of knowledge.*

The eighteenth century, however, did not begin by repu-
diating the tenets of orthodox Christianity but by converting
them into a ‘“‘reasonable” religion acceptable to minds en-
lightened by the new science. Anticipated by Archbishop
Tillotson’s writings in the seventeenth century the establish-
ment of a natural theology was given impetus by John Locke’s
essay on The Reasonableness of Christianity (1695) and his Dis-
course on Miracles (1706). In the place of the traditional creeds
Locke would substitute as the ‘“indispensable conditions’ for
salvation: (1) the belief that Jesus is the Messiah, and (2) a
good life.> What is the relationship between revelation and
reason? Locke explains it in this way:

A great many things which we have been bred up in the belief of,
from our cradles, and are notions grown familiar (and, as it were,
natural to us) under the gospel, we take for unquestionable obvious
truths and easily demonstrable; without considering how long we
might have been in doubt or ignorance of them, had revelation been
silent. And (thus) many are beholden to revelation, who do not
acknowledge it. It is no diminishing to revelation, that reason gives
its suffrage too, to the truths which revelation has discovered. But
it is our mistake to think, that because reason confirms them to us, we
had the first certain knowledge of them from reason and in that
clear evidence we now possess them. The contrary is manifest, in
the defective morality of the Gentiles before our Saviour’s time; and
in the want of reformation in the principles and measures of it, as
well as in its practice. Philosophy seemed to have spent its strength,
and done its utmost; or if it should have gone farther (as we see it
did not) and from undeniable principles given us ethics in a science
(like mathematics) in every part demonstrable; this yet would not
have been so effectual to man in this imperfect state, nor proper for
the cure.®
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Religion adds supernatural sanction and motivation to what
natural reason acknowledges to be true and good. Revelation
confirms what reason could but did not discover for itself.

It is too hard a task for unassisted reason, to establish morality in
all its parts, upon its true foundations; with a clear and convincing
light. And it is at least a surer and shorter way, to the apprehensions
of the vulgar and the mass of mankind, that one manifestly sent
from God and coming with visible authority from him; should, as
a king and law-maker, tell them their duties and require their
obedicnce; than leave it to the long, and sometimes intricate deduc-
tions of reason, to be made out to them. Such strains of reasoning
the greatest part of mankind have neither leisure to weigh; nor (for
want of education and use) skill to judge of.”

Leslie Stephen, summarizing Locke’s views on Christianity,
declares:

Here, then, is the thesis laid down by the typical thinker of the
age, to be incessantly attacked and defended through the next
century. Locke’s view of Christianity entirely ignores the aspects of
the faith which have in other days been most prominent. A ration-
alist to the core, he does not even contemplate as possible an appeal
to any authority but that of ordinary reason. The truth of Chris-
tianity was to be proved like the truth of any historical or philosophi-
cal theory. It was simply a question of evidence, and especially of
the overwhelming evidence of the Christian miracles. The fact, in-
deed, that those miracles were wrought in confirmation of a perfect
system of morality, made it possible to accept them. But the ex-
cellence of that system appeared not from its transcending the limits
of human knowledge, but from its entire coincidence with the teach-
ing of the unassisted intellect. Christianity is regarded less as the
revelation of the true relation of man to his Maker than as a new
promulgation of the moral law. It makes notorious to all men the
sanctions by which that law is enforced, and which they had previ-
ously dimly conjectured rather than decidedly believed. It regulates
the mode in which men are to approach their Creator, and promises
assistance in obeying him; but though regulating and systematising
the dictates of common sense, it does not—nay, it is its very glory
and the proof of its supreme excellence that it does not—run counter
to them or materially alter them. No visible outward guardian of
the sacred mysteries, and no sublime internal faculty of insight into
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heavenly things, is necessary to maintain this prosaic but thoroughly
sensible religion.?

In his discussion of Christianity Locke emphasizes the en-
couragement which it gives to ‘““a virtuous and pious life.”” He
points out that “virtue and prosperity do not often accompany
one another” and that ‘it is no wonder’’ that virtue attracted
few “in a state where the inconveniences that attended her
were visible and at hand, and the rewards doubtful and at a
distance.” ® Though men believed vaguely in a future exist-
ence beyond the grave before the coming of Jesus Christ “a
perfect complete life of an eternal duration after this, was what
cntered little into their thoughts and less into their persuasions.
And they were so far from being clcar herein, that we see no
nation of the world publicly professed it, and built upon it;
no religion taught it, and it was nowherc made an article of
faith, and principle of religion—till Jesus Christ came: of
whom it 1s truly said, that he at his appearing, ‘brought life
and immortality to light.” ”* It is only upon a firm belief in
the reality of heaven attested to by Christ’s Resurrection and
Ascension that “morality stands firm; and may defy all com-
petition. This makes it . . . worth all our aims and endeav-
ours.” 1 Thus, in the last analysis, Locke would seem to be
arguing that the test of the truthfulness of Christianity is its
social utility, i.e., that it provides a foundation for morality
that otherwise would not exist. It remained, however, for
William Paley, writing at the close of the eighteenth century,
to state this conclusion bluntly: virtue consists in “‘the doing
good to mankind in obedience to the will of God and for the
sake of future rewards.”?? Or, as it was put more cynically
by Voltaire, “if God did not exist, it would be necessary to
invent him.”

Following Locke’s death numerous writings appeared that
repeated and extended his arguments on behalf of the reason-
ableness of Christianity. They argued that Christianity con-
tained nothing contrary to natural reason but defended the
“necessity of some particular revelation, to give men full as-
surance of the truth of those great motives of religion, the re-
wards and punishments of a future state, which, notwith-
standing the strongest arguments of reason, men could not
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yet forbear doubting of.”® This ‘“religion of reason,” to
which the name Deism has been attached, had no enthusiasm
for the traditional creeds of Christianity. Doctrine and re-
ligious ritual were increasingly regarded as having little or
nothing to do with moral conduct and moral conduct was
regarded as the sole raison d’étre of religion. “For modes of
faith,” the poet Pope declared:

. . . let graceless bigots fight;

He can’t be wrong whose life is in the right.

The creed of the typical Deist is easily stated. It consisted of
three propositions: (1) there exists an omnipotent God, (2)
it is His will that men should live virtuous lives, and (3) in a
future life He will reward the virtuous and punish the wicked.
“To such a pass had the Newtonian world brought the great
Christian tradition, with all its passionate fceling and yearn-
ing for God,” Professor Randall declares, that:

It had become merely a philosophical system appealing to the cool
and deliberate reason of the man of common sense, and the inner
experience of the presence of the divine, the immediate vision of
God’s living reality, was condemned as unwholesome ‘‘enthusiasm’
—the worst sin during the Age of Reason. It is no wonder that
mystics heard again the voice of God within the heart, and that the
same century saw the great revivals of mediaeval faith that became
Pietism in Germany and Wesleyan Evangelicalism in England. But
such things were not for the intelligent man, or the middle class;
they spread among the lower classes.

Emptied of its spiritual content Christianity was retained, if
retained at all, by the typical intellectual of the eighteenth
century as a convenient safeguard of morality.

But soon Christianity itself came under direct attack. The
pretensc of retaining its “essential’” elements, while discarding
those elements that were extraneous, was dropped. And “nat-
ural religion” was proclaimed to be sufficient unto itself re-
quiring neither Christ nor the Gospels as support. Respectful
attention was paid to Jesus as a noble man, at least at first,
but his Messiahship was denied. “Every man of sense, every
good man,” the Frenchman Voltaire declared, ‘“‘ought to hold
the Christian sect in horror.”
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The great name of Deist, which is not sufficiently revered, is the only
name one ought to take. The only gospel one ought to read is the
great book of Nature, written by the hand of God and sealed with
his seal. The only religion that ought to be professed is the religion
of worshipping God and being a good man. It is as impossible that
this pure and eternal religion should produce evil as it is that the
Christian fanaticism should not produce it.?

His contemporary Diderot wrote in a letter to a friend, if not
for publication:

The Christian religion is to my mind the most absurd and atro-
cious in its dogmas; the most unintelligible, the most metaphysical,
the most intertwisted and obscure, and consequently the most
subject to divisions, sects, schisms, and heresies; the most mischie-
vous for the public tranquility, the most dangerous to sovereigns
by its hierarchic order, its persecutions, its discipline; the most flat,
the most dreary, the most Gothic, and the most gloomy in its cere-
monies; the most puerile and unsociable in its morality, considered
not in what is common to it with universal morality, but in what is
peculiarly its own, and constitutes evangelical, apostolic, and Chris-
tian morality, which is the most intolerant of all. Lutheranism, freed
from some absurdities, is preferable to Catholicism, Protestantism
(Calvinism) to Lutheranism, Socinianism to Protestantism, Deism,
with temples and ceremonies, to Socinianism.®

Deism perched precariously between orthodox Christianity
on the one hand and atheism on the other could not long
retain this impossible position. And it was not long before
Deism gave way to skepticism and eventually to atheism.

Skepticism and Atheism in the
Eighteenth Century

AT THE end of the seventeenth century Locke had endeavored
to combine a belief in “the reasonableness of Christianity”
with an empirical theory of knowledge. But despite his argu-
ments it is by no means clear how he could derive the tenets
of Christianity from an empirical theory of knowledge. For
if, as he contended, there are no innate ideas and all ideas are
ultimately but reflections of sensory experience how could he
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accept, as he did, the miracle of the Incarnation of which he
had no direct sensory experience? Although he attacked the
theory of innate ideas, he retained certain theological presup-
positions for which he was able to provide no adequate theo-
logical explanation. This confusion was perpetuated by the
cighteenth century but gradually it came to be recognized as
confusion and denounced as such. When the inconsistency
between the empirical theory of knowledge and the theological
presuppositions which Locke had grafted on to it became ap-
parent there was no alternative for those who accepted the
empirical theory of knowledge as valid but to discard the
theological presuppositions.

It was David Hume (1711-1776) in England who most
notably and successfully performed this intellectual operation.
We shall have occasion to return to Hume in a later chapter
but it may be said here that by adhering strictly to the em-
pirical theory of knowledge formulated by Locke, Hume
demonstrated that that theory leads, of necessity, to skepti-
cism. In his own words, he sums up his conclusions in this way:

If perceptions are distinct existences, they form a whole only by
being connected together. But no connections among distinct exist-
ences are ever discoverable by human understanding. We only [cel
a connection or determination of thought to pass from one object
to another. It follows, therefore, that the thought alone feels personal
identity, when, reflecting on the train of past perceptions that com-
pose a mind, the ideas of them are felt to be connected together and
naturally introduce each other.

However extraordinary this conclusion may seem, it need not
surprise us. Modern philosophers seem inclined to think that per-
sonal identity arises from consciousness, and consciousness is nothing
but a reflected thought or perception. The present philosophy,
therefore, has a promising aspect. But all my hopes vanish when I
come to explain the principles that unite our successive perceptions
in thought or consciousness. I cannot discover any theory which
gives me satisfaction on this head. . . .

In short, there are two principles which I cannot render consistent,
nor is it my power to renounce cither of them; viz., that all our distinct
perceptions are distinct existences, and that the mind never perceives any real
connection between distinct existences. Did our perceptions either inhere
in something simple or individual, or did the mind perceive some
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real connection among them, there would be no difficulty in the
case.

The mind, in other words, can never know anything outside
itself. Hence, no “comparison of ideas” can ever prove a
matter of fact. As a further consequence there are no “neces-
sary connections’ betwcen matters of fact but only empirical
correlations. All of our reasoning about matters of fact is
based upon the theory of cause and effect but this theory,
Hume says, has no empirical basis. Convenient though it may
be, the notion that there is a necessary connection between
cause and effect is in reality a fictitious one. All that anyone
can say by relying upon empirical observation alone is that
one event precedes another or that one event follows another.
The moment we label one of these events the “‘cause” and
the other the “effect” we are indulging in metaphysical spec-
ulation for which there is no adequate empirical evidence.
No one has ever seen one event cause another. What happens
is that we observe the conjunction in time of two successive
events and from this infer a causal relationship. The validity
of this inference, however, can never be proven by empirical
methods. “In a word, then,” Hume declared, “every effect is
a distinct event from its cause. It could not, therefore, be dis-
covered in the cause; and the first invention or conception of
it, a priori, must be entirely arbitrary.” '

In simple and blunt terms Hume’s theory amounted to this:
the empirical theory of knowledge does not permit us to pene-
trate the nature of any ultimate reality. It gives us no real
knowledge of the external world. It follows that any knowledge
of God, such as Locke insisted was entirely conformable to
what could be discovered by ‘“natural reason,” is impossible.
Since the empirical theory of knowledge neither permits us to
prove or to disprove the existence of God it can only lead to
skepticism. But if Hume’s demonstration of the implications
which follow from a thorough-going empirical method do not
permit us to accept even the simple propositions of the Deist
no more does it provide a satisfactory foundation for natural
science. The first part of this was more readily recognized than
the latter. Yet in time the devastating character of Hume’s
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criticism as it applied to natural science had to be recognized
if not resolved. For, according to A. N. Whitehead, “If the
cause in itself discloses no information as to the effect, so that
the first invention of it must be entirely arbitrary, it follows at
once that science is impossible, except in the sense of estab-
lishing entirely arbitrary connections which are not warranted
by anything intrinsic to the natures either of causes or ef-
fects.” ¥ Hume had shown that a method that could be used
to destroy the traditional theological conceptions could be
used with equal efficacy to destroy the “rational” and ‘“nat-
ural” concepts which the eighteenth century had sought to
substitute for them. Hume’s arguments could give little intel-
lectual comfort to the Deist for he not only attacked the tra-
ditional Christian presuppositions but also the presuppositions
of the Deist. In effect, Hume challenged the very foundations
of eightcenth-century scientific rationalism.

Toward the end of the century some sought a refuge from
futility in materialistic atheism. The most cxtreme expression
of this materialism in the cighteenth century was the Baron
d’Holbach’s (1723-89) Systeme de la Nature which was pub-
lished pseudonymously in 1770. Rejecting the traditional con-
ception of God, denying the immortal soul in man, he sought
an cxplanation for all things in terms of matter in motion.
Newtonian physics, he believed, contained all that any one
needed to know or could know about man and the universe.
“We cannot go beyond this aphorism,” he wrote, “Matter acts
because it exists, and exists to act. If it be inquired how, or why
matter exists? We answer, we know not; but reasoning by
analogy of what we do not know, by what we do, we should
be of opinion, it exists necessarily, or because it contains
within itsclf a sufficient reason for its existence.” 2 It is
enough, he says, to know that the world of nature exists. To
inquire why it exists or how it comes into existence is to ask
something that cannot be answered. He ““solves” the problem,
if it can be called a solution, by denying that any problem
exists. He argues that it is “more natural and more intelli-
gible to derive everything which exists from the bosom of
nature, whose existence is demonstrated by every one of our
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senses . . . than to attribute the formation of things to an
unknown force.” That nature itself is self-evidently intelli-
gible he assumes without question.

Yet for all his denial of divinity the Baron d’Holbach could
not rest content without a God of some sort. Having rejected
God as revealed in Jesus Christ he found him in Nature. Per-
sonifying Nature and putting these words in Nature’s
“mouth,” the Baron exhorts us to the life of virtue by exclaim-

ing:

O thou, who following the impulse I have given you, during your
whole existence, incessantly tend towards happiness, do not strive
to resist my sovereign law. Labor to your own felicity. . . . Dare

. to affranchise yourself from the trammels of superstition, my
self-conceited, pragmatic rival, who mistakes my rights; denounce
those empty theories, which are usurpers of my privileges; return
under the dominion of my laws, which, however severe, are mild in
comparison with those of bigotry. It is in my empire alone that true
liberty reigns. Tyranny is unknown to its soil, slavery is forever
banished from its votaries; equity unceasingly watches over the
rights of all my subjects, maintains them in the possession of their
just claims; benevolence, grafted from humanity, connects them by
amicable bonds; truth enlightens them; never can imposture blind
them with his obscuring mists. . . . Deserter, trace back thy wan-
dering steps to Nature! She will console thee for thine evils; she
will drive from thy heart those appalling fears which overwhelm
thee. . . . Enjoy thyself, and cause others also to enjoy those com-
forts, which I have placed with a liberal hand for all the children of
the earth, who all equally emanate from my bosom. These pleasures
are freely permitted thee, if thou indulgest them with moderation,
with that discretion which I myself have fixed. Be happy, then, O
man!#

The adoration which the Christian reserves for God, the
Baron d’Holbach bestows upon Nature. In a hymn of praise
whose language is curiously passionate for an age which had
repudiated prayer and expressed a marked disdain for ‘“‘en-
thusiasm” the Baron offers up these words of homage:

O Nature, sovereign of all beings! and ye, her adorable daughters,
Virtue, Reason and Truth! remain forever our revered protectors!
it is to you that belong the praises of the human race; to you apper-
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tains the homage of the earth. Show us then, O Nature! that which
man ought to do, in order to obtain the happiness which thou
makest him desire. Virtue! animate him with thy beneficent fire.
Reason! conduct his uncertain steps through the paths of life.
Truth! let thy torch illumine his intellect, dissipate the darkness of
his road. Unite, O assisting deities! your powers, in order to submit
the hearts of mankind to your dominion. Banish error from our
mind; wickedness from our hearts; confusion from our footsteps;
cause knowledge to extend its salubrious reign; goodness to occupy
our bosoms.??

The Baron was not so much of an atheist as he supposed.
Rcason, Nature, and Humanity were the deities he wor-
shipped and the greatest of these was Nature. For the revela-
tion of Holy Writ and Holy Church he would substitute the
revelation of Science. With the poct Pope he could say:

All are but parts of one stupendous whole,
Whose body Nature is, and God the soul;

All Nature is but Art, unknown to thee,

All Chance, direction, which thou canst not see;
All discord, harmony not understood;

All partial evil, universal good:

And, spite of pride, in erring reason’s spite,
One truth is clear, whatever is, is right.?

The Religion of Humanaty

Having either “watered down” or dispensed with the Chris-
tian religion, the Age of Enlightenment sought to find refuge
from chaos and nihilism in the religion of humanity. Most of
the thinkers of the eighteenth century refused to go as far as
Hume had gone; they refused to embrace the skepticism which
he insisted was the only logical conclusion to be derived from
the empirical theory of knowledge. Skepticism could not
satisfy their passions and although they proclaimed them-
selves to be free of passion they could not deny in fact that
they were men; men who were more than thinking machines
—men who could and would, love and hate. But having
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analyzed God as a Personal Being out of existence, having dis-
pensed with the Comforter and Mediator as but a noble
example of a “good man” they had no one to worship but
themselves. Thus was born the religion of humanity. “For the
love of God,” Carl Becker says, “they substituted the love of
humanity; for the vicarious atoncment the perfectibility of
man through his own efforts; and for the hope of immortality
in another world the hope of living in the memory of future
generations.” *

Man was not, as Christianity had taught, predisposed to
evil but, in the words of Rousscau, “good naturally, and . . .
by institutions only . . . debased.” The remedy for this evil
lies not in repentance and a new life but in education and
political reform. It is not sin, as the Christians taught, that
blocks his path to happiness but ignorance and a faulty en-
vironment. Let man but discover the laws of Nature and live
in accordance with them and he will find happiness. The
“laws of Nature,” very conveniently it must be said, were
thought to impel the same moral conduct that had for cen-
turies been associated with the Judeo-Greek-Christian tradi-
tion. The Golden Rule was discovered to be a law of man’s
nature. He could no more repudiate it than he could repudiate
the law of gravitation for it rested upon the very same founda-
tion. In the words of Bishop Butler:

Mankind has various instincts and principles of action, as brute
creatures have; some leading most directly and immediately to the
good of the community, and some most directly to private good.
Man has several which brutes have not; particularly reflection or
conscience, and approbation of some principles or actions, and dis-
approbation of others. . . . Self-love and benevolence, virtue and
interest, are not to be opposed, but only to be distinguished from
each other. . . . There are as recal indications in human nature,
that we were made for socicty and to do good to our fellow-creatures,
as that we were intended to take care of our own life and health and
private good. . . .%

Or as Hume decclared:

It appears that a tendency to public good, and to the promoting
of peace, harmony, and order in society, does always, by affecting
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the benevolent principles of our frame, engage us on the side of the
social virtues. And it appears, as an additional confirmation, that
these principles of humanity and sympathy enter so deeply into all
our sentiments, and have so powerful an influence, as may enable
them to exite the strongest censure and applause.?

“The essential articles of the religion of the Enlightenment,”
Carl Becker declares, “may be stated thus: (1) man is not
natively depraved; (2) the end of life is life itself, the good life
on earth instead of the beatific life after death; (3) man is
capable, guided solely by the light of reason and expcrience,
of perfecting the good life on earth; and (4) the first and es-
sential condition of the good life on earth is the freeing of
men’s minds from the bonds of ignorance and superstition,
and of their bodies from the arbitrary oppression of the con-
stituted social authoritics. With this creed,” moreover

the “constant and universal principles of human nature,” which
Hume tells us are to be discovered by a study of history, must be in
accord, and “man in general” must be a creature who would con-
veniently illustrate these principles. What these “‘universal princi-
ples” were the Philosophers, therefore, understood before they went
in search of them, and with “man in general” they were well ac-
quainted, having created him in their own image. They knew in-
stinctively that ““man in gencral® is natively good, easily enlightened,
disposed to follow reason and common sense; generous and humane
and tolerant, more easily led by persuasion than compelled by
force; above all a good citizen and a man of virtue, being well aware
that since the rights claimed by himself are only the natural and
imprescriptable rights of all men, it is necessary for him voluntarily
to assume the obligations and to submit to the restraints imposed by
a just government for the commonweal.?”

This belief in the essential goodness and benevolence of man
coupled with a faith in Science as the true liberator of man’s
creative capacities, gave birth to the idea of Progress. This
idea, a secularized version of the Christian concept of Provi-
dence, was one of the dominant ideas of the Age of Enlighten-
ment. Science at last had provided the certain means whereby
man by his own efforts might successfully assert his own
divinity, achieve the perfection of his being and the establish-
ment of the perfect society on earth. The dream was as old
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as Adam but never did it seem as likely of realization as it did
toward the close of the eighteenth century. That confidence
was bequeathed to the nincteenth century as possibly the
greatest legacy which the eighteenth century could bestow
upon the nineteenth.

Many writers contributed to the fashioning of the idea of
progress but none were more successful than the Frenchman,
Condorcet (1743-1794). In his Outline of an Historical View of
the Progress of the Human Mind, published in 1795, he divided
history into ten great epochs in which he depicted history as
the record of Man’s slow but sure struggle against the forces of
ignorance and superstition culminating in the Age of En-
lightenment and the French Revolution. Are not the French
and the Anglo-Americans, he asks, ‘“thc most enlightened,
most free, most exempt from prejudices” of present-day
people? 2 Is it not likely that in time pcoples throughout the
world might achieve the same state of civilization? What
could be more perfect or more desirable? “Such is the object
of the work I have undertaken,’”” Condorcet writes, that it will
show

. . . from reasoning and from facts, that no bounds have been fixed
to the improvement of the human faculties; that the perfectibility
of man is absolutely indefinite; that the progress of this perfecti-
bility, henceforth above the control of every power that would im-
pede it, has no other limit than the duration of the globe upon
which nature has placed us. The course of this progress may doubt-
less be more or less rapid, but it can never be retrograde; at least
while the earth retains its situation in the system of the universe, and
the laws of this system shall neither effect upon the globe a general
overthrow, nor introduce such changes as would no longer permit
the human race to preserve and exercise therein the same faculties
and find the same resources.?”

Condorcet looks forward with confidence to a future state of
humanity in which there will no longer be any inequality
among nations nor, indeed, any inequalities within one and
the same nation. There are no limits to the improvement
which we can, from the past history of man, confidently pre-
dict for his future. The perfectibility of man is absolutely in-
definite and can never be retrogressive. “If man can predict,
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almost with certainty, those appearances of which he under-
stands the laws; if, even when the laws are unknown to him,
experience of the past enables him to foresee, with consider-
able probability, future appearances: why,” Condorcet asks,
“should we suppose it a chimerical undertaking to delineate,
with some degree of truth, the picture of the future destiny
of mankind from the results of its history?

The only foundation of faith in the natural sciences is the principle
that the general laws, known or unknown, which regulate the
phenomena of the universe, are regular and constant; and why
should this principle, applicable to the other operations of nature,
be less true when applied to the development of the intellectual and
moral faculties of man? In short, as opinions formed from experience,
relative to the same class of objects, are the only rule by which men
of soundest understanding are governed in their conduct, why
should the philosopher be proscribed from supporting his conjec-
tures upon a similar basis, provided he attribute to them no greater
certainty than the number, the consistency, and the accuracy of
actual observations shall authorize? 3¢

Guided by pure science and experimentation “without a mix-
ture of superstition, prejudice, and authority’”’ we may
eventually arrive at “the moment in which the sun will ob-
serve in its course free nations only, acknowledging no other
master than their reason; in which tyrants and slaves, priests
and their . . . instruments will no longer exist but in history
and upon the stage.” 31 With the abolition of rcligious super-
stition and political tyranny ‘the means of hecalth and
frugality will be increased, together with the instruments in
the arts of production, of procuring commodities and manu-
facturing their produce, without demanding the sacrifice of
one enjoyment by the consumer.” 3 And as the human race
marches inexorably toward the goal of perfection it may not,
Condorcet believes, be unreasonable to expect that death it-
self may be postponed indefinitely if not completely elimi-
nated. Is it unreasonable, he asks

to suppose that a period must one day arrive when death will be
nothing more than the effect either of extraordinary accidents, or
of the slow and gradual decay of the vital powers; and that the
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duration of the middle space, of the interval between the birth of
man and his decay, will itself have no assignable limit?

It is this dream of mankind “marching with sure steps on the
road to truth, virtue, and happiness” that “consoles the
philosopher for the errors, the crimes, the injustices that still
soil the earth, and of which he himself is often the victim.

It is in the contemplation of this picture . . . that he finds his true
recompense for virtue. The contemplation of this picture is an
asylum in which the memory of his persecutors does not follow him,
an asylum in which, living in imagination with mankind re-estab-
lished in its rights and in its true nature, he can forget mankind
corrupted and tormented by greed, fear, envy. It is in this asylum
that he truly lives with his fellows, in a heaven which his reason has
created, and which his love of humanity embellishes with the purest
joys.3

A note of melancholy crecps into the idea of Progress as the
philosopher seeks the consolation of the vision of posterity to
obscure his vision of a “mankind corrupted and tormented by
greed, fear, envy.”

Christian in inspiration the idea of progress was anti-
Christian in implication. In contrast to the ancient pagan be-
lief that history is but a meaningless repetition of events in an
endless cycle the Jewish and Christian faiths regarded history
as having both a beginning and an end. But if the modern
world ‘““has assimilated the Christian perspective toward a
goal and a fulfillment” it has “at the same time . . . dis-
carded the living faith in an imminent eschaton,” % i.e., the
belief in God’s judgment and the reality of heaven and of hell.
Thus the idea of progress, although derived from ‘‘the Chris-
tian hope and Jewish expectation’ is anti-Christian in impli-
cation and consequence. Professor Lowith points out that
there is “‘a basic difference between Christianity and secular
futurism,” that for the Christian

the pilgrim’s progress is not an indefinite advance toward an unat-
tainable ideal but a definite choice in the face of an eternal reality
and that the Christian hope in the Kingdom of God is bound up
with the fear of the Lord, while the secular hope for a “better world”
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looks forward without fear and trembling. They have in common,
nonetheless, the eschatological viewpoint and outlook into the future
as such. The idea of progress could become the leading principle for
the understanding of history only within this primary horizon of the
future as established by Jewish and Christian faith, against the
“hopeless,” because cyclic, world view of classical paganism. All
modern striving for improvements and progresses, in the plural, is
rooted in that singular Christian progress from which the modern
consciousness has emancipated itself because it cannot be known
and demonstrated by reason as a natural law but only by hope and
faith as a gift of grace.3¢

The idea of progress is bound up with the idea that time itself
is redeeming, that in time man must inevitably become more
reasonable, frecr, happicr, and better. Man himself is no
longer conceived as standing before the judgment of God or
in need of redemption. Man is impelled by the “laws” of
Nature or of History to an end that depends in no sense upon
his choices nor his actions. His freedom is an illusion.

The Science of Political Economy

THE liberalism that found political expression in the political
theory of John Locke and in the rise of constitutional govern-
ment found economic expression in a new ‘““science of political
economy.” Originated in France by a group of thinkers who
were known as the Physiocrats it found classic expression in
Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations (1776). Like the political
liberalism of which it was the counterpart the new science of
economics reflected the aspirations and way of life of the
merchant and manufacturing middle class. A reaction to Mer-
cantilism it advocated economic freedom—especially freedom
from the governmental regulation fostered by the mercantilist
theory.

Physiocracy, which means the “rule of nature,” was the
designation first used by Dupont de Nemours to describe what
he defined as “the science of the natural order.” ¥ Sharing
with their contemporaries in the eighteenth century a view of
the natural order which was derived from Newtonian physics

3
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they “maintained that all social relations into which men
enter, far from being haphazard, are, on the contrary, ad-
mirably regulated and controlled. To those who took the
trouble to think, the laws governing human associations
seemed almost self-evident, and the difficulties they involved
no greater than the difficultics presented by the laws of ge-
ometry. So admirable were these laws in every respect that
once they were thoroughly known they were certain to com-
mand allegiance.”” ® What are these sclf-evident laws? Ac-
cording to Dupont de Nemours, they

. are the rules of justice, of morality, of conduct, useful to all
and to each. Neither men nor governments make them nor can make
them. They recognize them as conforming to the supreme reason
which governs the universe; they declare them; they present them
to the obedience of good men, even to the conscience of the wicked.
. . . These laws are irrevocable, they pertain to the essence of men
and things; they are the expression of the will of God; and the more
one reflects, the more one reveres them.®

This natural order is simply ‘“the physical constitution which
God Himself has given the universe.” © It is, it should be
noted, a Providential order, “the work of a kind Providence,
which desires that the earth should be peopled by happy
human beings.” 4! By discovering its laws and living in ac-
cordance with them one achieves the happiness ordained for
him by God. It is a transcendental order, divine in origin,
immutable and universal. It is the same for all men in all
times and in all places.

Liberty is inseparable, the Physiocrats taught, along with
Locke, from property, and the preservation of property is one
of the primary duties of the state. “The social laws estab-
lished by the Supreme Being,” according to Dupont de
Nemours, “prescribe only the preservation of the right of
property; and of that liberty which is inseparable from it.

The ordinances of sovereigns which we call positive laws can be only
acts declaratory of these essential laws of the social order. If the ordinances
of sovereigns were contradictory to the laws of the social order, if
they prohibited the respect of property, if they commanded men to
burn crops, if they prescribed the sacrifice of little children, they
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would not be laws, they would be insane acts obligatory upon no
one. Thus there is a natural judge, a court of final appeal, for the
ordinances of sovereigns themselves, and this judge is the evidence
of their conformity or their opposition to the natural laws of the
social order.*?

The function of government was simply stated: to secure the
individual’s natural right to liberty and property. The gov-
ernment should refrain from any interference with the ccon-
omy since such interference could not but be an arbitrary
and unnecessary interference with the laws of the natural
order. Laissez-faire, laissez-aller, le monde va du lui-méme—was
their slogan. Let things alone because the world is self-regulating.
As Baudeau said, “Remove all uscless, unjust, contradictory,
and absurd laws, and there will not be much legislative ma-
chinery left after that.”* Let the state be a policeman,
guarding, protecting, punishing but not interfering with the
harmonious functioning of Nature.

Unlike Locke and Montesquicu who advocated a separation
of governmental powers, the Physiocrats favored a strong
absolute monarch combining exccutive and legislative powers
in his own person. They did not favor, however, as some
interpreters of their theory suppose, a personal despotism for
they insisted that the king should be a law-giver not a law-
maker. It is difficult to see in the absence of any practical
checks upon the power of the monarch how the absolute
monarchy which they advocated could be prevented from
degenerating into tyranny but that is quite a different matter
from saying that they espoused tyranny. They were, no doubt,
naive in believing that “the personal despotism will only be
the legal despotism of an obvious and essential order’ but it
was their belief that the law not the person was supreme and
absolute. Mercier de la Riviére declared that

In legal despotism the obviousness of a law demands obedience
before the monarch enjoins it. Euclid is a veritable despot, and the
geometrical truths that he enunciates are really despotic laws. The
legal and personal despotism of the legislator are one and the same.
Together they are irresistible.*

As Baudeau explained it: ‘“This supreme will which exercises
supreme power is not, strictly speaking, a human will at all.
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It is just the voice of nature—the will of God.” # Like Locke
they believed that the law is sovereign, unlike him they saw no
necessity for constitutional checks upon the power of the sov-
ereign. Their philosophy basically was not much different
from that of the political liberals like Locke and in some ways
was more liberal since they followed the tenets of liberalism to
their logical conclusion so that the difference between them
and political philosophers like Locke and Montesquieu was a
difference not in the ends envisaged but in the mecans best
adapted to secure those ends. Their naiveté was not something
peculiar to them alone but a consequence of following too
literally some of the naive assumptions latent in liberalism
itself. It was Locke’s common sense that prevented him
from drawing the simple conclusions drawn by the Physio-
crats.

The new science of political economy conceived by the
Physiocrats culminated in the classic economic liberalism of
Adam Smith (1723-1790). His iwo most important works
are his Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759) by which he first
gained a great reputation and his Wealth of Nations (1476).
The Physiocrats believed that if individuals were left alone to
follow their own enlightencd self-interest, economic prosperity
would result. Adam Smith shared this optimistic view since
he believed, Gide and Rist point out, that “Natural economic
institutions are not merely good; they are providental. Divine
Providence has endowed man with a desire to better his own
condition . . . so that man, following where this desire
leads, is really accomplishing the beneficent designs of God
Himself.”” ¥ In the spirit of the Age of Enlightenment Adam
Smith ‘“‘discovered” that self-interest and benevolence were
in pre-established and harmonious accord. By seeking one’s
own intercst one promotes, by some mysterious process, the
welfare of all. The mysterious process is the “invisible hand”
of Providence for, as Adam Smith explained it, man, by pur-
suing his own interest, “‘is in this as in many other cases led
by an invisible hand to promote an end which was no part
of his intention.” ¥ The older commandment: ‘“Thou shalt
love the Lord thy God with all thy heart and thy neighbor as
thyself”” is now amended to read: “Love thyself with all thy
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heart and God will love thee and look out for thy neighbor.”
By secking one’s own interest one becomes both the obedient
servant of God and a benefactor of one’s fellow man. There is
no conflict between individual self-interest and social welfare.

Like the Physiocrats, Adam Smith believed that the gov-
ernment which governs least governs best. The state is not
suited by its nature to the management of economic affairs.
“No two characters seem more inconsistent than those of
trader and sovereign,” he wrote.® There are numerous reasons
why this is so. Governments are always spendthrifts, using
money earned by others in a wasteful and lavish manner. They
are too far removed from the centers of industry to give them
the attention which they require. Finally, the agents of gov-
ernment, being paid out of public funds, are generally in-
efficient administrators. He predicted that if the administra-
tion of land should pass into the hands of government that
not a fourth of the present produce would be raised because
of ‘““the negligent, expensive, and oppressive management”
that would ensue.®

“Every man, as long as he does not violate the laws of
justice,” Smith belicved, ought to be “left perfectly free to
pursue his own interest his own way, and to bring both his
industry and capital into competition with those of any other
man, or order of men.” Accordingly he would restrict the
activities of the State to three legitimate functions: (1) ‘““the
duty of protecting the society from the violence and invasion
of other independent societies”; (2) ‘“the duty of protecting,
as far as possible, every member of the society from the in-
justice and oppression of every other member of it, or the
duty of establishing an exact administration of justice”; and
(3) ““the duty of erecting and maintaining certain public
works and certain public institutions which it can never be
for the interest of any individual, or small number of indi-
viduals, to erect and maintain,” because it would be un-
profitable.%®

It should be emphasized that the freedom of economic en-
terprise which Smith advocated was essentially individual eco-
nomic enterprise. He would have tolerated few of the modern
corporations which since his time have largely replaced the
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individually owned and operated business. Banks, insurance
companics, and public utilities were the only kind of joint-
stock companies which he believed were desirable, because
necessary.’! He was vigorously opposed to any kind of mo-
nopoly, whether corporate or individual. “The whole of
Smith’s work,” Gide and Rist declare, “is a plea for the
economic freedom of the individual. It is an eloquent appeal
against the Mercantilist policy and a violent attack upon
every economic system inspired by it.” 52

Smith was not unmindful of the fact that individuals might
often be tempted to conspire against the public good. “Pecople
of the same trade seldom mect together,” he wrote, “even for
merriment and diversion, but the conversation cnds in a con-
spiracy against the public, in some contrivance to raise
prices.”” 3 If the entreprencur is motivated by personal interest
and his actions are checked by compctition, however, Smith
believed there is no danger to the public in private enterprise.

Commenting upon the influence of Adam Smith’s Wealth of
Nations, Gide and Rist declare:

To pass a criticism on the labours of Adam Smith would be to
review the economic doctrines of the nineteenth century. That is
the best eulogy one can bestow upon his work. The economic ideas
of a whole century were, so to speak, in solution in his writings.
Friends and foes have alike taken him as their starting-point. The
former have developed, extended, and corrected his work. The latter
have subjected his principal theories to harsh criticism at every
point. All with tacit accord admit that political economy com-
menced with him. . . . Smith persuaded his own generation and
governed the next.5

The Science of Government

WiTH the possible exception of Rousseau, the greatest political
philosopher produced by France in the Age of Enlightenment
was Montesquieu (1689-1755), born Charles Louis de Sec-
ondat at the Chateau de la Bréde near Bordeaux. Born into
the ranks of the lesser nobility he enjoyed a quiet life of ease
devoted to scholarship, to writing and to the dispensing of
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justice in Bordeaux. When he was 27 years of age he inherited
from an uncle the title of Baron de la Bréde et de Montesquieu,
a large fortune and an important judicial office in Bordeaux.
His first published work, the Persian Letters, were issued anony-
mously in 1721. Consisting of satirical comments on the cus-
toms of his day and society, they earned him a reputation as
a wit. He wrote a number of other things including a philos-
ophy of history published in 1734 but his greatest and most
lasting work was L’ Esprit des Lois (The Spirit of the Laws)
published after a life-time of study in 1748. He records the
fact that it took him ninetcen years to write it. In the preface
to this work he says: “I have not drawn my principles from
my prejudices, but from the nature of things. . . . Every
nation will find here the reasons on which its maxims are
based.”

Born in an age that was captivated by the success of the
Newtonian physics in dispelling the mysteries of the universe
he was onc of the first to envisage the possibility of a natural
science of government. In that sense he anticipated the his-
torical and evolutionary schools of political thought of the
nineteenth century and was a harbinger of the positivistic
climate of opinion that was destined to become the dominant
one in the centuries that followed. His method of analysis re-
sembled that which today we would call “sociological,” and
it is this method which many think is his greatest contribution.

As a political philosopher he endeavored to do for France
what Locke had done for England in the seventeenth century.
A liberal, his first concern was with individual freedom and
he endeavored to discover the checks on political authority
by means of which it might be secured. To this end he de-
veloped a theory of the separation of powers which has had
far-reaching influence.

Montesquieu begins his treatise on The Spirit of the Laws by
declaring that the entire universe is regulated by laws: ““all
beings have their laws: the Deity His laws, the material world
its laws, the intelligences superior to man their laws, the
beasts their laws, man his laws.” Laws, he says, in the broad-
est sense of the word, “are the necessary relations arising from
the nature of things.” % There is nothing capricious or arbi-
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trary about the universe, it is governed by invariable laws of
cause and effect, for if it were not so “it would inevitably
perish.”

Behind positive law there are principles of justice to which
positive law ought to conform if it is to be truly law. “To say
that there is nothing just or unjust but what is commanded
or forbidden by positive laws, is the same as saying that before
the describing of a circle all the radii were not equal. We must
therefore acknowledge relations of justice antecedent to the
positive law by which they are established. . . .”” * But the
world of man is not as well governed as is the physical uni-
verse because, although the laws of the world of man are just
as invariable as physical laws, man does not conform to them
“so exactly” as things conform to physical laws. “This is
because, on the one hand, particular intelligent beings are of
a finite nature, and consequently liable to error; and on the
other, their nature requires them to be free agents.”” ¥ The
greater man’s knowledge the better he will be governed by
nature’s laws. Ignorance is the greatest obstacle to real free-
dom.

Before men lived in society they lived in a state of nature.
In this state man had no knowledge but only the potentiality
for learning. Feeling weak and impotent, gripped by exces-
sive fears man was like a savage “trembling at the motion of
a leaf, and flying from every shadow.” His first concern, as a
consequence, would be security and ““peace would be the first
law of nature.” The second concern of man in the pre-social
state of existence would be the satisfaction of his wants.
“Hence another law of nature would prompt him to seek for
nourishment.” And “‘the attraction arising from the difference
of sexes’’ would lead him, also, to seck the association of others
and this “natural inclination . . . would form a third law.”
A fourth law of nature results from man’s social predisposition,
the desire fostered by reason in the light of these other laws,
to live in society.®®

But as soon as man enters society (Montesquieu says noth-
ing about a contract) “he loses the sense of his weakness;
equality ceases, and then commences the statc of war.” This
war breaks out not only between individuals but between dif-
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ferent nations. As a consequence of this strife three kinds of
law arise: political law, governing the relations of the gov-
ernors to the governed; civil law, governing the relations of
one individual to another; and the law of nations, governing
the rclations between nations.®® The desire for self-preserva-
tion interpreted in the light of reason is the foundation of all
these laws. “Law in general is human reason” and ‘“‘the
political and civil laws of cach nation ought to be only the
particular cases in which human reason is applied.” Such
laws “should be adapted . . . to the people for whom they
are framed” since what is suitable for one people may not be
suitable for another. Morcover, “they should be in relation
to the climate of cach country, to the quality of its soil, to its
situation and extent, to the principal occupation of the na-
tives . . . they should have relation to the degree of liberty
which the constitution will bear; to the religion of the in-
habitants, to their inclinations, riches, numbers, commercc,
manners, and customs.” ©

Montesquieu then proceeds to delineate in some detail the
“spirit of the laws” appropriate to different societies. He dis-
tinguishes three species of government: republican, monar-
chical, and despotic. The republican form of government may
be either democratic or aristocratic, it is republican when the
supreme power is lodged in the people or a part of the people.
When it is possessed by the entire body of the people it is
democratic, when the supreme power is lodged in only a part
of the people it is aristocratic. A monarchy is a government
“in which a single person governs by fixed and established
laws”; and a despotic government is ‘“‘that in which a single
person directs everything by his own will and caprice.” !
Each of these forms has its own peculiar structure and is
animated by a particular virtue or principle peculiar to it.

It is a fundamental maxim of democracy that the people
should choose their magistrates but it does not follow that
every citizen should be regarded as qualified for public office.
““As most citizens have sufficient ability to choose, though un-
qualified to be chosen, so the people, capable of calling others
to an account for their administration, are incapable of con-
ducting the administration themselves.” °* The great danger
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in democracy is that the people may forget this fact: that al-
though all are qualified to choose not all are qualified to be
chosen. Hence, in a democracy virtue must be the animating
principle for - .

when virtue is banished, ambition invades the minds of those who
are disposed to receive it, and avarice possesses the whole com-
munity. The objects of their desires are changed; what they were
fond of before has become indifferent; they were free while under
the restraint of laws, but they would fain now be free to act against
law; and as each citizen is like a slave who has run away from his
master, that which was a maxim of equity he calls rigor; that which
was a rule of action he styles constraint; and to precaution he gives
the name of fear. Frugality, and not the thirst for gain, now passes
for avarice. Formerly the wealth of individuals constituted the
public treasure; but now this has become the patrimony of private
persons. The members of the commonwealth riot on the public
spoils, and its strength is only the power of a few, and the license of
many.%

By virtue Montesquieu says he mecans “love of the republic”
and by love of the republic he means love of equality and of
frugality.

The love of equality in a democracy limits ambition to the sole
desire, to the sole happiness, of doing greater services to our country
than the rest of our fellow-citizens. They cannot all render equal
services, but they ought to serve her with equal alacrity. . . . The
love of frugality limits the desire of having to the study of procuring
necessaries to our family, and superfluities to our country. Riches
give a power which a citizen cannot use for himself, for then he
would be no longer equal.®

Well-regulated democracies, therefore, will foster by their
laws, institutions and education love of equality and of fru-
gality. They will seek to prevent extremes of wealth and
poverty not in order to establish exact equality but to prevent
gross inequality.

Although virtue is desirable in an aristocracy it is not
‘“‘absolutely requisite.” Virtue is certainly necessary in the
body of the people who govern but since the entire people do
not have the same power which they have in a democracy it
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is not so necessary for the entire body to possess virtue. ‘“The
nobles form a body, who by their prerogatives, and for their
own particular interest, restrain the people; it is sufficient that
there are laws in being to see them executed.” But how are
the nobles to restrain themselves? It is clear that they can be
restrained only by “moderation . . . founded on virtue.” %
“The spirit of moderation is what we call virtue in an aristoc-
racy; it supplies the place of the spirit of equality in a popular
state.” ® An aristocracy will be characterized by ‘“‘modesty
and simplicity of manners.” “In aristocratic governments
there are two principal sources of disorder: excessive in-
equality bctween the governors and the governed; and the
same inequality between the different members of the body
that governs. From these two inequalities, hatreds and jeal-
ousies arise, which the laws ought ever to prevent or re-
press.”

In a monarchy the animating principle is honor. The ambi-
tion which ““is pernicious in a republic” has in a monarchy
“some good effects” if it is an ambition stimulated by a desire
for that which is honorable.

It is with this kind of government as with the system of the universe,
in which there is a power that constantly repels all bodies from the
centre, and a power of gravitation that attracts them to it. Honor
sets all the parts of the body politic in motion, and by its very action
connects them; thus each individual advances that public good,
while he only thinks of promoting his own interest. . . . There is
nothing so strongly inculcated in monarchies, by the laws, by re-
ligion and honor, as submission to the prince’s will; but this very
honor tells us that the prince never ought to command a dishon-
orable action, because this would render us incapable of serving
him. . . .

There is nothing that honor more strongly recommends to the
nobility than to serve their prince in a military capacity. And, in-
deed, this is their favorite profession, because its dangers, its success,
and even its miscarriages are the road to grandeur. . . .

It insists also that we should be at liberty either to seek or to
reject employments, a liberty which it prefers even to an ample
fortune.

Honor, therefore, has its supreme laws, to which education is
obliged to conform. The chief of these are, that we are permitted to
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set a value upon our fortune, but are absolutely forbidden to set any
upon our lives.

The second is, that when we are raised to a post or preferment,
we should never do or permit anything which may seem to imply
that we look upon ourselves as inferior to the rank we hold.

The third is, that those things which honor forbids are more
rigorously forbidden, when the laws do not concur in the prohibi-
tion; and those it commands are more strongly insisted upon, when
they happen not to be commanded by law.®®

When writing on the monarchy as a form of government
Montesquieu sometimes scems to be writing with his tongue
in his cheek as when he declares, for example, that “The laws
ought to favor all kinds of commerce consistent with the con-
stitution, to the end that the subjects may, without ruining
themselves, be able to satisfy the continual cravings of the
prince and his court.” ®

A despotism, being one in which a single person directs
everything according to his own will and caprice, knows
neither virtue nor honor. ““As virtue is nccessary in a republic,
and in a monarchy honor, so fear is necessary in a despotic
government.” ™ Motivated generally by wrath or vengeance,
a tyrant has no notion of true honor or glory. The preservation
of the state means nothing more than the preservation of his
person.

Politics, with its several springs and laws, must here be very much
limited; the political government is as simple as the civil.

The whole is reduced to reconciling the political and civil ad-
ministration to the domestic government, the officers of the state to
those of the seraglio. . . .

As fear is the principle of despotic government, its end is tran-
quility; but this tranquility cannot be called a peace; no, it is only
the silence of those towns which the enemy is ready to invade.

Since strength does not lie in the state, but in the army that
founded it, in order to defend the state the army must be pre-
served, how formidable soever to the prince. . . .

After what has been said, one would imagine that human nature
should perpetually rise up against despotism. But, notwithstanding
the love of liberty so natural to mankind, notwithstanding their in-
nate detestation of force and violence, most nations are subject to
this very government. This is easily accounted for. To form a mod-
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erate government, it is necessary to combine the several powers; to
regulate, temper, and set them in motion; to give, as it were, ballast
to one, in order to enable it to counterpoise the other. This is a
masterpiece of legislation, rarcly produced by hazard, and seldom
attained by prudence. On the contrary, a despotic government offers
itself, as it were, at first sight; it is uniform throughout; and as
passions only are requisite to establish it, this is what every capacity
may reach.™

As virtue reigns in republican forms of government, honor in
monarchical, so terror reigns in those that are despotic.
Montesquieu gives considerable attention, following Bodin,
to the influence of climate upon forms of government and
rcaches the conclusion that despotism and slavery are more
common to southern climates than to northern ones.”?
Although Montesquicu is generally said to have had no
preference for one form of government over another, that that
government is best which is best adapted to the people for
whom it is designed, nevertheless he was not indifferent to
the end which all governments ought to serve. For like all
liberals he was a partisan of liberty and was concerned to
discover the most appropriate means by which that liberty
might be secured. Although he points out that people in
different times and places have conceived of liberty in very
different ways, that ‘“‘they have all applied the name of liberty
to the government most suitable to their own customs and
inclinations” and sought to identify liberty with the particular
form of government they have happened to have or preferred,
nevertheless, liberty has a meaning which is the same for all.
In a philosophic sense “liberty consists in the free exercise
of the will”’; ® in a political sense it consists of the power of
doing what we ought to will and in not being constrained to
do what we ought not to will. “Political liberty does not con-
sist in an unlimited freedom . . .,”” Montesquieu declares,
but “is a right of doing whatever the laws permit. . . .” ™
Although ““all governments have the same general end. . . .
One nation there is . . . in the world that has for the direct
end of its constitution political liberty.”” ” That nation he be-
lieved was England. And he believed that he had discovered
there the principle on which this liberty is founded: the prin-
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ciple of the separation of powers. Although the Revolution of
1688 had established the supremacy of Parliament it had not
established the separation of powers which Montesquieu
professed to discern in the new constitution but if he was
confused about it so were many others, including many
Englishmen. In any case he propounded a theory of the sepa-
ration of powers which, whether descriptive of actual condi-
tions in England or not, was destined to play a prominent role
in political theory and practice thereafter.

In an oft quoted passage from Book XI of his treatise he
describes this theory in this way:

In every government there are three sorts of power: the legislative;
the exccutive in respect to things dependent on the law of nations;
and the executive in regard to matters that depend on the civil law.

By virtue of the first, the prince or magistrate enacts temporary or
perpetual laws, and amends or abrogates those that have been al-
ready enacted. By the second, he makes peace or war, sends or re-
ceives embassies, establishes the public security, and provides against
invasions. By the third, he punishes criminals, or determines the
disputes that arise between individuals. The latter we shall call
the judiciary power, and the other simply the execcutive power of
the state.

The political liberty of the subject is a tranquility of mind arising
from the opinion each person has of his safety. In order to have this
liberty, it is requisite the government be so constituted as one man
need not be afraid of another.

When the legislative and executive powers are united in the same
person, or in the same body of magistrates, there can be no liberty;
because apprehensions may arise, lest the same monarch or senate
should enact tyrannical laws, to execute them in a tyrannical man-
ner.

Again, there is no liberty, if the judiciary power be not separated
from the legislative and executive. Were it joined with the legislative,
the life and liberty of the subject would be exposed to arbitrary con-
trol; for the judge would be then the legislator. Were it joined to the
executive power, the judge might behave with violence and op-
pression.

There would be an end of everything, were the same man or the
same body, whether of the nobles or of the people, to exercise those
three powers, that of enacting laws, that of executing the public
resolutions, and of trying the causes of individuals.”™
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The legislative power should reside in the whole body of the
people but it should be exercised by representatives who have
a capacity for the discussion of public affairs. Representative
government is preferable to pure democracy since the people
collectively are not properly qualified to partake of this dis-
cussion. Yet cveryone should have ““the right of voting at the
clection of a representative, except such as are in so mean a
situation as to be deemed to have no will of their own.” 77
Though a man himself may not be qualified to serve as a rep-
resentative he is able to choose those who are better qualified.
The legislative power, moreover, ought to be exercised by a
bicameral body consisting of representatives choscn by the
pcople and of persons distinguished by “birth, riches, or
honors.” Each will act as a check upon the other; the one
checking ““the licentiousness of the people,” the other check-
ing ““any encroachment of their freedom.” But since the hered-
itary nobility might be tempted to disregard the interests of
the people “‘they should have no other share in the legislation
than the power of rejecting, and not that of resolving,” i.e.,
the veto power upon acts established by the representatives
of the people.™

Montesquicu would place the executive power in the hands
of a monarch ‘“because this branch of government, having
need of dispatch, is better administered by one than by
many.” To entrust the executive power to persons selected
from the legislative body would be the end of liberty, he be-
lieved. Actually, of course, this is what happened in England
but not with the loss of liberty.

The judicial power ought

to be exercised by persons taken from the body of the people at
certain times of the year, and consistently with a form and manner
prescribed by law, in order to erect a tribunal that should last only
so long as necessity requires. By this method the judicial power, so
terrible to mankind, not being annexed to any particular state or
profession, becomes, as it were, invisible. People have not then the
judges continually present to their view; they fear the office, but
not the magistrate.™

The importance of Montesquieu’s theory of the separation
of powers lies not so much in the details with which he elabo-
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rated it as in the idea itself and with the compelling arguments
he provided for its adoption in practice. The idea of mixed
government was an ancient one and Locke, too, had spoken
of the separation of powers but Montesquieu’s contribution
was the idea that this separation of powers should be provided
for constitutionally with a system of checks and balances. It
was in America, however, rather than in England that that
system was adopted as a part of the constitutional fabric of
the statc.

Political Philosophy in America in the
Eighteenth Century

LiBErALISM in America, although generally and rightly as-
sociated with the names of Tom Paine, Thomas Jefferson and
Benjamin Franklin had its origins in the philosophies of men
like Thomas Hooker, Roger Williams and John Wise.® The
transition from the era of Puritan theocracy to liberal con-
stitutionalism was a gradual one. There was no sharp break
between the two periods but the one developed out of the
other as the idea of consent latent in the orthodox Puritan
conception of the Church gradually overshadowed in im-
portance the Calvinistic idea of foreordination and the doc-
trine of the elect.

The first stirrings of liberalism in America might be said
to have found specific expression in the Survey of the Summe of
Church Discipline (1648) written by Thomas Hooker (1586-
1647), the founder of Connccticut. Hooker was no religious
radical but one who accepted without question the Calvinist
theology and ethics. But unlike many orthodox Puritans he
did not believe that the Calvinist doctrine of predestination
implied the establishment of a theocracy. It is known only to
God, he insisted, who will be saved. No one can claim with
any assurance to being among the elect, hence no one can
claim to be better qualified than anyone clse to decide policy
on earth. Certainly no one can claim to have a mandate from
God to do so.

He then presented arguments for the democratic organiza-
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tion of the Church, arguments that anticipated in many strik-
ing ways the political theory of John Locke forty years later.
The orthodox Puritans defined a church as ‘““a company of
people combined together by covenant for the worship of
God.” Implicit in this definition is the doctrine of consent,
i.e., the idea that the church is an instrument of the people
created by them for purposes shared by each. Even when the
doctrine of the elect overshadowed the more democratic cle-
ments in this conception of the church it was admitted in
theory, at least, by the orthodox Puritans that although their
authority came from God their power rested upon the consent
of the governed.

It was the doctrine of consent latent in the orthodox Puritan
conception of the church that Hooker emphasized. According
to him, “Every spiritual or ecclesiastical corporation receives
its being from a spiritual combination.”” It is the will of each
member to combine with others in a mutual undertaking that
furnishes “the cement which solders them all.” “There is no
man constrained to enter into such a condition, unless he
will; and he that will enter, must also willingly bind and en-
gage himsclf to each member of that society to promote the
good of the whole, or else a member he is not.” 8 According
to Hooker the distinguishing mark of the church covenant is
the fact that it is based upon freedom of the will and it is the
voluntary nature of the agreement to combine for the worship
of God that not only authorizes the association but sets limits
to it. In a sermon delivered on May g1, 1638, he said: “‘the
choice of public magistrates belongs unto the people by God’s
own allowance.” But he emphasized that the privilege of
clecting magistrates should not be “exercised according to
their humors, but according to the blessed will and law of
God.” “Mutual subjection,” he declared, “‘is, as it were, the
sinew of society, by which it is sustained and supported.” It
follows as a consequence that the people have “the power to
appoint officers and magistrates’ and “‘to set the bounds and
limitations” of the power entrusted to these officers.’?

Desirous of putting these principles into practice Thomas
Hooker left Massachusetts Bay Colony in order to establish a
new society in Connecticut. One of his first acts was the draw-
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ing up of a constitution, the now famous Fundamental Orders
of Connecticut (1639) which have been called ‘“‘the first
written constitution of modern democracy.” The Orders dis-
pensed with the usual property and religious qualifications for
voting, and provided for town-meeting government and for
popularly elected assemblies.

The struggle with the autocratic theocracy which Hooker
began, Roger Williams (1603-1684) continued. So disturbing
did the leaders in Massachusetts Bay find him that he was
banished from the colony in 1635 and shortly thereafter
founded a new colony in Providence, Rhode Island. From
there he carried on a heated controversy by pen with John
Cotton, his most important writings consisting of The Bloudy
Tenent of Persecution for Cause of Conscience (1644) and The
Bloudy Tenent yet more Bloudy (1652). Three major ideas domi-
nated his writings: (1) the contractual nature of government,
(2) the separation of church and state, and (3) the need for
religious toleration.

Government, he taught, rests upon consent; it is established
by mutual agreement although ordained by God to conserve
peace and to protect the people’s bodies and goods. Estab-
lished by the people for definite ends government is conse-
quently limited in what it can do. “Every lawful magistrate
whether succeeding or elective, is not only the Minister of
God, but the Minister or servant of the people also (what
people or nation soever they be all the world over), and that
Minister or Magistrate goes beyond his commission who inter-
meddles with that which cannot be given him in commission
from the people. . . .” 8 “The Sovereign power of all civil
authority is founded in the consent of the People that every
Commonwealth hath radically and fundamentally. The very
Commonweales, Bodies of People . . . have fundamentally
in themselves the Root of Power, to set up what Government
and Governors they shall agree upon.” %

Church and state should be separate, each has its own pe-
culiar function and the weapons appropriate to it. Since the
true church is spiritual in nature its weapons should be ex-
clusively spiritual; it should not expect or demand the state to
use its power for its support and preservation. God does not
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require uniformity of religion. He does not require that any
civil government enforce any particular religious creed or
practice and any attempt to cnforce such uniformity will
ultimately lead to civil war. The church is a corporate body
with corporate rights and its legal status is no different from
that of any other corporate body. The state is no more con-
cerned with the character of its membership or with the pur-
poses that unite the members than it is concerned with those
of other corporations.

It is the will and command of God, that . . . a permission of the
most Paganish, Jewish, Turkish, or Antichristian consciences and
worships be granted to all men in all nations and countries and they
only are to be fought against with that Sword which is only (in Soul
matters) able to conquer, to wit, the Sword of God’s Spirit, the Word
of God. True civility and Christianity may both flourish in a state
or Kingdom, notwithstanding the permission of divers and contrary
consciences, either of Jew or Gentile.8

It was John Wise (1652-1725) who was the first successfully
to attack the New England theocracy from within the borders
of Massachusetts Bay. That he was able to remain in Massa-
chusetts Bay was an indication that the theocracy there was
already in decline. As a Congregational minister in Ipswich
he waged unrelenting intellectual warfare upon the Presby-
terianism of Cotton Mather. An advocate of ecclesiastical
democracy he sought to justify the principle of Congregation-
alism by using arguments derived from political theory. Most
of his arguments he got from Pufendorf’s De Fure Naturae et
Gentium (1672) rather than from Locke whose writings he
seems not to have known. In 1710 Wise published his Churches
Quarrel Espoused and a few years later his Vindication of the
Government of New England Churches (1717).

All men are free by natural right, he argued.

Every man ought to be conceived to be perfectly in his own power
and disposal, and not to be controlled by the authority of any other.
And thus every man must be acknowledged equal to everyman,
since all subjection and all command are equally banished on both
sides; . . . every man has a prerogative to judge for himself,
namely what shall be most his behoof, happiness, and well-being.
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Does this mean that men are free from all authority? No; for
all men are subject to the authority of God and to those ordi-
nances of reason which arc the embodiment of God’s will.
Men should be freed from all arbitrary and personal compul-
sion in order that they might be free to follow the dictates of
reason. For by giving men the faculty of reason ‘““God has
provided a rule for men in all their actions, obliging cach one
to the performance of that which is right, not only as to justice,
but likewise as to all other moral virtues, the which is nothing
but the dictates of right reason founded in the soul of man.”

Now, “if every man could secure himself singly, it would be
great folly for him to renounce his natural liberty” but since
each man cannot securc himself he finds it necessary to band
together with others for the protection of his rights. Hence ““the
end of all good government is to cultivate humanity and pro-
mote the happiness of all and the good of every man in his
rights, his life, liberty, estate and honor without injury or abuse
to any.” 8

In an effort to discover which form of government “‘can
with the best show of reason be predictable of the church of
‘Christ on earth’”” Wise then examines monarchy, aristocracy
and democracy. Which is best: the monarchial form as ex-
hibited in episcopacy, the aristocratic form as found in Pres-
byterianism, or the democratic form as embodied in Con-
gregationalism? The monarchial form he dismisses as being
self-evidently contrary to reason—‘“God and wise nature were
never propitious to the birth of this monster.”” The aristocratic
form, that is, government by a “select company of choice per-
sons,” might be justified if “we could be assured that they
would make the Scripture, and not their private will the rule
of their personal and ministerial actions” but, in practice, he
thought, we can have no such assurance.’” Democracy is a
much safer form of government since each man is a better
guardian of his own liberty than others would be for him.
Democracy, accordingly, he finds consonant with God’s pur-
pose and the dictates of right reason.

While Wise was primarily concerned with democratizing
church government he used arguments that were to prove
fruitful and useful in the establishment of mors democratic
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civil government. It is a short step from the philosophy of
Wise to that of Jefferson and the Declaration of Independence.

The Declaration of Independence which reads, it has been
said, like a transcript of Locke’s second Treatise of Civil Govern-
ment was not original in its ideas nor intended to be. Its author,
Thomas Jefferson, writing to Lee in 1825 said:

I did not consider it as any part of my charge to invent new ideas
altogether and to offer no sentiment which had ever been expressed
before. . . . Not to find out new principles, or new arguments,
never before thought of, not merely to say things which had never
been said before; but to place before mankind the common sense
of the subject, in terms so plain and firm as to command their as-
sent. . . . Neither aiming at originality of principles or sentiments,
nor yet copies from any particular and previous writing, it was in-
tended to be an expression of the American mind. . . . All its
authority rests then on the harmonizing sentiments of the day,
whether expressed in conversation, in letters, in printed essays, or
the elementary books of public right, as Aristotle, Cicero, Locke,
Sidney, etc.®®

Premised upon the presuppositions of the Age of Enlighten-
ment the Declaration of Independence declares:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain un-
alienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit
of Happiness. That to secure these rights, Governments are insti-
tuted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the
governed, That whenever any Form of Government becomes de-
structive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to
abolish it, and to institute new Government, laying its foundation
on such principles and organizing its powers in such form, as to
them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness.®

Following this Declaration of Independence from Great
Britain the various colonies having become independent states
adopted constitutions defining and limiting the powers of
government. Explicitly or implicitly all of them emphasized
the voluntary character of government and the doctrine of
popular sovereignty. Thus, the Massachusetts Constitution of
1780 declares: “The body-politic is formed by a voluntary
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association of individuals; it is a social compact by which the
whole people covenants with each citizen and each citizen
with the whole people that all shall be governed by certain
laws for the common good.”

The period following the American Revolution was a tur-
bulent one which secmed to many contemporary observers to
border on anarchy. “There are combustibles in every State,”
Washington wrote in 1786, “which a spark might set fire to.
Good God! Who, besides a Tory, could have foreseen, or a
Briton predicted them?”” The Revolution had unleashed pas-
sions which were not easily bridled and the newly United
States found themselves seriously threatened with disunity.
Political leaders began to call attention to the weaknesses of
the Articles of Confederation which had been adopted by the
Continental Congress in 1777 (it was ratified and put into
effect in 1781) “‘the better to secure and perpetuate mutual
friendship and intercourse among the people of the different
states.” Since the Articles actually provided for a league of
sovereign states rather than for onc general government of the
entire pcople and since the central government which it
created had no power to enforce its decisions however limited
in scope, to levy taxes or to regulate commerce between the
states, there was much talk of amending the Articles and some
suggestion that an entirely new government was required to
cope with the situation. Hence it was that in 1787 delegates
representing the states were selected to attend a Convention
in Philadelphia for the purpose of considering the defects of
the Articles and proposing remedies.

The adoption of the Constitution and its subsequent ratifi-
cation by the state conventions to which it was submitted
might with reason be characterized as the “second American
Revolution” or, at least, as the second phase of the American
Revolution. For its adoption and ratification was a revolu-
tionary act—the Articles of Confederation were not amended
but replaced, the government established by the Articles
being dissolved rather than reformed.

The events of the times had converted many of the Revolu-
tionary radicals to a more conservative point of view and it
was in this light that the Constitution was framed. Yet for all
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its conservatism the Constitution is still loyal to the basic
liberal principles that inspired the Revolution—if less enam-
ored of democracy in a radical sense than many of the Revolu-
tionary leaders had been, the framers of the Constitution still
retained a sincere and deep respect for the dignity of the in-
dividual and for his rights as a man. Although originally the
Constitution contained no written bill of rights because many
of the framers thought that the existence of such rights was so
self-evident as not to require enumeration, nevertheless a Bill
of Rights was added to the Constitution by the first Congress
after popular criticism of the Constitution on these grounds
had threatened its successful ratification.

The political theory of the Constitution finds, perhaps, best
expression in The Federalist, a collection of essays written in
support of the Constitution at the time the Constitution was
being submitted to the states for their approval. Originally
published under pen-names, these essays were the work of
Hamilton, Madison and Jay.

Certain leading ideas, implicitly or explicitly, are contained
in the Constitution of the United States: (1) government rests
upon the consent of the governed, ultimately all political
power resides in the people; (2) all government is limited
government, there are some things which no government has
the right to do; (3) as a safeguard against tyranny the functions
of government ought to be divided between separate branches
of government—executive, legislative, and judicial—each
branch of government having its own distinct personnel and
no branch having the right to delegate its power to another;
(4) as an additional safeguard against tyranny the powers of
government are divided on a geographical basis as between
the central government on the one hand and the state govern-
ments on the other—each, presumably, supreme in its own
Jjurisdiction.

Whether the framers of the Constitution took their idea for
the separation of powers directly from Montesquieu or not
(and there is considerable doubt on that score), they agreed
with his theory and found ample support for it in their own
experience. The principle of federalism (the division of power
on a geographical basis) was one of the framers’ original con-
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tributions to political theory and practice and, at the same
time, destined to be a source of controversy for the life of the
Republic. Dual sovercignty is a logical contradiction and that
contradiction did not long escape being recognized and de-
bated. While the Civil War presumably scttled the issue for all
practical purposcs by establishing the supremacy of the federal
government it still smolders as an issue both in American
theory and in practice.

Conclusion

LiBEraLIsM sought to effect a compromise between two con-
flicting principles. On the one hand, it insisted upon the abso-
lute value of human personality, the autonomy of human rea-
son and of the individual will. On the other hand, it insisted
that there is a fundamental law, binding upon individual will,
which is cternal, universal, and rational. It sought to effect a
compromise between these contradictory principles by an ap-
peal to the Christian conscience. But the Christian conscicnce,
freed from the authority of the Church and progressively
divorced from revelation, soon degenerated into a mere cult of
sentiment, without weight or sanction, and the will of the
individual was left without any substantial limitation. As the
tenets of the orthodox Christian faith were gradually aban-
doned, one by one, the “religion of justification by faith” was
soon converted into “a religion of justification by self-esteem.”
And ““at last, in the eighteenth-century, self-love achieves its
broadest, most satisfying rationalization: the conception of a
universal harmony in which God, man, and nature are pan-
theistically interfused. In this ‘closed system of benevolence,’
man shares immanent divinity with nature. Self-love, social
love, and divine love are indistinguishable. Nature’s God has
confirmed man’s longing to find goodness, wisdom, and crea-
tive power in the depths of his heart.”” %



CHAPTER 6

The Romantic and Conscrvative Reaction

VER since the Renaissance the dominant voice in the
Western world has been that of the Cartesian rationalist

but from the very beginning it has been accompanied by the
antiphonic protest of a minority. That protest which could be
heard only as a murmur of dissent in the seventeenth and early
eighteenth centuries swelled to mighty proportions in the late
eighteenth and nineteenth. In all reactions of this kind there
is both gain and danger, but of that we shall say more later.

Giambattista Vico

ONE of the earliest voices to be raised in protest against Carte-
sian rationalism was that of the Italian poet, jurist, philologist
and philosopher, Giambattista Vico (1668-1744).! Ignored by
his contemporaries it was not until the nineteenth century that
his monumental work the New Science (1925) received the
attention it deserved and not, indeed, until the nineteenth
century that many of his manuscripts were published.

Unlike those of his contemporaries who believed in the
autonomy of human reason and the capacity of the human
mind ultimately to comprehend all things, Vico was impressed
with the limitations of the human mind and the dependence
of human reason upon God for the truth which it was able to
discover.

Truth is simply fact, what is made. In God there is the first truth,
because He is the first maker (factor); infinite truth, because He is
the maker of all things; absolutely accurate truth, because He has
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present to Himself all the elements, both external and internal, of
things, seeing that He contains them. To know (scire) is to combine
the elements of things, and thence it follows that thought (cogitatio)
belongs to the human mind, but intelligence to the divine mind; for
God keeps before Him all the elements, whether external or internal,
of things, because He contains them and disposes of them. But the
human mind, because it is limited, and because, as to all things
external to and apart from itself, it can only reach their outward
conditions, never can combine all the elements of things, and so,
although it can think of things, it cannot intellectually comprehend
them; wherefore the human mind participates in reason, but does
not possess it. I may illustrate these statements by a comparison.
Divine truth is a solid image of things, as it were a moulded figure
or statue; human truth is a linear sketch, a plane image, like a pic-
ture: and just as divine truth is what God in the act of knowing
disposes of and produces, so human truth is what man in knowing
composes and makes. Thus science is the knowledge of the form or
of the mode in which a thing is produced, and by which the mind,
because in knowing a thing it combines its elements, makes the
thing,—God the solid whole, because He comprehends all elements;
man a plane, because he comprehends only externals.?

In endeavoring to know things man must divide them into
their parts and “human science,” therefore, “is a kind of
anatomy of the works of nature.”

. . to illustrate this by examples, it has dissected man into body
and soul, and soul into intellect and will; and it has selected, or, as
it is termed, abstracted from the body figure and movement, and
from these, as from all other things, it has drawn being and unity.
Metaphysics considers being, Arithmetic the unit and its multipli-
cation, Geometry figure and its dimensions, Mechanics motion with-
out thought, Physics motion from the centre, Medicine the body,
Logic reason, and Moral Science the will.?

But things divided are things diminished and any anatomical
dissection must of necessity alter the whole. Yet it is this defect
of the human mind which can only know by dissecting and
abstracting that is at the same time the foundation of science.
“We may conclude,” Vico declares, ‘“‘that the criterion of
truth, the rule by which we may certainly know it, is to have
made it. Hence the clear and distinct idea of our mind not only
cannot be the criterion of truth in general, but not even of that
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of the mind itself; for while the mind apprehends itself, it does
not make itself, and because it does not make itself it is igno-
rant of the form or mode in which it apprehends itself.” ¢
Absolute, perfect knowledge is possible only where there is
absolute creative power and since absolute crcative power
belongs only to God, human knowledge must always fall short
of perfection. God is the truth which embodies all other truths
and by which all human truth must be judged. The knowledge
of truth and the making of truth are inseparable.

In mathematics the process of human knowledge is in an eminent,

and almost exclusive sense, a process of production; in this ideal
region the mind possesses a constructive and creative power vastly
greater than in the real world; it can form for itself, by abstraction
and definition, the few simple elementary conceptions which are
postulated by geometry, arithmetic, algebra, etc., and can, then,
by its own purely intellectual action, so combine and dispose these
conceptions as to form innumberable truths. Accordingly, instead of
attributing, as Descartes did, the superiority of mathematical over
other knowledge to the greater clearness and distinctness of the
successive steps of mathematical demonstration, Vico deemed it of
much more importance to refer this the clearness and distinctness of
mathematical demonstration to its being entirely the mind’s own
work. The mind knows what itself does, and in mathematics the
mind does everything. Mathematical truth being the only truth
which the mind of man wholly makes, is the only truth which that
mind perfectly knows, or knows in essentially the same way as the
Divine Mind knows all truth.?
Science can never be a knowledge of the essence of a thing but
is a knowledge of the way in which a thing is made, a knowl-
edge of causes. Science can never take the place of metaphys-
ics, as the Cartesian system of physics endeavored to do. It can
explain how material things obey physical laws but it cannot
explain the things or the laws themselves. “Give me extension
and motion,” Descartes had boasted, ‘‘and I will construct the
universe.”” But “neither can be given,” Vico replied, “‘for both
need to be themselves explained; what you ask to account for
the formation of the world, is a world already formed.” ¢ But
if physics cannot do the work of metaphysics neither can meta-
physics do the work of physics. Thus Aristotle, he thought, had
erred in his way as much as Descartes had in his.
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But if there is no foundation for a certain science of nature
is there any area in which men can have certain knowledge?
In Vico’s opinion, there is such an area and that is the histor-
ical world created by men.

. in the night of thick darkness enveloping the earliest antiquity,
so remote from ourselves, there shines the eternal and never-failing
light of a truth beyond all question: that the world of civil society
has certainly been made by men, and that its principles are there-
fore to be found within the modifications of our own human mind.
Whoever reflects on this cannot but marvel that the philosophers
should have bent all their energies to the study of the world of
nature, which, since God made, He alone knows; and that they
should have neglected the study of the world of nations or civil
world, which, since men have made it, men could hope to know.’

The “new science” he envisages is the science or philosophy of
history. It is in the realm of languages, laws, and customs that
Vico looks for certain knowledge. The philosophers, he says,
have not yet contemplated God’s providence

in respect of that part of it which is most proper to men, whose
nature has this principal property; that of being social. In providing
for this property God has so ordained and disposed human affairs
that men, having fallen from complete justice by original sin, and
while intending almost always to do something quite different and
often quite contrary—so that for private utility they would live
alone like wild beasts—have been led by this same utility and along
the aforesaid different and contrary paths to live like men in justice
and to keep themselves in society and thus to observe their social
nature. It will be shown in the present work that this is the true
civil nature of man, and thus that law exists in nature. The conduct
of divine providence in this matter is one of the things whose ration-
ale is a chief business of our Science, which hbecomes in this respect
a rational civil theology of divine providence.®

The key to the understanding of history, the method of the
“new science,” is Providence.

Our new Science must . . . be a demonstration, so to speak, of
the historical fact of Providence, for it must be a history of the forms
of order which, without human discernment or intent, and often
against the designs of men, providence has given to this great city of
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the human race. For though this world has been created in time and
particular, the orders established therein by providence are universal
and cternal.®

Vico apparently conceives of God as manifesting his will for
men completely “in the natural course of history” and “by
natural means,” ! and “represents the plan of history at once
as a plan which God has ordained and which man realizes.” 1!
Through the study of history we may be led to the discovery of
the principles whereby God governs the world and determines
its destiny.

Anticipating the work of modern historians like Spengler
and Toynbee, Vico believed that civilizations are the proper
unit of historical study and emphasized the contemporancity
of particular historical developments. Using an ancient Egyp-
tian myth Vico conceived of history as passing through three
stages: the age of the gods, the age of the heroes, and the age of
men. Corresponding to these three stages are three kinds of
human nature and government, three kinds of languages and
natural laws. The passage from onc stage to another is a kind
of progress from anarchy to order, from barbarism to civiliza-
tion but it is a progress without end or fulfillment. For every
civilization ends in decadence and a new barbarism, but it is
by lapsing into barbarism that mankind recovers ‘“piety, faith
and truth.” Describing the condition of a people who have
succumbed to the new barbarism, Vico says:

For such peoples, like so many beasts, have fallen into the custom of
cach man thinking only of his own private interests and have the
extreme of delicacy, or better of pride, in which like wild animals
they bristle and lash out at the slightest displeasure. Thus in the midst
of their greatest festivities, though physically thronging together,
they live like wild beasts in a deep solitude of spirit and will, scarcely
any two being able to agree since each follows his own pleasure or
caprice. By reason of all this, providence decrees that, through obsti-
nate factions and desperate civil wars, they shall turn their cities
into forests and the forests into dens and lairs of men. In this way,
through long centuries of barbarism, rust will consume the misbe-
gotten subtleties of malicious wits, that have turned them into beasts
made more inhuman by the barbarism of reflection than the first
men had been made by the barbarism of sense. For the latter dis-
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played a generous savagery, against which one could defend oneself
or take flight or be on one’s guard; but the former, with a base sav-
agery, under soft words and embraces, plots against the life and
fortune of friends and intimates. Hence peoples who have reached
this point of premeditated malice, when they receive this last remedy
of providence and are thereby stunned and brutalized, are sensible
no longer of comforts, delicacies, pleasures and pomp, but only of the
sheer necessities of lifc. And the few survivors in the midst of an
abundance of the things necessary for life naturally become well
behaved and, returning to the primitive simplicity of the first world
of peoples, are again religious, truthful and faithful. Thus providence
brings back among them the piety, faith and truth which are the
natural foundations of justice as well as the graces and beautics of
the eternal order of God.!?

Although history, in Vico’s view, is a repetition of cycles it is
not without meaning, for ‘“‘the cyclic recurrence provides for
the education and even ‘salvation’ of mankind by the rebirth
of its social nature. It saves man by preserving him. This alone,
but not redemption, is the ‘primary end’ and providential
meaning of history. The recurrence of barbarism saves man-
kind from civilized self-destruction.” 3

It was not until the nincteenth century in the work of men
like Schelling, Hegel, Grimm and Savigny that the voice of
Vico could be heard above that of the Cartesian rationalist
but in the work of Vico the foundations were laid upon which
this protest could be made.™

Romanticism

RomanTicism defies precise definition and there is little agree-
ment as to its proper use as a label. It is the name, however,
generally used to describe the reaction to the scientific ration-
alism of the Age of Enlightenment. That reaction took many
diverse forms, some of which were Christian in inspiration
and direction and some of which were frankly pagan. Al-
though not always agreeing in their positive affirmations the
Romantics were unanimous in their protest against the me-
chanical conception of nature fostered by Newtonian physics
and Cartesian philosophy and against the conception of man
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as an intricate calculating machine. Man, they said, is a crea-
ture of passion impelled morc by sentiment than by reason.
He is a creature with the capacity to love and to hate, and to
neglect this side of his nature is to neglect that which is essen-
tial to the understanding of human naturc. As a consequence,
they protested against the unrealistic attempts of the political
philosophers of the Age of Scientific Rationalism to reduce all
political and social phenomena to mathematically inspired
formulae. The problems of politics and of morality, the Ro-
mantics declared, are not analogous to the problems of geom-
ctry and physics. They cannot be solved simply by drawing
the proper conclusions from self-evident axioms.

To the mechanical concept of nature they opposed the con-
cept of organic growth anticipating in many striking ways the
ninecteenth-century concept of evolution. To the scientist’s dull
and mcager description of the cosmos they opposed the poet’s
vision. They rejected the mathematical equality of individuals
and cmphasized individual differences and the particularity
of individual personality and ecxperience. Neither man nor the
universe is a machine—-neither can be fully comprehended in
a mathematical formula. Man abhors a spiritual vacuum and
since reason chained to scientific empiricism left no room for
the spirit of man to dwell in the Romantic was determined
to fashion a home for the spirit if only by artificial means.
Romanticism emphasized the transcendent nature of man but
made feeling, rather than reason, the link between man and
God or the Absolute.

In its emphasis upon the transcendent nature of man, in its
emphasis upon the passionate side of human nature, in its re-
covery of the importance of the particularity of individuality,
Romanticism recovered truths obscured by scientific ration-
alism but the way in which those truths were recovered
threatened their integrity. Feeling may be directed, as it was
in the Christian pietism of the nineteenth century, to God but
without the discipline and direction of reason, feeling alone,
even when it is directed to God, is rarely trustworthy except
perhaps in the case of the unusual mystic. Feeling undisci-
plined by reason can lead us anywhere and if the Romantic
proclamation of the autonomy of feeling led some to God it led
many more to the worship of Self.
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For the Romantic recovery of the unique importance of the
individual, when that uniqueness was divorced from the rea-
son which is the image of God in man, could only lead to a
relativity that must end in anarchy or be overcome by the
submergence of the self in some mythical collectivity such as
the race or the nation. Thus, what begins as the recovery of
individuality ends in a loss of individuality even more disas-
trous than the loss of individuality in the affirmation of math-
ematical equality. If the Cartesian rationalist limited the
function of reason to the description and understanding of that
which could be abstracted from the whole and mathematically
defined, at least he retained more of the image of God in man
than did the Romantic who allowed his feelings to overwhelm
his reason.

But, as I have said, there were many kinds of Romantics.
Some, like Burke, sought to counter the liberal, rationalist
pretensions concerning the autonomy and self-sufficiency of
human reason by emphasizing the organic nature of human
society, the primacy of sentiment, and the importance of
tradition, authority and custom in the shaping of human in-
stitutions. Others, like Rousseau, rejected all tradition, au-
thority and custom in the glorification of the sacred ego and
the cult of primitivism. Thus Burke represents Romanticism
at its best, Rousseau at its worst.

One writer describes Romanticism as the ‘““religious eviction
of reason and its works, the sacred unbridling of sensation, the
holy parade of self, and the adoration of primitive natural
instinct, pantheism as theology, and emotional stimulus as the
rule of life.” ' Whether this is an accurate description of all
Romantics, and I am inclined to think it is too strong a state-
ment when applied to all who might be subsumed under that
label, it is certainly an accurate statement of the kind of Ro-
manticism that is found so vividly in Rousseau. In Rousseau
we find the glorification of sensory experience for its own sake,
the assertion of the sacred ego which denies the necessity for
any discipline or authority in order to be itself, the affirmation
that God to the extent that he exists at all exists in and through
Nature alone, the assertion of the primacy of the feelings over
reason and the belief that man is a harmless animal whose
every natural impulse is good.
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The supernaturalism of medieval Christianity gives way to
naturalism. Although we find men like Locke as late as the
seventeenth century defending the recasonableness of revelation
as an aid to morality it is this very Deism which prepares the
way for the pantheism of Rousseau. As Irving Babbitt explains
it:

The strict Christian supernaturalist had maintained that the divine
can be known to man only by the outer miracle of revelation, sup-
plemented by the inner miracle of grace. The deist maintains, on the
contrary, that God reveals himself also through outer nature which
he has fitted exquisitely to the needs of man, and that inwardly man
may be guided aright by his unaided thoughts and feelings (accord-
ing to the predominance of thought or feeling the deist is rationalistic
or sentimental). Man, in short, is naturally good and nature herself
is beneficent and beautiful. The deist finally pushes this harmony in
God and man and nature so far that the three are practically
merged. At a still more advanced stage God disappears, leaving only
nature and man as a modification of nature, and the deist gives way
to the pantheist who may also be either rationalistic or emotional.

Communion with nature replaces communion with God as the
source of inspiration and true enlightenment. The truth is to
be found neither in the Church nor in Science but in Nature
understood not in terms of mathematics and physics but as
“pure spirit.”’

One impulse from a vernal wood

May teach you more of man,

Of moral evil and of good,

Than all the sages can.

Sweet is the lore which Nature brings;
Our meddling intellect

Mis-shapes the beauteous forms of things:
—We murder to dissect.?’

Jean-Jacques Rousseau

(1712-1778)

Born at Geneva, Switzerland, on June 28, 1712, Jean-Jacques
Rousseau left home at the age of sixteen filled with a wander-
lust that was never to be satisfied. Restless, impulsive, unstable



168 Main Currents in Modern Political Thought

he embraced the carcer of a vagabond as others might enter
upon a profession. At Turin he became a Catholic convert
with the same impulsive abandon with which he embraced
susceptible women, engaged in petty thievery and accused an-
other of the theft, and at the age of twenty-eight sought tem-
porary refuge in the home and embraces of Madame de
Warens, a divorcée and pensioner of the King of Sardinia. The
next twelve years he spent by her side until she wearied of his
attentions and turned her favor toward the gardener.

The Madame de Warens was only the first of a succession of
such patronesses. In 1741 Rousseau turned up in Paris. Mo-
mentarily without a patroness he devoted himself to literary
hack-work just barely managing to keep alive. He sought out
the acquaintance of the literary great, met Diderot and
d’Alembert and agrecd to write a piece at their suggestion for
the Encyclopedia. He took as his mistress an illiterate laun-
dress, Thérése Levasseur, who remained with him throughout
his life despite his other attachments and whom he eventually
married in 1770. She bore him five children all of whom he
abandoned and sent to an institution for foundlings.

In the Mercure de France of October, 1749, there appeared an
announcement which attracted Rousseau’s attention. The
Academy of Dijon would give a prize, it was announced, for
the best essay on the theme: ‘“Has the restoration of the sci-
ences contributed to purify manners?”’ Rousseau won the
prize with an essay entitled Discourse on the Sciences and Arts
(1751) in which he elaborated the theme, which he said came
to him in a dream, “That man is naturally good and that our
social institutions alone have rendered him evil.”” Having thus
successfully launched a career as a writer he proceeded to turn
out other essays and books, the most important of which arc
his: Discourse on Inequality (1754), New Heloise (1761), Social
Contract (1762), Emile (1762), Confessions (1765-1770) and The
Reveries of a Solitary Walker (1778). Gradually lapsing into
deeper and deeper insanity he died of a stroke on July 2, 1748.

How can we reconcile a life of debauchery with writings of
high moral tone? How can we reconcile Rousseau’s shameless
exhibition of moral degradation with his fervent moral indig-
nation? How can we reconcile the adulterer with the eloquent
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defender of the sanctity of the family and the home? What role
does reason play in the life of such a man? It plays a twofold
part.

Sometimes it serves passion, and then it displays a prodigious
talent for sophistry. This is the moralizing, stoical, plutarchian Jean-
Jacques, pompous with virtue, censor of the vices of his age, the
Rousseau of the Discours . . . and the Conirat Social. Sometimes
reason, like an ineffectual light, watches the intoxications of evil
desire and sees clearly the harm in them. But it takes care not to
interfere. . . .

That is the Jean-Jacques of the “weak-soul,” the “indolent” Jean-
Jacques, the true Jean-Jacques, who resists no allurement, who weak-
ens and yields, who surrenders to pleasure. He sees that he does ill,
and keeps his eyes raised to the image of the good; and he delights
at the same time in the good he loves but does not, and the evil he
does and hates not. . . .18

But is Rousseau so different from other men? Do they not, too,
love the good but do the evil? Is it possible to pass judgment
on Rousscau without, at the same time, passmg judgment on
all men? It is, of course, impossible and it is just because “he
bares humanity in us and in himself”’ that he arouses our sym-
pathy. But the question is, “whether he does not lead us to
sympathize with just the lowest parts of our soul and what is
most vitiated in the taste of our senses.”

It is sometimes said in Rousseau’s behalf that “at least he
was sincere.” Did he not himself acknowledge the moral in-
consistencies and contradictions in his life? Rousseau not only
acknowledged them but, what is quite different, he gloried in
them. It is one thing to confess one’s sins in a spirit of repent-
ance and to God and quite another thing to glorify them and
publish them abroad. Rousseau was quite certain that his sins
were no worse than those of other men and, indeed, that he
was a better man than most. In his Confessions he wrote:

Let the trumpet of the last judgment sound when it will, I shall
come to appear before the sovereign judge with this book in my
hand. I shall say boldly: This is what I have done, what I thought,
what I was. I have told with equal candour good and ill . . . have
shown myself just as I was; contemptible and vile, when I was so;
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good and generous and sublime, when I was so; I have revealed my
heart as it was in Your cyes, eternal Being. Gather round me the
countless multitude of my fellow creatures; let them hear my con-
fessions, let them lament my infamies, let them blush for my mean-
nesses. Let each of them in his turn disclose his heart at the foot of
Your throne with the same sincerity, and then let but one of them
say, if he dare, I was better than that man.*

There is a vast difference between acknowledging the evil in
ourselves in order that, by the grace of God, we may purge
that evil from our souls, and accepting that evil as something
to which one has no alternative but resignation. Rousseau’s
“sincerity’” “‘consists in never meddling with what you find in
yourself at each moment of your life, for fear of perverting
your being” thus tainting all moral endeavor ‘‘from its source
and by definition, with pharisaical hypocrisy.” But ‘it is a
wicked sophistry,” Jacques Maritain points out, ‘“to confuse
skill in appearing what one is not, with zeal to be more vigor-
ously (that is, more spiritually), and to bring the great riot of
what is less in us under the law of what is more.” 2!

In his Confessions Rousseau speaks of his ‘“warmth of heart,”
his “keenness of sensibility,” his “innate benevolence for his
fellow creatures,” his ““ardent love for the great, the true, the
beautiful, the just,” and of the “melting feeling, the lively and
sweet emotion’ experienced ‘““‘at the sight of everything
that is virtuous, generous and lovely,” and concludes this
portion of his confession by adding: “And so my third child
was put into the foundling hospital.” 2 If Rousseau is a hypo-
crite at least it must be said that he was the first victim of his
own hypocrisy for his is a duplicity that springs from the heart
and not the head. In an usually apt phrase Maritain has de-
scribed his most striking characteristic as the “mimicry of
sanctity.” » Mistaking candor for confession, ignorant of the
meaning of shame and of the healing balm of repentance, he
exalts his moral weakness as other men take pride in their
righteousness. Feeling overwhelms his reason and as he sinks
into the voluptuous enjoyment of the pleasurable moment he
seeks to hallow his life by claiming that feeling is the beginning
and end of all existence. ‘I am convinced,” he wrote to M. de
Malesherbes, “that of all the men I have known in my life none
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was better than 1.” % ““The religious enjoyment of self”’ is what
he offers as a substitute for Christianity to an age that had
thought that it could dispensc with religion now that it had
Science. The love for which the Age of Enlightenment had no
object, the intuitions of the heart for which the philosophes had
nothing but scorn, assert themsclves in Rousseau in a per-
verted religiosity of fecling that seeks to satisfy man’s hunger
for God by feeding him upon “the fruit of the knowledge of

evil.”

It was by spreading the contagion of that perverted religiosity
over so many souls, that he gave the modern world one of its char-
acteristic aspects. . . . Rousseau plunged the heart into endless un-
easiness, because he hallows the denial of grace. With the philosophers
he rejected Him who first loved us, but yet he makes an outlet for
religious feeling. He turns our hunger for God towards the sacred
mysteries of sensation, towards the infinite of matter. . . . Present-
day thought, where it is diseased, still hangs on him. As the search
for mystical enjoyment in things which are not God is an endless
search, it can stop nowhere. . . .

The desire enkindled by Rousscau casts the intelligence into an
infinite world of perceptions, tastes, spiritual experiences, refine-
ments, and ecstasies—sad as death, when all is said, but real for the
moment—which are disclosed to us only in sin. There is a spirituality
of sin more treacherous than the vulgar attraction for pleasure of the
senses. What holds the descendants of Jean-Jacques is the spiritual
savour of the fruit of the knowledge of evil. . . .

Rousseau aims not at our heads, but a little below our hearts. He
quickens in our souls the very scars of the sin of nature, he summons
the powers of anarchy and weakness which lie dormant in each of
us. . . . He profits by all the inadequacies of reason, manifested in
such terrible aggravation in the modern world, to hand our distress
over to the action not of grace, but of our lower nature. Above all,
he has taught our eyes to take pleasure in ourselves and to connive at
what they thus see, to discover the charm of those secret bruises of
the most individual sensitiveness which less impure ages left with
trembling to the eyes of God. Al the veils of the heart have been
rent,” said Mme. de Stael of the Nouvelle Heloise. “The ancients
would never have made novels of their souls in this way.” It will be
a grievous business for modern literature and thought, thus wounded
by him, to find again the purity and uprightness once known by an
intelligence turned towards Being.?
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Rousseaw’s Political T heory

DespITE the inconsistencies and contradictions that character-
ize Rousseau’s political theory one central theme runs through
it all, the theme which he first expressed in his Discourse on the
Arts and Sciences (1749), namely: man is by nature good and
only by institutions is he debased. It was in that Discourse that
he offered up this prayer: “Almighty God! thou who holdest
in Thy hand the minds of men, deliver us from the fatal arts
and sciences of our forefathers; give us back ignorance, inno-
cence and poverty, which alone can make us happy and are
precious in Thy sight.”” * In his Discourse on the Origin of In-
equalily (1753) this theme is further elaborated. Speaking of
the pre-social “‘state of nature’ he says:

. . . The more we reflect on it, the more we shall find that this state
was . . . altogether the very best man could experience; so that he
can have departed from it only through some fatal accident, which,
for the public good, should never have happened. The example of
savages . . . seems to prove that men were meant to remain in it

. and that all subsequent advances have been apparently so
many steps towards the perfection of the individual, but in reality
towards the decrepitude of the species.

So long as men remained content with their rustic huts, so long as
they were satisfied with clothes made of the skins of animals and
sewn together with thorns and fishbones, adorning themselves with
feathers and shells, and continued to paint their bodies different
colours, to improve and beautify their bows and arrows and to make
with sharp-edged stones fishing boats or clumsy musical instruments;
in a word, so long as they undertook only what a single person could ac-
complish, and confined themselves to such arts as did not require the
joint labour of several hands, they lived free, healthy, honest and happy
lives. . . . But from the moment one man began to stand in need of
the help of another . . . equality disappeared, property was intro-
duced, work became indispensable, and vast forests became smiling
fields, which man had to water with the sweat of his brow, and where
slavery and misery were soon to germinate and grow up with the
crops.?

There is a superficial resemblance between this description of
the pre-social state of nature and the Christian conception of
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the Garden of Eden but it is a ““purely natural paradise” in
which Nature is assigned the role attributed by Christianity
to grace. Man is naturally good, he has no predisposition to do
evil—his salvation consists not in responding to the will of God
but in following his own pure natural instincts. Moreover, it
is man’s dependence upon man that is the root of evil; so long
as man could remain a solitary, self-sufficient individual he
was free, healthy, honest and happy. The self-sufficiency which
in Christian thought is associated with original sin is pro-
claimed by Rousseau to be the hallmark of innocence. Chris-
tianity teaches us that only by serving one another can we find
happiness but Rousseau declares that ‘“‘from the moment one
man began to stand in need of the help of another’ slavery
and misery was man’s lot. All restraint upon man’s natural
impulses Rousseau believes is bad—goodness consists in being
liberated from law, from discipline, from authority, from the
obligations imposed by God and our fellowmen. All that we
need to know Nature teaches us, all that we need to do is to
follow our natural impulses, and happiness will be ours. “Our
wisdom,” Rousseau writes, ‘‘is slavish prejudice, our customs
consist in control, constraint, compulsion. Civilised man is
born and dies a slave. . . . All his life long man is imprisoned
by our institutions. Fix your eyes on nature, follow the path
traced by her.” %

Education, as Rousseau explains it in Emile (1762), should
consist “‘not in teaching virtue or truth,” but in preserving the
child’s natural innocence. Words like “duty,” “obligation,”
“obey,” and ‘““‘command” should be purged from his vocabu-
lary. Experience, not law, must be his guide, instinct not wis-
dom. “Let us lay it down as an incontrovertible rule that the
first impulses of nature are always right.”” * Anticipating the
modern school of progressive education Rousseau laid down a
number of maxims which its adherents would find congenial
to their way of thinking:

Keep the child dependent on things only. Let his wishes meet with
physical obstacles only, or the punishment which results from his
own actions. . . .

Keep this truth ever before you—Ignorance never did anyone
any harm, error alone is fatal. . . .
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Let the senses be the only guide for the first workings of reason.

No book but the world, no teaching but that of fact. . . .

Let him know nothing because you have told him, but because he
has learnt it for himself. If ever you substitute authority for reason
he will cease to reason. . . .

If he goes wrong let him alone, do not correct his mistakes; hold
your tongue till he finds them out for himself and corrects them, or at
most arrange something, as opportunity offers, which may show
him his mistakes. . . .

It is not your business to teach him the various sciences, but to
give him a taste for them and methods of learning them when this

taste is more mature. . . .
Our real teachers are experience and emotion, and man will never
learn what befits a man except under its own conditions. . . . etc.®

In short, true education consists in not tcaching the child any-
thing but in allowing the child to learn from his own experi-
ence what Nature will teach him. That experience requires
no interpretation Rousseau apparently believes—or rather, he
believes that it will teach what he teaches.

In the Social Contract (1762), his most important work, he
continues to talk of an idyllic state of nature in which men
were ignorant and happy, but he is now more concerned with
explaining how natural liberty can be reconciled with the
necessity for political authority. ‘“Man is born free,” he de-
clares, ““and everywhere is in chains. One thinks himself the
master of others, and still remains a greater slave than they.
How did this change come about? I do not know. What can
make it legitimate? That question I think I can answer.” 3!
Political society is a fact—what can make it legitimate?

The attempt to explain political obligation in terms of force,
as Hobbes endecavored to do, actually explains nothing.
“Force,” he says, “is a physical power and I fail to sce what
moral effect it can have. To yield to force is an act of neces-
sity, not of will—at the most, an act of prudence. In what sense
can it be a duty?” Until might is transformed into right there
is no obligation. Force creates no right for

if force creates right, the effect changes with the cause: every force
that is greater than the first succeeds to its right. As soon as it is pos-
sible to disobey with impunity, disobedience is legitimate; and, the
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strongest being always in the right, the only thing that matters is to
act so as to become the strongest. But what kind of right is that which
perishes when force fails? 3

Now if men are by nature free, if no one has any authority
over his fellow, and if force establishes no right then what is
the basis of legitimate authority? “The problem,” as posed by
Rousseau, “is to find a form of association which will defend
and protect with the whole common force the person and
goods of each associate, and in which cach, while uniting him-
self with all, may still obey himself alone, and remain as free
as before.” *® How can a man obey but himself alone and at
the same time submit to the authority of society? And Rous-
seau answers: by a convention or social compact. But “it is an
cmpty and contradictory convention that sets up, on the one
side, absolute authority, and, on the other, unlimited obedi-
ence,” * hence the task he sets himself is the discovering of the
means whereby men can submit to authority without losing
their liberty. He believes that he has discovered the magic
formula in the conception of the gencral will. If, he says, we
discard what is nonessential in the idea of the social compact
we find that it reduces itself to this simple proposition: ““Each
of us puls 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.””

Unlike Locke who argued that the establishment of society
necessitated only the giving up of the right of interpreting and
enforcing the law of nature, Rousseau argues that, under the
terms of the original compact, cach individual gave himself
and his rights up completely and unreservedly to the com-
munity as a whole. Like Locke he retains the conception of
consent but rejects the idea that the individual retains any
natural and unalienable rights, “for, if the individuals retained
certain rights, as there would be no common superior to decide
between them and the public, each, being on one point his own
judge, would ask to be so on all; the state of nature would thus
continue. . . .” % Like Hobbes he argues that upon entering
society the individual alienates himself completely but unlike
Hobbes does not believe that the individual gives up his rights
to any particular person or ruler. This, he thinks, is the ad-
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vantage of his conception of the original compact over those
propounded by Hobbes and by Locke: since everyone gives
himself up absolutely under conditions that are the same for
all equality is preserved and since ‘“‘each man, in giving him-
self to all, gives himself to nobody’” liberty is preserved. (But is
it really a solution to the problem to argue that in giving one’s
. self up to everybody one gives one’s self to ‘“nobody?”’ Does
this amount to anything more than a verbal subterfuge?)
The social compact, Rousseau argues, creates ‘“‘a moral and
collective body,” a “public person,” “body politic’’ and “Sov-
ereign.” ¥ The individual having agreed under the terms of
the compact to identify his will with the general will of the
community in all matters of public concern, the body politic
now acts in the place of the individual personality of each
contracting party. The body politic being nobody in particular
and everybody in general can never act contrary to the real
interests of those who created it. In the act of agreeing to the
terms of the compact the individuals became citizens and as
citizens identified their interests and wills with the interests
and wills of all other citizens. But what if the individual as a
man, i.e., as distinct from a citizen, wants to do something
which is contrary to or different from the general will, what if
his particular interest as a man conflicts with his common
interest as a citizen? In that case Rousseau says: ‘‘whoever
refuses to obey the general will shall be compelled to do so by
the whole body.” And he adds, “This means nothing less than

that he will be forced to be free. . . . In this lies the key to the
working of the political machine; this alone legitimises civil
undertakings, which, without it, would be absurd. . . .” 3

Sovereignty, for Rousseau, is identical with liberty. “The Sov-
ereign, being formed wholly of the individuals who compose it,
neither has nor can have any interest contrary to theirs.” %
The Sovereign is absolute, indivisible, inalienable, and in-
fallible.

The idea of “the general will” lies at the center of Rous-
seau’s political theory yet no where is it precisely defined,
probably because being a ‘“mystical” conception it defies
precise description. He does endeavor to draw a distinction
between “the will of all” (volonté des tous) and “‘the general
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will” (volonté génerale)—the latter is concerned only with those
interests which are common, while the former “takes private
interest into account, and is no more than the 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.” * Sincc man is naturally good,
since his will is uncorrupted, it follows, Roussecau declares:
that ““the general will is always right and tends to the public ad-
vantage.” *! The people may be deceived but they are never
corrupt, they may be misled but their w:l/ is always good. For
practical purposes, morecover, the will of the majority may be
taken as indicative of the general will. Rousseau explains it by
saying:

There is but one law which, from its nature, needs unanimous
consent. This is the social compact. . . . If there are opponents
when the social compact is made, their opposition does not invali-
date the contract, but merely prevents them from being included in
it. They are foreigners among citizens. When the State is instituted,
residence constitutes consent; to dwell within its territory is to submit
to the Sovereign.

Apart from this primitive contract, the vote of the majority always
binds all therest. . . . Butitis asked how a man can be both free and
forced to conform to wills that are not his own. How are opponents
at once free and subject to laws they have not agreed to?

I retort that the question is wrongly put. The citizen gives his
consent to all the laws, including those which are passed in spite of
his opposition, and even these which punish him when he dares to
break any of them. The constant will of all the members of the State
is the general will; by virtue of it they are citizens and free. When in
the popular assembly a law is proposed, what the people is asked is
not exactly whether it approves or rejects the proposal, but whether
it is in conformity with the general will, which is their will. Each
man, in giving his vote, states his opinion on that point; and the
general will is found by counting votes. When, therefore the opinion
that is contrary to my own prevails, this proves . . . that I was
mistaken, . . . If my particular opinion had carried the day I
should have achieved the opposite of what was my will; and it is in
that case that I should not have been free.

This presupposes, indeed, that all the qualities of the general will still
reside in the majority: when they cease to do so, whatever side a man
may take, liberty is no longer possible.4?
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1t follows, accordingly, that the attributes which he assigns to
the Sovereign belong for all practical purposes to the majority.
The will of the majority, practically speaking, is absolute, in-
divisible, inalienable, and infallible. Sovercignty theoretically
resides in the people as a whole but for all practical purposes
it expresses itself in the will of the majority.

Now what is the law? The law is a decree of the General Will

and

we see at once that it can no longer be asked whose business it is to
make the laws, since they are acts of the general will; nor whether
the prince is above the law, since he is a member of the State: nor
whether the law can be unjust, since no one is unjust to himself;
nor how we can be both free and subject to the laws, since they are
but registers of our wills.*

Here is born a conception of law which is radically modern
and absolutely contrary to the Judaeo-Christian tradition. It
is not God who is the ultimate author of law but ““the pcople”
and this is true whether the form of government be democratic,
aristocratic, or monarchical. It is not a question of which form
of government is best (which is quite another question) for
Rousseau says that no government is legitimate unless it be
“republican” by which he understands ‘“‘not mercly an aris-
tocracy or a democracy, but generally any government di-
rected by the general will, which is the law. To be legitimate,
the government must be, not one with the Sovereign, but its
minister. In such a case even a monarchy is a Republic.” #
This is something more, it should be noted, than the doctrine
of popular sovereignty for Rousseau is not arguing here that
the ultimate power should reside with the people but that all
authority ultimately and legitimately springs from the General
Will. And if, for practical purposes, the General Will expresses
itself in the will of the majority it follows that, for practical
purposes, the source of all authority ultimately is the will of the
majority. Justice and right thus tend to be equated with that
will and law proceeds not from reason but from numbers. The
test of true law is not its conformity to reason but its emanation
from the will of the people and “it can no longer be asked,” as
Rousseau pointed out in the quotation above, “whether the
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law can be unjust,” for justice is whatever the majority of the
people will.

It is onc thing to argue that all political power ought ulti-
mately to be exercised by the people, but it is quite another
matter to argue that all authority emanates from the people; it
is one thing to say that in the long run and generally speaking
the majority is more likely to render wise decisions in matters
of common policy than is a minority, and quite another thing
to say that the majority is always right. It is one thing to sub-
mit to the superior reasoning and deliberation of the majority
and quite another to submit to its will because it is quantita-
tively larger. Only if the majority will represents the reasoned
judgment of the people as a whole can it impose obligations
upon us to submit, for it is reason that obliges us and not will
and reason that stands in judgment not only over our own will
but over that of the majority also. The confusion in Rous-
scau’s thought between Tﬁremocracy as a desirable form of
government and Democracy as a spiritual principle is a con-
fusion that remains to plague our thinking on the subject to-
day.

By arguing that the whole is greater than the sum of its
parts, by regarding the body politic as a separate entity with
a will of its own, the moral worth of the individual tends to b
submerged in the abstract “good” of an abstract “public.’%v
When it is further contended that the individual can be com-
pelled to obey the Gencral Will in order to realize his own true
“frecdom” we have a conception entirely congenial to tyr-
anny. The good and freedom of the individual is identified
with the good and freedom of a mythical entity.

Up to a certain point there is a great deal in the Social Con-
tract that appears rational and reasoned yet beneath it “is just
as mad as the mysticism of sentiment and passion which we
find in Emile and the Nouvelle Heloise.”” * In Chapter VII
Rousseau declares:

In order to discover the rules of society best suited to nations, a
superior intelligence beholding all the passions of men without
experiencing any of them would be needed. This intelligence would
have to be wholly unrelated to our nature, while knowing it through
and through; its happiness would have to be independent of us, and
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yet ready to occupy itself with ours; and lastly, it would have, in the
march of time, to look forward to a distant glory, and, working in
one century, to be able to enjoy in the next. . . %

Since Rousseau rcjects the idea that man is by nature a social
creature, since he rejects the Aristotclian idea that man is by
nature fitted and destined for life in society, he must argue that

He who dares to undertake the making of a people’s institutions
ought to feel himself capable, so to speak, of changing human nature,
of transforming each individual, who is by himself a complete and
solitary whole, into part of a greater whole from which he in a man-
ner receives his life and being; of altering man’s constitution for the
purpose of strengthening it. . . . He must, in a word, take away
from man his own resources and give him instead new ones alien to
him, and incapable of being made use of without the help of other
men. The more completely these natural resources are annthilated, the
greater and the more lasting are those which he acquires, and the
more stable and perfect the new institutions; so that if each citizen is noth-
ing and can do nothing without the rest, and the resources acquired
by the whole are equal or superior to the aggregate of the resources
of all the individuals, it may be said that legislation is at the highest
possible point of perfection.¥

Rousseau’s conception of the General Will whereby man’s
nature is to be transformed is, as Maritain says, his ‘“‘finest
myth’ and ‘‘the most religiously manufactured.”

We might call it the myth of political pantheism. The General Will
. . . is the Common Self’s own will, born of the sacrifice each has made of
himself and all his rights on the altar of the city.

Truth to tell, here there is a question of a kind of immanent God
mysteriously evoked by the operation of the pact, of whose decrees
the majority of votes is only a sign, a sacred sign which is only valid
under certain conditions—particularly, Rousseau teaches, under the
condition that no partial society exist in the whole.

Immanent social God, common self which is more I than myself,
in whom I lose myself and find myself again and whom 1 serve to be
free—that is a curious specimen of fraudulent mysticism.*

There are Christian insights in Rousscau’s thought but
those insights are corrupted and debased. In Rousseau Chris-
tianity becomes naturalized and Nature is assigned the role that
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Christianity attributes to grace, to the power and pardon of
God. Rousscau finds, for example, the essential characteristic
of man to consist not in his reason but in his feelings and pas-
sions.

Not only . . . is there no original sin of which we bear the guilt
at our birth and still keep the wounds, not only is there in us no scat
of concupiscence and unhealthy proclivities to incline us to evil, but,
further, the state of suffering and hardship is one essentially opposed to
nature and started by civilization, and our nature demands that we
should, at all cost, be freed from it.*®

The Christian doctrine that man was created good but fell
through pride into sin is converted by Rousscau into the anti-
Christian dogma of natural goodness. The Christian doctrine
of equality in the sight of God, the idca that each of us arc
equally dependent upon God for our existence, becomes in
Rousseau the doctrine that we are each equally independent
of onc another and subordinate only to a common Sclf. Chris-
tianity holds out to men the hope of the Kingdom of God and
His righteousness. But the price exacted of men for this king-
dom is rcpentance, the conversion of one’s will with the aid of
Christ to the will of God. Rousscau expects this kingdom to be
realized through Revolution “in the very conditions of the
present life and . . . from the strength of man.” %

“If we wish to see the psychology of Rousseau writ large,”
Irving Babbitt declares, “we should turn to the French Revo-
lution.

That period abounds in persons whose goodness is in theory so super-
lative that it overflows in a love for all men, but who in practice are
filled like Rousseau in his later years with universal suspicion. There
was indeed a moment in the Revolution when the madness of Rous-
seau became epidemic, when suspicion was pushed to such a point
that men became “suspect of being suspect.”” One of the last persons
to see Rousseau alive at Ermenonville was Maximilien Robespierre.
He was probably a more thoroughgoing Rousseauist than any other
of the Revolutionary leaders. Perhaps no passage that could be cited
illustrates with more terrible clearness the tendency of the new mo-
rality to convert righteousness into self-righteousness than the fol-
lowing from his last speech before the Convention at the very height
of the Reign of Terror. Himself devoured by suspicion, he is repelling
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the suspicion that he wishes to erect his own power on the ruins of the
monarchy. The idea, he says, that “he can descend to the infamy of
the throne will appear probable only to those perverse beings who
have not even the right to believe in virtue. But why speak of virtue?
Doubtless virtue is a natural passion. But how could they be familiar
with it, these venal spirits who never yielded access to aught save
cowardly and ferocious passions? . . . Yet virtue exists as you can
testify, feeling and pure souls; it exists, that tender, irresistible, impe-
rious passion, torment and delight of magnanimous hearts, that
profound horror of tyranny, that compassionate zeal for the op-
pressed, that sacred love for one’s country, that still more sublime
and sacred love for humanity, without which a great revolution is
only a glittering crime; it exists, that generous ambition to found on
earth the first Republic of the world; that egoism of unregenerate
men who find a celestial voluptuousness in the calm of a pure con-
science and the ravishing spectacle of public happiness. You feel it at
this moment burning in your souls. I feel it in mine. But how could
our vile calumniators have any notion of it? . . . etc.®!

This was the Robespierre who kept the guillotine permanently
employed during the Reign of Terror which he dared to call
the “Dictatorship of Virtue”; the Robespicrre who wrote:
“Virtue, apart from which terror is baneful; terror, apart from
which virtue is powerless.” Thousands were slaughtered by the
man who believed himself to be the incarnation of Virtue out
of “compassionate zeal for the oppressed” and ““that still more
sublime and sacred love for humanity.”

In the concluding chapter (VIII) of the Social Contract Rous-
seau discusses what he calls “civil religion,” which, “making
country the object of the citizens’ adoration, teaches them that
service done to the State is service done to its tutelary god. It is
a form of theocracy, in which there is no pontiff save the
prince, and no priests save the magistrates. To die for one’s
country then becomes martyrdom; violation of its laws, impi-
ety; and to subject one who is guilty to public execration is to
condemn him to the anger of the gods.” 52 It was this kind of
religion that some men tried to establish in France during the
Revolution. Church bells, spoken of as ““trinkets of thc Eternal
Father,” were melted into coins and cannon, the belfries,
“which by their height above other buildings seemed to con-
tradict the principles of equality’’ were dismantled, parodies
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of the Holy Communion were staged in public theaters, a
Revolutionary Calendar was proposed abolishing Saints days
and Sundays and substituting civic festivals, a Festival of Rea-
son ““to celebrate the triumph won by Reason . . . over the
prejudices of eighteen centuries’ was held in the Cathedral of
Notre Dame renamed for the occasion, the Temple of Rea-
son.* To restorc a more ‘“‘genuine” religion Robespierre
inaugurated the Festival of the Supreme Being. A prominent
historian of the French Revolution describes the scene.

Robespierre, in his blue coat, which had already attained some-
thing like celebrity, and with tricolour plumes waving in his hat,
presided over the proceedings first at the Tuileries, and then on the
Champs-de-Mars. From the platform— pulpit or throne—he spoke
a lengthy rhapsody. . . . This done, a hundred thousand voices
chanted the praises of the Lord. Incense was burnt the while on the
summit of the symbolic Mountain on which Maximilien stood, and
concealed him in its clouds. For one moment this most prudent man
forgot his caution; his face, usually grave, was brightened by a smile
of triumph. For a moment the Vicar of God fancied he was himself
God! #

T he Conservative Reaction

THE Enlightenment had its culmination politically in Revolu-
tion. The English Revolution of 1688 had succeeded in estab-
lishing a constitutional government, the French Revolution of
1789 began by espousing liberalism and cnded by embracing
Caesarism. As a promincnt historian of European liberalism
declares: “the Liberalism of 1789 was stifled by the democracy
of 1793” for this “democracy of 1793 was a true butcher of
liberties . . .

In order to maintain itself it was compelled to suppress one by onc
all the liberties previously proclaimed: freedom of thought, freedom
of the press, property, at any rate for those who did not share ideas
of the new dictators, personal security, and freedom of worship. The
individual was completely at the mercy of the crushing power of the
Convention. And the Convention, in its turn, after making the world
tremble, itself trembled before Robespierre. . . . With Robespierre
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comes Caesarism. . . . It is a maxim of classical wisdom that the
tyranny of the many breeds the tyranny of one. Anti-Liberalism has
run its course to the predestined end.®®

The Caesarism of Robespierre was overthrown only eventually
to be replaced by the Caesarism of Napoleon Bonaparte, a less
brutal dictatorship, perhaps, but one no more enamored of
political liberty than that which had gone before. Frightened
and disgusted by the excesses of license to which the political
liberty of 1789 had degenerated the liberal bourgeoisie turned
in the hope of finding security of person and property to Bona-
parte.

The Enlightenment produced one kind of Romantic re-
action the nature and effects of which we have just examined.
But it produced another kind that, while equally vehement in
its rejection of the excessive claims made for reason, empha-
sized the importance of authority, tradition and custom. That
reaction we generally call Conservatism.

Edmund Burke (1729~1797)

PerHAPs the most influential, and certainly the most eloquent,
spokesman for the Conscrvative reaction to the Age of En-
lightenment was Edmund Burke, whom somcone has called
not inappropriately “the prophet of political common sense.”
Born in Ireland and educated at Trinity College, Dublin, he
went to London in 1750 to study law. The law failed to engage
his interest and he soon abandoned its study in favor of a
literary career. As a young author he came under the influence
of Samuel Johnson and joined the circle of which he was a
leader. His earliest published work was an essay entitled 4
Vindication of Natural Society which appeared anonymously in
1756. It was a satirical imitation of the writings of Lord
Bolingbroke and was so successful that many mistook it for a
posthumous work of that author. Burke endeavored to show
in this essay that the same kind of wit which Bolingbroke used
to discredit Christianity could be used with equal efficacy to
demolish the foundations of civil society. The witticism is an
impartial instrument and can be turned in any direction. A
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few months later Burke published A Philosophical Inquiry into
the Origin of our Ideas on the Sublime and the Beautiful, an essay in
the field of aesthetics. Both essays demonstrated his unusual
talents as a thinker and a stylist.

Following thesc literary ventures Burke returned for a short
time to Ircland as a companion to William G. Hamilton who
had been appointed secretary to the Lord Licutenant of Ire-
land. Anxious to exploit Burke’s genius, Hamilton sought to
bind the young Burke to his service for life but Burke rebelled
against being “considered as a picce of his houschold stuff”
and after six years in his service left it to become private scc-
retary to Lord Rockingham in England. On December 26,
1765, Burke became a member of the House of Commons and
served his country faithfully in that capacity until his retire-
ment in 1794. He served in the British Parliament during one
of the most critical periods in its history (the period from just
before the American to the close of the French Revolution)
but while he soon became an influential member of the Whig
party he never became its acknowledged leader. Hazlitt says:

The truth is that he was out of his place in the House of Commons;
he was eminently qualified to shine as a man of genius, as the in-
structor of mankind, as the brightest luminary of his age: but he had
nothing in common with that motley crew of knights, citizens, and
burgesses. He could not be said to be ““native and endued unto that
element.” He was above it; and never appeared like himself, but
when, forgetful of the idle clamours of the party, and of the little
views of little men, he appealed to his country, and the enlightened
judgment of mankind.5®

Burke’s political ideas are not contained in any systematic
political treatise but are found scattered here and there
through a number of books, pamphlets, letters and speeches
which he wrote in response to particular political events. In
addition to the two essays already mentioned his most im-
portant works are probably Thoughts on the Cause of the Present
Discontents (1770); Reflections on the French Revolution (1790);
Appeal from the New to the Old Whigs (1791) and Letters on a
Regicide Peace (1796). Of his numerous speeches the most im-
portant are the ones which he delivered in Bristol in 1774, his
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speech on moving his resolutions for conciliation with the
American colonies delivered on March 22, 1775, and the
speech on the Nabob of Arcot’s debts of February 28, 1785.%

After the wild metaphysical speculation in which men like
Rousseau had indulged it is no wonder that Burke had an
aversion to metaphysics and scorn for all abstract theory. His
very first essay was dirccted against a kind of teaching that
had much in common with that of Roussecau and from that
time to his death he never ceased to expose the dangers latent
in abstract speculation. It is dangerous to begin our thinking
with a priori assumptions that have no roots in reality for such
“thinking” is nothing more than wish-fulfillment and when
it is presented as the “truth” it renders us helpless in contact
with reality. It encourages us to indulge in vain illusions that
must sooner or later be shattered, it is better to face the facts
of life now rather than later. A truly rational man never did
govern himself by abstractions. The rules of morality have
none of the rigidity of mathematics but they must be adapted
to particular circumstances. Logic, in the realm of morality,
is not enough.

The lines of morality are not like ideal lines of mathematics. They
are broad and deep as well as long. They admit of exceptions; they
demand modifications. These exceptions and modifications are not
made by the process of logic, but by the rules of prudence. Prudence
is not only first in rank of the virtues political and moral, she is the
director, the regulator, the standard of them all.®

It is not recason which Burke opposes, as some interpreters of
his writings have said, but abstract reason, i.e., reason divorced
from the totality of experience. It is the ‘“reason’ of the
philosophes he rejects, not the reason of an Aristotle. Aristotle
distinguished between the theoretical and the practical use of
reason, between theoretical and practical science. The end of
theoretical science is knowledge, the end of practical science
is action. Theoretical science is concerned with what is ab-
solute and invariable, practical science with what is accidental
and contingent. The realm of nature is characterized by uni-
versality and necessity, hence a theoretical science of nature is
possible; but in the realm of practical, human affairs where
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there is neither universality nor nccessity, where we are con-
cerned with the voluntary actions of particular human beings,
there can be no science of human affairs such as is possible in
dealing with nature. Politics, hence, is a practical science.
With Aristotle, Burke believed that the primary qualification
for a statesman is not philosophy but practical wisdom, for to
know what is the right thing to do in a particular, human
situation is a matter not of science but of judgment. This
judgment is acquired, much as an artist attains artistic judg-
ment, by moral discipline, practice, and cxperience.

The science of constructing a commmonwealth, or renovating it, or
reforming 1it, is, like every other experimental science, not to be
taught a preori. Nor is it a short experience that can instruct us in that
practical science; because the real effects of moral causes are not
always immediate, but that which in the first instance is prejudicial
may be excellent in its remoter operation, and its excellence may
arise even from the ill effects it produces in the beginning. The re-
verse also happens; and very plausible schemes, with very pleasing
commencements, have often shameful and lamentable conclusions.

. The science of government being, therefore, so practical in
itself, and intended for such practical purposes, a matter which
requires . . . even more experience than any person can gain in his
whole life, however, sagacious and observing he may be, it is with
infinite caution that any man ought to venture upon pulling down
an edifice which has answered in any tolerable degree for ages the
common purposes of socicty, or on building it up again without
having models and patterns of approved utility before his eyes.®

There are somc who contend that Burke’s conception of
man is pessimistic; actually it is neither pessimistic nor opti-
mistic, it is, I venture to suggest, realistic. It overlooks neither
men’s propensities to do evil nor their potentialities for good.
Nowhere can we find in Burke’s writings an explicit statement
of this conception but it underlies all of his writing and must
be extracted by inference. Man is a rational animal, a com-
pound of reason and passion. Man is an affectionate creature
capable of “love, veneration, admiration . . . attachment.”
To deny, as the philosophes endeavored to do, that man is a
creature of love and of sentiment is to deny that he is a person.
Man’s reason does not operate in a vacuum but is motivated
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and given direction by his passions, by his loves and fears.
Man is also a creature of habit and by acquiring habits he
becomes civilized, i.e., socially and historically conditioned.
Through our habits and our ‘“‘prejudices” (which Burke uses
in a special sense to mean the more or less imperfect intuitions
of the truth embodied in sentiment and crystallized in insti-
tutions) our loves and fcars become channelized in directions
that are socially beneficent. “Naked reason” can never impel
us to action but “prejudice, with the reason involved . . .
has a motive to give action to that reason, and an affection
which will give it permanence. . . . Prejudice renders a
man’s virtue his habit, and not a series of unconnected acts.
Through just prejudice, his duty becomes a part of his na-
ture.” Because the individual’s “own private stock of rcason

. is small” and not entirely trustworthy “individuals
would do better to avail themselves of the general bank and
capital of nations and of ages.” ® Locke and the French
philosophes had exalted the individual reason of the individual
man, Burke would subordinate such reason to the accumu-
lated wisdom of the ages, to the ‘“‘collected reason” of men of
all nations and of all times.

Burke discarded the social contract theory of government
as an over-simplified fiction thought up by men who sought
to find a mathematically clear explanation of society. It is
not so simple.

Society is, indeed, a contract . . . but the state ought not to be
considered as nothing better than a partnership agreement in a trade
of pepper and coffee, calico or tobacco, or some other such low con-
cern, to be taken up for a little temporary interest, and to be dissolved
by the fancy of the parties. It is to be looked on with other reverence;
because it is not a partnership in things subservient only to the gross
animal existence of a temporary and perishable nature. It is a part-
nership in all science, a partnership in all art, a partnership in
every virtue and in all perfection. As the ends of such a partnership
cannot be obtained in many generations, it becomes a partner-
ship not only between those who are living, but between those
who are living, those who are dead, and those who are to be born.
Each contract of each particular state is but a clause in the great
primeval contract of eternal society, linking the lower with the higher
natures, connecting the visible and invisible world, according to a
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fixed compact sanctioned by the inviolable oath which holds all
physical and all moral natures each in their appointed place. This
law is not subject to the will of those, who by an obligation above
them, and infinitely superior, are bound to submit their will to that
law. The municipal corporations of that universal kingdom are not
morally at liberty at their pleasure, and on their speculations of a
contingent improvement, wholly to separate and tear asunder the
bands of their subordinate community, and to dissolve it into an
unsocial, uncivil, unconnected chaos of clementary principles. It is
the first and supreme necessity only, a necessity that is not chosen,
but chooses, a necessity paramount to deliberation, that admits no
discussion, and demands no evidence, which alone can justify a
resort to anarchy.f!

It is not man but God who is the “Master, Author, and
Founder of society.” It is “His will which is the law of laws,
and the sovereign of sovereigns” and it is He who willed the
state as the necessary means for the perfection of human na-
ture. Unlike Rousseau, Burke argued that “without . . .
civil society man could not by any possibility arrive at the
perfection of which his nature is capable, nor even make a
remote and faint approach to it.”” 2 Man is born into society
and that fact alone imposes obligations upon him; these obli-
gations do not require his formal consent but arise out of a
relationship which is an essential and not a voluntary one.
The relation of man to society is like the rclation of parent
and child, our moral duties arise from a relationship which is
not a matter of choice but a matter of fact. “The place of
every man determines his duty.” Society, in short, is not an
artificial creation of men, is not an invention of their reason
and an instrument of their desires, but it is a living organism,
with a destiny that transcends the interests of individuals. It
is a product not of man’s will but of God’s will.

Burke does not deny the existence of natural rights, but he
is less concerned with arguing their existence, which few, if
any, of his contemporaries doubted, than he is in pointing out
that they can never be realized as perfectly in practice as they
can in theory.

Government is not made in virtue of natural rights, which may
and do exist in total independence of it; and exist in much greater
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clearness, and in a much greater degree of abstract perfection; but
their abstract perfection is their practical defect. Government is a
contrivance of human wisdom to provide for human wants. Men
have a right that these wants should be provided for by this wisdom.
Among these wants is to be reckoned the want, out of civil society, of
a sufficient restraint upon their passions. Society requires not only
that the passions of individuals should be subjected, but that even in
the mass and body, as well as in the individuals, the inclinations of
men should frequently be thwarted, their will controlled, and their
passions brought into subjection. This can only be done by a power
out of themselves; and not, in the exercise of its function, subject to that
will and to those passions which it is its office to bridle and subdue.
In this sense the restraints on men, as well as their liberties, are to be
reckoned among their rights. But as the liberties and restrictions
vary with times and circumstances, and admit of infinite modifi-
cations, they cannot be settled upon any abstract rule; and nothing
is so foolish as to discuss them upon that principle.®

Experience, not abstract reason, must determine what meas-
ure of liberty it is good for men to have. Although ““incapable
of definition” the rights of man are “not impossible to be dis-
cerned” but it is to experience and not thcory that we must
look for guidance in determining what these rights are. Lib-
erty cannot be sccured by fiat, but is a product of social
growth.

Burke saw in the British Constitution established by the
Revolution of 1688 the best possible reconciliation of liberty
and authority. King, Parliament and the courts deriving
their authority from the law and custom of the land check and
balance one another and prevent any one principle from being
carried to excess.

Our constitution is a prescriptive constitution, it is a constitution
whose sole authority is that it has existed time out of mind. . . .
Your king, your lords, your judges, your juries, grand and little, all
are prescriptive. . . . Prescription is the most solid of all titles, not
only to property, but, which is to secure that property, to government.
. . . It is a presumption in favor of any settled scheme of govern-
ment against any untried project, that a nation has long existed and
flourished under it. It is a better presumption even of the choice of a
nation, far better than any sudden and temporary arrangement by
actual election. Because a nation is not an idea only of local extent,
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and individual momentary aggregation; but it is an idea of conti-
nuity, which extends in time as well as in numbers and in space. And
this is a choice not of one day, or one set of people, not a tumultuary
and giddy choice; it is a deliberate election of the ages and of gener-
ations; it is a constitution made by what is ten thousand times better
than choice, it is made by the peculiar circumstances, occasions,
tempers, dispositions, and moral, civil, and social habitudes of the
people, which disclose themselves only in a long space of time.%

Burke saw that constitution threatened in his own day by
George IID’s attempt systematically to break down the cabinet
system of government. In an cffort to break through the limi-
tations established by the Revolution of 1688, in a desire to
rule as well as to reign, George III cncouraged the faction-
alism that already existed within the Whig party in order to
divide its strength and build up a personal following in the
House of Commons by every corrupt means, but chiefly
through the use of the patronage. After the Revolution of
1688, it had becn the custom for the king to choose as Min-
isters men acceptable to Parliament. However, with the
accession of George III to the throne in 1760, an effort
was made to make Parliament subscrvient to the king by
choosing Ministers {rom the ranks of the “King’s men.”” That
disregard for the rights of Parliament encouraged a similar
disregard for the rights of the people. This was graphically
illustrated in the casc of John Wilkes. In 1763 Wilkes was
expelled from the House of Commons and sentenced to im-
prisonment for daring to launch a series of attacks upon the
King’s favorite, and prime minister, Lord Bute. Since Wilkes
was in Francc at the time of the sentence, he was outlawed.
Later he returned to England and was elected to Parliament
by the voters of Middlesex but again he was expelled and
again he was re-clected. This occurred three times. He was
re-elected a fourth time by an overwhelming majority of
votes but again the Crown used its influcnce and the House
of Commons declared his opponent to be the lawful repre-
sentative. Burke protested with vehemence and eloquence
against this violation of the constitution, against ‘‘this un-
natural infusion of a system of favouritism into a government
which in a great part of its constitution is popular.” ® Pro-
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testing the ‘“shocking and shameless pretence’ which led to
the expulsion of Wilkes, he said:

The House of Commons can never be a control on other parts of
government, unless they are controlled themselves by their constit-
uents; and unless these constituents possess some right in the choice
of that House, which it is not in the power of that House to take
away. If they suffer this power of arbitrary incapacitation to stand,
they have utterly perverted every other power of the House of Com-
mons.%

Some argued that these abuses could only be cured by ex-
tending the suffrage, by holding more frequent elections, by
abolishing the rotten boroughs, by limiting the duration of
Parliaments. (Cures which, in fact, were later to be em-
ployed.) Burke, however, did not believe that these “cures”
really got to the heart of the disease. He was afraid that they
would only transfer arbitrary power from the king to the
people and since it was arbitrary power that was the real
danger it was better to rcturn to the principles of 1688, to the
principle of mixed government and a balanced constitution.
The important thing, he insisted, is the character of the men
who represent the people and the conception which they hold
of the nature of their office. A true representative will regard
himself, Burke insisted, not as an instrument of somebody
else’s will—whether it be the will of the King or the will of
the electorate—but as a man answerable to Providence for
his opinions and his judgment. In a famous speech which he
made to the electors of Bristol in 1774 he said, speaking of his
opponent for the seat in Parliament:

My worthy colleague says his will ought to be subservient to yours.
If that be all, the thing is innocent. If government were a matter of
will upon any side, yours, without question, ought to be superior.
But government and legislation are matters of reason and judgment,
and not of inclination; and what sort of reason is that, in which the
determination precedes the discussion; in which one set of men delib-
erate, and another decide; and where those who form the conclusion
are perhaps three hundred miles distant from those who hear the
arguments?

To deliver an opinion is the right of all men; that of constituents
is a weighty and respectable opinion, which a representative ought
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always to rejoice to hear; and which he ought always most seriously
to consider. But authoritative instructions; mandates issued, which the
member is bound blindly and implicitly to obey, to vote, and to
argue for, though contrary to the clearest conviction of his judgment
and conscience,—these are things utterly unknown to the laws of this
land, and arise from a fundamental mistake of the whole order and
tenor of our Constitution.

Parliament is not a congress of ambassadors from different and
hostile interests; which interests each must maintain, as an agent
and advocate, against other agents and advocates; but Parliament
is a deliberative assembly of one nation, with one interest, that of the
whole; where, not local purposes, not local prejudices, ought to
guide, but the general good, resulting from the general reason of the
whole.®

Representatives have obligations not only to their constitu-
ents but to God.

Certainly, gentlemen, it ought to be the happiness and glory of a
represcntative to live in the strictest union, the closest correspond-
ence, and the most unreserved communication with his constituents.
Their wishes ought to have great weight with him; their opinion,
high respect; their business, unremitted attention. It is his duty . . .
to prefer their interest to his own. But his unbiased opinion, his
mature judgment, his enlightened conscience, he ought not to
sacrifice to you, to any man, or to any set of men living. These he
does not derive from your pleasure; no, nor from the law and the
Constitution. They are a trust from Providence, for the abuse of
which he is deeply answerable. Your representative owes you, not his
industry only, but his judgment; and he betrays instcad of serving
you, if he sacrifices it to your opinion.®

The lobbies, special interest groups, and blocs that play such
a prominent role in the modern legislative process; the use of
public opinion polls as oracles of wisdom and as weapons with
which to coerce legislators into action; the sycophancy that
characterizes so many modern politicians in their relations
with their constituents and their demogogic tactics in securing
election, Burke would regard as a sign of parliamentary deca-
dence. To the extent that deliberation is replaced by will, to
the extent that the search for justice is replaced by the search
for the best means of gratifying desires, legislation degenerates
into arbitrary commands and obligation gives way to force.
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Like James Madison in America, Burke feared the rise of fac-
tions and warned against them. A political party, Burke said,
in what has become a classic definition: “is a body of men
united, for promoting by their joint endeavors the national
interest, upon some particular principle in which they are
all agreed.”

Speaking of the French Revolution, Burke declared:

I cannot conceive how any man can have brought himself to that
pitch of presumption, to consider his country as nothing but carte
blanche upon which he may scribble whatever he pleases. Aman . . .
may wish his society otherwise constituted than he finds it; but a good
patriot and a true politician always considers how he shall make the
most of the existing materials of his country. A disposition to pre-
serve and an ability to improve, taken together, would be my stand-
ard of a statesman.®

Burke is not opposed to change, he is not opposed to reform,
but he is opposed to the radical presumption that it is possible
to start de novo without concern for history or tradition. There
is a middle ground, he insists, between ‘“‘absolute destruction”
and ‘“‘unreformed existence’ and it is the task of the statesman
to find that middle ground. “To innovate is not to rcform.” 7

Burke is sometimes thought to be inconsistent in his de-
fensc of the American and his condemnation of the French
Revolution. He would explain this apparent inconsistency by
saying that, in his opinion, the American Revolution pre-
served more than it destroyed while the French Revolution
destroyed more than it preserved. The Americans were fighting
for the preservation of the ancient liberties which Englishmen
themselves had fought to establish but “in order to prove that
the Americans have no right to their liberties,” he said to his
colleagues in Parliament on March 22, 1775,

we are every day endeavouring to subvert the maxims which pre-
serve the whole spirit of our own. To prove that the Americans ought
not to be free, we are obliged to deprecate the value of freedom it-
self and we never seem to gain a paltry advantage over them in
debate without attacking some of the principles or deriding some of
those feelings for which our ancestors have shed their own blood.”
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Liberty can be a blessing or a curse depending upon how it is
used. “The effect of liberty to individuals is, that they may
do what they please; we ought to see what it will please them
to do, before we risk congratulations.” 72 The French revolu-
tionists, Burke thinks, used that liberty not to reform the state
but to establish a tyranny. ‘I am amazed,”” hc wrote, “at the
morbid strength or the natural infirmity of . . . mind” that
‘““can contemplate the result of this complete innovation” and
“call it, reform.” ™

For the Reason worshipped by the philosophes Burke sub-
stituted custom and tradition and he cautioned those who
would pin their hopes upon “the mere designs of men’ not to
delude themselves into thinking that they could resist ““the
decrces of Providence.”

By a constitutional policy working after the pattern of nature, we
transmit our government and our privileges, in the same manner in
which we enjoy and transmit our property and our lives. The insti-
tutions of policy, the goods of fortune, the gifts of Providence, are
handed down to us, and from us, in the same course and order. Our
political system is placed in a just correspondence and symmetry
with the order of the world, wherein, by the disposition of a stupen-
dous wisdom, moulding together the great mysterious incorporation
of the human race, the whole, at one time, is never old, or middle-
aged, or young, but, in a condition of unchangeable constancy,
moves on through the varied tenor of perpetual decay, fall, renova-
tion, and progression. Thus, by preserving the method of nature in
the conduct of the State, in what we improve, we are never wholly
new; in what we retain, we are never wholly obsolcte.™

Burke’s conservatism is not, as some would say, simply a vener-
ation of the past, a worship of tradition for the sake of the tra-
dition alone, but an appreciation for what is good in the
past and a hope that that good may be perpetuated into the
future. When we stand upon the shoulders of those who have
gone before us we increase our vision. It is presumptuous as
well as foolish to think that our reason and our experience
are the only things that matter. If cach generation literally
insisted upon the “right” to make over the social order in
its own image we should have chaos instead of continuity. The
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newest is not necessarily the best nor the latest necessarily the
truest.

The philosophes had an unbounded confidence in man’s
ability to be persuaded by reason to establish a just social
order. Burke emphasized a truth which they had neglected—
that sentiment plays an even larger role in social life than
reason, that “naked reason” unmotivated by the love of what
is good, will be turned not only against the good but against
reason itself. Political problems are not like problems in
geometry nor can we proceed to construct a social order from
a set of a prior: assumptions. The materials with which the
statesman must work are not counters which can be pushed
this way and that in accordance with some preconceived plan
but are passionate human beings, capable of cooperation with
the good but capable also of rebellion against it. Sentiment,
or love, therefore, must always be reckoned with and it is
only by inculcating habits of veneration through institutions
that the passions of men can be channelized into socially
beneficent action.

Undoubtedly Burke placed greater reliance upon the re-
demptive power of history as such than history can or docs
warrant. He conceived of God as a kind of divine immanence
working in history for the redemption of mankind but he
neglected the conception of God as a transcendent Being con-
fronting each one of us here and now. The Church, he con-
ceived more in terms of its utility as a social institution than
as a divine institution for the mediation of grace.

It was not Burke’s intention, however, to develop either a
systematic political philosophy or a thcology. His ideas were
formulated in response to specific political events, in the heat
of battle and in his role as statesman. If he transcended the
role of statesman to utter some truths of timeless quality we
may be grateful, that, however unsystematic as a thinker, he
combined the talents of a politician with the wisdom of a
philosopher. And that was as rare a combination in his day
as it is in ours.

Burke laid the foundations for nineteenth-century idealism
and more systematic philosophers were destined to develop
theories that in Burke were undeveloped insights. ‘“What
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Burke had taken for granted,” Professor Sabine declares,
“Hegel tried to prove: that the apparently fragmentary social
tradition can be placed in a general system of social evolution.
He added what Burke had not thought of: that the rational
form of this evolution might be made into a method generally
applicable to philosophy and social studies.” 7



CHAPTER 7

Utilitarianism

IBERALISM as originally conceived regarded the state
as existing for the primary purpose of protecting the indi-
vidual’s natural rights to “life, liberty, and property.” The
link between objective order (embodied in natural law) and
subjective reality (individual will) was individual conscience.
It was by following the dictates of conscience that the ideal of
freedom under the law was to be realized. But with the de-
struction of the liberal conception of natural law, notably by
Hume, liberalism in the nineteenth century was forced to seek
a new foundation for freedom. The typical liberal of the nine-
teenth century believed that he had discovered this new foun-
dation in the principle of utility. Ultility, accordingly, was
substituted for conscience as the link between objective order
and subjective will. Frcedom was conceived less and less as a
natural right and more and more as a social utility. Happiness,
in the sense of pleasurable sensation, was convenicntly dis-
covered to coincide with moral duty so that the moral prob-
lem was ““solved” by denying its existence. The state was now
justified less and less in moral terms and more and more in
hedonistic terms; its function was no longer conceived as the
protection of man’s natural rights but as the promotion of
“the greatest happiness of the greatest number.”
Utilitarianism was an attempt to establish ethical and po-
litical theory upon a thoroughgoing scientific empiricism. The
place occupied by philosophy in the cighteenth century was
now destined to be occupied more and more by the methods
and concepts of the natural sciences. Held together in an un-
easy harmony in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries
philosophy all but abdicated to the natural sciences in the
198
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nineteenth. Valiant attempts were made to rescue philosophy
from oblivion by the idealists; but more shall be said of that
endeavor in another place. Associated primarily with the
names of Jeremy Bentham, James Mill and his son, John
Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism had its roots in the skepticism of
David Hume and found early expression in the writings of the
Frenchman, Helvetius.

Dauvid Hume (1711—-1776)

Born in Edinburgh, Scotland, on April 26, 1711, David Hume
was destined for a quiet life as a man of letters. He abandoned
the study of the law in favor of philosophy after having tried
for a short intervening period the career of a merchant. Sup-
ported by a small allowance from his family and “resolved
to make a very rigid frugality supply” his ‘“deficiency of for-
tune,” he embarked permanently upon a literary career. In
1734 he went to France and three years later, at the age of
twenty-six, produced what future generations were to regard
as his greatest work, the Treatise of Human Nature. But Hume
was frustrated in his first literary venture for it had no im-
mediate success, having fallen, according to its author,
“dead-born from the press.”

In 1741 he published a collection of Essays on Moral and
Political Subjects, a second volume of which appeared the fol-
lowing year. These ran through several editions and brought
him his first fame as a writer. He then tried unsuccessfully to
secure a position as a professor at the University of Edinburgh
and his failure to do so was a great personal disappointment.
It was undoubtedly the unorthodox and skeptical nature of
his views which constituted the barrier to a professorship.
Subsequently, Hume obtained positions as a tutor, a secretary,
a librarian and in 1765 served as secretary to the British
Embassy in Paris. He retired to Edinburgh in 1769 where he
remained until his death on August 25, 1776.

It was in 1748 that he published his Enquiry Concerning the
Human Understanding and in 1751 his Enquiry Concerning the
Principles of Morals. Although he still clung in these works to
the basic beliefs espoused in his first Treatise he did modify
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some of the ideas which he said he was ‘“carried away by the
heat of youth to publish too precipitously.” It was in 1754
that he published the first volume of his History of England a
work which, although probably his poorest intellectual and
literary achievement, brought him considerable fame and
financial prosperity. It was probably read more widely during
his lifetime than anything else which he had written. In ad-
dition to these works he wrote a number of essays and books
attacking the foundations of religion, the most important of
which were his Dialogues on Natural Religion, published post-
humously in 1779.

In his Treatise of Human Nature which was written, Hume
said, ““to introduce the experimental method of reasoning into
moral subjects” he launched a frontal assault upon the pre-
suppositions of eighteenth-century rationalism. We have al-
ready seen, in an earlier chapter, how he carried Locke’s
empirical theory of knowledge to its logical conclusion and
ended in a skepticism that permitted little, if any, certain
knowledge about anything. It remained for Kant to rescue,
with some success, both science and morality from the im-
possible morass in which Hume had left them, but others
sought to establish morality upon the shifting sands left by
Hume’s analysis.

The empirical method fostered by Locke was extended by
Hume to destroy the medieval Christian elements still linger-
ing in Locke and joined precariously to his empirical theory
of knowledge. We have already seen how Hume denied the
possibility of establishing any necessary connection between
matters of fact by relying solely upon an empirical theory of
knowledge. Since the mind can know nothing outside itself
the realm of “fact” is completely divorced from the realm of
“ideas.” Reason can tell us something about the necessary
relations between ideas but it can tell us nothing about ‘“re-
lationships between matters of fact.”” The idea of cause and
effect, however useful it may be, is, in the last analysis, a
fiction. Hume then proceeded from this point to examine the
ethical and political theory which had been premised upon
the assumption that there is a necessary connection between
things and that reason can discover it.
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Locke, in the ancient tradition, had contended that there
are rational principles of justice which reason can discover
and called these principles the laws of nature. But there is no
such thing, Hume countered, as reasonable conduct. The so-
called moral “laws of nature” are as fictitious as are the so-
called physical “laws” of cause and effect. Rcason by itself
dictates no particular way of acting; it can tell how to achieve
some desired end but it cannot tell us whether that end is good
or bad. Some ends may be conventionally more worth while than
others but no end is necessarily better than another. There is no
such thing, therefore, as a reasonable or unreasonable desire.
“Since reason alone can never produce any action or give
rise to volition,” Hume wrote, “I infer that the same faculty
is as incapable of preventing volition or of disputing the pref-
erence with any passion or emotion. . . . Reason is, and
ought only to be, the slave of the passions, and can never
pretend to any other office than to serve and obey them.” !
It follows, in this view, that the rules of morality are not de-
rived from deductions of reason, but, at best, that they are
useful conventions.

Reason is the discovery of truth or falsehood. Truth or falsehood
consists in an agreement or disagreement either to the real relations
of ideas, or to real existence and matter of fact. Whatever, therefore,
is not susceptible of this agreement or disagreement is incapable of
being true or false, and can never be an object of our reason. Now, it
is evident our passions, volitions, and actions, are not susceptible
of any such agreement or disagreement. . . . Itisimpossible, there-
fore, they can be pronounced either true or false, and be either con-
trary or conformable to reason.?

(It also follows, if, as Hume has contended in other places,
there is no necessary correspondence between ideas and mat-
ters of fact, that there is no possibility of discovering the truth
about anything, including the truth of his own theory. Not
only does he undermine the rational basis for morality but he
undermines any possibility of establishing by rational means
the truth about anything.)

Having denied the necessary existence of laws of nature and
rules of morality he then proceeds to explain on a “purely”
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empirical basis how morality arises. He starts from the as-
sumption that ‘“the distinguishing impressions by which moral
good or evil is known are nothing but particular pains or
pleasures” 3 and reaches the conclusion ““that it is only from
the selfishness and confined generosity of man, along with the scanly
provision nature has made _for his wants that justice derives its origin.” *
It does not matter, he says, whether we regard human nature
as good or bad: “For whether the passion of self-interest be
esteemed vicious or virtuous, it is all a case, since itself alone
restrains it; so that if it be virtuous, men become social by
their virtue; if vicious, their vice has the same effect.” ® Men
learn from experience that in order to satisfy their selfishness
and their limited generosity socicty is necessary and hence
“they are naturally induced to lay themselves under the restraint
of such rules as may render their commerce more safe and
commodious.”” 8 It is by no means clear, however, how men
who are naturally sclfish can be ‘“naturally induced to lay
themselves under the restraint of such rules.” Hume simply
says that

When . . . men have had experience enough to observe that, what-
ever may be the consequence of any single act of justice performed
by a single person, yet the whole system of actions concurred in by
the whole society is infinitely advantageous to the whole and to every
part, it is not long before justice and property take place. Every
member of society is sensible of this interest; every one expresses this
sense to his fellows along with the resolution he has taken of squaring
his actions by it, on condition that others will do the same. No more
is requisite to induce any one of them to perform an act of justice,
who has the first opportunity. This becomes an example to others;
and thus justice establishes itself by a kind of convention or agree-
ment, that is, by a sense of interest, supposed to be common to all, and
where every single act is performed in expectation that others are to
perform the like. . . . Taking any single act, my justice may be
pernicious in every respect; and it is only upon the supposition that
others are to imitate my example that I can be induced to embrace
that virtue; since nothing but this combination can render justice
advantageous, or afford me any motives to conform myself to its
rules.”

This assumes “a sense of interest . . . common to all” but
does not explain whence it arises or how it is to be enforced
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if others do not “imitate my example.”” If there are no prin-
ciples of justicc which reason can discern as being in the
common interest of all, and if selfish interest alone motivates
men to submit to convenient and mutually advantageous
“rules,” there can be no reason for abiding by these “rules”
and no moral obligation. In place of moral obligation derived
from a rational apprchension of the good Hume would sub-
stitute a kind of moral sentiment based upon a psychological
principle of association. Any scnse of duty which men have
derives not from nature but from ‘“human conventions.”

Men are born, Hume declares, with an instinctive capacity
for sympathy, and it is this sympathy which makes society
possible. But the word sympathy is used by him in a very
ambiguous way and explained quite differently in the 7rea-
lise than it is in his later Enquiry Concerning the Principles of
Morals. In the Treatise the word sympathy is used to mean
the capacity to feel/, but not necessarily to sympathize with,
the cmotions of others. Perhaps the word “empathy” would
explain better what he means. Sympathy is produced through
the ““association of ideas.” The similarity of other individuals
to ourselves makes it possible for us, through the association
of ideas, to entertain the idea of another’s emotion and the
entertainment of the idea may give rise to the same emotion
in ourselves. Speaking of this conception in Hume a prominent
historian of utilitarianism declares:

This aspect of Hume’s system, in its earlier form, is the more con-
fusing for the reason that he never seriously attempts to state the
relation hetween our derived “sympathy” and our fundamental
self-regarding tendency. The result is a degree of theoretical con-
fusion that can only be appreciated by those who have read the
Treatise with considerable care. It should be observed that one does
not here refer to the inevitable ambiguity of the words “‘egoism” and
““altruism,” as ordinarily used, but rather the fact that Hume pro-
fesses to explain—almost in the sense of explaining away—what we
ordinarily understand by (general) “sympathy,” without anywhere,
telling us exactly what he claims to have reduced it to.?

In the Enquiry he makes no attempt to define sympathy but
uses it in its more usual meaning as a general benevolent
tendency. Speaking of this “‘general benevolence” or ‘“‘sym-
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pathy,” he says: “‘I assume it as real from general experience,
without any other proof.”” ® In his conclusion to the Enquiry
he states that “Whatever contradiction may vulgarly be sup-
posed between the selfish and social sentiments or dispositions,
they are really no more opposite than selfish and ambitious,
selfish and revengeful, selfish and vain. It is requisite that there
be an original propensity of some kind, in order to be a basis
to self-love, by giving a relish to the objects of its pursuit; and
none more fit for this purpose than benevolence or human-
ity.” 1 This fecling of ““benevolence and friendship, humanity
and kindness,” he says, “is sweet, smooth, tender, and agree-
able’ and “besides, attended with a pleasing consciousness or
remembrance” that makes it possible for us “to keep in hu-
mour with ourselves as well as others, while we retain the
agreeable reflection of having done our part towards mankind
and society.” ! Moreover, it gives us a ‘“‘good reputation.”
Benevolent actions give pleasure not only to ourselves but to
others, hence there is no conflict between selfish and social
sentiments. Utility alone explains the approbation which is
attached to benevolent actions. So surc was Hume of the
validity of his reasoning that he wrote:

It may justly appear surprising that any man in so late an age
should find it requisite to prove by elaborate reasoning that Personal
Merit consists altogether in the possession of mental qualities, useful
or agreeable to the person himself or to others. It might be expected
that this principle would have occurred even to the first rude, un-
practiced enquirers concerning morals, and been received from its
own evidence without any argument. Whatever is valuable in any
kind, so naturally classes itself under the division of useful or agreeable

. that it is not easy to imagine why we should ever seek further
or consider the question as a matter of nice research or inquiry . . .
the complete delineation or description of merit seems to be per-
formed as naturally as a shadow is cast by the sun or an image is
reflected upon water.!2

Hume himself pointed out one difficulty with this theory.
What about the generally accepted maxim that “honesty is the
best policy?”” What are we to say to the man who argues that
by following this maxim he is the loser? What about the man
who argues that “he . . . conducts himself with most wisdom
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who observes the general rule and takes advantage of all the
exceptions?”” And Hume says: “I must confess that, if a man
think that this reasoning much requires an answer, it would
be a little difficult to find any which will to him appear
satisfactory and convincing.” The best answer Hume can
formulate is to say that “inward pecace of mind, consciousness
of integrity, a satisfactory review of our own conduct—these
are circumstances very requisite to happiness, and will be
cultivated by cvery honest man who feels the importance of
them.” ' But, here, he shifts the basis of morality from utility
to an innate moral consciousness and

this appeal to our moral consciousness hardly meets the theoretical
difficulty—the self-imposed difticulty of eighteenth-century individ-
ualism—which was to show that morality was for the advantage of
the moral agent, not as a social thing, with no interests wholly sepa-
rate from those of society, but rather as an isolated centre of self-
interest. The only logical solution, from that point of view, was that
of the so-called ‘““Theological Utilitarians,” who frankly depended
upon the doctrine of rewards and punishments after death.!

(Typical of the thought of the Theological Utilitarians was
William Paley’s famous definition of virtue as ‘“‘the doing
good to mankind, in obedience to the will of God, and for the
sake of everlasting happiness.” )

Utilitarianism finds classic expression in Jeremy Bentham
but before examining his formulation of the creed it might be
well to give some brief attention to the ideas of the French-
man, Helvetius, whose influence upon Bentham was con-
siderable.

Helvetius (1715—1771)

BenTHAM declares that it was from the French philosopher,
Helvetius, that he obtained the principle that government
should promote ‘‘the greatest happiness of the greatest num-
ber.”” Helvetius also anticipated Bentham by unequivocally
stating that

The springs of action in man are corporeal pains and plcasures.
Pleasure and pain, are, and always will be, the only principles of
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action in man. . . . Corporeal pleasure and pain are the real and
only springs of all government. We do not properly desire glory,
riches and honors, but the pleasures only of which glory, riches, and
honors are representatives. . . . In man all is sensation. . . . All
our desires, and all our passions . . . are nothing more in us than
the application of self-love to particular objects. . . . Self-love makes
us totally what we are.®

The assumption from which he starts is that man is essentially
a physical organism, and that his ideas are no more than the
remembrance and association of physical sensations. Judg-
ment is nothing more than the memory that one sensation is
more pleasant than another. Moral conduct is simply ex-
plained as being motivated by a desire to seek that which is
pleasurable and avoid that which is painful. Every act is
motivated ultimately by self-interest—we arc gencrous, kind,
self-sacrificing, because it will give us a good reputation and
make us feel comfortable. But why the motive of self-interest
should make us kind and self-sacrificing rather than cruel and
selfish Helvetius does not really say. To say, as he does, that
a hero is a person who enjoys being heroic does not explain
anything about heroism nor does it explain why some persons
are heroic and others are not. But the significant thing is that
he thought it explained a great deal. Helvetius, along with
other utilitarians, believed that he had discovered that the
Golden Rule—do unto others as you would they should do
unto you—was simply the embodiment of enlightened self-
interest anchored in the physical constitution of man himself.

Helvetius had, like all utilitarians, to offer some explana-
tion how man as a self-loving and self-seeking individual could
be inspired to promote the happiness of others. He believed
that society, by providing rewards for socially beneficent be-
havior and punishment for socially destructive behavior,
could make morality attractive. Men are not born with “in-
nate principles of virtue” or with “natural compassion” but
they can be made to approximate them by means of education
and legislation. (Where ‘‘society’’ gets its ideas of what is
socially beneficent he does not say or how “society’ acts and
thinks apart from individuals.) Education “is capable of
effecting everything,” it “makes us what we are,” 7 and “the
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virtues and vices of a nation are always necessary effects of its
legislation.”” ¥ The inequalities among men are the result of
differences in experience, education, and environment for
Nature, he says, “never made a dunce.” He believed, Kings-
ley Martin says, that “under a good system of education and
laws, therefore, creative ability can be manufactured.” 1 [
zs certain,” Helvetius wrote, ““that great men, who now appear
haphazard, will in the future be produced by legislature, and the
abilities and virtues of the citizens in great empires need not
be left so much to chance: by really good education they may
be infinitely multiplied.”” #* No more striking and clear state-
ment of the liberal’s faith in education could be found than
this. That “creative ability” derives not from the Creator of
all things and of all men but from the legislature is, indeed, a
novel idea; that it can be “manufactured” is a typical liberal
belief that springs from a fundamental fallacy concerning the
autonomy of human nature.

Government, in Helvetius® view, ought to have no “‘other
object than the happiness of the majority.” Since happiness
is a personal matter the State should promotce the freedom
which is essential to cach individual’s search for happiness.
What if my personal happiness consists in doing something
that is socially undesirable? In that case, I must be taught by
an appropriate system of rewards and punishments ad-
ministered by the State to find my happiness in that which
promotes the social well-being. “If the right penalties are at-
tached to unsocial conduct, men will freely seck virtue. The
right laws will ensurc both happiness and righteousness.”

Although he believed in representative government Hel-
vetius would exclude from participation in that government
the uneducated and the poor. “Have not the poor,” he asked,
‘““too many wants to be virtuous?” 2 “Without education or
property a man could not be expected to scc any advantages
in moral conduct; indeed Helvetius admitted that the poor
were necessarily immoral, and argucd that private property
was an essential without which a man ‘had no country.” %

Helvetius hoped that ““these principles” might be “adopted
by an enlightened and benevolent prince” and accordingly
dedicated one of his essays to Catherine II of Russia. “If I
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could demonstrate,” he wrote, ‘“‘that man is indeed but the
product of his education, I should undoubtedly have revealed
a great truth to the nations. They would then know that they
hold within their own hands the instrument of their greatness
and their happiness, and that to be happy and powerful is only a
matler of perfecting the science of education.”” ** It remained for
Bentham, the disciple of Helvetius, to claborate upon these
ideas and to render them popular.

Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832)

JErREMY BENTHAM was born in London, England, in 1748. He
was a precocious child and entered Queen’s College, Oxford,
at the age of thirteen. He was unhappy there and pronounced
all formal education to be a waste of time. He was motivated
by a family interest in the law to undcrtake that career and it
absorbed his interest so completely that he devoted a lifetime
to its study. Economically independent by virtue of an in-
heritance he could devote himself to what interested him most,
the theory rather than the practice of law. He was a prolific
writer and his collected works comprise twenty-two volumes
but despite that fact he never seemed to be able to complete
what he began, so that the works which he published during
his lifetime consist primarily of introductions to and frag-
ments from larger projected treatises. His writings cover a wide
range of interests including ethics, theology, psychology, logic,
economics, penology but his main interest and a constantly
recurring one is the law. His first important publication was
an essay entitled 4 Fragment on Government (1776) consisting of
a criticism of Sir William Blackstone’s Introduction to his
Commentaries on the Laws of England. Published at first
anonymously it was credited to a number of different eminent
men of the time. In 1785 Bentham set out on an extended tour
of Europe spending nearly two years in Russia. In 1789 he
published his Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legisla-
tion on which he had been at work for fifteen years. It was
intended to be an introduction to a series of works on the
principal branches of the law but Bentham was never able to
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execute the project he had planned. Shortly after the publi-
cation of this book he tried to obtain a seat in Parliament but
failed and henceforth abandoned any idea of becoming active
in politics. He then became absorbed in a plan for a model
prison, but, although Parliament passed a bill in 1794 au-
thorizing the establishment of such a prison the plan was never
carried out, due, it is said, to the opposition of George III.
He participated during his lifetime in many reform move-
ments and was a partner of Robert Owen in the model factory
village of New Lanark. His supreme ambition was to draft a
scientific code of laws which he could persuade some govern-
ment to put into effect. When the French revolutionists
showed little interest in his project he turned to the United
States but his proposal was received there with equal coolness.
In 1823 he founded the Westminster Review to which James
Mill and later John Mill frequently contributed. He died in
June, 1832, in his cighty-fifth year.

In the opening paragraph of his Introduction to the Principles
of Morals and Legislation Bentham states clearly the presup-
positions upon which his ethical theory is based:

Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sover-
eign 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. On the one
hand the standard of right and wrong, on the other the chain of
causes and effects, are fastened to their throne. They govern us in all
we do, in all we say, in all we think; every cffort we can make to
throw off our subjection, will serve but to demonstrate and confirm
it. . . . The principle of utility recognises 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.®

To prove the validity of this principle, Bentham says, is as
unnccessary as it is impossible. It must be assumed as self-
evidently true. There is no such thing as a moral sense or
conscience, all a person mcans when he says that his moral
sense approves of something is that he prefers it. There are
no eternal and immutable rules of right, no Law of Reason,
no moral Law of Nature, no Natural Justice. Unnatural never
means anything more than infrequent.?
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“But is it never, then, from any other considerations than those of
utility, that we derive our notions of right and wrong?” I do not
know: I do not care. Whether a moral sentiment can be originally
conceived from any other source than a view of utility, is one ques-
tion: whether upon examination and reflection it can, in point of fact,
be actually persisted in and justified on any other ground, by a per-
son addressing himself to the community, is a third. The two first are
questions of speculation: it matters not, comparatively speaking, how
they are decided. The last is a question of practice: the decision of it
is of as much importance as that of any can be.?

To those who would refer the question of right and wrong to
the will of God, Bentham replies that “God does not, he con-
fessedly does not now, either speak or write to us. How are
we to know what is his pleasure? By observing what is our
own pleasure, and pronouncing it to be his.”” 2 As far as the
will of God revealed in the sacred writings is concerned,
Bentham says that ““this is a system which nobody ever thinks
of recurring to at this time of day.” *

Goodness and badness, Bentham claims, have nothing
whatsoever to do with motives. If “pleasure is in itself a good:
nay, even setting aside immunity from pain, the only good:
pain is in itself an evil; and, indeed, without exception, the
only evil. . . . It follows, therefore, immediately and in-
contestibly, that there is no such thing as any sort of motive that
is in uself a bad one.” *® It is simply a question of their effects,
motives are good if they produce pleasure, bad if they pro-
duce pain, but no motive is good or bad in itself. Lust,
cruelty, and avarice, Bentham claims, do not refer to any
reality but are simply words which are used to describe the
“bad” effects of motives which in themselves are neutral or
indifferent. Something of Bentham’s reasoning on this subject
may be gathered from one illustration:

To the pleasures of wealth corresponds the sort of motive which,
in a neutral sense, may be termed pecuniary interest: in a bad sense,
it is termed, in some cases avarice, covetousness, rapacity, or lucre

. in a good sense, but only in particular cases, economy and
frugality; and in some cases the word industry may be applied to
it. . .

1. For money you gratify a man’s hatred, by putting his adversary
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to death. 2. For money you plough his field for him.—In the first
case your motive is termed lucre, and is accounted corrupt and
abominable: and in the second, for want of a proper appellation, it
is styled industry; and is looked upon as innocent at least, if not
meritorious. Yet the motive is in both cases precisely the same: it is
neither more nor less than pecuniary interest.3!

Having rejected the revealed will of God as a standard of
right and wrong, and having rejected all systems cf morality
based upon man’s natural reason as being nothing more nor
less than subjective evaluations actually based on the prin-
ciple of utility, Bentham is anxious to provide some objective,
external, standard by means of which right and wrong can be
decided. He believes that he has discovered this standard, or
rather a method of computing the utility of an action, in what
is called the calculus of pleasure. It is his contention that pleasure
and pain can be mathematically measured and that the deci-
sion as to the utility and, hence, in his view, the rightness of an
action, can be reduced to a problem in arithmetic.

In estimating the amount of pleasure and pain in any par-
ticular action we have but to measure seven factors: its (1)
intensity, (2) duration, (3) certainty or uncertainty, (4) pro-
pinquity or remoteness, (5) fecundity, (6) purity, and (7) ex-
tent, that is the number of persons to whom it extends or who
are affected by it.32 We then proceed as follows:

Sum up all the values of all the pleasures on the one side and those
of all the pains on the other. The balance, if it be on the side of pleas-
ure, will give the good tendency of the act upon the whole, with re-
spect to the interests of that individual person; if on the side of pain,
the bad tendency of it upon the whole.

Take an account of the number of persons whose interests appear
to be concerned; and repeat the above process with respect to each.
Sum up the numbers expressive of the degrees of good tendency, which
the act has, with respect to each individual, in regard to whom the
tendency of it is good upon the whole: do this again with respect to
each individual, in regard to whom the tendency of it is bad upon
the whole. Take the balance: which, if on the side of pleasure, will give
the general good tendency of the act, with respect to the total number
or community of individuals concerned; if on the side of pain, the
general evil tendency, with respect to the same community.®
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He conceives of pleasures and pains as being of two general
kinds: simple and complex. He lists fifteen simple pleasures
among which are the pleasures of sense, wealth, amity, power,
piety, benevolence, malevolence and imagination. He lists
eleven simple pains among which are the pains of sensc, pri-
vation, awkwardness, enmity, picty, benevolence, malevo-
lence and imagination. Complex pleasures and pains are
combinations of these.* All pains and plcasures are cffects
produced by external causes but individuals do not experience
the same quantity of pleasure or pain from the same causc and
this is becausc they differ in sensitivity, or to use Bentham’s
word, sensibility. Bentham lists some thirty-two factors which
he says influence sensibility and these have to be taken into
account in any computation of the total amount of pleasure
or pain involved in any given act. Among the factors he lists
are: health, quantity and quality of knowledge, intellectual
capacity, steadiness of mind, moral sensibility, religious sen-
sibility, pecuniary circumstances, sex, age, rank, climate,
lineage, and government.*

The apparent simplicity of Bentham’s ethical theory dis-
appears under analysis and the simplicity is seen for what it is,
namely, naiveté. Plcasurc is arbitrarily defined as good and
pain as evil; no proof of this is offered despite the fact that we
can all think of plcasures that are bad for us if pursued im-
modcrately or to the exclusion of other things and we all know
that under some circumstances it is a good thing to endure
pain rather than to avoid it. The greatest contributions which
have been made to our civilization were made (and are being
made) by men and women who endured pain for the sake of
something they valued more than pleasure. The reference of
all moral questions to pleasure and pain is a gross over-
simplification of the moral problem. But Bentham refuses to
acknowledge that there zs any moral problem for he says that
pleasure and pain not only should be our guide in making
moral decisions but that they actually determine what we will
think, do and say. In that case there is no conflict between
what we ought to do and what we actually do, so the moral
problem is neatly “solved” by denying that it exists. The con-
stitution of man is such that he cannot help but do that which
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he ought to do. But we all know from our own experience
that that simply is not true.

The calculus of pleasure with which Bentham supplies us
rurns out to have no practical significance at all. He provides
no scale of values with which to measure the various factors
and no way of determining the rclative importance of the fac-
tors he lists. How actually could we measure the fecundity or
purity of a plcasure? Should we prefer greater purity to
greater duration, or greater duration to greater intensity?
Bentham does not tell us and he does not tell us for the good
rcason that he cannot. He assumes, morcover, that the only
end is pleasure and that the only variations that matter are
quantitative. But there are obvious qualitative differences
between things which are pleasurable and the choice between
them must be made on other grounds than that of the amount
of pleasure yiclded. In fact, the kind of pleasure which we
derive from one kind of activity is not the same kind of plecas-
ure we get from another—pleasure is not something external
to activity but inhcres in the activity itself and differs in kind
depending upon the kind of activity in which we are engaged.
The pleasure we reccive from eating cake and ice cream is
different in kind from the pleasure we reccive from listening
to a symphony by Beethoven. The pleasure we get from play-
ing a game of tennis is differcnt in kind from the pleasure we
experience from a performance of Hamlet. These pleasures
arc neither comparable nor are they susceptible to mathe-
matical evaluation.

The search for pleasure alone, moreover, can never result in
happiness for the reason that our pleasures are insatiable. The
more we are in bondage to our appetites the more they de-
mand and the less easily are they satisfied. The wise man
learns to restrain his desires and to seek his pleasure in moder-
ation, the foolish man yiclds to every desire and finds himself
eventually the slave of his appetites. Self-indulgence rather
than leading to happincss leads to misery. As a matter of fact,
as Aristotle pointed out in the tenth book of his Nicomachaean
Ethics, to pursue pleasure directly is to losc it, for pleasure is
not something that can be sought for directly, it is a by-
product of activity that has some more ultimate object in view
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than pleasure itself. Pleasure perfects the activity which it
accompanies but it is not a part of that activity nor its end.

Bentham’s political theory is simply an extension of his
ethical theory. It is nonsense, he says, to talk of the interest
of the community apart from the interests of those who com-
pose it: ““The interest of the community . . .”” is nothing more
nor less than “the sum of the interests of the several members
who compose it.”’ *® Since a thing is said to promote the in-
terest of an individual when it adds to the sum total of his
pleasures or diminishes the sum total of his pains, the task of
government is to promote the greatest happiness of the great-
est number.®”

Bentham conceives of government as having primarily
negative functions.

Every law is an evil, because every law is a violation of liberty; so
that government . . . can only choose between evils. What should
be the aim of the legislator when making this choice? He should
satisfy himself of two things: First, that in all cases the events which
he strives to prevent are really evils; and, secondly, that these evils are
greater than those he is about to employ as the means of prevention.®

The happiness of the body politic consists in Subsistence,
Abundance, Equality, and Security and these are the objects
which the law should promote. Liberty is not included in this
list, Bentham says, because ‘“if we would avoid confusion we
must regard it as a branch of ‘security.’ > 3 If there is any
conflict between these ends ‘“‘security’” must be regarded as of
paramount importance. Speaking of the role which govern-
ment should play in relation to the economy Bentham wrote:
“the general rule is, that nothing ought to be done or at-
tempted by government. . . . With few exceptions, and those
not very considerable ones, the attainment of the maximum
enjoyment will be most effectually secured by leaving each
individual to pursue his own maximum of enjoyment, in pro-
portion as he is in possession of the means.” 4 Each one knows
best what serves his own interest and no one will serve that
interest better than the individual himself.

In a work entitled Anarchical Fallacies, Bentham subjected
the French Declaration of the Rights of Man of 1789 to a
critical examination, article by article, premised upon the
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assumption that there are no natural rights and that the rea-
soning in the Declaration is fallacious. For example, Article
IT of that Declaration states that “The end in view of every
political association is the preservation of the natural and
imprescriptable rights of man. These rights are liberty, prop-
erty, security, and resistance to oppression.” And Bentham
says:

More confusion—more nonsense. . . . The words can scarcely be
said to have a meaning. . . . There are no such things as natural
rights, no such things as rights anterior to the establishment of gov-
ernment,——no such things as natural rights opposed to, in contradis-
tinction to, legal . . . the expression is merely figurative. . . .
Natural rights is simply nonsense . . . rhetorical nonsense,—non-
sense upon stilts.?!

There are no natural rights but only legal rights; a man has
no rights by virtue of his humanity but only by virtue of the
law. Properly speaking rights are only concessions made by
the state and which, being concessions, the state may with-
draw at will. A person may be said to have a ‘“right” only “in
proportion as it is . . . advantageous to the society in ques-
tion” and ‘‘there is no right which, when the abolition of it is
advantageous to society, should not be abolished.” 42
Bentham likewise 