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If men never disagreed about the endsof life, if our ancestors had remained undisturbed in
the Garden of Eden, the studies to which the Chichde Char of Sodal and Political Theory is
dedicated could scarcely have been conaeived.' For these studies spring from, and thrive on,
discord. Someonemay question this on the groundthat even in a society of saintly anarchists, where
no conflicts aboutultimate purposes can take place, political problems, for example conditutiond or
legidative issues, might still arise. But this objection rests on a mistake. Where ends are agreed, the
only questionsleft are those of means and these are not political but technical, that isto say, capable
of being settled by experts or machines, like arguments between engineers or dodors. Tha is why
those who put thar faith in some immense, world-trandorming phenomenon, like the find triumph
of reason or the proletarian revolution, mug bdieve tha al political and moral problems can
thereby be turned into technological ones. Tha is the meaning of Engds famous phrase
(paraphrasing Saint-Simon) about 'replacing the govenment of persons by the administration of
things,? and the Marxist prophesies about the withering away of the State and the beginning of the
true history of humanity. This outlook is called Utopian by those for whom speculation about this
condition of perfect soda hamony is the play of idle fancy. Neverthdess, a visitor from Mars to
any British - or American -university today might perhgpsbeforgiven if he sugained theimpression
that its members lived in something very like this innoent and idyllic state, for al the serious
attention that is pad to fundamental problems of politics by professiond philosophes.

Yet this is both surprising and dangerous Surprising because there has, perhges been no
time in moden history when so large a number of human bangs in both the East and the West,
have had thar notions and indeed their lives, so deeply altered, and in some cases violently up<t,
by fanatically hdd sodal and political dodrines. Dangeous because when ideas are neglected by
thoe who oughtto attend to them - tha is to say, those who have been trained to think critically
about ideas - they sometimes acquire an undhecked momentum and an irresistible power over
multitudes of men tha may grow too violent to be affected by rationd criticism. Over a hunded
years ago, the German pod Heine warned the French not to undeestimate the power of ideas:.
philosophical conaepts nurtured in the stillness of a professor's study could destroy acivilization. He
spoke of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason as the sword with which German deism had been
decapitated, and described the works of Rousseau as the blood-stained weapon which, in the hands
of Robespierre, had destroyed the old regime; and prophesied tha the romantic faith of Fichte and
Schdling would oneday beturned, with terrible effect, by thar fanatical German followers, agang
theliberal culture of the West. Thefacts have not wholly bdied this prediction; butif professors can
truly wield this fatal power, may it not be that only other professors, or, at least, other thinkers (and
not govenments or Congressiond committees), can adonedisarm them?

Our philosophes seem oddly unaware of these devastating effects of ther activities. It may
bethat, intoxicated by thar magnificent achievements in more abgract realms, the best among them
look with disdain upona field in which radical discoveries are less likely to be made, and talent for
minute anadysisis less likely to be rewarded. Yet, despite every effort to separate them, conduded

! This essay is based on an Inaugural Lecture delivered in 1958. .
2 Engels in Anti-Diihring (1877-8): Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, Werke (Berlin 1965-83), vol .19, p. 195. Cf. Quettres de
Henri de Saint-Simone ™ un amZricainQ eighth letter, in LOndustrie (1817), vol. 1: pp. 182-91 in Oeuvres.
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by a blind scholastic pedantry, politics has remained indissolubly intertwined with every other form
of philosophical enquiry. To neglect the field of political thought because its unstable subject-
matter, with its blurred edges, is not to be caught by the fixed conagpts, abgract modds and fine
ingruments suitable to logic or to linguistic andysis - to demand a unity of method in philosophy,
and reject whaever the method cannotsuccessfully manage- is merely to allow oneself to remain at
the mercy of primitive and unaiticised political bdiefs. It is only a very vulgar historical
materialism tha denies the power of ideas, and says tha ideals are mere material interests in
disguise. It may be tha, without the pressure of sodal forces, political ideas are stillbom: wha is
certain istha these forces, unless they clothethemselvesin ideas, remain blind and undirected.

Political theory is a branch of mora philosophy, which starts from the discovery, or
application, of moral notonsin the sphee of pditica relations | do not mean, as | think some
|dealist philosophe's may have bdieved, that al historical movements or conflicts between human
beings are redudble to movements or conflicts of ideas or spiritud forces, nor even that they are
effects (or aspects) of them. But | do mean tha to undestand such movements or conflictsis, above
all, to undestand theidess or attitudes to life involved in them, which alonemake such movements
a pat of human history, and not mere natural events. Political words and notionsand acts are not
intelligible save in the context of the issues tha divide the men who use them. Consequently our
own attitudes and activities are likely to remain obure to us unless we undestand the domnant
issues of our own world. The greatest of these is the open war tha is bang fought between two
systems of ideas which return different and conflicting answers to wha has long been the central
question of politics - the question of obealience and coercion. 'Why should | (or anyong obey
anyoneelse? "Why should | notlive as | like? 'Mug | obey? 'If | disobey, may | be coerced? 'By
whom, and to what degree, and in the name of what, and for the sake of wha?

Upon the answvers to the question of the pemissible limits of coercion oppogd views are
hdd in theworld today, each claiming the allegiance of very large numbers of men. It seems to me,
therefore, tha any aspect of thisissueis worthy of examinaion.

1

To coerce aman is to deprive him of freedom - freedom from wha? Almos every moralist
in human history has praised freedom Like hgppiness and goodnes, like naure and redlity, itis a
term whos meaning is so poroustha thereislittle interpretation tha it seems ableto resist. | do not
propo< to discuss either the history of this protean word or the more than two hunded senses of it
recorded by historiansof ideas. | propos to examine no more than two of these senses - butthey are
central ones, with agreat deal of human history behind them, and, | dare say, still to come. Thefirst
of these political senses of freedom or liberty (I shdl use both words to mean the same), which
(following much precedent) | shdl call the'negative' sense, isinvolved in theanswer to the question
'What is the area within which the subject - a person or group of persons - is or should beleft to do
or bewha heis able to do or be, withoutinterference by other persons? The second, which | shal
cal the'positive’ sense, is involved in the answer to the question 'Whd, or who, is the source of
control or interference that can determine someone to do, or be this rather than tha? The two
guestionsare clearly different, even thoughthe answers to them may overlap.

Thenotion of negative freedom



| am nomally said to be free to the degree to which no man or body of men interferes with
my activity. Political liberty in this senseis smply the area within which a man can act unobsgructed
by others. If | am prevented by others from doing what | could otherwise do, | am to tha degree
unfree; andif this areais contracted by other men beyonda certain minimum, | can be described as
being coerced, or, it may be endaved. Coercionis not, however, aterm tha covers every form of
inability. If | say that | am unable to jump more than ten feet in theair, or cannotread because | am
blind, or cannotundestand the darker pages of Hegd, it would be eccentric to say tha | am to that
degree endaved or coerced. Coercion implies the ddiberate interference of other human beangs
within the areain which | could otherwise act. You lack political liberty or freedomonly if you are
prevented from attaining a god by humen beings® Mere incapacity to attain a god is not lack of
political freedom* Thisis broughtout by the use of such moden expressionsas 'econorric freedoni
andits counerpart, '‘econonic davery'. It isargued, very plaugbly, tha if aman istoo poorto afford
something on which thereisnolegd ban - aloa of bread, ajoumey roundtheworld, recourse to the
law courts - heis as little free to have it as he would be if it were forbidden him by law. If my
povaty were a kind of disease which prevented me from buying bread, or paying for the joumey
round the world or getting my case heard, as lameness prevents me from running, this inability
would not naurally be described as a lack of freedom, least of all politica freedom It is only
because | bdieve that my inability to ge& a given thing is dueto the fact that other human bengs
have made arrangeaments whereby | am, whereas others are not, prevented from having enough
money with which to pay for it, tha | think myself a victim of coercion or davery. In other words
this use of the term depends on a particular soda and econonic theory about the causes of my
povaty or weakness. If my lack of material meansis dueto my lack of mental or physcal capecity,
then | begin to speak of being deprived of freedom (and not smply about poverty) only if | accept
thetheory.” If, in addition, | believe tha | am beng kept in want by a specific arrangement which |
congder unjug or unfair, | speak of econonic davery or oppression. The naure of thingsdoes not
madden us only ill will does, said Rousseau.’ Thecriterion of oppressionisthepart that | beieveto
be played by other human bangs directly or indirectly, with or withoutthe intention of doing o, in
frudrating my wishes. By beng free in this sense | mean not beng interfered with by others. The
wide thearea of noninterference the wider my freedom

This is wha the classical English political philosophe's meant when they used this word.’
They disagreed about how wide the area could or should be They suppo®d tha it could not, as
things were, be unlimited, because if it were, it would entall a state in which al men could
boundkesdy interfere with al othe men; and this kind of 'naural’ freedom would lead to social
chaosin which men's minimum needs would not be satisfied; or else theliberties of the weak would
be suppressed by the strong. Because they perceived that human purposes and activities do not
automatically harmonize with one another, and because (whaever thar officia dodrines) they put

3| do not, of course, mean to imply the truth of the converse.

* HelvZius made this point very clearly: ‘The free man is the man who is not in irons, not imprisoned in agaol, nor
terrorized like aslave by the fear of punishment.Qit is not lack of freedom not to fly like an eagle or swim like awhale
DeIG@sprit, first discourse, chapter 4.

® The Marxist conception of socia laws is, of course, the best-known version of this theory, but it forms a large element
in some Christian and utilitarian, and all socidist, doctrines.

® Emile, book 2: p. 320 in Oeuvres completes, ed. Bernard Gagnebin and others (Paris, 1959- ), vol. 4.

"'A free man', said Hobbes, 'is he that ... is not hindered to do what he has awill to." Leviathan, chapter 21: p. 146 in
Richard Tuck's edition (Cambridge, 1991) Law always a fetter, even if it protects you from being bound in chains that
are heavier than those of the law, say some more repressive law or custom, or arbitrary despotism or chaos. Bentham
says much the same.



high value on other gods, such asjustice, or hgppiness, or culture, or security, or varying degrees of
equdity, they were prepared to curtail freedom in the interests of other values and, indeed, of
freedomitself. For, withoutthis, it wasimpossible to create the kind of association that they thouglt
desirable. Consquently, it is assumed by these thinkers that the area of men's free action mug be
limited by law. But equdly it is assumed, especialy by such libertarians as Locke and Mill in
England, and Condant and Tocqueville in France, tha there oughtto exist a certain minimum area
of persond freedom which mug on no account be violated; for if it is overstepped, the individud
will find himself in an area too narrow for even tha minimum development of his natural faculties
which alone makes it possible to pursue and even to conceive, the various ends which men hold
goodor right or sacred. It follows tha afronter mug be drawn between the area of private life and
that of public authority. Where it is to be drawn is a matter of argument, inde=d of haggling. Men
are largdy interdependent, and no man's activity is so completely private as never to obgruct the
lives of othersin any way. 'Freedomfor thepike is desth for theminnows';® theliberty of some must
depend on therestraint of others. Freedomfor an Oxford don, others have been known to add, is a
very different thing from freedomfor an Egyptian peasant.

This propostion derives its force from something tha is both true and important, but the
phrase itself remains a piece of political claptrap. It istruethat to offer political rights, or safeguads
agang intervention by the State, to men who are hdf-naked, illiterate, undefed and diseased is to
modk thar condition; they need medical hdp or education before they can undestand, or make use
of, an inarease in thar freedom What is freedom to thoe who cannot make use of it? Without
adequae conditionsfor the use of freedom whéa is the value of freedonm? First things come first:
there are situaions in which - to use a saying satirically attributed to the nihilists by Dostoevsky -
boots are supeior to Pushkin; individud freedomis not everyonés primary need. For freedomis not
the mere absence of frudration of whaever kind; this would inflate the meaning of the word untl it
meant too much or too little. The Egyptian peasant needs clothes or medicine before, and more than,
persond liberty, but the minimum freedom tha he needs today, and the greater degree of freedom
tha he may need tomorrow, is not some species of freedom peculiar to him, but identical with that
of professors, artists and millionares.

Wha troubles the constiences of Western liberasiis, | think, the bdief, nottha the freedom
that men seek differs according to ther sodal or economic conditions but tha the minorty who
possess it have ganed it by exploiting, or, at least, averting their gaze from, the vast majority who
do not They bdieve, with good reason, tha if individud liberty is an ultimate end for human
beings noneshould be deprived of it by others; least of all that some should enjoy it at the expense
of others. Equdity of liberty; notto treat others as | should not wish them to treat me; repayment of
my debt to thoee who alonehave made possible my liberty or progerity or enlightenment; judice, in
its smplest and mog universal sense - these are the founddionsof libera morality. Liberty is not
theonly god of men. | can, like the Russian critic Belinky, say tha if others are to be deprived of it
- if my brothers are to remain in povaty, squdor and chans - then | do not want it for myself, |
reject it with both handsand infinitely prefer to share ther fate. But nothing is ganed by a confuson
of terms. To avoid glaring inequdity or widespread misery | am ready to sacrifice some, or al, of
my freedom: | may do so willingly and freely; but it is freedomtha | am giving up for the sake of
judice or equdity or the love of my fellow men. | should be guilt-stricken, and righty so, if | were
not, in some circumstances, ready to make this sacrifice. But a sacrifice isnotan inaease in wha is
being sacrificed, namely freedom however great the moral need or the compensation for it.

8 R.H. Tawney, Equality (1931), 3d ed. (London), 1938), chapter 5, section 2, Gquality and Liberty®p.208 (not in
previous editions).



Everything is what it is: liberty is liberty, not equdity or fairness or judice or culture, or human
happiness or aquiet conscience. If theliberty of myself or my class or nation dependson the misery
of a nunmber of other human bangs the system which promotes this is unjus and immoral. But if |
curtail or lose my freedom in order to lessen the shame of such inequality, and do not thereby
materialy increase the individud liberty of others, an absolute loss of liberty occurs. This may be
compensated for by agan in justice or in hgopiness or in peace, buttheloss of freedom- 'soda’ or
‘economnic' - isinareased. Yet it remainstrue tha the freedom of some mug at times be curtailed to
secure the freedom of others. Upon wha prindple should this be done? If freedom is a sacred,
untoudeble value, there can be no such prindple. One or other of these conflicting rules or
prindples mug, at any rate in practice, yield: not always for reasonswhich can be clearly stated, let
alonegeneadized into rules or universal maxims. Still, a practica compromise has to befound.

Philosophes with an optimistic view of human naure and a bdief in the possibility of
harmonising humen interests, such as Locke or Adam Smith or, in some moods Mill, bdieved that
soda hamony and progress were compatible with reserving alarge area for private life over which
nether the State nor any other authority mug be alowed to trespass. Hobbes, and those who agreed
with him, especially conservative or reactionay thinkers, argued tha if men were to be prevented
from destroying oneanother and making sodal life ajungle or awilderness, greater safeguards must
be indituted to keep them in their places, he wished correspondngly to increase the area of
centralised control and decrease tha of the individud. But both sides agreed tha some portion of
human existence mug remain indgpendent of the sphee of soda control. To invade tha preserve,
however small, would be despotism. The mog eloquent of all defende's of freedom and privacy,
Benjamin Constant, who had not forgotten the Jacobin dictatorship, declared tha at the very least
the liberty of religion, opinion, expression, propety mus be guaranteed againg arbitrary invasion.
Jefferson, Burke, Paine, Mill compiled different catalogues of individud liberties, but the argument
for keeping authority at bay is always subgantially the same. We mug preserve a minimum area of
persond freedomif we are not to 'degrade or deny our naure'.? We cannotremain abslutely free,
and mug give up some of our liberty to preserve therest. But total self-surrende is self-defeating.
Wha then mug the minimum be? Tha which a man cannot give up without offending agang the
essence of his human naure. Wha isthis essence? Wha are the standadswhich it entail s? This has
been, and perhaps always will be, a matter of infinite debae. But whaever the prinaple in terms of
which the area of nonrinterference is to be drawn, whether it is tha of naura law or naural rights,
or of utility, or the pronoun@ments of a categorical imperative, or the sandtity of thesoda contract,
or any other concept with which men have soughtto clarify and jugify ther 'convictions liberty in
this sense means liberty from absence of interference beyond the shifting, but always recognisable,
fronter. 'The only freedomwhich deserves the name, is tha of pursuing our own goodin our own
way', said themos celebrated of its champions™ If thisis so, is compulsion ever justified? Mill had
no doubttha it was. Since judice demandsthat all individuds be entitled to a minimum of freedom
al other individuds were of necessity to berestrained, if need be by force, from depriving anyoneof
it. Indeed, the whole fundion of law was the prevention | of jug such collisons the State was
reduced to wha Lassalle contemptuously described as the fundionsof a night-watchman or traffic
policeman.

Wha made the protection of individud liberty so sacred to Mill? In his famous essay he
declares tha, unless the individud is left to live as he wishes in 'the pat [of his condud] which

® Constant, Principes de Politique, ch. 1: p. 275. (Paris, 1980)
10 3, S. Mill, On Liberty, chapter i: p. 226 in Collected Works of John Stuart Mill, ed. J. M. Robson (Toronto/London,
1981-), vol. 18.



merely concerns himself','* civilisation cannot advance; the truth will not, for lack of a free market

in ideas, come to light, there will be no scopefor spontanety, origindity, genius, for mental energy,
for moral courage Sodiety will be crushed by the weight of 'collective mediocrity'.** Whatever is
rich and diversified will be crushed by the weight of cugsom, by men's constant tendency to
conformity, which breedsonly 'withered' capecities, 'pinched and hidebound','cramped and dwarfed'
humen beings 'Pagan self-assertion’ is as worthy as 'Christian self-denial'.’® 'All errors which [a
man] is likely to commit agang advice and warning, are far outweighed by the evil of allowing
others to condrain him to wha they deem his good:** The defence of liberty condsts in the
'negaive god of warding off interference. To threaten a man with persecution unless he submits to
a life in which he exercises no choices of his goals; to block before him every door but ong no
matter how noble the progpect uponwhich it opens, or how benevolent the motives of those who
arrangethis, isto sin agang thetruth that heis aman, abangwith alife of hisown to live. Thisis
liberty as it has been conceived by liberals in the moden world from the days of Erasmus (some
would say of Occam) to our own. Every pleafor civil liberties and individud rights, every protest
agang exploitation and humiliation, againg the encroachment of public authority, or the mass
hypnoss of custom or organised propaganda springsfrom this individudistic, and much disputed,
conaeption of man.

Three facts about this postion may be noted. In the first place Mill confuses two distinct
notions Oneistha all coecionis, in so far as it frudrates human desires, bad as such, athoughit
may have to be applied to prevent other, greater evils, while norrinterference, which is the opposte
of coercion, is goodas such, athoughit is not the only good. This is the 'negative’ conaeption of
liberty in its classical form. The other is tha men should seek to discover the truth, or to develop a
certain type of character of which Mill approved - critical, origind, imaginative, independent, non
conforming to the point of eccentricity, and so on - and tha truth can be found,and such character
can be bred, only in conditionsof freedom Both these are liberal views, but they are not identical,
and the connection between them is, at best, empirical. No onewould arguethat truth or freedom of
self-expression could flourish where dogma crushes all thought But the evidence of history tendsto
show (as, indeed, was argued by James Stephen in his formidable attack on Mill in his Liberty,
Equality, Fraternity) that integrity, love of truth and fiery individudism grow at least as often in
severely disciplined communities, among, for example, the puritan Calvinists of Scotland or New
England, or unde military discipling as in more tolerant or indifferent sodeties; and if thisis so,
Mill's argument for liberty as a necessary condition for the growth of human genius falls to the
ground. If histwo gods proved incompatible, Mill would befaced with acrud dilemma, quite apart
from the furthe difficulties created b%/ the inconsstency of his dodrines with strict utilitarianism,
even in his own humeneversion of it."

In the second place, the dodrine is comparatively moden. There seems to be scarcely any
discussion of individud liberty as a constious political ideal (as oppo®d to its actud existence) in
the andent world. Condorcet had already remarked tha the notion of individud rights was absent

Yibid., p. 224.

2ibid., chapter 3, p. 268.

Bipid., p. 265-6.

“ibid., p. 2ch. 4, p. 277.

> This is but another illustration of the natural tendency of all but avery few thinkers to believe that all the things they
hold good must be intimately connected, or at |east compatible, with one another. The history of thought, like the history
of nations, is strewn with examples of inconsistent, or at least disparate, elements artificially yoked together in a
despotic system, or held together by the danger of some common enemy. In due course the danger passes, and conflicts
between the allies arise, which often disrupt the system, sometimes to the great benefit of mankind.



from the legd conoeptions of the Romans and Greeks, this seems to hold equally of the Jewish,
Chinese and al other andient civilizationstha have since come to light® The domination of this
ideal has been the exception rather than the rule, even in the recent history of the West. Nor has
liberty in this sense often formed arallying cry for the great masses of mankind. Thedesire notto be
impinged upon, to be left to oneself, has been a mark of high civilization on the pat of both
individuds and communities. The sense of privacy itself, of the area of persond relationships as
something sacred in its own right, derives from a conaeption of freedomwhich, for al its religious
roots, is scarcely older, in its developed state, than the Renassance or the Reformation” Yet its
declinewould mark the death of a civilisation, of an entire moral out ook

The third characteristic of this notion of liberty is of greater importance. It is that liberty in
this sense is notincompatible with some kindsof autocracy, or at any rate with the absence of self-
govanment. Liberty in this sense is prindpdly concerned with the area of control, not with its
source. Jug as a democracy may, in fact, deprive the individud citizen of a great many liberties
which he might have in some other form of sodety, so it is pafectly conceivable tha a liberal-
minded despot would alow his subjects a large measure of persond freedom The despot who
leaves his subjects a wide area of liberty may be unjud, or encourage the wildest inequdities, care
little for order, or virtue or knowedge but provided he does not curb their liberty, or at least curbs
it less than many other regimes, he meets with Mill's specification!®

Freedom in this sense is not, a any rate logically, connected with democracy or self-
govanment. Self-govanment may, on the whole, provide a better guaantee of the preservation of
civil liberties than other regimes, and has been defendad as such by libertarians But there is no
necessary connection between individud liberty and democratic rule. The answer to the question
'Who govans me? is logically distina from the question 'How far does government interfere with
me? It isin this difference tha the great contrast between the two concepts of negative and postive
liberty, in theend, conssts.™® For the'postive' sense of liberty comes to lightif we try to answer the

16 See the valuable discussion of thisin Michel Villey, Legons d'histoire de la philosophie du droit (Paris, 1957), which

traces the embryo of the notion of subjective rights to Occam.

7 Christian (and Jewish or Muslim) belief in the absolute authority of divine or natural laws, or in the equality of all
men in the sight of God, is very different from belief in freedom to live as one prefers.

'8 Indeed, it is arguable that in the Prussia of Frederick the Great or in the Austria of Joseph Il men of imagination,
originality and creative genius, and, indeed, minorities of al kinds, were less persecuted and felt the pressure, both of
institutions and custom, less heavy upon them than in many an earlier or later democracy.

19 Negative liberty' is something the extent of which, in a given case, it is difficult to estimate. It might, prima facie,
seem to depend simply on the power to choose between at any rate two alternatives. Nevertheless, not all choices are
equaly free, or free at al. If in atotalitarian State | betray my friend under threat of torture, perhaps even if | act from
fear of losing my job, | can reasonably say that | did not act freely. Nevertheless, | did, of course, make a choice, and
could, at any rate in theory, have chosen to be killed or tortured or imprisoned. The mere existence of alternatives is not,
therefore, enough to make my action free (although it may be voluntary) in the normal sense of the word. The extent of
my freedom seems to depend on (a) how many possibilities are open to me (although the method of counting these can
never be more than impressionistic; possibilities of action are not discrete entities like apples, which can be exhaustively
enumerated); (b) how easy or difficult each of these possibilities is to actualize; (c) how important in my plan of life,
given my character and circumstances, these possibilities are when compared with each other; (d) how far they are
closed and opened by deliberate human acts; (€) what value not merely the agent, but the general sentiment of the
society in which he lives, puts on the various possibilities. All these magnitudes must be ‘integrated’, and a conclusion,
necessarily never precise, or indisputable, drawn from this process. It may well be that there are many incommensurable
kinds and degrees of freedom, and that they cannot be drawn up on any single scale of magnitude. Moreover, in the case
of societies, we are faced by such (logically absurd) questions as 'Would arrangement X increase the liberty of Mr A
more than it would that of Messrs B, C and D between them, added together? The same difficulties arise in applying
utilitarian criteria. Nevertheless, provided we do not demand precise measurement, we can give valid reasons for saying
that the average subject of the King of Sweden is, on the whole, a good deal freer today [1958] than the average citizen
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question, not'What am | free to do or be?, but 'By whomam | ruled? or 'Whois to say wha | am,
and wha | am not, to beor do? The connection between democracy and individud liberty isagood
deal more tenuousthan it seemed to many advocates of both. The desire to be govaned by mysalf,
or a any rate to paticipae in the process by which my life is to be controlled, may be as degp a
wish as tha for a free area for action, and perhaps historically older. But it is not a desire for the
same thing. So different is it, indeed, as to have led in the end to the great clash of ideologies that
domnaes our world. For it is this, the 'postive’ conception of liberty, not freedom from, but
freedom to - to lead one prescribed form of life - which the adherents of the 'negative’ notion
represent as bang, at times, no better than a speciousdisguise for brutal tyranny.

1
The notion of positive freedom.

The'postive' sense of theword 'liberty' derives from thewish onthe pat of theindividud to
be his own master. | wish my life and decisions to depend on myself, not on externd forces of
whaever kind. | wish to be theingrument of my own, not of other men's acts of will. | wishto bea
subject, not an object; to be moved by reasons by consious purposes, which are my own, not by
causes which affect me, as it were, from outside. | wish to be somebody, not nobody; a doer -
deciding, not beng decided for, self-directed and not acted uponby externd naure or by other men
asif | were athing, or an animal, or adave incapable of playing ahuman role, tha is, of conceiving
gods and policies of my own and realising them. Thisis at least part of what | mean when | say tha
| am rationd, and tha it is my reason tha distinguishes me as a human being from the rest of the
world. | wish, above al, to be congious of myself as a thinking, willing, active being, bearing
responsbility for my choices and able to explain them by reference to my own ideas and purposs. |
feel free to the degree tha | bdieve this to be true and endaved to the degree that | am made to
realisetha it isnat.

The freedom which consists in beng onés own master, and the freedom which consists in
not being prevented from choosng as | do by othea men, may, on theface of it, seem concepts at no
great 'negaiveOnotions of freedom historically developed in divergent directions not always by
logically reputable steps until, in theend, they came into direct conflict with each other.

One way of making this clear is in terms of the indgpendent momentum which the initially
perhaps quite harmless, metaphor of self-mastery acquired. 'l am my own master’; 'l am dave to no
man'; but may | not (as Platonists or Hegdians tend to say) be a dave to naure? Or to my own
‘'unbridled’ passions? Are these not so many species of theidentical genus'dave’ - some political or
legd, others moral or spiritud? Have not men had the experience of liberating themselves from
spiritud davery, or davery to naure, and do they notin the course of it become aware, on the one
hand, of a self which dominaes, and, on the other, of something in them which is broughtto heal?
This domnant self is then varioudy identified with reason, with my ‘highe naure, with the self
which calculates and aims at what will satisfy it in the long run, with my 'real’, or 'ided’, or
‘autononous self, or with my self 'at its best’;

of Spain or Albania. Total patterns of life must be compared directly as wholes, although the method by which we make
the comparison, and the truth of the conclusions, are difficult or impossible to demonstrate. But the vagueness of the
concepts, and the multiplicity of the criteria involved, are attributes of the subject-matter itself, not of our imperfect
methods of measurement, or of incapacity for precise thought.
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which is then contrasted with irrationd impulse, uncontrolled desires, my 'lower' neure, the
pursuit of immediate pleasures, my 'empirical’ or 'heterononous self, swept by every gug of desire
and passion, needing to berigidly disciplined if it is ever to rise to the full height of its 'real’ nature.
Presently the two selves may be represented as divided by an even larger gap; the real self may be
conceived as something wider than the individud (as the term is nomally undestood), as a sodal
'whole' of which the individud is an element or aspect: a tribe, arace, a Church, a State, the great
sodety of theliving and the dead and the yet unban. This entity is then identified as beng the 'trué
self which, by imposng its collective, or 'organic’, single will upon its recalcitrant 'members,
achieves its own, and therefore thar, ‘highe' freedom The perils of usng organic metaphors to
judify the coercion of some men by othersin order to raise them to a'highe’ level of freedom have
often been pointed out But what gives such plaugbility as it has to this kind of languageis tha we
recognise tha it is posible, and at times judifiable, to coerce men in the name of some god (let us
say, judice or public health) which they would, if they were more enlightened, themselves pursue,
but do not, because they are blind or ignorant or corrupt. This rendeas it easy for me to conceive of
myself as coercing others for thar own sake, in their, not my, they would notresist me if they were
rationd and aswise as | and undestoodther interests as | do. But| may goonto claim agoodded
more than this. | may declare tha they are actudly aiming a wha in thar benighted state they
conzioudy resist, because there exists within them an occult entity - ther latent rationd will, or
thar 'trué pumpose - and tha this entity, althoughit is bdied by all tha they overtly feel and do and
say, isthar 'real’ self, of which the poorempirical self in space and time may know nothing or little;
and tha this inne spirit isthe only self tha deserves to have its wishes taken into account® Once |
take this view, | am in a postion to ignore the actud wishes of men or sodeties, to bully, oppress,
torture them in the name, and on behdf, of ther 'real’ selves, in the secure knowedgetha whaever
isthetruegod of man (hgppiness, performance of duty, wisdom, ajus sodety, self-fulfilment) must
beidentical with his freedom - the free choice of his 'trué, albet often submerged and inaticulate,
self.

This paradox has been often exposed. It is onething to say tha | know what is goodfor X,
while he himself does not and even to ignae hiswishes for its - and his - sake; and a very different
oneto say tha hehas eo ipso cho®en it, notindead conscioudy, notas he seems in everyday life, but
in hisrole asarationd self which his empirical self may notknow - the'real’ self which discerns the
good,and cannothdp choosng it once it is revealed. This mongrousimpersondion, which congsts
in equaing wha X would choo® if he were something heis not, or at least not yet, with wha X
actudly seeks and choases, is at the heart of all political theories of self-redlisation. It isonething to
say tha | may be coerced for my own good which | am too blind to see: this may, on occasion, be
for my bendit; indeed it may enlarge the scope of my liberty. It is another to say tha if it is my
good,then | am not being coerced, for | have willed it, whether | know this or not, and am free (or
'truly’ free) even while my poa earthly body and foolish mind bitterly reject it, and struggle with the
greatest desperation agang those who seek, however benevolently, to impo it.

This magical trandormation, or deight of hand (for which William James so jusly mocked
the Hegdiang), can no doubtbe pepdrated jug as easily with the 'negaive concept of freedom,

% The ideal of true freedom is the maximum of power for al members of human society alike to make the best of
themselves, said T. H. Green in 1881. Lecture on Liberal Legislation and Freedom of Contract: p. 200 in T. H. Green,
Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation and Other Writings, ed. Paul Harris and John Morrow (Cambridge,
1986). Apart from the confusion of freedom with equality, this entails that if a man chose some immediate pleasure -
which (in whose view?) would not enable him to make the best of himself (what self?) - what he was exercising was not
'true’ freedom: and if deprived of it, he would not lose anything that mattered. Green was a genuine liberal: but many a
tyrant could use this formulato justify hisworst acts of oppression.
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where the self tha should not be interfered with is no longe the individud with his actud wishes
and needs as they are nomally conceived, but the ‘real’ man within, identified with the pursuit of
some ideal purpose not dreamed of by his empirical self. And, as in the case of the 'postively' free
salf, this entity may be inflated into some supea-pesond entity - a State, a class, a nation, or the
march of history itself, regarded as a more 'real’ subject of attributes than the empirical self. But the
'postive’ conaeption of freedom as self-mastery, with its suggestion of a man divided agang
himself, has in fact, and as a matter of history, of dodrine and of practice, lent itself more easily to
this splitting of persondity into two: the transcendent, dominant controller, and the empirical bundle
of desires and passionsto be disciplined and brought to hedl. It is this historical fact tha has been
influential. This demongrates (if demondration of so obviousa truth is needed) tha conceptions of
freedomdirectly derive from views of wha conditutes a self, a person, a man. Enoughmanipulation
of the ddfinition of man, and freedom can be made to mean whaever the manipulator wishes.
Recent history has madeit only too clear that theissueis not merely academic.

The consquences of distinguishing between two selves will become even clearer if one
consders the two major forms which the desire to be self-directed - directed by onés'trué self - has
historically taken: thefirst, that of self-abnegaion in order to attain independence; the second, tha
of self-realisation, or total self-identification with a specific princple or ideal in order to attain the
selfsame end.

111
The retreat to the inner citadel.

| am the possessor of reason and will; | conceive endsand | desire to pursue them; but| am
prevented from attaining them | no longe fee master of the situaion. | may be prevented by the
laws of naure, or by accidents, or the activities of men, or the effect, often undesigned, of human
ingitutions These forces may betoo much for me. Wha am | to do to avoid beng crushed by them?
| mug liberate myself from desirestha | know | cannotredlise. | wish to bemaster of my kingdom
but my frontiers are long and insecure, therefore | contract them in order to reduce or eliminae the
vulnerable area. | begin by desiring hgppiness, or power, or knowledge or the attainment of some
gpecific object. But | cannot command them. | choos to avoid defeat and waste, and therefore
decide to strive for nothing that | cannot be sure to obtain. | deermine myself notto desire what is
unatainable. The tyrant threatens me with the destruction of my propety, with imprisonment, with
theexile or death of those | love Butif | nolonge feel attached to propety, nolonge care whether
ornotl amin prison,if | have killed within myself my naura affections then he cannotbend meto
hiswill, for all tha isleft of myself isnolonge subject to empirical fears or desires. It isasif | had
performed a strategic retreat into an inng citadd - my reason, my soul, my 'nounend’ self - which,
do wha they may, neather externd blind force, nor human malice, can toud. | have withdrawn into
myself; there, and there alone | am secure. It isasif | wereto say: 'l have awoundin my leg. There
are two methodsof freeing myself from pan. One is to heal the wound. But if the cure is too
difficult or uncertain, there is another method | can get rid of the woundby cutting off my leg. If |
train myself to want nothing to which the possession of my leg is indispensable, | shdl notfedl the
lack of it." This is the traditiond self-emandpation of ascetics and quietists, of stoics or Buddhst
sages, men of variousreligionsor of none who have fled theworld, and escaped the yoke of sodety
or public opinion, by some process of ddiberate self-trandormation that enables them to care no
longe for any of its values, to remain, isolated and indgpendent, on its edges, no longe vulnerable
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to its weapons® All political isolationism, all econonic autarky, every form of autonony, hasin it
some element of this attitude | eliminae the obdacles in my pah by abandoning the pah; | retreat
into my own sect, my own plannal econony, my own ddiberately insulated territory, where no
voices from outside need belistened to, and no externd forces can have effect. Thisis aform of the
search for security; but it has also been called the search for persond or naiond freedom or
indgpendence.

From this dodrine, asit appliesto individuds, it is no very great distance to the conagptions
of thoe who, like Kant, identify freedom not indeed with the eliminaion of desires, but with
resistance to them, and control over them. | identify myself with the controller and escape the
davery of the controlled. | am free because, and in so far as, | am autononous | obey laws, but |
have imposed them on, or foundthem in, my own unmerced self. Freedom is obedience, but, in
Rousseau's words, 'obedience to a law which we prescribe to ourselves,? and no man can endave
himself. Heteronony is dependence on outside factors, liability to be a plaything of the externd
world tha | cannotmyself fully control, and which pro tanto controls and 'endaves me. | am free
only to the degree to which my personis 'fettered’ by nothing that obeys forces over which | have no
control; | cannotcontrol the laws of naure; my free activity mug therefore, ex hypothesis be lifted
abovethe empirical world of causdlity. Thisis not the place in which to discuss the vaidity of this
andent and famousdodrine | only wish to remark tha therelated notionsof freedomas resistance
to (or escape from) unrealisable desire, and as independence of the spheae of causality, have played
acentra rolein politics no less than in ethics.

For if the essence of men is tha they are autononousbengs-authors of values, of endsin
themselves, the ultimate authority of which congsts precisely in thefact that they are willed freely -
then nothing is worse than to treat them as if they were not autonamous but naural objects, played
on by causa influences, creatures at the mercy of externd stimuli, whose choices can be
manipulated by thear rulers, whether by threats of force or offers of rewards To treat men in this
way isto treat them asif they were not self-determined. 'Nobodymay compd me to be hgopy in his
own way', said Kant. Paterndism is 'the greatest despotism imaginable'.?® This is so because it is to
treat men as if they were nat free, but human material for me, the benevolent reformer, to mould in
accordance with my own, not thar, freely adopted purpos. Thisis, of course, precisaly the policy
that the early utilitarians recommended. Helvetius (and Bentham) bdieved not in resisting, but in
usng, men'stendency to be davesto thar passions; they wished to dangle rewards and punishments
before men - the acutest possible form of heteronomy - if by this means the 'dlaves might be made
happier.?* But to manipulate men, to propd them towards gods which you - the sodal reformer -
see, butthey may not, isto deny their human essence, to treat them as objects withoutwills of thar
own, and therefore to degrade them. Tha is why to lie to men, or to deceive them, tha is, to use
them as means for my, not ther own, indgendently conaived ends even if it is for thar own
bendfit, is, in effect, to treat them as subhunan, to behave as if ther ends are less ultimate and
sacred than my own. In the name of wha can | ever bejudified in forcing men to do what they have

2L'A wise man, though he be aslave, isat liberty, and from thisit follows that though afool rule, heisin slavery’, said

St Ambrose. It might equally well have been said by Epictetus or Kant. Corpus Scriptorum Latinorum, vol. 82. part 1,
ed. Otto Faller (Vienna, 1968), letter 7, 824 (p.55).

22 5pcial Contract, book i, chapter 8: p. 365 in Oeuvres completes (op. cit., p. 195 above, note 2), vol. 3; cf. Constant,
op. cit. (p. 198 above, note i), p. 272.

% op. cit. (p. 16 above, note ), vol. 8, p. 290, line 27, and p. 291, line 3.

2 Proletarian coercion, in al its forms, from executions to forced labour, is, paradoxical as it may sound, the method of
moulding communist humanity out of the human material of the capitalist period.' These lines by the Bolshevik |eader
Nikolay Bukharin, especially the term 'human material’, vividly convey this attitude. Nikolay Bukharin, Ekonomika
perekhodnogo perioda [Economics in the Transitional Period] (Moscow, 1920), chapter 10, p. 146.
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notwilled or consented to? Only in the name of some value highe than themselves. But if, as Kant
hdd, all values are made so by the free acts of men, and called values only so far as they are this,
there is no value highe than the individud. Therefore to do this is to coerce men in the name of
something less ultimate than themselves - to bend them to my will, or to someone else's particular
craving for (his or ther) happiness or expediency or security or convenience. | am aming at
something desired (from whaever motive, no matter how noble) by me or my group, to which | am
usng other men as means But this is a contradiction of wha | know men to be namely endsin
themselves. All forms of tampering with human beings getting at them, shaping them against thar
will to your own pattern, all though-control and conditioning?” is, therefore, a denia of that in men
which makes them men and ther values ultimate.

Kant's free individud is a transcendent being, beyond the realm of natural causality. But in
its empirical form - in which the notion of man istha of ordinary life - this dodrinewas the heart of
liberal humanism, both moral and political, tha was deeply influenced both by Kant and by
Rousseau in the eighteenth century. In its a priori version it is a form of secularised Protestant
individudism, in which the place of God is taken by the conaeption of therationd life, and the place
of the individud soul which strains towards union with him is replaced by the conaeption of the
individud, endowed with reason, straining to be govened by reason and reason alone and to
depend uponnothing that might deflect or ddudehim by engaging hisirrationd naure. Autonony,
not heteronomny: to act and not to be acted upon. The notion of davery to thepassionsis - for those
who think in these terms -more than a metaphor. To rid myself of fear, or love or the desire to
conform is to liberate myself from the despotism of something which | cannot control. Sophodes,
whom Plato reports as saying that old age aone has liberated him from the passion of love - the
yoke of a crud master - is reporting an experience as rea as tha of liberation from a human tyrant
or dave owner. The psychological experience of observing myself yielding to some 'lower' impulse,
acting from amotive tha | didike, or of doing something which at the very moment of doing | may
detest, and reflecting later that | was 'not myself, or 'notin control of myself, when | did it, bdongs
to this way of thinking and speaking. | identify myself with my critical and rationd moments. The
congequences of my acts cannot matter, for they are notin my control; only my motives are. Thisis
the creed of the solitary thinker who has defied the world and emand pated himself from the chains
of men and things In this form the dodrine may seem primarily an ethical creed, and scarcely
political at al; neverthdess its political implications are clear, and it enters into the tradition of
liberal individudism at least as deeply asthe'negaive conaept of freedom

It is perhgps worth remarking tha in its individudistic form the concept of therationd sage
who has escaped into the inne fortress of his true self seems to arise when the externd world has
proved exceptiondly arid, crud or unjug. 'Heistruly free', said Rousseau, 'who desires wha he can
perform, and does wha he desires.3 In a world where a man seeking hagppiness or justice or
freedom (in whaever sense) can do little, because he findstoo many avenues of action blocked to
him, the temptation to withdraw into himself may become irresistible. It may have been so in
Greece, where the Stoic ideal cannot be wholly unonnected with the fall of the indgpendent
democracies before centralized Macedonian autocracy. It was so in Rome, for andogousreasons

% Kant's psychology, and that of the Stoics and Christians too, assumed that some element in man - the 'inner fastness of
his mind' - could be made secure against conditioning. The development of the techniques of hypnosis, 'brainwashing’,
subliminal suggestion and the like has made this a priori assumption, at least as an empirical hypothesis, less plausible.
% Op.cit. (p.195 above, note 2), p. 309.
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after theend of the Republic.?’ It arose in Germany in the seventeenth century, during the period of
the deepest nationd degradaion of the German States tha followed the Thirty Years War, when the
character of public life, paticularly inthesmall prinapdities, forced those who prized the dignity of
human life, notfor thefirst or last time, into akind of inne emigration. The dodrinetha maintains
that wha | cannot have | mug teach myself not to desire, tha a desire eliminaed, or successfully
resisted, isas goodas a desire satisfied, is a sublime, but, it seems to me, unmistakable, form of the
dodrine of sour grapes: what | cannotbe sure of, | cannottruly want.

This makesit clear why the definition of negdive liberty asthe ability to do wha onewishes
- which is, in effect, the definition adopted by Mill - will notdo. If | findthat | am able to dolittle or
nothing of what | wish, | nead only contract or extinguish my wishes, and | am made free. If the
tyrant (or 'hidden persuader’) manages to condition his subjects (or cusomers) into losng ther
origind wishes and embracing (‘interndising’) theform of life he has invented for them, hewill, on
this definition, have succeeded in liberating them. He will, no doubt have made them feel free - as
Epictetusfeels freer than his master (and the proverbial goodman is said to feel hgopy on therack).
But what he has created isthevery antithesis of pditical freedom

Ascetic self-denial may be a source of integrity or serenity and spiritud strength, but it is
difficult to see how it can be called an enlargement of liberty. If | save myself from an adversary by
retreating indooss and locking every entrance and exit, | may remain freer than if | had been
captured by him, but am | freer than if | had defeated or captured him? If | go too far, contract
myself into too small a space, | shdl suffocate and die. The logical culminaion of the process of
destroying everything through which | can possibly be woundel is suicide While | exist in the
naura world, | can never bewholly secure. Total liberationin this sense (as Schopenhauer correctly
perceived) is conferred only by death.?®

| find myself in aworld in which | meet with obstacles to my will. Those who are wedded to
the 'negaive conacept of freedom may perhaps be forgiven if they think that self-abnegation is not
the only method of overcoming obgacles; tha it is also possible to do so by removing them: in the
case of nonhuman objects, by physca action; in the case of humen resistance, by force or
persuasion, as when | indue somebody to make room for me in his carriage, or conque a county
which threatens the interests of my own. Such acts may be unjug, they may involve violence,
crudty, the endavement of others, butit can scarcely be denied tha thereby the agent is able in the
mo4g literal sense to inarease his own freedom It is an irony of history tha this truth is repudiated
by some of those who practise it most forcibly, men who, even while they conque power and
freedomof action, reject the 'negative conagpt of it in favour of its 'postive’ counerpart. Ther view
rules over haf ourworld; let us see uponwha metaphysca founddionit rests.

1t is not perhaps far-fetched to assume that the quietism of the Eastern sages was, similarly, a response to the
despotism of the great autocracies, and nourished at periods when individuals were apt to be humiliated, or at any rate
ignored or ruthlessly managed, by those possessed of the instruments of physical coercion.

% |t is worth remarking that those who demanded - and fought for - liberty for the individual or for the nation in France
during this period of German quietism did not fall into this attitude. Might this not be precisely because, despite the
despotism of the French monarchy and the arrogance and arbitrary behaviour of privileged groups in the French State,
France was a proud and powerful nation, where the reality of political power was not beyond the grasp of men of talent,
so that withdrawal from battle into some untroubled heaven above it, whence it could be surveyed dispassionately by the
self-sufficient philosopher, was not the only way out? The same holds for England in the nineteenth century and well
after it, and for the United States today.
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Salf-realisation.

The only true method of attaining freedom, we are told, is by the use of critical reason, the
undestanding of what is necessary and wha is contingent. If | am a schoolboy, all but the simplest
truths of mathematics obtrude themselves as obstacles to the free fundioning of my mind, as
theorems who necessity | do not undestand; they are pronouned to be true by some externd
authornity, and present themselves to me as foreign bodies which | am expected mechanically to
absorb into my system. But when | undestand the fundions of the symbols, the axioms, the
formation and trandormation rules - thelogic whereby the condusonsare obtained - and grasp tha
these things cannot be otherwise, because they appear to follow from the laws tha govean the
processes of my own reason® then mathematical truths no longe obtrude themselves as externd
entities forced upon me which | mug receive whether | want to or not, but as something which |
now freely will in the course of the naura functioning of my own rationd activity. For the
mathematician, the proof of these theorems is part of the free exercise of his naura reasoning
capecity. For the mudcian, after he has assmilated the patern of the composa's score, and has
made the composer's ends his own, the playing of the musdc is not obadience to externd laws, a
compulsion and a barrier to liberty, but a free, unmpeded exercise. The player is not boundto the
score as an ox to the plough,or a factory worker to the machine. He has absorbed the score into his
own system, has, by undestanding it, identified it with himself, has changed it from an impediment
to free activity into an element in tha activity itself. What appliesto musc or mathematics mug, we
are told, in prinaple apply to all other obgacles which present themselves as so many lumps of
externd stuff blocking free self-development. Tha is the programme of enlightened rationdism
from Spinoza to the latest (at times unangioug disciples of Hegd. Sapee aude Wha you know,
that of which you understand the necessity - the rationd necessity - you cannot, while remaining
rationd, want to be otherwise. For to want something to be other than wha it mug beis, given the
premisses - the necessities tha govean the world -to be pro tanto either ignorant or irrationd.
Passions pregudices, fears, neuroses spring from ignomance, and take the form of myths and
illusons To beruled by myths whether they spring from the vivid imaginaions of unscrupulous
chalatans who deceive us in order to exploit us or from psychological or sodological causes, is a
form of heteronony, of beng domnaed by outside factors in a direction not necessarily willed by
the agent. The scientific determinists of the eighteenth century suppo®d tha the study of the
sciences of naure, and the creation of sciences of sodety on the same modd, would make the
opeation of such causes transparently clear, and thusenable individuds to recognise ther own part,
in the working of a rationd world, frudrating only when misunderstood. Knowledge liberates, as
Epicurustaughtlongago, by automatically eliminaing irrationd fears and desires.

Herder, Hegd and Marx subdituted their own vitalistic modds of soaa life for the older,
mechanical, ones, but bdieved, no less than ther opponats, tha to undestand the world is to be
freed. They merely differed from them in stressing the pat played by change and growth in what
made human beings humen. Sodad life could not be undestood by an andogy drawn from
mathematics or physcs. One mug aso undestand history, that is, the peculiar laws of continuous
growth, whether by 'dialectical® conflict or othewise, that goven individuds and groupsin their

% Or, as some modern theorists maintain, because | have, or could have, invented them for myself, since the rules are
man-made.
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interplay with each other and with nature. Not to grasp this is, according to these thinkers, to fall
into a paticular kind of error, namely the bdief tha human naure is static, tha its essential
propeties are the same everywhere and at all times, tha it is govened by unvaying naural laws,
whether they are conceived in theological or materialistic terms, which entails the falacious
corollary tha awise lawgiver can, in prindple, create a pefectly harmonioussodety at any time by
appropriate education and legidation, because rationd men, in all ages and counties, mugs aways
demand the same undtering satisfactionsof the same undtering basic needs Hegd bdieved tha his
contemporaries (and indeed al his predecessors) misundestood the naure of ingditutions because
they did not undestand the laws - the rationdly intelligible laws, since they spring from the
opeaation of reason - tha create and ater inditutions and trandorm human character and human
action. Marx and his disciples maintained tha the path of human beingswas obgructed not only by
naural forces, or theimpefectionsof their own characters, but, even more, by theworkingsof ther
own soda inditutions which they had origindly created (not aways constioudy) for certain
pumposes, but whos fundioning they systematically came to misconaeive,® and which thereupon
became obstacles to thdr creators progress. Marx offered soda and economc hypotheses to
account for the inevitability of such misundestanding, in paticular of theilluson tha such man-
made arrangements were independent forces, as inescapable as the laws of | naure. As ingances of
such pseudo-objective forces, he pointed to the laws of supply and demand, or the ingitution of
propety, or | theeternd divison of sodety into rich and poor, or owners and | workers, as so many
undtering human categories. Not until we | had reached a stage at which the spdls of these illusons
could be | broken, that is, untl enough men reached a soda stage tha alone enabled them to
undestand tha these laws and inditutions were themselves the work of human minds and hands
historically | needed in their day, and later mistaken for inexorable, objective powers, could theold
world be destroyed, and more adequae and t liberating sodal machinery subdituted.

We are endaved by despots - ingitutionsor bdiefs or neuroses -| which can beremoved only
by beng andysed and undestood. We | are imprisoned by evil spirits which we have ourselves -
albet not | congioudy - created, and can exorcise them only by becoming | congious and acting
appropriately: indeed, for Marx undestanding is appropriate action. | am free if, and only if, | plan
my life in accordance with my own will; plansentail rules; arule does not oppress me or endave me
if 1 impose it on myself constioudly, or accept it freely, having undestood it, whether it was
invented by me or by others, provided tha it isrationd, tha is to say, conforms to the necessities of
things To undestand why things mug be as they mug be is to will them to be so. Knowledge
liberates not by offering us more open possibilities amongs which we can make our choice, but by
preserving us from the frudration of attempting the impossible. To want necessary laws to be other
than they areisto beprey to anirrationd desire - adesire tha wha mug be X should aso benot-X.
To gofurther, and bdieve these laws to be other than wha they necessarily are, isto beinsane That
is the metaphysca heart of rationdism. The notion of libety contained in it is not the 'negative
conaeption of a field (idedlly) without obgacles, a vacuum in which nothing obgructs me, but the
notion of self-direction or self-control. | can do wha | will with my own. | am a rationd beng;
whaever | can demonstrate to myself as bang necessary, as incapable of beng otherwise in a
rationd sodety - tha is, in a society directed by rationd minds towards goals such as a rationd
being would have - | cannot being rationd, wish to sweep out of my way. | assimilate it into my
subgance as | dothelaws of logic, of mathematics, of which | can never bethwarted, since | cannot
want it to be other thaniitis.

%11 practice even more than in theory.
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This is the postive doctrine of liberation by reason. Sodalized forms of it, widdy disparate
and oppowd to each othe as they are, are at the heart of many of the nationdist, communist,
authornitarian, and totalitarian creeds of our day. It may, in the course of its evolution, have wandered
far from its rationdist moorings Neverthdess, it is this freedom that, in democracies and in
dictatorships is argued about and foughtfor, in many parts of the earth today. Withou attempting
to trace the historical evolution of thisidea, | should like to comment on some of its vicissitudes.

\%

The Temple of Sarastro.

Thos who bdieved in freedom as rationd self-direction were bound, soone or later, to
congder how this was to be applied not merely to a man'sinne life, butto his relationswith other
members of his sodety. Even the mog individudistic anongthem - and Rousseau, Kant and Fichte
certainly began as individudists -came at some point to ask themselves whether a rationd life not
only for the individud, but also for sodety, was possible, and if so, how it was to be achieved. |
wish to befreeto live as my rationd will (my 'real self) commands butso mug others be How am |
to avoid collisons with ther wills? Where is the fronter tha lies beween my (rationdly
determined) rights and the identical rights of others? For if | am rationd, | cannotdeny tha what is
right for me mug, for the same reasons be right for others who are rationd like me. A rationd (or
free) State would be a State goveaned by such laws as all rationd men would freely accept; tha isto
say, such laws as they would themselves have enacted had they been asked wha, as rationd bangs
they demanded; hence thefrontiers would be such as all rationd men would consder to betheright
frontiersfor rationd beings

But who, in fact, was to determine wha these frontiers were? Thinkers of this type argueld
tha if moral and political problems were genuine - as surely they were - they mug in princple be
soluble; tha is to say, there must exist one and only onetrue solution to any problem. All truths
could in prindple be discovered by any rationd thinker, and demondrated so clearly tha all other
rationd men could not but accept them; indeed, this was already to a large extent the case in the new
naural sciences. On this assumption the problem of political liberty was soluble by establishing a
jus order that would give to each man all the freedom to which a rationd beng was entitled. My
claim to unfettered freedom can primafacie at times not berecondled with your equdly unqudified
claim; but the rationd solution of one problem cannot collide with the equdly true solution of
another, for two truths cannotlogically beincompdible; therefore a jug order mug in prindple be
discoverable - an order of which the rules make possible correct solutionsto al possible problems
tha could arisein it. Thisideal, harmoniousstate of affairs was sometimes imagined as a Garden of
Eden before the Fall of Man, an Eden from which we were expdled, but for which we were still
filled with longing; or as agolden age still before us in which men, having become rationd, will no
longe be 'other-directed’, nor 'aiena€’ or frudrate one another. In existing sodeties judice and
equdity are ideals which still call for some measure of coercion, because the premature lifting of
sodal controls might lead to the oppression of the weaker and the stupider by the stronge or abler
or more energetic and unrupulous But it is only irrationdity on the part of men (according to this
dodrine) that leads them to wish to oppress or exploit or humliate oneanother. Rationd men will
respect the prindple of reason in each other, and lack all desire to fight or dominae one another.
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The desire to domnate is itself a symptom of irrationdity, and can be explained and cured by
rationd methods Spinoza offers onekind of explanaion and remedy, Hegel another, Marx a third.
Some of these theories may perhaps to some degree, supplement each other, others are not
combinable. But they all assume that in a sodety of pefectly rationd beingsthelud for domnaion
ove men will beabsent or indfective. The existence of, or cravingsfor, oppression will bethefirst
symptom tha thetrue solution to the problems of soaal life

has not been reached.

This can be put in another way. Freedomis self-mastery, the eliminaion of obgacles to my
will, whaever these obstacles may be - the resistance of nature, of my ungovened passions, of
irrationd ingitutions of the opposng wills or behaviour of others. Nature | can, at least in prinaple,
always mould by technical means and shapeto my will. But how am | to treat recalcitrant human
beings? | mug, if | can, impos my will onthem too, 'mould’ them to my pattern, cast parts for them
in my play. But will this not mean that | aloneam free, while they are slaves? They will be so if my
plan has nothing to do with thar wishes or values, only with my own. But if my plan is fully
rationd, it will allow for thefull development of ther ‘tru€ naures, therealisation of ther capacities
for rationd decisions for 'making the best of themselves - as a part of the redisation of my own
'true self. All true solutionsto all genuine problems mug be compaible: more than this, they mug
fit into a single whole; for this is wha is meant by calling them all rationd and the universe
harmonious Each man has his specific character, abilities, aspirations ends If | grasp both what
these ends and naures are, and how they al relate to one another, | can, at least in prinaple, if |
have the knowedge and the strength, satisfy them all, so long as the naure and the purposes in
question are rationd. Rationdity is knowing things and people for wha they are: | mug not use
stonesto make violins nor try to make born violin-players play flutes. If the universe is governed by
reason, then there will beno need for coercion; a correctly planned life for all will coinadewith full
freedom - the freedom of rationd self-direction - for al. This will be so if, and only if, the plan is
the true plan - the one unique patern which alone fulfils the claims of reason. Its laws will be the
rules which reason prescribes: they will only seem irksome to those whos reason is dormant, who
do not undestand the true 'needs of ther own 'real’ selves. So long as each player recognises and
plays the part set him by reason - the faculty tha undestands his true nature and discerns his true
ends-there can be no conflict. Each man will be a liberated, self-directed actor in the coamic drama.
Thus Spinoza tells us tha children, althoughthey are coerced, are not daves, because they obey
orders given in their own interests, and tha the subject of atrue commonwealth is no slave, because
the common interests mug indude his own.®* Similarly, Lodke says 'Where there isno law there is
no freedont, because rationd law is a direction to a man's 'prope’ interests or 'genera good'; and
addstha since law of this kind is wha 'hedges us in only from bogsand precipices it 'ill deserves
the name of confinement,* and spesks of desires to escape from it as being irrationd, forms of
'licence, as 'brutish’,® and so on. Montesquieu, forgetting his liberal moments, spesks of political
liberty as beng not pemissionto do wha we want, or even wha thelaw alows, but only ‘the power

of doing wha we oughtto will';* which Kant virtudly repests. Burke prodaims the individud's

3 Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, chapter 16: p. 137 in Benedict de Spinoza, The Political Works, ed. A. G. Wernham
(Oxford, 1958).

%2 Two Treatises of Government, second treatise, & 57.

*ibid., oo 6, 163.

% De I'esprit des lois, book n, chapter 3: p. 20$ in Oeuvres completes de Montesquieu, ed. A. Masson (Paris, 1950-5),
vol. i A.
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'right to berestrained in his own interest, because 'the presumed consent of every rationd creatureis
in unison with the predisposed order of things.®

The common assumption of these thinkers (and of many a schoolman before them and
Jacobin and Communist after them) isthat therationd endsof our 'trué naures mug coincde, or be
made to coindde, however violently our poa, ignorant, desire-ridden, passionde, empirical selves
may cry out againg this process. Freedom is nat freedom to do wha is irrationd, or stupid, or
wrong. To force empirical selvesinto theright patern is no tyranny, but liberation*® Rousseau tells
methat if | freely surrende al the parts of my lifeto sodety, | create an entity which, because it has
been built by an equdity of sacrifice of all its members, cannotwish to hurt any oneof them; in such
asodety, we are informed, it can bein nobody'snterest to damage anyoneedlse. 'In giving myself to
all, | give mysalf to noné® and get back as much as | lose, with enoughnew force to preserve my
new gans Kant tells ustha when 'the individud has entirely abandonel his wild, lawless freedom
to find it agan, unimpared, in a state of dgpendence according to law', tha aloneis true freedom,
‘for this dependence is the work of my own will acting as a lawgiver'.®® Liberty, so far from being
incompatible with authority, becomes virtudly identical with it. This is the thoughtand language of
all the declarations of the rights of man in the eighteenth century, and of al those who look upon
sodety as a design condructed according to the rationd laws of the wise lawgiver, or of nature, or
of history, or of the Supreme Being. Bentham, amog aone doggelly went on repeating tha the
busness of laws was not to liberate but to restrain: every law is an infraction of liberty® - even if
such infraction leadsto an increase of the sum of liberty.

If the undelying assumptions had been correct - if the method of solving social problems
resembled the way in which solutions to the problems of the naura sciences are found, and if
reason were wha rationdists said tha it was - al this would perhgps follow. In the ideal case,
liberty coinades with law: autonony with authority. A law which forbidsme to dowha | could not,
as a sane beng, conceivably wish to do is not a restraint of my freedom In the ideal sodety,
composd of wholly responsble bengs rules, because | should scarcely be constious of them,
would gradudly wither away. Only onesoda movement was bold enoughto rende this assumption
quite explicit and accept its conequences -tha of the Anarchists. But all forms of liberalism
foundel on arationdist metaphyscs are less or more watered-down versionsof this creed.

In due course, the thinkers who bent their energies to the solution of the problem on these
lines came to be faced with the question of how in practice men were to be made rationd in this
way. Clearly they mug be educated. For the uneducated are irrationd, heterononous and need to be
coerced, if only to make life tolerable for therationd if they are to live in the same sodety and not
be compdled to withdraw to a desert or some Olympian heght But the uneducated cannot be
expected to undestand or co-opeaate with the purposes of ther educators. Eduction, says Fichte,
mug inevitably work in such a way tha 'you will later recognise the reasonsfor wha | am doing

% Appeal from the Old to the New Whigs (1791): pp. 93-4 in The Works of the Right Honourable Edmund Burke
(World's Classics edition), vol. 5 (London, 1907).

% On this Bentham seems to me to have said the last word: "The liberty of doing evil, isit not liberty? I it is not liberty,
what isit then?. .. Do we not say that liberty should be taken away from fools, and wicked persons, because they abuse
it? The Works of Jeremy Bentham, ed. John Bowring (Edinburgh, 1843), vol. i, p. 301. Compare with this the view of
the Jacobins in the same period, discussed by Crane Brinton in 'Political Ideas in the Jacobin Clubs, Political Science
Quarterly 43 (1928), 249-64, esp. p. 257: 'no man is free in doing evil. To prevent him is to free him.' This view is
echoed in amost identical terms by British Idealists at the end of the following century.

3" social Contract, book i, chapter 6: p. 361 in Oeuvres completes (op. cit., p. 195 above, note 2), vol. 3.

% op. cit. (p. 16 above, note i), vol. 6, p 316, line 2.

% op. cit. (p. 219 above, note 3), ibid.: 'every law is contrary to liberty".

18



now.*® Children cannotbe expected to undestand why they are compéled to go to school, nor the
ignorant - tha is, for the moment, the mgjority of mankind - why they are made to obey the laws
tha will presently make them rationd. 'Compulsion is also a kind of education ' You learn the
great virtue of obealience to supeaior pesons If you cannot understand your own interests as a
rationd beng, | cannotbe expected to conault you, or abide by your wishes, in the course of making
you rationd. | mug, in the end, force you to be protected agang smallpox, even thoughyou may
notwish it. Even Mill is prepared to say tha | may forcibly prevent a man from crossing a bridgeif
thereis nottime to warn him tha it is aboutto collapse, for I know, or am judified in assuming, tha
he cannotwish to fall into the water. Fichte knows what the uneducted German of his time wishes
to be or do better than he can possibly know this for himself. The sage knows you better than you
know yourself, for you are the victim of your passions a slave living a heterononouslife, purblind,
unable to undestand your true gods. You want to be a human beng. It is the am of the State to
satisfy your wish. '‘Compulsion is justified by education for future ingght & The reason within me,
if itisto triumph, mug eliminae and suppress my ‘lower’ indinas, my passonsand desires, which
renda me a dave, smilarly (the fatal trandtion from indvidud to sodal concaepts is amog
imperceptible) the highe elements in sodety - the better educated, the more rationd, those who
'possess the highest insght of ther time and people®® - may exercise compulsion to rationdise the
irrationd section of sodety. For - so Hegd, Bradley, Bosanqué have often assured us- by obeying
therationd man we obey ourselves: notindeed as we are, sunk in our | ignorance and our passions
weak creatures afflicted by diseases tha need a healer, wards who require a guadian, but as we
could be if we were rationd; as we could be even now, if only we would listen to the rationd
element which is, ex hypothes, within every human beng who deserves the name.

The philosophes of 'Objective Reason’, from the tough, rigidly centralised, 'organic' State of
Fichte, to the mild and humane liberalism of T. H. Green, certainly suppcsed themselves to be
fulfilling, and not resisting, therationd demands which, however inchoae, were to be foundin the
breast of every sentient bang.

But | may regect such democatic optimism, and turning away from the ideological
determinism of the Hegdians towards some more voluntang philosophy, conceive the idea of
imposng on my sodety - for its own betterment - a plan of my own, which in my rationd wisdom |
have elaborated; and which, unless | act on my own, perhgps agang the permanent wishes of the
vast majority of my fellow citizens may never cometo fruition at all. Or, abandoning the conapt of
reason altogeher, | may conceive mysalf as an inspired artist, who moulds men into paternsin the
light of his uniquevision, as panters combine colours or composers sounds humanity is the raw
material uponwhich | impose my creative will; even thoughmen suffer and die in the process, they
are lifted by it to a haghtto which they could never have risen withoutmy coercive - but creative -
violation of thar lives. This is the argument used by every dictator, inquisitor and bully who seeks
some moral, or even aesthetic, judification for his condud. | mus do for men (or with them) wha
they cannotdo for themselves, and | cannotask thar permission or consent, because they are in no
condition to know what is best for them; inde=d, what they will permit and accept may mean a life
of contemptible mediocrity, or perhas even ther ruin and suicide Let me quote from the true
progenitor of theheroic dodrine Fichte, once agan:

%0 Johann Gottlieb Fichte® SSnmtliche Werke, ed. I.H. Fichte (Berlin, 1846-6), vol. 7, p.176.
“Libid., p. 574.

“2ibid., p. 578.

“ibid p. 576.
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'No onehas ... rights agand reason! '‘Man is afraid of subordinaing his subjectivity to the
laws of reason. He prefers tradition or arbitrariness.3* Neverthdess, subodinaed he mug be *
Fichte puts forward the claims of wha he called reason; Napoleon, or Carlyle, or romantic
authorntarians may worship other values, and see in thar establishment by force the only path to
'trué freedom

The same attitude was pointedly expressed by Augug Comte, who asked why, if we do not
allow free thinking in chemistry or biology, we should alow it in morals or politics.* Why indeed?
If it makes sense to speak of political truths - assertionsof sodal endsare which all men, because
they are men, mug, once they discovered, agree to be such; and if, as Comte bdieved, scientific
methodwill in duecourse revea them; then wha case is there for freedom of opinion or action - at
least as an endin itself, and not merely as a stimulating intellectud climate - either for individuds or
for group® Why should any condud be tolerated that is not authorized by appropriate experts?
Comte put blunty wha had been implicit in therationdist theory of politics from its andent Greek
beginnings There can, in prindple, be only onecorrect way of life; the wise lead it spontaneoudy,
tha is why they are called wise. The unwise mug be dragged towards it by all the soda meansin
the power of the wise; for why should demondrable error be suffered to survive and breed? The
immature and untutored mug be made to say to themselves: 'Only the truth liberates, and the only
way in which | can learn the truth is by doing blindly today, wha you, who know it, order me, or
coerce me, to do, in the certain knowledgetha only thuswill | arrive at your clear vision, and be
freelikeyou'

We have wandered indeed from our liberal beginnings This argument, employed by Fichte
in his latest phase, and after him by other defende's of authority, from Victorian schoolmasters and
colonial administrators to the latest nationdist or Communist dictator, is precisely what the Stoic
and Kantian morality protests agang mog bitterly in the name of the reason of the free individud
following his own inne light In this way therationdist argument, with its assumption of the single
true solution, has led by steps which, if not logically valid, are historically and psychologicaly
intelligible from an ethical dodrine of individud respongbility and individud self-pefection to an
authorntarian State obedient to the directives of an elite of Platonic guadians

Wha can have led to so strangeareversa - thetrandormation of Kant's severe individudism
into something close to a pure totalitarian dodrine on the part of thinkers some of whom claimed to
be his disciples? This question is not of merely historical interest, for not a few contemporary
liberals have gone through the same peculiar evolution. It is true tha Kant indsted, following
Rousseau, tha a capacity for rationd self-direction bdonged to all men; tha there could be no
expets in moral matters, since morality was a matter not of specialised knowledge (as the
Utilitarians and philosophes had maintained), but of the correct use of a universal human faculty;
and consquently tha wha made men free was not acting in certain self-improving ways, which
they could be coerced to do, but knowing why they oughtto do so, which nobodycould dofor, or on
behdf of, anyoneelse. But even Kant, when he came to deal with political issues, conceded tha no

“ibid., pp. 578, 580.

“> To compel men to adopt the right form of government, to impose Right on them by force, is not only the right, but the
sacred duty of every man who has both the insight and the power to do so." ibid., vol. 4, p. 436.

“ See Plan des travaux scientifiques necessaires pour reorgamser la societe (1822); p. 53 in Auguste Comte, Appendice
general du systeme de politigne positive (Paris, 1854), published as part of vol. 4 of Systeme de politique positive (Pans,
1851-4). [Mill guotes this passage in Auguste Comte and Positivism: pp. 301-2 m his Collected Works (op. cit., p. 199
above, notei), vol. 10. H.H.]
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law, provided that it was such tha | should, if | were asked, approve it as a rationd beng, could
possibly deprive me of any portion of my rationd freedom. With this the door was opened wide to
the rule of experts. | cannot conalt all men about al enactments all the time. The govenment
cannot be a continuousplebiscite. Moreover, some men are not as well attuned to the voice of thar
own reason as others: some seem singularly desf. If | am alegidator or aruler, | mug assume tha if
the law | impos is rationd (and | can conault only my own reason) it will automatically be
approved by al the members of my sodety so far asthey arerationd beings For if they disapprove
they mug, pro tanto, beirrationd; then they will need to be repressed by reason: whether their own
or mine cannot matter, for the pronoun@ments of reason mug be the samein all minds | issue my
orders and, if you resist, take it uponmyself to repress theirrationd element in you which oppases
reason. My task would be easier if you repressed it in yourself; | try to educate you to do so. But |
am responsble for public welfare, | cannotwait until all men are wholly rationd. Kant may protest
tha the essence of the subject's freedomistha he and heaone has given himself the order to obey.
But this is a counsel of pefection. If you fail to discipline yourself, | mug do so for you; and you
cannotcomplain of lack of freedom, for the fact tha Kant's rationd judgehas sent you to prisonis
evidence tha you have not listened to your own inne reason, tha, like a child, a savage an idiot,
you are notripefor self-direction, or permanently incapeble of it.*’

If this leadsto despotism, albet by the best or thewisest - to Sarastro'stemple in The Magic
Flute - but still despotism, which turns out to be identical with freedom, can it be tha there is
something amiss in the premises of the argument? Tha the basic assumptions are themselves
somewhere at fault? Let me state them once more: first, tha all men have onetrue purpos, and one
only, tha of rationd self-direction; second, tha the endsof all rationd bangs must of necessity fit
into a single universal, harmonious patern, which some men may be able to discern more clearly
than others; third, that all conflict, and consequently all tragedy, is duesolely to the clash of reason
with the irrationd or the inaufficiently rationd - the immature and undeveloped elements in life,
whether individud or commund - and that such clashes are, in prindple, avoidable, and for wholly
rationd bengsimposible; findly, that when all men have been made rationd, they will obey the

d Kant came nearest to asserting the 'negative' ideal of liberty when (in one of his political treatises) he declared that
"The greatest problem of the human race, to the solution of which it is compelled by nature, is the establishment of a
civil society universaly administering right according to law. It is only in a society which possesses the greatest liberty
... - and aso the most exact determination and guarantee of the limits of [the] liberty [of each individual] in order that it
may co-exist with the liberty of others - that the highest purpose of nature, which is the development of all her
capacities, can be attained in the case of mankind.' 'Idee zu einer allgemeinen Geschichte in weltbYrgerlicher Absicht'
(1784), in op. cit. (p. 16 above, note i), vol. 8, p. 22, line 6. Apart from the teleological implications, this formulation
does not at first appear very different from orthodox liberalism. The crucial point, however, is how to determine the
criterion for the 'exact determination and guarantee of the limits' of individua liberty. Most modern liberds, at their
most consistent, want a situation in which as many individuals as possible can realise as many of their ends as possible,
without assessment of the value of these ends as such, save in so far as they may frustrate the purposes of others. They
wish the frontiers between individuals or groups of men to be drawn solely with aview to preventing collisions between
human purposes, all of which must be considered to be equally ultimate, uncriticisable ends in themselves. Kant, and the
rationalists of histype, do not regard al ends as of equal value. For them the limits of liberty are determined by applying
the rules of 'reason’, which is much more than the mere generality of rules as such, and is afaculty that creates or reveals
apurpose identical in, and for, al men. In the name of reason anything that is non-rational may be condemned, so that
the various persona aims which their individual imaginations and idiosyncrasies lead men to pursue - for example,
aesthetic and other non-rational kinds of self-fulfilment -may, at least in theory, be ruthlessly suppressed to make way
for the demands of reason. The authority of reason and of the duties it lays upon men is identified with individual
freedom, on the assumption that only rational ends can be the 'true’ objects of a 'free man's 'real’ nature.

| have never, | must own, understood what 'reason’ means in this context; and here merely wish to point out that the a
priori assumptions of this philosophical psychology are not compatible with empiricism: that isto say, with any doctrine
founded on knowledge derived from experience of what men are and seek.
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rationd laws of ther own natures, which are oneand the same in them al, and so be a once wholly
law-abiding and wholly free. Can it betha Socrates and the creators of the central Western tradition
in ethics and politics who followed him have been mistaken, for more than two millennia, that virtue
is not knowedge nor freedomidentical with either? Tha despite the fact tha it rules the lives of
more men than ever before in its long history, not oneof the basic assumptionsof this famous view
isdemondrable, or, perhaps even true?

VI
The search for status.

There is yet another historically important approach to this topic, which, by confounding
liberty with her sisters, equdity and fraternity, leadsto similarly illibera condusons Ever since the
issue was raised towards the end of the eighteenth century, the question of what is meant by 'an
individud' has been asked persistently, and with increasing effect. In so far as | live in sodety,
everything that | do inevitably affects, and is affected by, wha others do. Even Mill's strenuous
effort to mark the distinction between the sphees of private and soda life breaks down unde
examinaion. Virtudly al Mill's critics have pointed out that everything that | do may have results
which will harm other human bengs Moreover, | am a sodal beng in a degpe sense than tha of
interaction with others. For am | notwha | am, to some degree, in virtue of wha others think and
feel me to be? When | ask myself what | am, and answer: an Englishman, a Chinese, a merchant, a
man of no importance, a millionare, a convict - | find uponanadysis tha to possess these attributes
entails being recognised as bdonging to a particular group or class by other personsin my sodety,
and tha this recognition is part of the meaning of mog of the terms tha denote some of my mos
persond and pemanent characteristics. | am not dissmbodied reason. Nor am | Robinson Crusoe,
aoneuponhisidand. It is not only tha my materia life dgpendsuponinteraction with other men,
or tha | am what | am as a result of sodal forces, but tha some, perhgps al, of my ideas about
myself, in particular my sense of my own moral and soaa identity, are intelligible only in terms of
thesodal network in which | am (the metaphormust not be pressed too far) an element.

The lack of freedom about which men or groupscomplain amouns, as often as not, to the
lack of prope recognition. | may be seeking not for wha Mill would wish me to seek, namely
security from coercion, arbitrary arrest, tyranny, deprivation of certain oppotunities of action, or for
room within which | am legdly accounible to no onefor my movements. Equdly, | may not be
seeking for arationd plan of sodal life, or the self-perfection of a dispassionde sage Wha | may
seek to avoid is simply being ignored, or paronised, or despised, or being taken too much for
granted - in short, not beng treated as an individud, having my uniqueness insufficiently
recognised, being classed as a member of some featureless amalgam, a statistical unit without
identifiable, specifically human features and purposes of my own. Thisis the degradaion that | am
fighting agang - | am not seeking equdity of legd rights, nor libety to do as | wish (althoughl
may want these too), but a condition in which | can feel tha | am, because | am taken to be a
responsble agent, whose will is taken into consideration because | am entitled to it, even if | am
attacked and persecuted for beingwha | am or choosngas| do.

This is a hankering after status and recognition: The poorest he tha is in England hah alife
to live as the greatest he @ | desire to be undestood and recognised, even if this means to be

“8 Thomas Rainborow, speaking at Putney in 1647: p. 301 in The Clarke Papers: Selections from the Papers of William
Clarke, ed. C. H. Firth, vol. | ([London], 1891).
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unpopuér and didliked. And the only personswho can so recognise me, and thereby give me the
sene of beng someone are the membes of the sodety to which, historicaly, morally,
econonically, and perhaps ethnically, | fed tha | bdong®® My individud self is not something
which | can detach from my relationship with others, or from thos attributes of myself which
congst in ther attitudetowards me. Conequently, when | demand to be liberated from, let us say,
the statusof political or sodal dependence, wha | demand is an alteration of the attitudetowards me
of thoee who=e opinionsand behaviour hdp to deermine my own image of myself.

Andwhat istrueof theindividud istrueof groups sodal, political, econonic, religious tha
is, of men congious of needs and purposes which they have as members of such groups What
oppressed classes or naiondities, as a rule, demand is nather ssimply unhampered liberty of action
for thar members, nor, above everything, equdity of sodal or economic oppotunity, still less
assgnment of a place in a frictionless, organic State devised by the rationd lawgiver. What they
want, as often as not, is smply recogntion (of thar class or naion, or colow or race) as an
indgpendent source of human activity, as an entity with a will of its own, intending to act in
accordance with it (whether it is goodor legitimate, or not), and not to be ruled, educated, guided,
with however lighta hand, as being not quite fully human, and therefore not quite fully free.

This gives afar wider than a purely rationdist sense to Kant's remark tha paerndism is 'the
greatest despotism imaginable'. Paterndism is despotic, not because it is more oppressive than
naked, brutal, unenlightened tyranny, nor merely because it ignores the transcendental reason
embodied in me, but because it is an inwult to my conception of myself as a human being,
determined to make my own life in accordance with my own (not necessarily rationd or benevolent)
purposes, and, aboveall, entitled to be recognised as such by others. For if | am not so recognised,
then | may fail to recognise, | may doubt my own claim to be afully indgoendent human beng. For
what | am is, in large pat, deermined by wha | feel and think; and wha | feel and think is
determined by the feeling and thoughtprevailing in the sodety to which | bdong of which, in
Burke's sense, | form not an isolable atom, but an ingredient (to use a peilous but indspensable
metaphor) in a soda patern. | may feel unfree in the sense of not being recognised as a self-
goveaning individud human beng; but | may fed it also as a membe of an unrecognised or
inaufficiently respected group:then | wish for the emandpation of my entire class, or community, or
nation, or race, or professon. So much can | desire this, tha | may, in my bitter longing for status,
prefer to be bullied and misgoveaned by some member of my own race or sodal class, by whom |
am, neverthdess, recognised as a man and arival - tha is as an equd - to beng well and tolerantly
treated by someone from some highe and remoter group, someone who does not recognise me for
what | wish to feel myself to be

This is the heart of the great cry for recognition on the pat of both individuds and groups
and, in our own day, of professionsand classes, nationsand races. Althoughl may notget 'negative'
liberty at the handsof the members of my own sodety, yet they are members of my own group;they
undestand me, as | undestand them; and this understanding creates within me the sense of beng

* This has an obvious affinity with Kant's doctrine of human freedom; but it is a socialised and empirical version of il,
and therefore almost its opposite. Kant's free man needs no public recognition for his inner freedom. If he is treated as a
means to some external purpose, that is a wrong action on the part of his exploiters, but his own 'noumenal’ status is
untouched, and he is fully free, and fully a man, however he may be treated. The need spoken of here is bound up
wholly with the relation that | have with others; | am nothing if | am unrecognised. | cannot ignore the attitude of others
with Byronic disdain, fully conscious of my own intrinsic worth and vocation, or escape into my inner life, for | am in
my own eyes as others see me. | identify myself with the point of view of my milieu: | feel myself to be somebody or
nobody in terms of my position and function in the social whole; this is the most 'heteronomous' condition imaginable.
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somebody in the world. It is this desire for reciprocal recognition that leads the mog authoritarian
democracies to be at times, conzioudy preferred by thar membes to the mog enlightened
oligarchies, or sometimes causes a membe of some newly liberated Asian or African State to
complain less today, when heisruddy treated by members of his own race or nation, than when he
was govaned by some cautious just, gentle, well-meaning administrator from outside Unless this
phenomenonis grasped, theidedls and behaviour of entire peoples who, in Mill's sense of the word,
suffer deprivation of elementary human rights, and who, with every appearance of sincerity, spesk
of enjoying more freedom than when they possessed a wider measure of these rights, becomes an
unintelligible paradox.

Yet it isnotwith individud liberty, in either the'negaive or the 'postive’ sense of theword,
that this desire for status and recognition can easily beidentified. It is something no less profoundly
needed and passionaely foughtfor by human bengs-it is something akin to, but notitself, freedom
althoughit entails negative freedom for the entire group, it is more closely related to solidarity,
fraternity, mutud undestanding, need for assodation on equd terms, al of which are sometimes -
but mideadingly -called soda freedom Sodal and political terms are necessarily vague The
attempt to make the vocabulary of politics too precise may rende it useless. But it is no service to
thetruth to loosen usage beyond necessity. The essence of the notion of liberty, in both the 'postive’
and the 'negative’ senses, is the holding off of something or someone- of others who trespass on my
field or assert ther authority over me, or of obsessions fears, neuroses, irrationd forces - intrude's
and despots of onekind or another. Thedesire for recognition is a desire for something different: for
union, closer undestanding, integration of interests, a life of common dependence and common
sacrifice. It is only the confusion of desire for liberty with this profoundand universal craving for
status and undestanding, further confoundel by beng identified with the notion of soda self-
direction, where the self to beliberated is no longer theindividud butthe'soda whole, that makes
it posible for men, while submitting to the authority of oligarchs or dictators, to claim tha thisin
some senge liberates them.

Much has been written on the fallacy of regarding soda groups as being literally personsor
selves, whose control and discipline of thar membersis no more than self-discipling voluntary self-
control which leaves theindividud agent free. But even on the'organic' view, would it be naural or
desirable to call thedemand for recognition and statusa demand for liberty in some third sense? It is
true tha the group from which recogntion is sought mug itself have a sufficient measure of
'negative freedom- from control by any outside authority - otherwise recognition by it will not give
the claimant the status he seeks. But is the struggle for highe status the wish to escape from an
inferior postion, to be called a struggle for liberty? Is it mere pedantry to confine this word to the
main senses discussed above or are we, as | sugpect, in dange of calling any improvement of his
sodal situaion favoured by a human being an increase of his liberty, and will this not rende this
term so vague and distended as to make it virtudly useless? And yet we cannotsimply dismiss this
case as a mere confuson of the notion of freedom with tha of status, or solidarity, or fraternity, or
equdity, or some combinaion of these. For thecraving for statusis, in certain respects, very closeto
thedesire to bean indgpendent agent.

We may refuse this god thetitle of liberty; yet it would be a shdlow view that assumed that
andogies between individuds and groups or organic metaphors, or several senses of the word
liberty', are mere fallacies, dueeither to assertionsof likeness between entities in respects in which
they are unlike, or ssimple semantic confuson. Wha is wanted by those who are prepared to barter
thar own and other's liberty of individud action for the status of ther group and their own status
within the group,is not smply a surrende of liberty for the sake of security, of some assured place
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in a harmonious hierarchy in which al men and all classes know ther place, and are prepared to
exchangethe panful privilege of choosng - 'the burden of freedont - for the peace and comfort and
relative mindlessness of an authoritarian or totalitarian structure. No doubtthere are such men and
such desires, and no doubtsuch surrende's of individud liberty can occur, and, indeed, have often
occurred. But it is a profound misundestanding of the temper of our times to assume tha this is
wha makes naiondism or Marxism attractive to naionswhich have been ruled by alien masters, or
to classes whose lives were directed by other classes in a semi-feudd, or some other hierarchically
organised, regime. What they seek is more akin to wha Mill called 'pagan self-assertion’, butin a
collective, sodalised form. Indeed, much of wha he says abouthis own reasonsfor desiring liberty -
the value tha he puts on boldness and nonconformity, on the assertion of the individual's own
values in the face of the prevailing opinion, on strong and self-reliant persondities free from the
leading-strings of the official lawgivers and indructors of sodety - has little enoughto do with his
conaeption of freedom as nonrinterference, but a great deal with the desire of men notto have ther
persondities set at too low a value assumed to be incapable of autononous origind, 'authentic'
behaviour, even if such behaviour is to be met with opprobrium, or sodal restrictions or inhibitive
legidation.

This wish to assert the 'persondity’ of my class, or group or nation, is connected both with
theanswer to the question 'Wha isto bethe area of authority? (for the group mug not beinterfered
with by outside masters), and, even more closly, with the answver to the question 'Who isto goven
us? - govan well or badly, liberaly or oppressively, but above all 'Who? And such answers as
'Representatives elected by my own and others untrammelled choice', or 'All of usgahered togeher
in regular assemblies, or 'The best’, or 'The wisest', or 'The naion as embodied in these or those
persons or inditutions, or The divine leade’ are answers that are logically, and at times aso
politically and sodally, indgpendent of what extent of 'negdive' liberty | demand for my own or my
group'sactivities. Provided the answer to 'Who shall govan me? is somebody or something which |
can represent as 'my own', as something which bdongsto me, or to whom| bdong | can, by usng
words which convey fraternity and solidarity, as well as some pat of the connogtion of the
'postive sense of theword 'freedom (which it is difficult to specify more precisely), describeit asa
hybrid form of freedont at any rate as an ideal which is perhgos more prominent than any other in
theworld today, yet onewhich no existing term seems precisaly to fit. Thoe who purchase it at the
price of thar 'negative, Millian freedom certainly claim to be 'liberated’ by this means in this
confused, but

ardently felt, sense. "Whose service is pafect freedont can in thisway be secularised, and the
State, or the ndion, or the race, or an assembly, or a dictator, or my family or milieu, or I mysalf,
can be subdituted for the Deity, withoutthereby rendeing theword ‘freedom wholly meaningless.*

No doubt every interpretation of the word 'liberty’, however unusud, mug indude a
minimum of wha | have called 'negaive' liberty. There mugs be an area within which | am not
frudrated. No sodety literally suppresses al the liberties of its members; a beng who is prevented

* This argument should be distinguished from the traditional approach of some of the disciples of Burke or Hegel, who
say that, since | am made what | am by society or history, to escape from them is impossible and to attempt it irrational.
No doubt | cannot leap out of my skin, or breathe outside my proper element; it is a mere tautology to say that | am what
| am, and cannot want to be liberated from my essential characteristics, some of which are socia. But it does not follow
that all my attributes are intrinsic and inalienable, and that | cannot seek to alter my status within the 'social network’, or
‘cosmic web', which determines my nature; if this were the case, no meaning could be attached to such words as ‘choice’
or 'decision’ or 'activity'. If they are to mean anything, attempts to protect myself against authority, or even to escape
from my 'station and its duties, cannot be excluded as automatically irrational or suicidal.
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by others from doing anything at all on his own is not a moral agent at al, and could not either
legdly or moraly be regarded as a human beng, even if a physologist or a biologist, or even a
psychologist, felt indined to classify him as a man. But thefathers of liberalism - Mill and Congant
- want more than this minimum: they demand a maximum degree of non-interference compaible
with the minimum demandsof sodal life. It seems unlikely tha this extreme demand for liberty has
ever been made by any but a small minority of highly civilised and self-congious human bengs
The bulk of humanity has certainly at mog times been prepared to sacrifice this to other gods:
security, status prosperity, power, virtue rewardsin the next world; or judice, equdity, fraternity,
and many other values which appear wholly, or in part, incompaible with the attainment of the
greatest degree of individud liberty, and certainly do not need it as a precondition for thar own
realisation. It is not a demand for Lebengaumfor each individud tha has stimulated the rebdlions
and wars of liberation for which men have been ready to die in the past, or, indeed, in the present.
Men who have fought for freedom have commonly fought for the right to be govened by
themselves or ther representatives - sternly governed, if need be like the Spatans with little
individud liberty, butin a manna which allowed them to paticipae, or a any rate to bdieve that
they were paticipaing, in thelegidation and administration of ther collective lives. And men who
have made revolutionshave, as often as not, meant by liberty no more than the conquest of power
and authority by a given sect of bdieversin adodrine, or by a class, or by some other sodal group,
old or new. Ther victories certainly frugrated those whom they ousted, and sometimes repressed,
endaved or exterminaed vast numbers of human bengs Y et such revolutionaies have usudly felt
it necessary to argue thd, despite this, they represented the paty of liberty, or 'tru€ liberty, by
claming universality for thar ideal, which the 'real selves of even those who resisted them were
also aleged to be seeking, althoughthey were held to have log the way to the god, or to have
mistaken the god itself owing to some moral or spiritud blindness. All this has little to do with
Mill's notion of liberty as limited only by the dange of doing ham to others. It is the non
recognition of this psychological and political fact (which lurks behind the appaent ambiguity of
the term 'liberty’) tha has, perhgps blinded some contemporary liberals to the world in which they
live. Ther plea is clear, thar cause is jud. But they do not allow for the variety of basic human
needs Nor yet for theingenuity with which men can proveto ther own satisfaction tha theroad to
oneidedal aso leadsto its contrary.

\41!
Liberty and sovereignty.

The French Revolution, like all great revolutions was, at least in its Jacobin form, jug such
an eruption of the desire for @ostiveOfreedom of collective self-direction on the pat of a large
body of Frenchmen who felt liberated as a nation, even thoughthe result was, for a good many of
them, a severe restriction of individud freedonms. Rousseau had spoken exultantly of thefact tha the
laws of liberty might prove to be more audere than the yoke of tyranny. Tyranny is service to
human masters. The law cannot be a tyrant. Rousseau does not mean by liberty the 'negative
freedom of the individud not to beinterfered with within a defined area, but the possession by all,
and not merely by some, of the fully qudified members of a sodety of a share in the public power
which is entitled to interfere with every aspect of every citizen'slife. Theliberals of thefirst haf of
the nineteenth century correctly foresaw tha liberty in this 'postive’ sense could easily destroy too
many of the 'negdive' liberties that they hdd sacred. They pointed out that the sovereignty of the
people could easily destroy tha of individuals. Mill explained, pdiently and unanswerably, that
govanment by the people was not, in his sense, necessarily freedomat al. For thoee who goven are
not necessarily the same 'people’ as those who are govened, and democaratic self-govenment is not
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the govanment 'of each by himself, but, at best, 'of each by al the ress&* Mill and his disciples
spokeof 'thetyranny of themajority' and of the tyranny of ‘the prevailing opinion and feeling' >? and
saw no great difference between tha and any other kind of tyranny which encroaches uponmen's

activities beyondthe sacred frontiers of private life.

No onesaw the conflict between the two types of liberty better, or expressed it more clearly,
than Benjamin Constant. He pointed out tha the tranderence by a successful rising of unlimited
authority, commonly called sovereignty, from oneset of handsto another does notincrease liberty,
but merely shifts the burden of davery. He reasonably asked why a man should deeply care whether
heis crushed by a populr govenment or by a monarch, or even by a set of oppressive laws. He saw
that the main problem for thoe who desire 'negative’, individud freedom is not who wields this
authornity, but how much authority should be placed in any set of hands For unlimited authority in
anybody'sgrasp was bound,he bdieved, soone or later, to destroy somebody. He maintained tha
usudly men protested agang this or tha set of goveanors as oppressive, when the rea cause of
oppression lay in the mere fact of the accumulation of power itself, wherever it might hgppen to be
since liberty was endangaed by the mere existence of abslute authority as such. 'It is not agang
the arm tha onemud rail,’ he wrote, 'but againg the weapon. Some weights are too heavy for the
humen hand &* Democracy may disarm a given oligarchy, a given privileged individud or set of
individuds, but it can still crush individuds as mercilesdy as any previousruler. An equd rightto
oppress - or interfere - is notequivaent to liberty.

Nor does universal conent to loss of liberty somehow miraculoudy preserve it merely by
being universal, or by beng consent. If | consent to be oppressed, or acquiesce in my condition with
detachment or irony, am | theless oppressed?If | sell myself into davery, am | thelessadave? If |
commit suicide, am | theless dead because | have taken my own life freely? 'Popular govenment is
merely a spasmodic tyranny, monachy a more centralised despotism.&>* Condant saw in Rousseau
the mog dangeaousenemy of individud liberty, because he had declared tha 'In giving myself to
al, | give myself to none® Congant could not see why, even thoughthe sovereign is ‘everybody’,
it should not oppress one of the 'members of its indivisible self, if it so decided. | may, of course,
prefer to be deprived of my liberties by an assembly, or a family, or a class in which | am a
minority. It may give me an oppotunity oneday of persuading the others to do for me that to which
| feel 1 am entitled. But to be deprived of my liberty at the handsof my family or friendsor fellow
citizensis to be deprived of it jud as effectively. Hobbes was at any rate more candid: he did not
pretend that a sovereign does not endave; he justified this davery, but at least did not have the
effrontery to call it freedom

Throughoutthe ningeenth century liberal thinkers maintained tha if liberty involved a limit
upon the powers of any man to force me to do wha | did not, or might not, wish to do, then,
whatever theideal in the name of which | was coerced, | was not free; tha the dodrine of absolute
sovereignty was a tyrannical dodrinein itself. If | wish to preserve my liberty, it is not enoughto
say tha it mug not beviolated unless someoneor other - theabsolute ruler, or the popular assembly,
or the King in Parliament, or the judges, or some combinaion of authorities, or the laws themselves
(for the laws may be oppressive) - authorizesits violation. | mug establish a sodety in which there
mug be some frontiers of freedom which nobodyshould be permitted to cross. Different names or

> op. cit. (p. 199 above, note i), p. 219.

*Zbid., pp. 219-20.

>3 op. cit. (p. 198 above, notei), p. 270.

*ibid., p. 274.

%% oc. cit. Co. 210 above, note 4); cf. Constant, ibid., p. 272.

27



naures may be given to therules tha determinethese frontiers: they may be called naural rights, or
the word of God, or naural law, or the demandsof utility or of the 'permanent interests of man’; |
may bdieve them to bevalid a priori, or assert them to be my own ultimate ends or the endsof my
sodety or culture. What these rules or commandments will have in commonis tha they are accepted
so widdy, and are groundel so deeply in the actud naure of men as they have developad through
history, as to be by now, an essentia pat of wha we mean by beng a norma human beng.
Genuine bdief in the inviolability of a minimum extent of individud liberty entails some such
absolute stand. For it is clear that it has little to hopefor from therule of majorities;, demoaracy as
such islogically unammitted to it, and historically has at times failed to protect it, while remaining
faithful to its own prindples. Few govenments, it has been obrved, have foundmuch difficulty in
causgng thar subjects to generate any will tha the govenment wanted. The triumph of despotism is
to force the slaves to declare themselves free. It may need no force; the daves may prodaim ther
freedom quite sincerely: but they are none the less daves. Perhaps the chief value for liberals of
political -'postive - rights, of participatingin the government, is as a meansfor protecting wha they
hold to bean ultimate value, namely individud - 'negative' - liberty.

But if democracies can, without ceasing to be democratic, suppress freedom at least as
liberals have used the word, wha would make a sodety truly free? For Condant, Mill, Tocqueville,
and thelibera tradition to which they bdong, no sodety is free unlessit is govened by at any rate
two interrelated prindples. first, tha no power, but only rights, can be regarded as absolute, so that
all men, whaever power govensthem, have an absolute right to refuse to behave inhumanly; and,
second, tha there are frontiers, not artificially drawn, within which men should be inviolable, these
fronters bang deined in terms of rules so long and widdy accepted tha ther ob%rvance has
entered into the very conasption of what it is to be a norma human being, and, therefore, also of
what it isto act inhumenly or insandy; rules of which it would be absurd to say, for example, tha
they could be abrogaed by some formal procedure on the pat of some court or sovereign body.
When | speak of aman as being nomal, a part of wha | mean is tha he could not break these rules
easlly, withouta qudm of revulsion. It is such rules as these that are broken when aman is declared
guilty withouttrial, or punished unde aretroactive law; when children are ordered to denoune their
paents, friendsto betray oneanother, soldiers to use methodsof barbarism; when men are tortured
or murdered, or minolities are massacred because they irritate a mgjority or atyrant. Such acts, even
if they are made legal by the sovereign, cause horror even in these days, and this springsfrom the
recognition of the moral validity - irrespective of the laws - of some absolute bariers to the
impostion of oneman'swill onanother. Thefreedom of asodety, or aclass or agroup in this sense
of freedom, is measured by the strength of these bariers, and the number and importance of the
pathss\évhich they keep open for ther members - if not for al, for at any rate a great number of
them.

This is amost at the opposte pole from the purposes of those who bdieve in liberty in the
'postive - self-directive - sense. Theformer want to curb authority as such. Thelatter want it placed
in their own hands That is a cardind issue These are not two different interpretationsof a single
conaept, but two profoundly divergent and irrecondlable attitudes to the endsof life. It isas well to
recognise this, even if in practice it is often necessary to strike a compromise between them. For
each of them makes absolute claims. These claims cannotboth befully satisfied. But it isa profound
lack of soda and mora undestanding not to recognise tha the satisfaction tha each of them seeks

*® In Great Britain such legal power is, of course, constitutionally vested in the absolute sovereign - the King in
Parliament. What makes this country comparatively free, therefore, is the fact that this theoretically omnipotent entity is
restrained by custom or opinion from behaving as such. It is clear that what mattersis not the form of these restraints on
power - whether they are legal, or moral, or constitutional - but their effectiveness.
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is an ultimate value which, both historically and morally, has an equd right to be classed amongthe
deepest interests of mankind.

VIII
The One and the Many

One bdief, more than any other, is responsble for the daughter of individuds on the altars
of thegreat historical idedls - judice or progress or the hgppiness of future generations or the sacred
mission or emandpation of a naion or race or class, or even libetty itself, which demands the
sacrifice of individuds for thefreedomof sodety. Thisisthebdief that somewhere, inthepast orin
the future, in divine revelation or in the mind of an individud thinker, in the pronoun@ments of
history or science, or in the simple heart of an unarrupted goodman, there isafind solution. This
andent faith rests on the conviction that all the postive values in which men have bdieved mug, in
the end, be compatible, and perhgps even entail one another. 'Nature binds truth, hgppiness and
virtue togeher by an indissoluble chan’, said ore of the best men who ever lived, and spokein
similar terms of liberty, equdity and justice.’

But is this true? It is a commonplace that neither political equdity nor efficient organisation
nor sodal justice is compdaible with more than a modicum of individud liberty, and certainly not
with unrestricted laissez-faire; that jusice and generogty, public and private loydties, the demands
of genius and the claims of sodety can conflict violently with each other. And it is no great way
from that to the genegalisation tha not al goodthings are compdible, still less all the ideds of
mankind. But somewhere, we shdl betold, and in some way, it must be possible for al these values
to live togeher, for unless thisis so, the universe is not a cosmos, not a harmony; unless thisis so,
conflicts of vaues may be an intrindc, irremovable element in human life. To admit tha the
fulfillment of some of ourideals may in prinaple make thefulfillment of othersimpossible isto say
tha the notion of total human fulfillment is a formal contradiction, a metaphyscal chimera. For
every rationdist metaphyscian, from Plato to thelast disciples of Hegel or Marx, this abandonment
of the notion of a find hamony in which all riddles are solved, al contradictionsreconciled, is a
piece of crude empiricism, abdication before brute facts, intolerable bankruptcy of reason before
thingsas they are, failure to explain and to justify, to reduce everything to a system, which @eason®
indignantly rejects.

But if we are not armed with an a priori guaantee of the propostion that a total harmony of
truevalues is somewhere to be found- perhgpsin some ideal realm the characteristics of which we
can, in our finite state, not so much as conceive - we mug fall back on the ordinary resources of
empirical observation and ordinary human knowledge And these certainly give us no warrant for
supposng (or even undestanding wha would be meant by saying) tha all goodthings or all bad
thingsfor that matter, are recondlable with each other. The world tha we encountr in ordinary
experience is onein which we are faced with choices between ends equdly ultimate, and claims

" Condorcet, from whose Esquisse these words are quoted (loc. cit.: see p. 136 above, note i), declares that the task of
socia science is to show 'by what bonds nature has united the progress of enlightenment with that of liberty, virtue and
respect for the natural rights of man; how these ideals, which aone are truly good, yet so often separated from each
other that they are even believed to be incompatible, should, on the contrary, become inseparable, as soon as enlighten-
ment has reached a certain level simultaneously among a large number of nations. He goes on to say that 'Men still
preserve the errors of their childhood, of their country and of their age long after having recognised all the truths needed
for destroying them.' ibid., pp. 9, 10. Ironically enough, his belief in the need for and possibility of uniting al good
things may well be precisely the kind of error he himself so well described.
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equdly absolute, the realisation of some of which mug inevitably involve the sacrifice of others.
Indeed, it is because thisis thar situaion tha men place such immense value uponthe freedomto
choos; for if they had assurance tha in some perfect state, realisable by men on earth, no ends
pursued by them would ever bein conflict, the necessity and agony of choice would disappear, and
with it the central importance of the freedom to choo®. Any method of bringing this find state
nearer would then seem fully justified, no matter how much freedom were sacrificed to forward its
advance.

It is, | have no doubt some such dognetic certainty that has been responsble for the deep,
serene, unshakeable conviction in the mindsof some of the mog merciless tyrants and persecutors
in history tha wha they did was fully judified by its purpoe. | do not say tha the ideal of self-
pefection - whether for individuds or naionsor Churches or classes - is to be condemned in itself,
or tha the languaye which was used in its defence was in all cases the result of a confused or
fraudulent use of words or of mora or intellectud perversity. Indeed, | have tried to show that it is
thenotion of freedomin its 'postive’ sense tha is at the heart of the demandsfor naiond or soaal
self-direction which animate the mogs powerful and morally jus public movements of our time, and
tha not to recognise thisis to misundestand themog vital facts and ideas of our age But equdly it
seems to me that the bdief tha some single formula can in prindple be found whereby all the
diverse endsof men can be harmonioudy realised is demondrably fase. If, as| bdieve, the endsof
men are many, and not all of them are in prindple compatible with each other, then the possibility of
conflict - and of tragedy - can never wholly be eliminaed from human life, either persond or sodal.
The necessity of choosng beween absolute claims is then an inescapable characteristic of the
human condition. This gives its value to freedom as Acton conceived of it - as an end in itself, and
not as a temporary need, arising out of our confused notionsand irrationd and disordered lives, a
predicament which a panacea could oneday putright

| do notwish to say that individud freedomis, even in themog liberal sodeties, the sole, or
even the domnant, criterion of sodal action. We compd children to be educated, and we forbid
public executions These are certainly curbs to freedom We judify them on the ground tha
ignorance, or a barbarian upbringing, or crud pleasures and excitements are worse for us than the
amount of restraint needed to repress them. This judgnent in turn dependson how we deermine
good and evil, tha is to say, on our mord, religious intellectud, economic and aesthetic values;
which are, in thar turn, boundup with our conasption of man, and of the basic demands of his
naure. In other words our solution of such problems is based on our vision, by which we are
congioudy or unoongioudy guided, of what conditutes a fulfilled human life, as contrasted with
Mill's 'cramped and dwarfed', 'pinched and hidebound' naures. To protest agang the laws
govaning censorship or peasond moras as intolerable infringements of pesond liberty
presuppo®s abdief tha the activities which such laws forbid are fundanental needs of men as men,
in agood(or, indeed, any) sodety. To defend such laws is to hold tha these needs are not essential,
or tha they cannot be satisfied without sacrificing other values which come highe - satisfy deeper
needs - than individud freedom, determined by some standad tha is not merely subjective, a
standad for which some objective status- empirical or apriori - is claimed.

The extent of a man's or a people's, liberty to choo® to live as he or they desire mug be
weighal agang the clams of many other values, of which equdity, or judice, or hgppiness, or
security, or public order are perhgps the mog obvious examples. For this reason, it cannot be
unlimited. We are righty reminded by R. H. Tawney tha the liberty of the strong whether ther
strength is physca or economic, muds be restrained. This maxim clams respect, not as a
consquence of some a priori rule, whereby the respect for the liberty of one man logically entails
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respect for the liberty of othe's like him; but smply because respect for the prinaples of judice, or
shame at gross inequdity of treatment, is as basic in men as the desire for liberty. Tha we cannot
have everything is a necessary, not a contingent, truth. Burke's plea for the condant ne=d to
compensate, to recondle, to baance; Mill@ plea for novd @xperiments in livingOwith thdr
permanent possibility of error - the knowledge tha it is not merely in practice but in principle
impossible to reach clear-cut and certain answers, even in an ideal world of wholly good and
rationd men and wholly clear ideas - may madden those who seek for find solutionsand single, all-
embracing systems, guaanteed to be eternd. Neverthdess, it isa conduson tha cannotbe escaped
by thos who, with Kant, have learnt the truth tha 'Out of the crooked timber of humanity no
straight thing was ever made®®

There is little need to stress the fact tha monism, and faith in a single criterion, has always
proved a deep source of satisfaction both to the intellect and to the emotions Whether the standad
of judgement derives from thevision of some future perfection, asin the mindsof the philosophesin
the eighteenth century and ther technoaatic successors in our own day, or isrooted in the past - la
terre et les morts - as maintained by German historicists or French theocrats, or neo-Conservatives
in English-speaking counties, it is bound provided it is inflexible enough, to encouner some
unforeseen and unforeseeable human development, which it will notfit;

and will then beusad to judify thea priori barbarities of Procruges - thevivisection of actud
human sodeties into some fixed patern dictated by our fallible undestanding of alargdy imaginary
past or a wholly imaginary future. To preserve our abnlute categories or ideals at the expense of
human lives offendsequdly againg the prindples of science and of history; it is an attitudefoundin
equd measure on the right and left wingsin our days, and is not recondlable with the princples
accepted by those who respect thefacts.

Pluralism, with the measure of 'negative' liberty tha it entails, seems to me a truer and more
humane ideal than the gods of those who seek in the great disciplined, authoritarian structures the
idedl of 'postive’ self-mastery by classes, or peoples, or the whole of mankind. It istruer, because it
does, at least, recognise the fact tha human gods are many, not al of them commensurable, and in
perpeud rivalry with oneanother. To assume tha al values can be graded ononescale, sotha it is
amere matter of ingpection to deerminethe highest, seems to me to falsify our knowledgethat men
are free agents, to represent moral decision as an opeation which a diderule could, in prindple,
perform. To say tha in some ultimate, al-recondling, yet realisable synthesis duty is interest, or
individud freedomis pure democracy or an authoritarian State, is to throw a metaphysical blanket
ove eithe self-deceit or ddiberate hypoaisy. It is more humane because it does not (as the system-
builders do) deprive men, in the name of some remote, or incohaent, ideal, of much tha they have
foundto beindispensable to their life as unpredictably self-transforming humen beings™ In theend,
men choo between ultimate values, they choose as they do because ther life and thoughtare
determined by fundamental moral categories and concepts that are, at any rate over large stretches of
time and space, a pat of thar bang and thoughtand sense of their own identity; part of wha makes
them human.

%8| oc. Cit. (p. 16 above, note 1).

% On this also Bentham seems to me to have spoken well: 'Individual interests are the only real interests .. . Can it be
conceived that there are men so absurd as to ... prefer the man who is not, to him who is; to torment the living, under
pretence of promoting the happiness of those who are not born, and who may never be born? op. cit. (p. 219 above, note
3), p- 321. Thisis one of the infrequent occasions when Burke agrees with Bentham; for this passage is at the heart of
the empirical, as against the metaphysical, view of politics.
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It may betha theideal of freedomto choo® endswithoutclaiming eternd validity for them,
and the pluralism of values connected with this, is only the late fruit of our declining capitalist
civilisation: an ideal which remote ages and primitive sodeties have not recognised, and onewhich
pogderity will regard with curiogty, even sympahy, butlittle comprehenson. This may be so; butno
skeptical condusons seem to me to follow. Principles are not less sacred because ther duration
cannotbe guaranteed. Indeed, the very desire for guarantees tha our values are eternd and securein
some objective heaven is perhgps only a craving for the certainties of childhood or the abslute
values of our primitive past. 'To realise therelative validity of onés convictions, said an admirable
writer of our time, 'and yet stand for them unflinchingly is wha distinguishes a civilised man froma
barbarian.® To demand more than this is perhaps a desp and incurable metaphyscal need; but to
allow it to determine onés practice is a symptom of an equdly deep, and more dangeous moral and
political immaturity.

€ Joseph A. Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (London, 1943). p. 243.
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