








[nternational Library of Psychology
Philosophy and Scientifc Method

Political Pluralism



Loy Tomssnll

ﬁm...

“""";Z“-a_.. : i p et



Political Pluralism

A STUDY IN CONTEMPORARY
POLITICAL THEORY

- By
KUNG CHUAN HSIAQ

PAD., Profecor af Pollsicel Scline,
Nankai Enbvavsity, Timivin.

LONDUW
KEGAN FAUL, TRENCH, TRUBNER & COQ., LTD,
HEW TORK: T, BRACK &k THC.
1wy

RAWAB GALAR SN EAHARIn,



o CONTENTS
SHLFTER TAAR
VII. Prosmatrsst 48 A PoLITICAL THRONY-—{eon-
finsied) | . I
1) mananfﬂcMWm‘ N '
(qmmumorcwwmmm
Political Orgamizntion . 169
VIII. Tax PHEILOSOPRICAL Bammm oF Pnu'u
car PLomAiisw . . . I7%
IX. Pormcar PLURALISM AND THE Sn-m AB AN
Eraicar IDEAT, . . . . . 200
X. GENERAL CORCLUSIONS . . 248
Arrennix [, Somz Mowistc Dnmmous OF THE
STATE . . . . . 258
Arpeypix II.: LEcav Pl.wx.[su IN THE MiDDLE
AGES . . .
AvrrEnpix II1.: Crass R:ruswnnon 1IN THE
EuzorEax CONSTITUTIONS . . ]
AprEnnpx IV, CompomaTiONg 1v FRANCE AND ¥
EngLavn . . . . . . 363
BraLiocearny . . . . . . . 2by



PREFACE

The present study is an expangion and a thorough
raviden of a much briefer paper on the mama subject
undertaken three years age. Whik a geod number of
excellent articles have besn written upon Politicel Ploralism,
o the Pluralistic Theory of the State—a new tendency
in political thought first suggested by Dx. Otto von Gietke
as #azly a8 7868 and developed In our own day by a large
number of writers—the oovelty and great significance of
this theory has convinced the writer that a more systamatic
apd thorough stady is justified. Should the chapiers
which fellew succeed in elucidating, even in a very im-
perfect degree, the true meaning of the pluralistic thesry §
in explainjng the real natnre of the pmblems with whick
it deals ; and thus also in areusing us {from oor monistc
slumbers to the vision of a profound theory of politics,
he would, indeed, consider his feeble «fforts more than
duly rewarded, As we shall ses, pluralism hag both a
negative and & positive side @it protesty against a theory
that seems to ignore certain changsd conditicns in the
Western politiul world ; and it saggests a solution of the
problems artising from thess mew political phenomena.
Tt will, thm(me.beou:taakmcmndsr unthgomhmd
in what sense the p of the traditi
theory are sound or unsound, and wherein, on the other,
the intringiz wvalus of phiralis as a theory of politics
consists ; that jy, to offer a construetive iticism of this
new movement in political theory.

The writer cannot here refrain from expressing his
gratituds toward his many teachers and friends. To the
Sage School of Philosophy at Cornell Unjvarsity, in general,
and to Professer Frank Thilly in particular, however, he
must give the greaier measure of his thanks, Prefessor
Thilly hay 0ot vply tsught him philosophy and its method,

vil




indispensable him.
Professcr Catlin hal use undertalen the lborious task
of reading the =ntine peoofs.

It poes without saying that the writer bimself iz re-
sponsible for the masy emors that spay occur in this
treatise and for the awkwardness in his use of the English

which, to him, i5 & foreign tongue. With respect
to both these wotknewes the indulgence of the reader is
sarnestly requested.
K.CH,

Tthaca, New Yok, May, rge6,



INTRODUCTION

Pryparise undertakes to truntform  the Stated It
criticises it, it " discredits ™ it, and sesks to reduos it from
it place of honowur to a place of servitude.? What is this
state, we ask, which has given mch cffence to pluralism 7
In theory this state, which has been characterized by its
encmics an seondshc is, to all intents and purpeses, nothing
less than the state to which Western political thought has
devoted its attention from the days of Flato and Aristotle,
whe gave it its first defmite form, and down to medern
titpes whem it received its forther justification and develop-
ment, To consider the monistic state in this ¢comprahentive
seose wonld demand n study of the whale histary of political
theory—a task that is clearly beyond ouwr present
' For excallant ahort sccomnts of he plorslitic theory see E. Barkar,
" The Diwrodioed State ™, Pl (W, 3 a0z-az; F. W, Colker, " Tho
Tewcholque of the Ploalictio Scete ™, Am. Pol. S;. Rev, 1f: 1862130
H ! Laal, " The Plumlistic Btets "', PWl. Rem, 28: sfzys: G H
Sabioe, * Pruraliam, & Poink of Viow ", dm, Poh. Se. Rev, [7: 4303

Cokew, " Plyrilistic Thaories uod the Attack wpon Stase Boverigty ™,
In Merrinm and Baroes fbtors), Polificd Theorlss, pp. Bo-119 w.
chagptor ;

TRAN chh Ajptby meedrict it Moowonver, s Ao bas made the Stae, man

<hn make WAy ekiw, yooetking mom dthd to ecercle w foal

“‘WCMMNMlMWdWL Froc, Arid
B3 '”‘<
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] INTRODUCTION

soopel It will saffice for our gurpose to give 3 grueral

of the iatic state ax tha pluralisty see it, and
to describe the of it against which thay
have raised cbjections.

bsthetu'mitselfmdluxes,amomltwnnehomwhich
possesses, of which slwuld posaess, & slngk source of
autherity that is theoret! b and ynlimited
in its emercise. This u:utary and absolute power is
sovereignly, and the theory which afirma the caistence of
mchmwtmpuymthemteudmtedbythcplurﬂm
AE MONISH.

‘The monistic state thus defined is o product of the
modern age, both m theory and actuality. The eon-
ception of a sovertign power, in 1ls Bsotentifie exactneas,
& cmtainly imk to class iquty ; even in
the Roman idea of imperimm® it 8 only embryonically
contained. The Middle Apges not omly never dreamed
of the immensity of the power of the medern gtate,
which did not develop until the decisive batties batween
the chureh and the state had been fought, but would
bave been amared to hear the abeolubist doctrine of
sovertignty expounded by certain modern publicists.
It was, indeed, ooy when the modern age had reached
its full pelitical comeciousness that the writings of such
celebrated monists as Bodin, Hobbes, Hegel, and Avatin
began to appear.' Moniem, therefore, appears simil-

4 Sea Appantix I for s partisd lst of s well-koown mondstic dedaoltions
of the Siain, €3, alao Laakd, Problam of Scwwsigaty, pp. 76, for & plarak
lthc pameowption of moakem,

*5sa Dugnit. Lew in ou Molew 5ol (ttana. by Fride and H. ],
Lasid), pp- 1-10.

PEL, Laaki, Fowwdations of Sccerrigniy, PP. s¥3-4




INTRCDUCTION 3

taceoasly with the great modem state, particulazly the
modern monarchiss. :

Tt would be & mistake, however, to identify the mopdstic
stata with memarchy, exclusively ; or the theory of unitary
sovereignty with the ides of impedial absolutism.  Politiead
monism het & wider application than these; and, az a
theory of the state, it does not imply any epecific form of
government, The fact that the creation of the modern
manarchies synchronized almost perfectly with the formu-
laticn of the menlstic theory was, to ba surs, ot a pure
accident. There seems te be, indeed, historical 23 well an
themeﬁca]mmmwhymmsmmcelwdltsﬁmtmdmst

1! diment in a momarchical state, and why
&Ammkhcmmrywuitsbmmﬂcahmanddﬂm
But despite all theswe, menism and monarchivm zre not
syncnymous terms. For while 2 monarchy is necesserily
a monistic state, it is not v true that a isti
Etate is slways menarchical. In fact, the monistic state
may be regarded as o gemms of political organization to
which several different species of atates, incnding the
monarehy, belong.

Pechaps an illustration may make our meaning clear.
‘The doctrins of the divina right of kings, which served as
the basia of the absolute power of the French state hefore
the fall of the Bourbons, is a monixtic doctrine through and
through. In ft we find a typleal meniste theory realized
in an extrems form of the monistle stats, in which ail
polities] anthority in concentrated in ome ruler, one govern-
ment, and cae system of law, Sovereiguty in the Bourbon

Iy was, thered divided and indivisitle, and




4 : INTRODUCTION

came: very near to what Bodin describes an  the sepreme
power cver citizetw and subjects, unrestrained by luws .
The 4 ion of the hy by the Revclution,
Bowsver, did not being ebout any chenge i the conception
of the nature of the state. The despotic French king with
ks divice right was, indeed, no longer to rule, But in
place of a royal soverelgnty cams an equally absclute ope,
the sovermign people. Even the old scheme of centraliza-
ticn, the concentration of all power in Paris, war not only
retained but extended. 'We should net, then, be surprised

at the declaration ined in the itation of 1791 :
that sovercignty iz * one and indivisible, fnalienahle and
Imprescriptible "—es when we ber that it was
R who furnished the philosophy of the Revelution.®

The theorstical results of the French Revolution are,
therefors, far less startling than many of its practical
consequences. It brought about a change of the form of
government in France, which meant the death of despotism
oot ondy in that country but in the Western political world
in gemeral ; but it falled to effect any changes of eqtal
wmaguitude in the theory of the state itself. Tt shifted the
lmﬁmaipoﬁﬁuulwthmﬂthnmpolewmhw

bt left the theory of ignty itwelf hed. Thosthe
R:voluhmmuhmtthuenddmﬂm,butmﬂdyﬂm
from an imperial jarn into & 4 tio one.

F!nmthenbweitisdmthltthemmhcthowyof

‘"mmmhdmunwmwmhw“
‘Du repuiFisa, 3, b, 8.

'mﬂ.dhwdl”h &-M MM
M}&ﬂx—n - " ol v Soveralp

s Indivisibis .




INTRODUCTION 5

stts is proctically identical, o at Joast closely connecied,
with the theory of sovereignty, whether the latter be
woncelved on an imperisl or popualar basis.l ‘The theery of
sovereignty, howsver, may aswume a more specific and
techudeal -form.  Tn the bands of certain modern jorists
the state appears to be fally the of u legml
sovereignty which binds and ordera the sntire pommunity.”
Law, 3o the juristic conception ressons, is the command
afthestm-mumsn.wlmhlaa]wtmpmwn. Apnd
ignty is the source of this legal
wmmnd,ltmulutsd.{beumﬁedmdlhsomte' Theomtl—
cally, therefore, the juristic ption of y sats
upmlﬁealotthelegalsupremuyoitheﬂmweranm
internal refationg, and aveids the difficulty of a limfted
lagal power, which would otherwise snsue.®
An actual example of 3 monistic state in which juristic
sovereignty eaists is not fir to seek. We need anly go to
Grent Britain with its sovarelgn Parliameent, As far back
a5 i dintely after the Revalution of 1688, Padi t
had alrendy taken jts first definite step in the long coumse of
development toward its statis of unquestioned supremacy,
which the efcrts of Bentham later contributed much to
edtatlish,t Duoring the Jast deeades of the seventesnth

l'nubwhu-nm,ammwwumw

:}:dﬂhh‘ oomdriakatly, & monlstic theory. Sou Dufrmecr fuals,
15

¥ Sabina, Iptrcdmction. b Kribba, Afadee fdee of Gu Stak, pp. xvill £ ;
Bodin, Dy repuilics, p. 371 ; Hotbea, Lasatben, U, ch 26, .

" Riokis, tw dwd. Pol. Soc. 56,11 399 3; of abw Beathar's will

" it of iguty, Frog-

Wil i Gvarmassul, cha, 43

+Dicey, Lew and Fublie Opinisa o Engiand, pp. 34 K.
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centnry tho judicial powers of the judgs were brought mder
the complete rule of Pariament. ¥or, on the ane band,
ull judges schowledged the binding force of all parliamen-
tary octs, and, on the other, Parliament itself was suff-
tiently powerful to coerce emy recaleitrant cowrt into
submisrion. The Englisk Parlisment as the argan of legal
sovereignty, however, had a farther coogquest to make.
Wtﬂlthemeoithambuutiomutgmmmm thn
i of the 1 hmetion over tha
way plso aseured. h&inmytheknhahhrliamt
became the supreme law-raking organ of the kdngdom, tha
central seat of all politiel authority, from which all other
powers are derived. Blacksione, indeed, was not greatly
exaggerating matters when he said : * what the Parliament
doth, no authority cm earth can wde."t
Federalizm, with its implied controversial question of the
relationshlp between federal and state powers, as we
chearve in the Unlted States, mndoubtedly renders lagal
mmmhspmmdombmthnmtheumﬂodm-
ion of England. The idea of a legal
wmdgmyamumvmhdmtnbeminum
state® For while we cannot regard the relation betwoen
the federal and state authorities in America exactly as &
scheme for the delegation of powens from a central source,

1 Sabine, “ Flomlam, & Polct of View ", dm, Pol, Sc. Bon, 17 4%

* Qi by Polkck, Hicovy of iy Sciencr of Pefiticn, p. 31 et guots-
Hon on p. 44 from Sir Themas Smith: " all thet weer the propis of Koo
might dc . . . the sams mey be doso by the Purtiament of England ;
-Hv\mhmm,mdﬂﬂ‘hlﬂm both e baad and
e body.”
O our discsmines of constitwtionalies, talow, th. 3,
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we st ot least the federal itution, which
is writtea and " rigid ", as & final aftherity to fix the Iagal
np of the ber-states and of the various powers

of the federal government. The power of judicial raview
possessed by the Suprems Court proves adequately the
supremary of the comatitution over the legislative funcHoa ;
and, on the other hand, every decislon rendered by the
Sup Court on questicns of conflict b state and
federal law is a confirmation of the sovereign character
of the federal comstitution.? Federalism and monism,
therefare, are not incompatible tarms.

Ta s up @ 4 menistic stats is one which pomeesses o
umitary and abeolute sovereign power, either as the direct
source of all political autherity as such or as the source of
legal authority. Inits simplest and most typleal form this
sovareignty is amprviced by a single {nstroment and fows
from a single person, as in a monarchical state, in which
the will of cne ruler is supreme. But it may alsc take the
form of demecracies and federal states where the exercise
of soverslgnty is more or less divided between different
instruments, in 3o far 84 the soarce of soversign power jtself
is abill regarded as unitary, namely, as residing in the body
palitic acting through the General Will, or, more definitedy,
2 embodied in 8 writtan constitution which is really a
General Will articulated in o parmanent legal form.

It in against such a state that pluralism has raised iis
vuice of protest. The pluralistic state, as we may reason-
ably expect, is intended to be its direct antithesis, In

" Bryoe's wond: se Stwbis im Hisiory and furispradrace, b T

VYt Ammtin, Firipeudmor, i, Mct, 4.
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defining the monistic state, therefoce, we have alsa Incident
ally dafinad the pluralistic state In o negative way. The
pluralistic state is simply & state in which there exista no
single aource of anthorlty that ia oll competent and com-
prehensive, namely, dguty, no gnified aystem of law,
no lizsd organ of sdministration, £ g [

of pelitical will. On the conirary, it is a maltipliciky in its
emsence and mandfestation, it i3 divisible icte parts wnd
should be divided. How far the pluralistic writers suoceed
in developing a theary of this state, nod to what extent
their theory is a valid criticism of the monistic theory
it iz the parpese of the following chaptess to show.




CHAPTER I

PLURALIEM AND LAW

{4) Legal Theory

(1) The Relation between Lagal Authority and Pelitical
Soversignty

Powrricay, théory, in its legal aspect has, since the tims of
Aristotle, presented itself 45 a persistent problem of the
relationship between logal authority snd political sove-
reignty, or between low and the state.  The vasioua his-
torical soluticms offered seam to gronp themselves into two
vpposite camps : either law is placed above the state or the
stats i conceived as superior to law; the former view
the antigue-medineval thecry, the latter is
typlcnlnfthsmdemase
" He who bids the law rule ', Aristotle says, * may be
deempd to bid God and Reason rule .1 For lavwr, being the
distinct expression of human rationality iy ™ passionless
reason ¥, and hence iz fitted to be not caly the supreme
sutherity in society but the sole criterion by which the
legitimary of any government is to be judged. The classi-
ﬂlﬁtukomphmatpuhuwlhﬂeusmmednpby
is eminently legnl, &s it is ethical.

|+ Pofice (Jowstt), i1, ch, i, §19; oL cb 15, 5,10, 12, 12
. 9 a



m PLURALISM AND LAW

Sizoilatly, mediasval theorists, so Dr Gierke tells ua,! wers
wery fond of the notion of Rechisdast, which comprehenc
the state not a5 sn end in itself but as exiating merely in
law and for faw. The state, they thought, could fing it
justification caly in its mission o realize the principls of
{ustice ; and, conseqnently, sa a legal instrument, its powears
were Jegally limited. !

This " of lagal sug _,overthzshben
held by A Te and the mediasval th h it
it be noted, hbaudupuuavuyl:rmdcmpﬁmoi
law, more or Jem unfamiliar to certain modern jurists
For Aristotle law is not merely that which ix decreed by
the state, but the wystem of retional order co-extensive and
idemtical with human reason. It is, in fast, the objective
manifegtation of moral rule in the social realm. Now
since the state ag actual political power is mever near the
level of perfectiom, it is obvions that the state shouid
acknowledge its inferiority to the idesl of law. The
medizeval conception of law, alse, is shot through with
ethical as well as relgions ideals. Aquinas's four-fold
clusgificatinn of lawr seems to be typical. It is by the con-
ception of * natural law *, which el iy 4 mpanifestation
of " eternallaw ", that the mediaeval writers ensily extabilish
thair argoment fora " relgn of law * ; since, they paint out,
{aw was glven to tien prior to the Lnstitution of an carthly

+ Pofiblnel Theorlrs of tha Nikls Age (Eutland ) pp. 73 3 of, Erahbe,
Mwkorn Flea of i Stale [Sabine sad Sheppard), pp 3 £; Seander,
Rt wnd Eocht, |, gp. 423 E; nm.":‘mpm:wumdg
Lbmt ', Bowns &r drodl gublic, Jia-Bvr, ig3z.

" e Aguivss, Sumied Theolagio (Engtuh trane ), if, 1, 4. 92, &L &}
G At -5 o7 a1 Mg oshoert



PLURALISM AND LAW iz

power and thus poseessed an authority over ell parsons
in a pre-political state of socicty, the state with iis
“homan " of positive law must be subordinated to legal

anthority.d -

As soon 88 the state geined In material power and sel-
eonscl L 1 thﬂ il | tmins bmn o
see that it was ¥ to ile politicat

with legal supremacy. The traditional sharp distinction
between matural law and positdive law provided a ready
solution, and it was, 35 & matter of fact, ntilived with preat
zdvantage. Pogitive law, it was held, whether it be
declared by will of the prince* or promulgated by the
sovereignty of the peeple?, is plainly a creation of the
political power of the state, and, as such must be regarded
ac belgw the state. It js natural law slone which is in-
dependent of, that Is, above, the aetion of the state.®
Inummndia&valmoepuonaipontmshwasmto
diti gnty, therefore, wa find the carly transition
komtheant’, dizeval solution of the problam of the
relation between law and the state to the modern. It in
from this conception, freed from the traditional ethical

' Aquinas, Swwens Thrologics, i, t Doqopa At n6; AL g,
q- b57, St a ) H.Gnﬁnn«junml“pmdu.&x.ﬁw 12, Bryes,
Btucdins in. Jurispridaess. pp.

. 336605 &,

" Aguinns writea Ihh"mwdhmdmhr&-mm
pocal, promnlpwied by him who has the caon ol & community ', Op. off.,
Elqnm‘.ddnllnﬂlum"thwmm
ot vigeem. , quoted by Gk, op. o, B 77,

L Mwmwhmdm Iegiaintor, that
is, the afrtive wod pocolier croktor of Buw, i1 tho poople * {Mangtio,
Mmrp.d.l,un.xs:

Fositive Jex st indrs priscipaiom st br aatumis s sopm.™
Aapidiey Romanny, Dy raglaing priwoghu, 1, o, cb bp. -
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and religious entanglements, that the theory of Juristio
sovireignty, as eepomsed by Bodin!, Hobbes?, Rousiean?,
and Austind, takes its development. Law, so the modern
theory holds, is the command of o soversgn will which, s
Jegal creator, st jtself be supreme and absolute in
h ¥ Thiz abeol x of ignty s
3 ically 1 ive: since ignty has been
lwmedwhetheulﬂmwmdk@lauthmty,lt
cannot be legally lmdted withouwt invelving a logical
infinite regress.® Moreover, in 5o far ns the sovereign will
is regarded as the Wiimate source of law, it ot also be
regarded s its only source. For if the sovereign will
iteelf i dividble into ding parts, it i dimtel
mmnhnl'aﬂuoiﬁmﬁty, The particoisr mannes in
which this sovereign will in. manifested is a matter of Hitls
tmportance here.  We may ncoept Bodin's view that " s
prince may shrogate, modify, or replace a law made by
himself and without the consent of his subjects ' ;* o
Roussean's that the genera] will ia the real basis of politicsl
power ;* or even the doctrine of constitutional checks and
batances an wit find it in the Unjted States, which seeks
to distridute actoal palitical powee between several coo-
stitytional instroments ; but in any case we oumst acknow-
44 Law wpon. the will of him whS bolds scprens smbociey

daprnda
in the sam." Da repubdies, |, cb. 8.
8 il Lt i i overy gubjnct thomd bl which the Commonwsaith

* Sockal Coumuct, i, b6, s Jurlepriatinsr, Lacta,, €, B,
a — wnblacis,

Wyl Bodin, op. s, 1, b B,
" Bitchia, Am Amd, Pol, 8. 50, 72 9. Op ik ch b
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ledge that theorotical k g ‘thnnutmnnrt
sovereignty, and that ,,._y.asalegal
1a mecessarily indivizible end unified.

Such, then, is the moders, juristic theory of soverelgnty
which has supp ] the old ption of the * reign of
Jaw ™. Nt ir a legal monigm, 50 to apeak, which serves
o glve a legal foundation to the monistic state, and agairst
which the pluralistic jurists of onr day have rzised their
protest.  Naturally, therefore, we find a serious attempt
to revive the Jong-dormant idea of the Rechizsiaat in the
pluralistic jurmprudence of M. Leen Duoguit in Franca and
I Fuge Krabbe in Holland, whose views wa shall presently
examine in detail, Politieal pluraliem, in this Light, is tim
antigue-medineval lagal spirit seeking to regein its place
in modern theory.

M. Duguit's legal theory demands our first attenticnt.
Starting from the prieciple {or " iRct ™ as he himself
prefers to zay} of * wocial sclidarity “* that society is a
aystern of relations springing ¢ut of the nators and needs
of buman life, he preceeds fo show that these relations
apoptanecusly create a body of rules which, when observed,

Py M Dugali’s principsl wirid, sst Biblicgraphy; for shatt sc-
.wwmmmmm. " Tow Motaphysics of Dugait's Frag-
matn Comesption of Law ¥, Fob. 5o, ., ;:: mu- Hrown, * Tha
Jerlsprutince of M Duggt ', Law (Kir. R, wiB-B3; Muthewn,
"&Mwmmmm H.S‘s.w ay: 28495
Murriam, and Bxrme fodbers] Folisloal Theorics, pp. 193-9; Davy, La
Rroll, Fiudivide ot Fawpdrirac ; Krabhbe, of. sz, pf Hi-bit; 3n1 8; 203 8
J. Chacimont, Le rencirsmor da droit webend (Mo oW, Boott aad ). P
Chambarigin), pp. B2-40; 12533, Mr knd My Liaii'y tranalations Srom
Trangformativn du Eroif jrublio in Lew in the Madpen State wil] prove heip-
“thd ie: dwiradwolng the reader to 3. Dugoit's mther diteult Jucipredesor.
* Tradd du deoll prublic, p. 3y,
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wecure foxr the commmmity a marimum of welfurs. Law
(dfrodt), theeefors, i not force. It is binding upon o, not
becanse it ic decreed by the soversign will of a roler ffor
it ia not), but b itia  for the attai of
social solidarity, snd because it flows from the paycho-
legical favt of sclldarity in the mind of the modemn social-
individnall The mls of a community, consequently, i
not a rnle of fores, bat a rule of law ; the state, aspollhcul
Foee, isa legal i , 2 the madineval th wonld
say, which exiets in and for liw.! It does not command,
bot hembly serves.  Soversigniy, in shoet, there is none ;
the state does not possess it, for the state exercises its
power not sbeolutely, but in dinatien with other
soclal institutionz.” Such, then, is M. Dmgnit's plurabistic
jurisprudence stated in genera terms.  Let ns now examing
his theory more carefully at three important points, vie :
{1} his criticiem of the iraditional juristic theory of sove-
reignty ; (a) his assertion that law is and sbould be a
plurafistic systemn ; and {3) his conception of the rule of
law (#dgie de droil) as a revival of the Rechinalos! idea

M. Druguit's criticism of the theory of sovereignty seoms
to follow from a sharp distinction between political power
and legal anthority, the latter being independent of and
more oltimate than the formez. Political power as such,
for him, ix menely a fact unconnected with any legal vaiue ;
apd far from being its creator, the state must sobject
itmelf to law. “ The state,” he aayn, " is fomndad upon
force, bet this force in lawful when it is exercised in accord-

VIME, pp o B L M, p
& L', Jor powrerngms, ol ios agevit, 30, 63 X,
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ance with luw "1 We mmst always remember, however,
what M. Duguit means try “ law ** bere 12 nob the law as
dacread by the wtate (powhwhw,mwﬁm.hmthslaw
aa rales of pocial relati dadogical lave, droii
o&j‘ﬂﬂ,lﬂmﬁmhﬂm"mﬂhw"wmm
jutists.d I this i true, it would appear that M. Duguit's
criticiam of j in mot altogether logically cogent,
particularly when we apply it to a theory such as that of
Bodin, whoe admits that both the prince and the people are
beund by the law of nature and of God, alithough the
prince, as the creator of pesitive law, is legally saprome *
" No ons,”" M. Duguit writes, " has the dght to command
pthers ; meither an emperor, nor a king, nor a parkiament ;
nor is & popolar majority able to impose its will as soch."*
I this is meant to be a refutation of the theory of sove-
reignty us applied to the realm of positive law, M. Duguit's
failore to grasp the mesning of legal sovereignty is too
obviots to need elaboration, A parfiament has the right
to command {pamely, to make pogitive Iaw) precisely
because it is parliament; that fs, because it i3 an in-
wtituted legal authority. Om the other hand, there can be
ne positive law prier to the establishment of such an
autherity, which is tantamount to saying that the existence
of & legal system presupposes the existence of & legal
sovereignty, Puositive law, of course, must not ron cotmter
to the fundamntai notions of right, whether etbicaly,
religicnsly, or sociologically interpreted ; it may, in fact,

VFveild, oo, gy 4t 2M Duogult dimel! meognime this dirtisction,
‘wtmhmwakiﬂmm rig; iy
10p. dt, 1, <k, 8, " Tritd, p. 4.
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be regasded s flowing directly from nstardd law, But it
differs from natoral law essectinlly in this that it is focmelly
enacted by the state.l This, we think, iz the real meanityg

of the moplstic theory of elgnty. J aa
science deals with the renlm of positive law alone; it
leaven the metaphyxical or ethicad fonndation of the state
and taw to the lation of the philosopk That

therw is a rule of right, un droit objactif, a law of nature, etc.,
which iz more nltimate than statute law the lawyers, a5
lawyers, wsnally acknowledge but am not concerned either
tc prove or deny. How can we, then, expect a juist to
tisten to us, if we tell kim, as M. Duguit apparently doss,
that his theory of sovereignty is false because there is 2
naturat faw, o droit objectif, which the tate does mot xnd
cannot make ¥

‘Te be fair to M. Dugoit we must, of course, admit that
the ** analytical schocl ** of jurisprudencs, which is largely
resporaible for the modern form of the soveregnty-theory,
hos been too namowly “scientific” to be satisfactory.t
On the other hand, we must not supposs that  flat denizl
of legal sovereignty will yield enything like & sound theory
of politics, as M. Duguit seems to think, He fails to see
with: Bentham that whether wo accept * ntility * or ** soclsl
solidurity "' a8 omt nltimate explanation of law, we cannot
escape the ity of 1 itety mstituted suparicr fegel

+ Acqeiney gl oot £t the Sormil binding force of I depeads bpon

its promoipdion by the paron wh b cege of D commpsity | Semme
b, g oo, e g,

TCE T H Gress, Works, il p. 404 ; me sl W. ). Brown's criticiam,

of the Austinina theory, Tht Awdimion Thewry of Lww, orpechlly .

23734 Dr Brown hingaH b & libord jallower of Anpti,
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therity in the ity which shail translate the
general rules of nature into a definite system of political
rulel Forif, as M. Dugult Insists, there is to be no rightful
lawr-making power In the community, we mmuat cither leave
that powet to everybody, which means legal anarchism,
ot eise conse speaking of law (fof) and return to a pre-
political condition of saciety in which custoraa and moral
sanctions alome rule. Therm and theve cnly, it seems, @
we really dispense with the notion of juristic sovereignty.

Lot us now take up our stcond point and see whether
M. Druguit i3 more succesziul in sobetantiating hiz asserta-
ticn that law iz and should be not a unity but a pluralistic
order, Of his criticism of the idea of legal tmity we need
not here speak. It suifices to examine the thres tendencien
in medern society, which he meatione as preofs of the
inevitahility of legal decentralization.* In the first place,
he sl ns to study the legal syster: in a federal country,
aspacially in the United States, where the power of law-
" realdng and enforcement is divided between the state and
naitional governments. The fact that state and federnl
Inws may in cases conflict would seem to show that a legal

‘le—nluﬁmm b g Kmtyhm\ndmmbmup\md
o b ooe of b zuwt torminta, sdonits the

Juwr By tha Lawe of tetwrn, mnmmhwmwm
kgl Tha prince or sevawign may nide devpotically, famety, oty
to the lawn of mxinoy a2 th risk of bis Swn chinads orertheow [ his come
thanty, oevarthelsw posss an agthotity which in theorotically macon-
Aiticoud, s Leviathon, cha, 17, 10, 32; <L oo dipgmion telor, cb. Iz,
Gers pointd cut that crridin medieeval thetrida svee mcogaled e
bty of Umiting divine lew by pelitiest sovwmigaty ; op. tit, Bp
456, Cob 341,

4 Gies Appetdix i ko an docouot of REal Slaralie s it actoally aribed
bA the 20 Ape
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plurabsn seally exists in the United Siates. Sacondiy, bhe
poivts out that iz countries whers public services are
avtonomons, wach setvice has beooms o distingt jurislic
argaz, virtually independent and self-suffick It mhakes
its own liws, regulates its own internel relations, and
expects 1ts members to ohey its decrees without condition,
attaching, in many instances, a penalty to disobedience and
vidlation? Here, M. Duguit thinks, is a legal pluralism
realized in a scheme of decantralizetion of law-making by
& multiplicity of guvernmental bodies,  Thirdly and laatly,
ke calls ion to the devel of ‘the dicali
movement which seeks to put the question of the nature
of the statates of associations om o new basis. Hitherto
the statutes of an association have beemrregarded merely
a5 o camtract betwog its membere, wha, theoratically, are
frew to make of bresk it. The fact of social solidarity,
k , is tmAenigble, and the acknowledg of it
would compel ua to recogoize sich statites not as merw
contracts but as real organic laws, hinding by thelr own
inherent force.! Here, again, wccording to M. Duguit,
we are on the way to legal phoralivm,

FPendicg a discussion of the question of the relation
betweez state and federal law, Jot us here suggest that
what M. Dngnit calls legal decentralication is not o real
Segal ploralism at ol In the first place, we may sdwmit
that autonamny of legal power with respect to the internal
affuirs of public services sctvally existe and is desirable.
¥et we carnot deny that oo matter bow wotonomous a

- " Trimufrrmave. ju depl) pabio, pp- 145
* Tranformation, p. 123
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service is, it mmst finally de responsible to soms cemtral

tharity for the of the service placed in
jte charge ; and, conseqoenily, the * laws ** which it makes
with respect to its internal affaire must be regarded oot as
inharently binding, but as deriving their force from the
authority to which the eervice itself is responsible. For
it is perfectly conctivable that socitty may at any time
abolith a public service because it is poorly performed o
becsnse it hag begome obgolete and vanecessary ; and that
with its abolition the whole system of jis internal *" laws ™
musi lose their authority. The case of the siatuies of
apsogiztions i1 enly a little more comaplicated than this,
but may be similacly treated. Granting to M. Duguit that
it is poagible to tagard datl Lt not as a free
comtract between individoals, but as * faws ¥ binding upen
the perscns concerned, we may still doubt that their obliga-
tary character iv absclute. Evidently, when they chance
to come into conflict with the gemeral laws of the com-
munity, they must give way; and in ss far as they are
sanctioned on the principle of social solidarity, they must
ultlmately be part and parcel of the one single “"rule of
law ** obtainmg in the community. Viewed.in this hight,
therefore, what M. Dugait supposes to be legal plurelism is
%0 more than & scheme of law-making (loosely apeaking) at
different places in society, which scheme does not touch
the ultimate source of legal authacity at all,

M. Dugnit, however, bas a mors theoretical argument
which wa mmst copsider ; the argument, namely, that
sines soclety is wo organization of o mmitipficity of interests
and purposes thers must elso be o multiplicity of hagnl
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aysteans in order to give foll expression to them. Such s
view, indeed, iz plausible and by no means entirely new ;
N jea long age advineed it in his celebratod Spirit
af Laws! Yet even sllowing all that is implied in this
view, it is oot certain that this line of argument must -
evitably lead to ploralisem. For oo matter how far we
our soxdal ization, mo Matter into how
any departments we divide owr socind kife, and no matter,
congequently, how many cectres of law-making we
uhbhﬁl,solom;aswenpholdsocﬁalndﬂhﬂtyum
t principle of 1 fon, ol these
ﬂmﬁmmﬂhﬂghmmwwbym
principle into an ahsolnte system. Secizl sclidarity, in
other werds, I & new all-devotring mortal God on earth
to whom groups and individuals must affer their sacrifice.d
H.Dugu:t wethlnk inﬂslumbhahlgmmnehgnl
; in particul the state, he merely sub-
st:tmaumﬂalmmmfnrpohumlabmlm
Our third and last question I8 ‘wiether M. Duguit's
soticlogical jurispradence is mccessful in reviving the old
Rechisstant idea, in opposition to the jdes of state-sove-
refgnty. M. Duguit, we recall,-lays especial emphasis
upon the argument that mince all fumdamenial law i
P The relatioos of socisl Min ww divided ok difiecent netegeries,

wich mamiring » distinet body of ol of ibglstion. . . . The climax of
Tkl by wam in e of wwory wolbrjest of Joglabe-

whiye writdoge wt stmll hiry Iroquent OCoistion o esing,
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diractly t Hla to the printiple of sovial solidarity, there
‘ 10 lastitation in the ity, including the state,
which has a right te imposs logal anthority upem in.
dividuais.l ©n the other hand, he points cut that, as a
matter of foct, the wills of the strong have always been
poliieally deminant, so that while no body has a right
tnmlknh“,hmmmnﬂiymadstnupmﬂm
and i of the p rful & L In cther
.wm'dl metwpﬁtEDumutwnuﬂy.mthemshm
toshow here is that the power of law-making is not possessed
by one who shonlf, but hy thowe whe can. Such o doc-
trine, b ., if true, is y 4 For unles
we are bold encugh to make the sweeping assumption
that the wills of the strong are always in accord with the
prineiple of solidarity, that their deersss always coincide
with the rule of law, nothing can save us from justifying the
yraumuy of the majority, or the despotism of superior force.
‘While we are not prepared to assert that such is M. Dnguit's
intention, we must coofess that we cannot discover how a
clear distimction betwesn, & dr fure and a Jr facle power can
be conmistently made in his theory,

We are not saying, of course, that the traditionsl
theery of Jaw is free irom peastical difficultics. In so
fnr, hupwwver, sm it yegards state-sovercignty ss the
constituted Isgal awthority of the community? from
which all legal standards are derived, the problem of
faw amumes an entirely difierent form from that glven
to it by Dmguit. The cass 5 egpecially clear in a
¥inte where thers §5 a written constitution we the definite
souree of legat adthari The lawtulass of & ol
+ Trwlod, . 4T, 'm-ﬂ-l‘l'» ‘ﬁﬂmm‘-lﬁll‘ﬁm?-m
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acts is tested by their conctitwtiooality ; and political
power, a2 a fact, cannot ordinarily he confused with the
d¢ jurs Jegal auihority of the state. Here the distinction
between state and government is important. Government,
a5 power exsrcisaed af any given time by the politically
influential, i undoubtedly itself not directly commected
with law; government may al times even commit acts
which are slirw mires. When we come to the state itself,
however, it is really audacious for us to raise the question
of lawinlness. Theoretically, a state i always an expres-
sien, however imperfect, of homan social reasen, and,
ay snch, must be * lawiul “, in the sense of conforming to
natural law, or, in M. Dognit's language, to objective right.
Legally, too, it must be lawfuol; since all positive law is
state creation, the creator itzel cannot be unlawiul or
deveid of Jegal right,  Tadesd, it is idle for political theorists
to inguire irta the fspalily of the state itself. Logically we
must regard the state [or call it by some other name) jtself
ay the ultimate ground of all legai relations, and we shall
face 2 regress to infinity ff we try to find a Jegal justification,
say of the coastitution of the United States. The mistake
of M. Duguit, tharefore, lies it hiv failure to distioguish the
state as witimate legal authority from government a3 actual
political power. This i really his resson for making &
sharp distinetion between legal and political awthority,
and for exalting the former. Iz 8o far, however, as he
denies the positility of aw institzsted supreme legal power,
Jeaving, ly, tegal avthority to contingent &a
Sfucto palitical power (no taatbet how this power is quant]-'
tatively distributed) his exaltation of law in more Ehusory
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than real. For, an wo have just seen, it is politieal
power that invarisbly gains the upper band. Qur
comclusion, then, is: & modem theory of Rechissiaal
or reign of law cannot be built upon a denial of juristic
soversignty.

The legal theory of Dr Krabbe, like that of M. Duguit,
ia intendad to be 2 revival of the legal state in a new form,
The problem of the relationship bet law and political
soyereignty, therefore, conatitutes the starting point of his
jurisprudence. He poinis cut that although these two
sources of authority in the state were at first regarded as
digtinet, they were gradually amalgamated throogh w
series of political changes in the eighteenth century, finally

Iting in the suf of igniy.l On the other
hand, the tendency for a time had been toward the exten-
wion of the authority of public law into the Geld of comezmon-
luw through the inrreased concern of the soversign with the
diverse i of the ity. Thus the enf t
and the maintanance of the law of the people by the
sovereign prepared the way to the recognition that the
binding force of all laws lies in the soverelgn will alone.
The conception of law a5 the expressiom of reasom, on the
other hapd, produced  similar zesult.  Fot it wag bald that
slnoe redson was much more likely to be found in the many
than i the few, it was but naturel to conclude that the many
should uitimately possess the power und right of law-
making. With the gmﬂ'al ncceptance of the theory of
popular dguty, th the identificatitn of public
and people’s law was completed.  Fox popwdi, vex Dei!

S0P AL, P 45 thge.
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this is the formmls throwgh which the fmal trivmph of
political power over law was brought wbont, '
mmmamquwmmmm
cates would jeopardize this victery by turning the tide
of the battle. The modern state will be & Rechisas
buiit upon & new idea of law which is not based on
will, but on the spiritcal force of man, that ix,
on the individual's semse of right (Rechisbarnsiizoin)d
In order to give a real supremacy €o law, legnl mu-
thority and political power must agajn be separated;
the” modern state, consequently, will poszess n twofold
character : the state a5 a comwaily of dnieresis and as
a lepal communily.

Iz the community of interests, Dr Krabbe teaches, the
individual is conscicos of a multitude of social interests
which are necessary to the satisfaction of hix material and
spiritusl life. Law, in this realm, is concerned primarily
with the p ion and ing of these & , and the
blem of Jegislation is, theref; t.hepmperoo-wdmltwn
uitbnm,uwmllyinmetheyomﬂwh The problem of
secial ¢o-relztion iz, of course, a delicate one. For this
reason, legisiators have frequently sought to place law-
making on a basis of disi tad impartislity, an attitud
namely, of sirict neutrality. Neutrality, however, is to
Dr Kzabbe & very inadequate method of solving fatereat-
conflicts. For while uhcontrolled passion and extrems
oot pecessarily lasd us Lnte endless warfare, indifference
and ignorznce with respect to trie sacial iutecests can yidld

10p. &t pp 410
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ne satistying social poliey,! The troe solution Lies, rather,
in a radical begal recrganization with a view to give each
and avery one of the legitimate social interests in the
community a propar and adeq hanpel of exprassi
Thia reorganization is characterized by Krabbe as lgal
decenirglisaiion, by which a plurality of legal anthurities
may be created? The decentrabizstion of 1 king
however, must notbeunderstoodmere]ymtermsdtem—
torial divizions. The lines of demarcation of spheres

* Dr Krathe's ows womda berp are w0 Mgalcent that we think it worth
witlls to gotbs thes fn full : * To be wyure ", be writzs, * the mom com.
plotaly tho joglafator i withdrmwn from the apbets of mffoaes of thass
ititevewty, tha mare impardal be will be @ but b0 misch the Jma will be te
abie ko judge Tightly of their impes (anes bocanan of his lack of knowledge.
And, o the comtrary, the Dearer ba gtands 1o e fmterets, e hattar
Lo will pmberaizend Yhedr atore amd algnibeanes, ot tee s b will e
abl 0 madetai bis fmpertislity. A thoough-golng lmpartislity wonld
okt fn & wivioal [udifterspes to SOCR! inbheeth ; politics bk TpUn
interekts and lacking » scher impartiakity would s e pevolatioesry
FamboL. wt can oejther poparate the o mquirementy doc
Mtiribota b5 oos & greater wight than to the 0w, . . . The represents-
tives of the people primarily, bot slee the votors, oot powsss tha power

Dfnih'muhllwdduhecﬂﬂtywhuvﬂﬂvﬂwdhw

pposed to their gwn b glearly appasent. . . _ By haans of e we deslw
mmmmwpdlmuw muflunlmhnnr.yﬂrp'porhnx
itndl! mpon o theoefore, livd

mmmmmmqammumw
i, B rhi5.

4 The decqptyalicabion of luw-moking, " Dr Krabba oy, =~ may be
mavotatsd from thres poluts of view, Dbzl atioa moy b8 SCAEMF
in onjee to put bor-caking mom take the basds of thom who kaow the
woclal canditions in whick the liw i to feoction. Again, i may be geca-
Mhm&hurbmhmn.mniwmdnﬂaﬂwum
Interrmty : by thens ik tegut

{Ruche afom), Le., whow iokernal
rmmmbyu\ndthﬁfmmﬁq. Floally, dessriral-
intion ray be oomdod blcanes the pecTie's sess of rght ey Luve i
ndequate cigens and thereforn uywwﬁnmthhwmdﬂutm
Writhay Luw fafly ioto wreass.  Op. o8, . D54
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hetmthewnmlgplwtmmuunﬂmddnnth
the boundaries of the spheres of associstiona for specifio
(Zowsckuerbinds), 8o that Jegal decentralization is
tmhm&l"——tnmahmw‘ite ploralistic term, Cop-
flicts of sociel interests, owaeqmﬂy.wlﬂbesolwdhyl
process of wmutwal adf t bt of
&swnuomned.mmdﬁbypumwhomm
or lese emacquzinted with the real nature of the ciaimy
in question.?

The * transformation of orgamized interests nto legal
communities ', then, is the esgence of Krabbe's plurulistic
jnnsprudmoﬂ Mtranxfomltwnmﬂmtmﬂycrm

7 i s for the individusl to bis
-1} t soctal distinetly and properly, but
pnmdse % safeguard against the danger of class-war
‘between the different interest-circles, since the idea of legal
community nltimately does away with the old notion of
force as the basis of social organization.* Moreover, with
the abalition of the notion of power from political theory,
the nética of ignty must also be rejected, which, in
{zct, in merely the notion of power in disguise. For, Krabbe
104, ot pp. T80 4.

 Jorabbe wtwily ptinthy ot thad e piabls aocisl onptrction B PO
malowm the descrictive wass of power, whick liw bikind all doctriom of
cltmwar, bs defuiicly wprmoind. * This can be donw, bowsewr," b mys,
~ omly if the DRIL At oullnd ope

mﬁtﬂuhﬂuylﬂm inawtd of recatving chalr bow from abars.
In fasst the e Pecogmition of the right to ¢imbine stops Ball-wiy in the

that i In witich e

it Emprius to the vises of powse sod dove & corwponding (ajury to the
e ol igl” T, ) .
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mrgues, ' the lew which hae for its porpose the cootral of
bumsn wili, cannot detive iis binding foros from that will.
The harmeny which this view was said to establish is not
one hetweeen the individual’s sense of right and the content
of the rule, but & hatmony betwaen, bis will snd thet of the
yule. Thus the law loses its nmommative character; 1t
completely forfeits its chjectivity and stands n conflict
with reality.”1 Furthermore, the traditional theory of
sovereignty falsely assumes political power as the ultimata
source of law ; it fails to reach the real ground of legal
authority, “ Constraint , he says, “ls justfied by the
necesgity of maintaining the law, but it can never bestow
legal quality uponm a rule whizh lacks it. Mere force,
whether organized a8 in the state or unorganized as in an
insurzection er revelution, can never give to a rule that
ethizal element which belongs essentially to & rule of law,
On the contrary, constraint can gain an ethical quality only
when used in the serviee of law.  Thus the rule must have
the defmite character of law and it can derive this only
from the feeling or sanse of right which is rooted by nature
in the human mind.”*

Thus stated, Dr Krabbe's critiism of the theary of
sovereignty is as substantial as it Is suggestive. We must
nat, however, be too hasty in convincing outselves that it
is a death blaw to sovereignty. For o trace the source of
legal autherty to the depth of the human conscicuaness
of eibical right means only to go & step further than the
jum;wuusntythmhlwma the sense of right

gty are oot 1 1l mpatible terms, in
TOF. . pp R, B 4R
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aq far ag sovereignty is conteived as the instituted power

of law-maldng, which Ia formaily supreme but substantially
copditioped.  Here the position of Dr Krabbe is not unlike
that of M. Dupult, Both xeck to prove thet law is more
_than the decrees of government or parliament ; and that,
consequently, legal authority is superier to the anthority
possessed by the government. Bt thie truth, as wa saw, is
wlso admitted, or at least undisputed, by the monistic
jurists, especially by writers like Podin and Bentham.
Even, in fact, the jurists of the " analytical school ' wre
logically safe frem, the admirable criticisms of Dr Krabbs,
in so far as they limit their discussions to the law
[o¥, Geseds) 2s enacted by the state and leave other
"laws " (justice, drosf, Reeld) to the philesophers and

On the other hand, we are prepared to zssert that if-we
take Krabbe's notion of the sense of right serionsly, pur
logical issue is not pluralism, hut a legal moniam of the
moet tharough-going sort. The ™ community of interests *,
58 Krabbe himseli shows, is » mmltiplicity of divergent

purposes and izations, which in th | do oot
ide any principle of | . ot A muper-
inciple of I is y.

mhshau"wnlmte"thmmlmmdplmthminn

coherent legal system.? To be sure, the state as ™ legul

ity " is “ exclusively & regulatory power " which

wmtirhharﬂympubekmlvalﬁumuwaaﬁm {n

the other hand, it is aiso evident that no associstlon can

rightfully exist and continne ita activity in the commmnity
10p. Ak, PP 3Eya8; 438
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unless ite purposs has received the explicit legal approval
of thetate, Indeed, if we understand Dt Erabba |
the state Wuldbs]usﬁﬂedlnnwllﬂgﬂlgnghtam
to sny asscciation which has proved itself to be contrary
tp the interest of the gwneral Isgal systemn.
The muoaistic tendency in Krabbe's them'_v however,
more app when we lly ihe
underlying principle of the state as legal community, the
principle, namely, of the individual sense of right, which
suggests strongly the Rousscauan -noticn of the Gensral
Will. For, accordiag to Krabbe, although the individual
marifests hiraelf in the community of interests primarily
as a will desiring to attain particular ends, he must, as
member of the legal community, direct hiz attention oot to
partionla intecests as such but to the legal system itesl!,
thet is, to the genetal guod of the whole, The individual
gense of right, in other words, when called into active play
in legistation’ in the legal ity, must itgelf id
not the enda of the asscciations, but the purpose of the
state; for otherwise it may lose itsell in a battle of con-
Hicting Interests und forfeit its essentially abjective norma-
tive character. The parallel between Dr Erabbe and
Roussentt, indeed, may be carried still further. Law, for
Krakbe, is an " evaluation of interests ', and, on that
aceotd, must itself gtand above them; law must not
concarn itself with partial interests as much, but regulate
them with regard to the nnity of the social good. Legis-
lation in the legal community, therefore, in so far as it
fows from the universal sense of tight is, us Rousseau woeld
say, ganetal, being a decree of the whole people for the whelz
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peoplel It cannot cncern itself with particular knterssts
becamie, acoording to Krabbe's achams of legal decentra-
tisation, laws regarding particular intevests are to he made
by the ganieaticow in the ity of
interests themselvas

With suth a conception of the law and-lts ultimate
groutd, it i not surpeiing that Dr Krbbe recognires®
the majerity as the working principle of pepular govern-
ment. If, as be says, * the unity of purpost postulates o
wity of legel value ,* the only way to achieve this unity
is to treat each and every voter alike, namely by " assuming
the sense of right to be equal in quality " in ull citizeos.
Nwmcewu'ymdlnﬁnﬂ,mwedmwchlhght i ne
Jonger 1 with p , it follows that
thepmpermthndofaswhnnngthmmﬂxmthmpecl
to the common good wonld be to count them. The opinim
of the majority, therefore, iz always binding because,
according to Dr Krabbe, whenever wmanimity of wills doss
not obtaiz, the value of having u single rule reqnires all
Sissenting individuals to yleld.*

1 Social Gomwad, i, €b. 5. o Modern thed, pp. 2587

"8p. ail, pp. 5-ro.

4 D Krabbe axpisios the shligatory charmcter of thy majority Gecinon
in thew words @ " for thoms whose convictions nccord weith the roje, te
obligation th tbey pavts wpou the valoo of the smime of the e for o
tbors it I based Qpon the walus of durimg & singht " (0, U, p,s
It ib iterierbing 0 gy this pesige with Rossmean's discasrton of

Gonsral WL "mmmummmumnn-.'
Howssto iy, * I the poarsd will ; by virtes of i they are citisens mad

whntthu It ip b coombormilty with the yroerst will, which s their will.  Xuck
ok, i piving ks voie, states Bl opision on that pojat | ol the sl
Wil 8 Sreed by cownibng volm  Whas, tharefare, the opisios which &
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DrKnbbumpmdewe then, is & monism and not a
‘plurali as popularl pposed.l Dr Erabbe, indeed,
mnmtnbepm‘fecﬂywﬂh.ngtobulmonisl—anﬂmoﬁ
the most profound sort. " The way to freedom ", e
apserts, ' Hes preclsely in the decrwase, or parhaps the
ranoval, of multiplicity elther from within or from, with-
out " so that the community a8 a whels may be placed
onder the unified rale of the lagal state.d  Legal sopremacy
{or sovereignty ?) theré mmst be, only we cannot sesk it
in * abstractions lke thy state, the sovereign, the people.
the legislature, parliament, or any gther ficHtions
authtmty”' We must Mkit rather, in the depth of the

‘s ethical which supplies, objec-
tivaly, both a commmoen social tnd and ap abscluts legal
criterion.

contrary tu my own prevails, this proves nelther more soe s an that
1 wur mirtaieen, und that what T thooght bo be the greeral will wes Eot
20" Sockal Contract IColw), v, ch. 2, O our distossien of the general
will, below, ¢, 7.
o ulmort all dheosslons of plordbo the vivws of Tr Enbbe ke
incinded ; oo Artickn clted above, po T,
"0p ul.p‘.M— "ap m.w;« Tiyworthy of aoto tha Dr Krabba's
of leyal oo the piath s pome
Toundty ol juterecs, um-dywm\-oamwuuwwyd
HBegel.  Hapels views are fowod & b0 Prlnphy of Righ! (Dyde], -
peedly pp. 285 £




CHAPTER 1II
FLURALISM ANT LaW—(continued)
{A) Legal Theory—{conlinwed)
(2) Corporate Persozality

‘THE first shot of the ploralistic revelt was fired a little

over half a century ago when Dr Otte von Gierks published

his monumental but uafinished work, Dar dewische Gemor-
k he!, which rep the reaction of a &

ist wgainst the Romanist tradition in the legal theory of

corporations, the well-known theory of fctitious per-

sonality.

Western society has always presented a picture of
Toaniiold groups exigting within the political community—
» picture which was particularly vivid duzing the Middle
Ages, when state-unity and statesovereigaty bad, as yet,
not been generally established. The guestion was natwar-
ally talsed of the proper relationship between the groups
and the state, that js, the legal status of the former with
reepect to the latter, As early ag 1243 Pope Innocent IV
(Sindbaid Fieschi)' had atready formulated a definite

*Foblisted 156881, 0 35 wohumsg A sction of the thind volus

Eed,, xill; citsd by Clerim. Ses, however, IL A Emith, T Low of
Asaprimicms, 0P Tya-6, whars it I malnbeined thet Lanocsct IV &4 5ot
bobd Ehe Bethon theory.
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wer, which was destined to become the arthodox wiew
aot only of scclesinstical jurists but of eecular lawyers
for many centurian to follow. This is the * fietion theocy
of corporate personality, which, Inter combined with the
 comeession theory,”* declares that no gronps within and
below the state possess a real personality ; that corpera-
tion# have Bo will of their own apart from the wills of the
individuals who compose it ; and that, consequently, the
group entity is & mere fiction, 2 somesn fun's, an artificial
ereation of the state.? The group, thos viewed, becoms=s &
mere cog in the state's gigantic juristic machine !

It is against this theory that Dr Gierke raises his realist
pratest. He anserts that a political theory in arder to be
* philosephically true, scientifically scund, morally right-
eous, legally implicit in codes and decisions, and practically
convemient .Y mugt it the lity of corpe
tions, mot a6 an artificial contrivance of the state, but as a
real and spantancous entity whose life and activity we
inherent in their very existence. The stats, indeed, may
recognive their legal persomality in order to establish their
formal rights and obligati Legal ition, I
cammtbemmthmanackncmledgmmtdannlmdy
existent fact, the fact, namely, of group life ; it does mot -
wiraculously crente something out of nothing. For if the
'groups are created, they are always self-created ; snd once

‘Gduh.lpﬂiﬂ.maﬁam Cary, Lawms of Corporabions, pps. Loy ]
fox bris sormarios of this teory s Muitland, Totroduction to Glerle,
g =il mmapw:mmmhys-manummd

b ; Laakd, § of
* G Savigny, %ﬁummsiu,m.mmmm
betwora * natural # and " aetifieist parsons ™. T
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created, they noquire an orgenic principle which transcends
even the will of the individusls who support it. On the
tenditional idea of state-inchusivences of the state ay
that from whish afl cellecthve Yfe comes and to which
it wost return,  Om the other hand, it seeks to estandish
the * movereign ” character of the group? by showing that
thcddd:ﬂmdm'bﬂwmru!mdu‘hﬁ:aiwmﬁu
based upen an at id an con-
caption of the social process. The acceptance of hoth
these arguments wonld Decessarily lead us into political
ploralism, "
The realist position, bowever, is uot without some
obvicus difficulties. Intheflrstplm.wemygmtthe
view of Dr Gierke and hix followers that, from the stand-
peint of social theary, the state and the groups are species
of one genma® ; both exist simultanecusly, and the former
does gt create the Jatter.  As social Darwindans, bowever,
we must Dot enly raise the quastion of the origin of these
species, but, above all, distinguish an empirical and o legal
otigin of associations. Empirically, both the stats and
the group iy spring froim forces whick nejther the fiction-
VMo, op. of, P xl DN, poxxv. YMaitlasd, GoNeowd
Fapers, i, . 308,
Fhan b oy of ety hy B )
uﬂmwhmhum Jor soms cOmmOn par-’
mmm-hdy-mbymmam.htbyu-uqm
amm the Sneliviiunly af whook i i covtitnind,”  Digay,
" Lovters on Conbisiation Lww *, Hervond Law Rev, 17 3137 oL Muib-
Mmmdﬁym.ﬁm‘ﬁ;@mmmm
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fHeory, nor tha theory of lew itself can adequately explaini
Legatly, however, in 50 far as we think of corporate parson-
alty in joyistie terms, that is to say, oz . duty-right-bescing-
nnit in a juristic system of which the state is the supreme
agent, all corporations are plainly state-creationnd It i car-
tainly safe to Eay that the Innocentians were not =0 footish as
to suppose that the state, in izing the legal o i
of corporations, creates the sorporations themselves, The
lawyers can very well grant to the realists that the person-
ality of the associations is “ real ', and that it s more than
1 legal fiction, without shandening their logical ground.
On the other hand, when we come to the more funda-
memtal question of the controvarsy, the guestion, namely,
whathar the corporation is merely a eoliection of isolated
individuale or whether it is an organismic entity, passessing
u real will of its own, wa are not sure that the realiets have
made their meaning clear. It is to De admitted, indeed,
thattheold.\ﬂewwhuhmgardstheywpuamenggre-
gate of indep is abstract and falze. I,
however, we accept Dr Glerke's view that the corporation,
by virtue of its distinct purpese, posseszes o * group-will *
distinct from the private wills of its members,? must we

 binddand writes @ " The murch of $h PRogroacwe socitkio wid, 4 W
AL kbow, frogu rttbue to cootract. And mow ? And oow the fotlew
" ol Htla (Masaly 7 prricem ] b woart 5 Lrtrnduce o b over e apecie
Red vew peoern of pammots, to vivetiows cottroverry, fo teeaiing Ik
mwmmywmummmmmbnmm
Finime to contouct, fot Botmgh w
WMMMMMHMM@MW-&M
of the orpuaised gremp ", CoMecied Papers, i, . 315

LI Lors &6 Penos, " Snlyy [rince Sngit quod jn rel vevitats noo
et Quaind by Gleris, . o, 61, B, 37E.

V7 Tum Wases dtr metechlichen Vocbhadn ', Bels O fuinltt ez
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zot, by the same Line of reasoning, atiribute also & read
will o the state, and coosive the state as an orgatic wnity,
zamely, 25 3 “ real perwon ¥ ¥ Such a conclusicn oot only
confticts with the theories of many recent sc-calied phural-
ists, especialiy M. Dugmit, but suggests strongly the monistic
action of society as an organic syxtem.  To point out the
tuct of the divergence of social purposes, and that the state-
will does not and cannot ** includa  these purposes, does
nut get ns out of thia difficulty, For if, according to the
followers of the realist school, the state-picposs is tha co-
ordinativn ¢f the groups, or the recognition of the rights
of the carporytions,! the will of the state, on that acconnt,
ily p a Jegal p i above all cor-
porate willa, The state may not create real corporate
persons ; it may not even arbitrarily zbrogate the rights
which praperly beloag to a legitimate group ;? both thess,
in fact, it cannot and should not de. Bt in so far as we
admit the existencs of s unitary legal system in which alf
proup-parposes fmd their status and of which the state
is the superior agent, our legal theory retaing its essentially
monistic character.®
i Figgin, op oW, p. o0 0 ik, PP 12 10 33, 53, 86 9y, 100 A, The
question of the relaHonship beworn groop-yurposs and the sthto-parpom

will bm mivre thorrmybly dieiied {n the soquel  CE tor previonm dis-
caasion in commmebicn with Dr Erabie's theory, abows, pp. 38 4,

m Franca, feliowing works it
Phanhil, Traiti & de droif civl) [1901} 4. i, "' Laa
perscasew fctives “pp 3992 | LI, " Amocistion ", pp. dri-zy ; Vawthiar,

Evmds cor lax porzmnsc moaies [1887) . Le Conte &8 Vareles-Socmmitoos,

Garein, L mernmoris—ia L4900 (zgoal.
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(B) Constitutional Law

Constitutioal law, as rules and principles of the dis-
tribution: of the wovereign power of the state?, whether it
js embodied in a flexible or onwritten constitution, a6 in
England?, of in a rigid or written constitution, a5 in the
United States?, has in theory always been regarded as the
gupreme legal authority of the atate. The constitutional
jdea as realized in the modern democracies, therefore, is
through and through a monistic idea, against which the
pliralistx would naturally be expected to react. Before
we atterapt to examing the pluralistic criticisms, let us frst
see how monism works in the English and American
constitutional system.

‘The Englizh constitution, in fte unwritten form, is
characterized by a high degree of Rexibility, namely, by =
power constantly to change and expand without apparent
Limits. This flexibility gives, on the ¢ne hand, a pre-
dominent réls to constitutional customs and conventions,
but on the other, calls for & substantial supremacy of par-
Yamentary sovercignty which, in the absence of explicit
coAsttutional provisions to define or delimit its exercise,

* Dicry, Law of the Comshini tbwsional
Law of th Unized Stager, p. 3 ; }rdhanj-mprma . ) pp- 35T

Mirsa.
1 Eryum, Studid #t Hikiwy ond Ferispradec, <8, |

Loughhy, Amerizon Coneslinticnal Syciem; Fewtrr, Comsunlatics on e
Comxtliwion. fosly vol, 1 poblished}; Burges, Fwitool Seien sed Con-
Pionns Lo Burpat, Reoens Coengss 4 dmasin Colshiutonst
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and in the aboemcy of some scheme of division of con-

itaticual powens, P # unified authotity which b
wirteally all-competetit.] Viewed in this light, we may,
indeed, question the nccuracy of Tocqueville's wssartation

, it sufiers dteration in the hands of the
legislative body.* It iz truer to say that packiament Hself
in the comstitution, if we bear in mind that, according to the
doctrine of the co-ordination of powers {in comtrast to the
balance of powers in the Amerlean constitution), the Crown
andd the Hotsos bogether constitute one comstitutional body
in which both de jwre and do facc soversigoty are
merged.?

In the United States where the comstitution is written
and rigid, and where the doctrines of " checks and
balsnces ** and of " state rights *'* prevzil in some quarters,
we cannot, of course, expect to find a single constitutional
body endowed with the soverelgn power of the English
parliament. On the cther hand, however, it canmot be
said that itutional Jization, in a real sense,
exists in the United States, Heze, it is troe, do fecto and
£ jurs constitutional sovervigniy are ao longer united in
one wngle governmental orpan.  But in 6o far au we regard
the constitution itvelf a5 the cne suprems source of all Jogal

! Elaclatons, Commemisries, |, PP 1601 Austis, Jwrigimémno
. 4} PP 230-3 . 26d; Do Lokme's saying le chiowctrrighie : It 3 &
kdsowritad troth with Engleh lwysrs that Plinmcat chn do grere
thring bet oule 3 womks D Aod & TAD WO,

A Chupres compiiies, 3, Dp. 166-7 ; 813,

*Dicay, Law of Commibeion, b 1,

+Jom Adum, Works, ¥, . 4377 Madieca, Fedriiel, 5o, B: Vou
oat,. Works, s, 1 33
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autherity,! we admit enough ta prove the sxistence of a
1sgal monism, & unitary de fure constitutionsl sovereiguty
serving as the fnal test and criterion of all laws of the
constitution in written and rigid, it speais with a defmite
and unequivocal voice which is not found in’ihe English
systens. Whatever joms it may suffer from the lack of a
unifled inatrument under the federal mode of government
is, therefors, more than compensated by this rigidity.
Even, in fact, the doctrine of checks and balances, so
typlealnrfhmmnnfedm’ahmdu&notseemtommte
titntional p as some pluralists may
bemghmdf.othink. Forwhﬂethaawuscohhcmthmty
of constitntional law iy divided botween three independent
bodies, namsly, the Execative, the Suprems Court (as the
ingtruments of legal administration), and the Housss (as
the instraments of Jaw-making),? it would not necessarily
{ollow that the consttution itself is accordingly broken
tip into & triarchy, And although neither Congress, nor
the Supreme Court, hor the E ive alone can rep
the whole of constitutional authrity, all thres, considered
&8 the complate sysiem of federal government, evidently
would, The guestion of staterights, similadly, tellz a
menistic story., For no matter how far we wish to gn in

1 Comwtitution of the Unitad States, At v, §a; " This Constitatlen
wad tha Inarn af the United Statss which shatl ba made ln pormance thorood
8] sll rvatisg made, e the authorities of the Usited Biates, shall be
e wpwomy buw of the Lawd ; and the judges in sy Stats shall be bonnd
w,mm;hmmﬁmwuudmmhwu-wm

’Mﬂ-ﬂntw a1l arel i gpai Ul 87 san
Mreew, Hitkry of she Suprims Coner, pp. 33083,
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deferding state-rights, we must at Jenst acknowledge the
ultimate limitations impesed upon state conwhtutional
authorities by the federal constitution, We may accept
the view that in sc far ax the legal status of the
membmslltesndeﬁmdbytheﬁedﬁklmaﬂmﬁmlﬂaw
conglitutions must be ded as deriving their awtk
¢ven though very indirectly, from the faderal constitution.
If 30, then ithe state legislatores in so far as they must
observe the provisions in the federal comatitution and
cannot make laws contrary to them; in so far os they
canpot change the fundamental laws of the tonstitution
in their isolated capacity ; and in 5o far as their laws are
at any time subject te the p t of the Sup
Court as to their constitutionality ; must be regarded as
what Dicey calls * non-sovereign * law-making bodies,
in contradistinction from the federal constitutional argans
which are " sovercign .7 In this serise, we are compelled
to conchude that constitutional monism is & undeniable &
fart in the Upited States aa in the English democracy.
Naturally encugh, the phuralistic criticiama of the con-
stituticnzl idea are dirscted both against the English and
the American system. A@mnstlhenmmwstemthe
phiraliats set up their anti-legatsm® and d an
* Willoaghby, Tis Naturs of the Stets, 1. 1723 | Willooghbry, Principles
of Comatinaipwe] Lacs. pp. T8 €, sA@; &8 Cf Marbory o Madisoo,

I Crawd, Wir; U. 8w, Pylans, 5 Crameh, 135 Cobwm o Viginks,
& FPlwaton, a5y, " L of Covailuatfon, w-“ﬁ‘ 4.
Hrabbe. " moden

stitotionsl wothacity. Fe objscty to the oK cowutitational Wes in so dar
it S fonnded wpvd Save Joveh, S o o, D X045 1375 ol Ao,
o ol
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“* axperimentalist ' method of politleal contrel; in the
English system, they bitierly attack the institution of a
eovereign petlinpunt, which they think mnst give way toa
constitutional decentralization in which the balance of
interests will become the fundamental idea of legislation.
The resuiting ploralistic constitutional system would be,
aé we ghall presently see, a hybrid of the English and
American systems, minus the essential and operative
features of each : an unwritten constitutlon with a check-
and-balance {in o new sense)} organization of its i t

Professor Laski’s own wordls will serva 28 & convenient in-
troduction to our discussion of the fitet point.  He zays of
pluralism that it “ does not iy to work out with tediens
elaborztion the respective spheres of stats, or group, er
individual, It leaves that to the test of the event. It
predicts 1o certinty ', he declares, ™ becawss history, 1
think fortunately, does oot repeat itself ™! Thus, as
pelltical experi the pluralistic theory seems to
imply a natural aversion from a rigid form of constitution
which, like that of the United States, defines once for all
the relative spheres of gowernmental powers. The very
idea of " negutiation * itself, of which Mr Laski is very fond,
prechudes the possibility of o written comstitution apd
Teveals to us, briefly vet eloquently, the real character of the
pluralistic constitutional ides, if there be any—namely,

that » goad itotion must be ing like the English
’Mﬂn alwaysmthcmahng,bntnmd«ﬁnlmlymde
¥ and anti-legali which is

dﬂﬂr apposed fo the American ides of the constitution,
N Prablam of Sowsesiguly, D. 33,
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it & plausible doctrine as long us it recognises that u Sexible
ornnmttmmuhtnhmalnysmﬂsfmaun{&edm—
d hhtheEndllhnmm
i A eign pasli 8 p
what the pluralists do not want. Onthamtnrytypwsl
pluralists, like Mr Laski, Xr Cole, and ¥r and Mrs Webb,2
agree ithat legislative power mmst be divided betwoon
reveral bodies, or"parhmm" 50 that the Jegislative
function, as a b o system
dhlmolpomnmbetmapnrhammtmda
suprems couet, but between meny independent * func-
Goms *” or erganized interests, and so that everyons of them
** sheald be, in its own spheve, supieme "% Here, indeed,
5 where the first pluralistic dificulty comes to light. For
it the absence of n writien comstitution, the troe con-
stitutional spirit must aiways depend upen its inter-
pretation by jts crgan; thedimmbmmtdiuorgm
into a woltiplicity of independent law-maaking
wunldmmnn]yopenmdethzdwrtomﬁtu‘homl
disputes and strifes which, under such circumstances,
would be impoesible of settlement.  Or, to put the case the
ather way. Aiednlhm,whcthﬂmﬁelytummd,u
in the United States, or * functional ", a5
by the plurilicts, with ¢ facds political and judicial powers
distributed ameng 8 rumber of Jiffersnt crguns according
to the doctrine of checks and baisnces, is slways Lable to
Eead to conflicts of jurisdiction betwees: these organs, which

LCda, Sulflowiriiimi in Tuduiky; Labiur s e Commoummli, .
wpechaly py. 1843 ; E, o B, Webb, £ Commiimion for e Secimiin
Commensealth, pp. xv; t0y; @l BV, of. W, D TR
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-tontiicts, indeed, can be gettled ouly by appealing to a
dafinitely establisbed comstitutional amthotity supericr to
the disputing bodies. It must not be supposed that our
erguinent bere {5 based on a mere demand for legleal
comststemey. For, obviously emough, ™ megotiation ™ in
too uncertaln a political method te be always relied upon.
A pmious copfet of authorities may ot only end n a
deadlock-—a difficulty which the pluralists themselves rece
ognige—bat may prevent the dispotants from submitting
their Merm tompwhﬂnhmmatau (e the recent
Pepnsyl mizer-of digpute tnhappil
thows), An anti-legalism, comsequently, would crmpel
us to scive federal conflicts on any but & corstitutional

basin: prolonged efforts of compromise wsually invelve
heawlultoaﬂthcp&r{leemmed fmquentspml

are expensive political expedients; and the
last alternative, civil war, wuuldpmveloathsmemmm
of us. A federaliym withont consty igaty,
therefore, as Dicey rightly peints out, & inconceivable.!
The plurabistit pt to combine the fexikility of the

English constitution with & federalism which differs from
that of the United States only in its principle of division
{namely, “ frnetional * instead of temitorlal] seems to be

LOp. city PP B0, 404
The word ** constiintiomsl,” sonseqrottly. sasus two enfirely different
Muhxwmhmwmsum In Egglend, wharo the

b evweiten thy nlwi
mnnhmummtmmmm it iy binding.
wct,  n Amurics, w LW

‘wmmmwmuum
With ey Peder] Comstitation ; 1t becomes vold mt sose withowt koy
Toprling wat of the Congrom.
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en fmpossible task. The " radical-smpiicist ” apirit of
ihe ploraists is, indeed, a wholesoma reaction ageinst
conservatism and despotism ; but when it develops mto
an antifegalism, if merely points the way to the tfiumph
of contingent force. Society, in other words, is freed from
the nbsolate rule of fixed law in order that it may submit
itself to the will which can secure actual chedicnce.l Om
the cther hand, the opposition to unity succesds in abolish-
ing one soversign perliament coly by installing several
Bt i constitutional suthority is an evil, several such
authorities would be intclerable. In fact, the dificulties
involved in the division of the censtitutional jpstrnment
inte a pumber of independent organs am obvipus even to
some pluralists themselves, Mr Cole as well as Mr and
Mrv Webb have acknowledged, at lesst by implication, the
difficulty of drawing clear lines of demmrcation between
the varicus functional legisiative spheres, and have sought
to sclve this difficulty by a sort of supreme court which will
effactively settle questions of conflict between thern? But
3 supreme court as the final Jegal arbiter of all condicts is
certainly a menistic remedy for a pluralistic remedy ; it
may be geod medicine, bat it does not seem to fitinto the
general ploralistic system, For whether there is a written
constituticn belind this suprems court® of not, whether
2 Lanke, Prodiem uf Srerignly, pp-

*Cols, Secial Thiory, PP 13571 WM Crwilitation, pp. 1=y, Mr
Lawkt, iu bis luser writtogs, explicitly sejects the Lise of balsncs of fone-

dacisions, has bemn too abtwsivie; this powe, 000Gy, shiul be
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the court is & comstitutional interpreter in the one case, or
exercises wresirained legal dictatorship in the other;
every time it setilex o question of dispute Batween the
pluralistic bodies, the plu:ahstlc state is bm\lghl. gne step
back to ism, & gression to whick our plorali
have not a5 yet placed any zafe limit.

Political pluralism, however, tends to transform the
traditional constitutional idea in another and mere positive
way; it seelm to plleu the uld jdea of the comstitutional

of i 1 freed on a wider and mors
pomlw basis, It iz here that monism may learn an im-
portant Iesson from its critics.

The modern constitutional idea originated largely from a
desire to secure individual rights against political power
which, uafortunately, had too offen been oppressive in the
past. Constitutional Hmitatfons were, therefore, placed
upon government by drawing lines of demarcation hetween
individual Lberty und pelitical interference, definitely
enumerating the spheres of individual action into which
the arms of public law and government could not raach.
Thus, trom the Magaa Charta dewn to the Billa of Righth

ttached to many existing constituti the growth of
individual liberty in modern democracies copsists in the
fdening of its constitutional stops. On the one hand,

political power itself, 2 wielded by puvernment, hes been
in many instances limited by schemes of checks and

Urmltets by ghviveg Gomgromy tho right to pvorrls eaart dscions ™ without
undue dificoliy tr delay'’, Tt i epparsot that sich & Jupesms soort wenld
bt mEmport waeleas &8 a5 Arbliey of disputos babwan t * prlisments ~,
Fice tha Latter wee givee the Bnal power of craveliog the court. O e,
B 195, dockpote,
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On the other hand, they point out thet whils the individual
is continnous with society, individual froedom is net co-
extensive with political freedom. The dividuad la far
more complex than 1 mere * political man . He has mor
than one allegiance, more than one interest, more than vae
will ; to merge his whole personality into citizenship {5, to
say tiw least, to render the expresgon of his freedom
incomplete.  The traditional type of constituticn, thers-
fore, in so far a8 it gives a nai pohhca]mm, tation
of the patore of the individual,! is absolutely izadequat
o5 6 defence of freedom.

Starting from thess {wo premises the ploralists attesnpt
to cer & solution both of the dilemma of paternalism
weraxs individualism and of the problem of group antagen-
ism, the latter being particularly immineat at the present.
The constructive suggestions made by Mr and Mrz Webb
in their Conshitution for iz Sociabist C itk deserve
caraful consideration. The main lines of human interests
which seem to be meae of Jass permanent and which sre
sumceptible to wganizativn are grouped inte two classes, the
politieal and the social: the former comprehonds ell the
affaira of the &tate, matters which concern the individual
ax citipen, whﬂzthelmnrhmludasnuhmmtnasm

nonme tion and pti religion, art, et
Md’thﬂetwmﬂmmterutlwwldmmhtﬂua
1th, rep d by & separate ™ parliament .

Here, then, is 3 concrete picture of the pluraliste state :
a division and balance of power between two ™ demo.

lhﬁ Yale Rav., a. v, p: RSNy,
Fp- villmiil; 19
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ciacies ", 2 constitutionat decentyalization between two
* parliaments ” ; or, mars exactly, * functional federatiom."
‘This pluralistic constitational transformation seems to ns,
itt {ts generul splrit, to be of great significance. It seems to
represent & transiticn from s negative toa positive idea of the
pature of constitutions, since the constitution is ne lenger
ded as amers p iom, but a dirset means of expres-

slofn of individual freedom. Furthermere, by reeognizing
the legitimate rile of the intersst-groups in the eomstitutional
systent, it &lso opebs tur vizion to & demecmacy in which
the manifcld social purpeses of the individoal will be able
to attain their foll realization. For the danger of social-
economic-despotism lies not in the fact that the economic
functlon has been highly crgamized in modem Weatern
society, but in the fact that the powers resulting from its
efgenization have not been propedy eo-ordinated. The
violent use of organized power as a weapon against class-
oppression itself becomes oppressive. The scheme of balance
as recommended byl(r md Hna Webb, whu:h repreeents one
of many similar pl iz di procisely to
effect o har ' co-urdination between ic and
pelitieal forees 30 thet ea.ch of thesa, in performmg its gwm
spacific ﬂmctmu perly, Joars its and

b 6l iwve of i PUIposes,
Whether this scheme canmeet the practical demands of
preeent social prganization, and whether this division of
power may be regarded as a truly pluralistic srganizati

of the state, however, temains to be sten, For the sake
of convanimnce we oow tum te the discussion of plursdiem
from tha standpoint of medera international law.
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{C] Intzrnational Law

The pluralistic atb to ,_,mmmnim
rdgntyhmpohhcﬂthmryexm finally, jnto the realr
of mternational law in which the state is considered in jta
external relation to other stutes like ilnelf. Hwe the
turali d their in twe main directions.
ﬁrst,thaymoommedlnabnwthatthemhmdsnm-
sovereignty is Incompatible with true interoationzl law,
and, secondly, that with the growth of medern social Efe
in complexity and organization, states shepld no lomper
be ragarded as the sale subjects of international law, or as
the sole units of international relations.

The traditions) theury of irternations] law begine with
state-sovereignty and Ands tha scurce of its binding force
in the state-willl Such a comception, however, the
pPlumalists peint out, is too obvicnaly full of difficulties.
For if international law flows ultimately fremn the consant
of states, we are at u lose to discover its real character, inoe
it is mot, as the Austinians say, th dofa eign.?
On the other hand, if we admit that international law
derives its force from the consent of the sovereign wills of
states, we must slso admit that e soon as & stats revoles
iu-aamﬁom.iththsmﬁmllynolomgumdhguponm

\Gu Oppachelmer, Tunwneviond Lew jod. ;l.i.mu-q, Blube
Copeest ™ ; p, swh; " Bints Boverslguty ™' ; JeBink, Dis Lobts b dow
. 9p. 1630, " State Sovaraiguiy”; Dv Lowtor, L
mmmm;p.rr.m mvmwvml.n-
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state.!  Thos it seeine undeniable that the theory of state-
sww'ugnty stpecially in the form of the doctrine of

- tate-will, precludes the possibility of a veal
inbu'nltwnal. law; and wo long ax statey are allowed freely
to assume or deny international legal obligations, they are

in u state of brotish natural war, so vividly painted by
Hobbes in depicting the conditions of the hypothetical
society of sovereign individuals.

It is here that the pluralists joln hands with the more
modern schools of internatlensl jorists in criticising the
traditional théery.?  The roct of the dificulty, it is argyed,
i 1ot reached unless we abandag the introspective method
of political speculation which leads te 2 kind of solipsiem :
to & state contemplating itz own pure seli-identity and
independence.” On the contrary, we muet recognize the
fact of the inter-dependence and organic relatisnehip
between the nations of the world, in commerce, science,
art, religion, eto,; end even the law of the nations jtself,
however imparfect it may stifl be, however frequently it

* Krubbe, op. of), pp. 2372,

'Fw&l'hndmmhnml]muhom
thoory, o Eolew, Dat Frodlun div Scwwerdnicd? swud i Theorin dan
Follarrschir, pp. 8o ¥; Faem, Die Bechinstnschefl ofmd Rechl, pp.
Gy, 702, PE-107, nod contloding chapter. L niso Angell, The Gras
Liurion ; Wrakbe, op. i), <h, 197 Colo, The Stair pad Fir Fotemal Re-
Mafirmy, Arist. Soc., 163 137 E

Allr Codo writgs: " Political theory by bomt Cwriefisn i methaed.
Ithlnnpiﬂmmnmdmwlbyumdyﬁdmw
ncwn of & typloal State. ' What,' it hex wguired, ‘14 the eaus i bodics
potltl 3 ; wad 4 hes sowered, 1 oot precisdly Cogile argo cem, ot Jsaat,
Froiege mge oblige” w»:"thlwtnmpeﬂ:vamh

Boo., 18 arc, yey umut.msm b e
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mbmwmtdbymmmwaﬂwdamhww
‘that thorcogh-going imperialism i an jmpossibility.
Hmm,thefutthntmtmﬁmll law has thus far not
achisved the statns of national law ix no argument for the
o Hon of the eignty-theory. The difference
between then, ta be sure, = that the former ruks over
states, while the latter over individuals snd growps within
a national cormomunity.  But it we are willing to get rid of
thenuhmofthsnatwalnghtsdmmmaawhnwu{

dividuals, a true international law, surely, can be made
as we have made national laws.

Plansible as these lines of arguments are, we must not
hastily comelnde that pelitical momism is really demolished
by them. In fact, Dr KErabbe's coneeption of a universal
“Jogal comrmumity i which all states are placed under
one wystem of law? curiously reminds us of the world-
empire of Dante.  * A nation ', Dr Krabbe declares, " has
mnatm'alnshttoleadmmﬂepende.nt]ega]h[e I{the
Yegal vaine of the i of the internati
is nof furthered by suck an independent legal life, the
claims of a mation to regulate jts own communal life
according to its own legal standards are invaHd“* The
law of the universal legal ity, therefore, £ to be 2
truly supreme law, a law which roles above all natioms
by its own intrinse foree.? Such a inore or Jess utopian

A0 df, pp. AW v Ibid, p. 339,

'Drxuhbum-nu “ The nata Tafrmetional fate 10 rosily & mis-
BT .t Dkms 18 paitabls coly e the theory which regards stated a1
wobjscts of thds luw and which, conssquently, rsqurds it an & low duimesn
winine, It would bw Detier, iharedors, to sk of & mupersationsd Luy,
aaecyy thig wERrdbp thh ik (ARt v are dealing with w Luw which repeipp
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Fagai politanism is evidently as attractive as it is
dangerons, “ I the legal walue of tha interests of the
international community 1s not furthered ** by independent
naticnal legal life, to repeat Dr Krabbe's argument, ' the
claims of & naticn to regulate its own communal life accord-
ing to ita ¢wn legal standards are inwvalid ".—What a
cotvepisnt ergament for imperfalistic pations to employ
when they wish to annex ote or two smaller, weaker nations
{whose legal standards are suppesedly * mmcivilized ™) te
their gloricus empires, not for their own selfish ends, but
™ in the name of humanity *,

Cnir real ohjection to Dt Krabbe's cozmopolitanism,
however, must be urged from the standpoint of pluralism.
The * universal senea of right *, we agree with him, is 2
powerful wezpon with which to demclish the theery of
state-sovereignty in its external relations. But wa wish
alzo to note that while the state loses its sovereign self-
sufficiency in becoming a humble subject of international
{or suparnaticnal) law, it loses also its genvine autonomy ;
{t censes, in other words, te be a pluralistic entity, Todeed,

with the establish of am i ignty
baving supra thority to enforee supernational lawd,
the national legal o vmmd phois

and i merged into a world-empire, " the One State uniting
the whale of mankind ".,® This, we say, it the last word

4 cammaplty of wonbrping sewversl mates and which posscomt &
h;:rvmmmmtmm'»mmmr
WA, B A -
104, A, p. 255
Y0p. ¢lt, pp. a7ry. It serme that the w_m 1w Dr
Eiratsba's unhvores] kgl cemmonity i xnch nearer o plurlion, To that
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of Dr Krabbe's jurisprudence : the universsl empire of
Dunts comes back with & wengeance—a far cry from

W are now ready to consider our second point, naraly,
the pluralistic denial of the scundness of the view which
regards the political state as the scle nnit of international
law. At Jeast three reasons which the pluralists present
deserve ouf especial attention. In the first place, they
point vot that in view of the ninneTous associations in a
- well-developed modarn comwmvnity, the political stats can
neither embrace within its narrow sphers the myriads of
social relations and obligations which bind the individuals
into a emober of divergent interest-centres, nar can jt ewn
harmoniongly synthetize the wills and purposes existing
in thess separate (and often conflicting} groups into any-
thing like a unitary state-will. Hence, if the state itsed
iz mot the inclasi q ive of the naticnal com-
munjty, we must obviously seck the true unit of inter-
natienal law in somw other ovganization, Secondly, the
ploralists wish n5 10 note that international non-politieal
groups—particulstly tuch groupe as imtermational Jabour
unions, Teligiols cfganizations, art leagues, etc.—cwing
to the very fact that they are international, far trenscend
the scope of the national state. How, the plmalists esk,
can we justly entoust ol internsticual dealings to the state,

Il.phmm logal sach d of
wevwral ghika, mach haviog an bvkpendeat lagl velos,  Hi Gy, i
L] by the i i thwny, which

i comnopolbiamies, which
mmum L ep. o, pp 23R4, -
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ginca thers are many dwfmite social relations of which it in
ostenaifily nnable to take account and over which it has
na juriediction 7% Thirdly and finally, it is suggested that
granting that statea, o5 the scle units capable of making war
and peace, are the most naturzl and convenient unite of
international relations, it does not follow that they aze the
most desireble. Too often & jonal wars have been
waged by political groups against the wills of many in-
dividunls and nen-political groups which, by their very
nature, are vprosed to war ;! while egreements of peace,
an the other hand, are fraquently not indications of un-
restrained goodwill between peoples, but tasults of diplo-
gatic intrigue and deceit which securs a femporary truce
it order to gain time for a remewed clash.  An international
peare, therefore, it mpossible so long 4y we cling to the
idea of ftntes as the legitimate organs of war, Wi must, on
the contrary, end progremively ta diminish the
war-mnakiog powers of the state by fostering the growth of
valantary ctganizations, national and international, 5 that
the peacefu? interests of men shall eventually out-balance
the imperializtic inclinaticas of a handful of blood-and-iron
Etateymer. Fluralism, in this way, reveals itself as a
conatructive dectrine of world-peace.

3 Colo, Ariet. Soc, T6: 313 4.

'lklmunmd-ﬂm: "Wamnntanphy ﬂlﬂitvuy.
et I sl and cieil
mwammmnm.mmmwpmw

tempujory mititary ooganlmtions whick will, whetbar la jwlaticd of i
altitnoy, threwtan the pospe of th world." " Wendoc: aad thw State ™,
Tiha Load, 675 3o
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Most pluralists, however, Jeave us in the dark ag to the
actual srneture of the future world-community which they
wish to-realize. Presnmably,pollﬁn]:tltesmtom-
tinne to be subjects of international law ; for no p
desires to abolish the atats, Bntnhnllwna]mmabe
national er internationsl nen-political organizations sub-
jects of international law? Shall we, in other words,
mnﬂrnctuurwwld.-wmmnmtyalmgthnhmnfthﬂ
ity and realize a universal

functional fed ?  Shall we, guiring the fact of
the dimty of lmman interests, establish a duality of
world-p i3 jonal law—mnhng oTEans,
namely, tional political T posed of

Qelegates from national political states, and an interzationsl
social parliament, representing pational scciel interests i
1t is. of course, i bent upon the pluralists and not our
duty to angwer such questions. It may be surmised,
hewsver, that whatever ba the actual component parts of
the world-community, the mods of relatignship betosen
thiem vannot be othet than what Mr Laskd calls negotiation.
For, as our previous discussion of Dr Krabbe's view shows,
the of any supernational, cantral world-
anthotity, legal or pelitical, would immediately convert
tha world crder into a colossal monistic state.  Ou the other
hand, we should nat be unduly optimistic comcerning tha
prospect of permanent world-peacy tirough the dewelop-
ment of intemstional not-politicel assoclations. Bitter
experience bas suficiently taught un that I.ndmttill
iration is as capable of .
nmmnmmte.mmmtmdwhchecmm




PLURALISM AND LAW_(sontinwed) 57

struggle boesds in often no Ivss eroel in its consequences
than political batred. World-pezce, we admit, is im-
posiible o4 a theery of sovereign states—sovereign i the
sense of meraliy irresponsible ; nor is it realizable by
mmerely transforming the world-society from a condition
of state-stroggle to classstrugple. The enly guarmntes
of warld-peace, we sy, ia the will to peace jtzelf.



CHAPTER 11T

PLURALISM AND REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT:
FUNCTIONAL REPRESENTATION

THE cardine] problem of modern democraey is the problem
of represstative government. Sslf-government through
direct participation as revealed in the Greek city-demaocracy
as long sinte become impossible with the growth in
magritude and complexity of political organization,
especially in a modern Western society, in which the pumber
of citizens 3 many hundredfolds greater than that of Sparta
or Athens. Government by the peopls, therefore, s now
pecestarily govertument by suffrage, election, and delegation.
For many old-fashioned liberaly, the Bepthamite formula
of each counting for one is a sufficiently adequate working
principle of representation, provided the connting is
extended to as many beads as possible, and provided the
tesriforial grouping of these heads into comstituencies is
justly and aqually made. And 56 when vmiversal suffrage
{the right, namely, of everyone, inclnding women, to wote)
emmmhwhmthspwumlmﬂmmmﬂhaw
arzived and d ¥ reached its cnlmi Op
h’hmhm,unthenthuhmd.oﬁenphmantherun-
eritical confidence in the machinery of popular government
—the woeembly s appeinted by the pecple and the party
systam which directs apnd orgapiees the opiniops of the
»
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voters 53 well an the depoties. Brutham's of the
Frglish parliament inte virtual omnipotence’ i a classical
example of the willingnass of medern etatefmen to
permit the fate of democracy to stand or fall with the
uncertain fortunes of the represeptative body ; whereas
in the United States it has frequently been regretted that,
for porne voters at least, fo be a good citizen largely amounts
to pbheyitg one's party i namely, by veting a
 straight tickst ”, Republican oc Democratic, s the case
may devmnd,

To persons of kesner insight and polideally more sophis-
ticated, tha problem of popular government is not such a
simple matter. Represtntation itself does not offer a final
soletion, but pretents in turn a host of further problems.
Parliomentary sovereignty, a god-send in the days of
Benthan, has later been regarded aa a sheer political mmper-
stition, to be discarded as soon as opportunity permits ;¥
while the party system appears to some to be no better
than 4 necemsary evil,” and ta others an digarchy in thin
disguise.' Opinions in many quarters, therefore, seem to
indicate that the age of complacent democratic fafth ix now
rapidly passing. In its stead, we have a new age of
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principle of suifrage and represemtation cat o longer be

J. Political placad Uy shares a past of
this critical spirit ; it underiakes, however, to suggest also
certzin congtrootive reformw in the existing organisation
of the electorate, the assembly, and the party system. How
exartly it proceeds in its task is the burden of the presant
chepter ta show.

t4) The Bleclorate

Pluralists point out two maln errors in the sxisting
elpctoral system, the first and perhaps the central one
being the assumption of the existence of & general will! and
the poebility of ascertaining this will through the ballot
bex. -

TDemacracy, to the pluralists, has always msant majority
rude, the deciding of nationsl issues by counting the Avmber
af persops who are given the right to sxpress their will in
some explicit manner. The justification of the donmnance
of the will of the majority, accarding to Rousstan, lies not
in its supertor force, but In the fact that it is the sfective
expression of the general will* which iv the ewence and
canditivn of all political ecciety, the pivot upon which the
politienl process hurne.  The general will, he angues, is the
only will that concerns itself with the good of tha state
a8 o whole; and, on that account, each individual, an

.‘km;.mﬁ*ﬁlmdwmmd&omﬂﬂl.
" Sacdal Comvact, v, ¢h. 2.
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citizen of the state, must be agommed v possess this will
in & uniform marmer with all other individwals.! The
ballot, therefore, appear to aek every voter this question ;
Is this isste under considerntion in conformity with the
general will ¢ Or, which of these candidates do you, a8 o
eitizen and a political being, think best fittad to promote
the general good ! Opinions, of course, may and do differ ;
but ell apiniens, whether in the majority concord or in the
mincrity dissemt, are presumably direct anewers to the
chalkenge to discover the content of the general will,
Routsman, indeed, knows that there are other wills than the
prieral will In the individual ; in fact, o host of particular
wills are alwayn striving to get into politics, manifrsting
themselves together as a " will of all”. Theso wilis,
howewer, precizely because they are particular, are irrele-
vant to the general will, apd must, consequently, be
forbidden to enter the se.nn:tity of the bailot box. That
they may be § A pecially to thote who
passess them, is not to e demed but any voter who votes
in terme of these wills and not of the general will avidently
evades the real question which the ballot puts to him. To
count sach votes, then, is to pollute the pusity of the
political process, to obscure the gereral will itgelf. Fow in
&80 voiing, the citizen really loses his character as & citizen
atdd degemerates into a partizan, a person who has some
purtial imterest fn view.
Now Roussean interprated in this fashion is exactly the
Reusseau whons the plurali il the R who

lanmm'l!mdwmnmmmﬂﬂ&"
Ehe oo of Tight ¥ W sqesl i every individeal. 0. o, PP 7397
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posssseas brilliant jogic but & dingercus theory.! In ordar
to construct 2 sound theory of popular govesnment, so the
pluralists insist, we must negale everything he says of the
geoeral will. Instead of being the essential ground of all
politics, the general will i5 & pelitical Getion which never
doos or can exist. On the ther hand, the particular wills
which R 80 carefull ins are very real and
intimate to the individual, and hence indispensakls to the
political process. Indeed, we camnot designate the indi-
vidual & * political being ", exclusively. Countless rela-
tions bind him, and mere than cone organizatiom
- claims his zllegiance.* A person may be 2 member of the
bankers' association, a believer belonging to the Presby-
teriap Church, eic., besides being 2 citizen of the political
state. In emch of these sssocieticrs he has a specific
interest, and in expresting each of these interests he must
bave a distinet will. To insist, therefere, as Roussean has
insisted, that it is the genecal will, the will of the state
alone that is worth reckoning with ina d tle govern-
ment, and that all other wills mist be suppressed or ignored,
'uhohmtuponanundmmhc, vicious and inbumans
nhtracuou"which iguly impedes the expression of

Yividual frmed, Fuil @ popular government
that confines itself to discovering the generel will must be
fuiile. The general will is such a vegue thing that every
time the voter (granting that he honestly snbseribes to the
Rousseauan doctrine) tries to exprem it ot the ballot box,

* Lasl, Firwsbabicns of Sovarsiguty, p.
Pumuumsu.” 8675 ol L. T. Hobbouss, Sectal
Bowicimen, pp. ¥9; Cola, Zabeur dn Commenmesbh, 7. a5-8.
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he mmat face a hopeless pozele! No wonder, thenm, that
what we have ogually suppesed ta be the working of the.
geperal will in & majority decidon turns out to be really
the dominance of & certain partizl interest which, for the
time, happens to possess numerical strength.”

There is, however, a sscond line of pluralistie eriticism
which w» musi consider. Representative government, as
it is faid, I a democratic scheme by meaps of which one
Man or a few men are (o represent many thousands. The
electors send into the assembly o number of deputies; by
election they delegate their wills to the latter, so that
whatever tha deputies do would sxpress axactly what the
electors will to do.  This, } , it not only paradoxdidal
but atterly untrue. For “ men cannot be represented ™ ;
the individual 6 a * host in himsslf *, whose personality
is po complex and umique that mo other individoal ean

pletely : 1 ifts ingt and inchinations.®

* Theao words of Mr and birs Wabh wre worth quoting:  ** W ask tha
eleetesr what i his will ap & haman being: whereps he never bas, and
Dver will have any definite will as 2 human baing.  Whea e i sonslous
of hdmeself a8 & comumoer, e han & will, whish b can albs sxpress artion-
Ity guough  Whea be is coosclons of himeel g3 b producer, ba has &
will, Tery afben & forbobert and dubminud will. When ba in conschoos
oF himpedl gg @ cltizen, conceraed with the admindstration of He natiooal
cassoroes, wod his physdcal and mentel envinamtent o which b sed his
famfly b to Lve, be bus & will thengh often masding, oo the park of his
Copomointives, padant sudy aud expert Inbarpretation, 8o A8 0 socart,
in tha eveat, what by dosirma.  When, Boally, he is consciany of his coupey,

* Laski, Foundakiout of Swcersiguiy, p. 233.
ACels, Ludrvr in Covmorusnlih, TF. To0 5.
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The appareat pluusbility of the traditional peinciple of
representation, therefore, rests largely upon the fale

T of the uniformity of individdal wills, the
rupposed fact, namely, of the sobstantial concwrence of
individnal wilis in the general will. But the general will,
42 has been suggested, & & political dilenma, I jt le
interpreted trosdly encugh to cover all special inberests
i the community, it is too vague jor articulate politieal

3: Hitis d down to inchide mevely the
palitical interest, it an inadeq prasdon of
individeal fresdom. The real solution of the problem,
however, is not far to seek. It “ led in the absndonment

of the idea of universal representation, and the substitution
of that af functional represéntation “i—that is to say, in the
abandpoment of the ides of the represemtation of the
general will, which assumes the identity of all individual
wills, and the snbstitution of particular wills which different
groupe wof individuals possess in common. Let us pow
examize in stipe detall the pluralistic ides of fuocticoal
representation.

The theory o fmctional representation mmplits two
important changes in the electoral wystern. In the fawt
place, it ebolishes the Benthamite formmula of ¢ach voter
counting for one and no one for more than one, sad adopts,
in ity stead, 4 scheme by which only specifically recognized
sccizl interests are rackoned with in the bailot box. It
emphasizes the idea that men are related to cne enother,
not ooly through the state allegience, but th their

1Cole, Labiwr in Comnpnpualty, p. 191 ; of, Gochal Theary, ppe 1038 ;
(LT
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eflistion with ofher sssociations and groups which are oot
included in the state-organizati The individual will, in
this light, iz never general, in Roussean's sense, but always
particufar. Iz ovder to be sacially inteiligible, however,
the individual does not ifest his will in isclativn ; he
joins it to other similar wills, thus creating & oumber of
amsacistion-wills which are ' general in relation to the
membere ¥ while  particular in their velation to the
state ’. Tt is hare, indeed, that the pluralistic antithesis
to Rowsasau's theary becomes mast thorough and complete,
For while Rousseats warns against the denger of allowing
particular assocfatlon-wille to be heard in the government
{a sitoation ie theveby created in which ™ there are no Ionger
a5 many votes as there are men, but only as many ax there
are associations "1,! Mr Cole insists that this is precisely
the sort of representative system which the pluralists seek
to bring abont : popular government is not to be & counting
of heads, bot a pounting of purpsses, Evidantly, since
each individual possesses more than cne interest, he must
e given the right to cast mere than one voie' Each
individual, in cther words, is to count as many times cver
as he has wills, and it is in the {dea of plural vete that the
plurelisis hope to discover a 1emedy for the evils which
_inhere in the traditional system of universal suffrage.
In the gecond place, functicnal representation calls for

* Sovial Comeac, i, <h. 3.

AMy Colp writew: ' Tho swkoain of foiwciionsl cepwwhntation o that &
man hould count at msy Huves over 48 thare are fucctiona in which e i
intererted. To coont coos s to count about acthing io partioolar | what
man wknt ¥ {0 cowat on the pertivaler ook o) which they are Interested.”
Foodal Theoey, pu aes. .



6 REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT
Farmat ol'tlle dstil panization of the e

by wuppheme thapﬂnly‘—" rist with 5 funetional
divigicn, T t fing to the
pluratists, sthwunghhrnnmat becumeltprwuppumu
bomogeneity of purposs, namely, a3 suntmarized i the
geoeral will, among the residenis of all localities. Soch n
hypethetical unity of will, as we saw, does not exist. Oz
the ciher hand, if we recognize the existence and reality
af the mubiplicity of sacial i abjectified in the
avsociations and flowing from the diversity of individual
wills, it seems imperative that we should also reorganize the
tlectorate accordingly #0 as to give o these interests as
direct and ay just a representation as poesible In the
puralistic state, therefore, the main lines of eloctoral
division will not be drawn according te the boundaries of
cities, districts, counties, of states, but aleng the boundaries
of the different sphimes of aation-wide social interests,
The territorial constituencies, of course, ars not to be
abotished ; they are still to serve as the convenient units
of politivel representation. How exactly the geographical
and functicnal comstituencies are ic be related to one
another, the pluralista do not tell us iz any précise mapner.L

1 Funet, v, 2k by the podin, e s
iownen At ooqwpationa? reprowentation.  For ceriuo techpicsl dificotiion

dﬁhm-awﬂ * Cocupations] Mot Proporbonal Bepre-
Seudution 7, £me, Fenr. Soorel, t9: rz7. .

buman beinge Prom s plomditin pant of wiew, howwver, i may oy
argwsd that wooes xhotdd wobe mot maraly becacss thaey are haman, bt
Twcuner they bave certuin spechic fumctisgs] capucitas which demesd
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" (B) The Assembly

Rexerving our criticism of the phuratiste
of the electorate for a more jant plate, we may now
proceed to convider the evils whrld: the pl.urahsll have
i d in the existiog rep v and the
rmnedialdlangl!swhichthvypmpwetohingabeut In
the first place, they point out that with the gradual dis-
P of the lutionist docirines of the restriction
of governmental powers and Lafssez-faire, the modern state
has eyolyed from o mere " police ttate " to a paternalistic
state which undertakes to do a thousand-and-one things,
from the maling of war and peace to the regulation of
comumerts and industry. Unfortunately, however, the
magnitude and complexity of the affuirs in a modern
Western community have extended far beyond the capacity
of the state : the more the state tries t do the Joss sificient
it beeomes, The legialeture, which has to decide vpon all
such issues, naturally finds its burden the heaviest; and

the p L position it pies makes it an easy target
of criticism.! Everywhers it seems to decline racre and
eyt in wocial ' Thus, to put the mutter

uawqmm"mmtmnmw
i oot mooepalies, cortwin oompations, £f.. tHepbone eparation, sac-
Srwphy, atc. Now if wo aooept tha genevad idew of oceopational repm-
seudstlan, wo must oatorally lodst thet tho profmedoos of
aperutica, ein., in a0 lar a they am orgcmiedd, dhooid have & right to
paliticn] participatiom, Wi may, ndeed, g0 furthar than this, We may
Togard the whole fenlnins sax ax 4 graat sockal funotion which cotettuter,
by the pha of & 'y tha Eunction of th
B, w damocracy of women. huﬂ.mmaﬂuldguo&ull-;um
paychelogicl,

Tutwrarn. iaragurded.
FWubds, op, 5, . 18 of. Cole, Ladwer i Goumcumith, p. 280,
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more in popular esteem. Nelther ihe leginlatoes joelf,
hewever, nor congressmen, who are sa often ridienled in the
United States, ere really to be held selely responsitde for
this state of affairs, The comgresaman, in fact, has entirely
too much and too manry things to do.  He is burdened not
only with a great mumber of issues which are sirietly
political, but with pumercus problems that ere widey
divergent in tature end highly intricate in their technical
aspocts.  To be a modemn congressman, it seems, cne needs
to be at the same tirne a Hercules in mental and physical
power and a philcsopher-king, as imagined by Plato, in
wizdom and knowledgel So that if he errs, he is only
himan, And if the legidature 1s groaning under iis
burden, the reasonable thing te do would ssem to be not to
l'busethepoorra.mmal bat to relieve it of part of its load.
tatd Aecentralizatl in other worde, it an
m-gr.ntneedinthe reformation of the assenbly.
Secwuily. it is alsg pointed out that, sven without the
ion at the national bly, the
traditional idea of its ization must prove inadeqg
anamwntoiltsfailurcboprmnde for the securing of
i and expert knowledge on the part of the deputies.
As & tule, deputies in the general assembly are supposed
to be representatives of the " people " of the body pelitic,
but not of some definitely arganized gromps. The intro-
duction of closs o 4 into the rep tative bedy, it
han been {eared, would bring discord and strife, and theceby
annihilate the geaeral will, The aim in the selection of
fepresentatives, tonsequently, has been to ereate as impar-
104 De Krabb's discwirion of tha logishttors 0 Holland, o, o, 3. 70,
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tial and s d a hly as possible, by the careful
excluslon of persops belonging to partivular classes. Dis-
interestednezs, hawever, as Dr Krabbe shows, is not the
highest idesl of the rep tative body. Impartiality is
oiten a polite word for sheer indifference. Moreover, sinee
the impartial deputies are peither intimataly acquainted with
the isvnes Letween classes, nor have any genuine interest
in them, their decisions must necessarily reveal a certain

degree of misunderstanding and arbitrari The inter-
ests of the people, =0 far as tbegr are definitedly organized,
suffer unj from inad T {on

Thirdly, and perhaps most rmpmt.mt the pluralists apply
their general eriticiem of the theory of the general will
1y to the erganization if the bly. A general
will, ax we saw, ¢an mean orly one of two things. Tt may
Tean either a will which expresees the individual as a cltizen,
or & will which he has as Juman being. If the assemhbly
represents merely the political will in particular, it wmust
apparently lrave many other wills wwepresented. Jf it
vepresents the individual in everything in gensrsl, it can
represent him in nothing in particalar—which is tantampunt
to saying that it represents him in nothing at all.2
It is by thess lines of criticism that plurelists Jike Mr
andlﬁ-sWebb M.rLash and Mr Cole, reach the idea of the

tignal divi and reorganisati of the paticmal
T ive body. A dog ta Mr and Mrs Webb, the
{uturs d t Hly mnet not one bot twa

2+ Purbiament ", Mr Cols writes, " profosos to cepiossnt: all £ cltines
In wraryihing, and tharelors At & calt represents stus of S fooaor-
thing."  Sucisl Thwey, p. 108,
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parfiaments: o “ Social Pariament ", which
Mﬂduﬂsumemb«sina"wnemwm and a
* Political Pachi t *, which them in the

upadtyotdﬂmina"mucﬂwnmy" Snch 1
dlmmubothnﬂmllndnmyhmm they think,
in & pational dividunls differentiste them-
selvumtoalleu‘lfﬂurdsshndmwm-grwpu men a8
producers, men 45 wen of commadities and services, men
a5 palitical being, and men &3 intecssted in the ethical
tife of the mation. These four interssts sre orgonized
into . duality of functions, the economic {or social) and
the political. This twofold representative body, then, is
to take the place of the exdsting unitary House of Commonn ;
Mwlthmelec‘tmtemmlaﬂydiﬂded it in likely that =

of individual fresdon: will be realized.t
Mr Laski agrees with the authors of the Constitsdion for
the Socialist € ##h in the establisk of two

co-crdingte legiclative and repeesentative bodies in the
nationzl comenumity.* He believes that the state has heen
for a Jong while mainly, if not exelneively, the representa-
tive of the conmens’ interests; and that, historicelly,
palitical power hes always bostt in the hands of those who
at ome time wielded economic power.® With the growth
of & large prod class, it b Y B

LOp. it T ool 1104
& Fommbuiivui, gp, wi-vill; Aufiority i e Modwn Stak, 7o 34
owerer, Lid Grawtntr of Folitics, . 530y, whare ba refects
hels viw and ceveris tn ths siogle chanber rystsm.
b Poudeiens, . 298 AnBority, p. M,



REPHESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT 7L

wall 58 just 1hat the producers” interests should also have a
part in social govermuent, not indirectly, but threugh
nmptuentmvabvdyoiltsm ‘l'.h,ulnfanoeolpower
between the " and p there-
fore, mhtutﬁllrlaahs:duudapiurﬂwtwmbly

Mr Cole, noother important pluralist, aleo makes the
distinctlon between the function of production and con-
sumpticn,! and proceeds fo construct a representative
body upon the same principle of batance and eo-ordination
two parli ts, coe te rep the
elected, lke the ewisiing parliament, by geographical
constitnenddes, and the other to represent the producers,
elected by industrial cometuencies.' Roughly, then, the
former corresponds to Mr and Mrs Webb's “ political ©
and the latter, to thelr ” soclal parliament ™,

Such are the main ideas of the pluralistic norgmmnn
of the reg ive My, The distinetively plusal-
istic feature, to repeat, is the dumlrnlizatmn of the
mmblymtoaduah:yoiparhmen&smdmgtothe
main lines of ional functi ions , and the
d Jization is so plete that these parlizments am
related to sach other only by co-ordination. In this way,
the pluralists attempt to make the representative body to
fit perfectly into the pluralisticelly (ie. functienzlly)
organized electorate.

The first difficalty which suggests itself to us is that with
sch & complete division of power in the national assembly,

b Sockal Theory, . 8073 ; Labour iw Commiommenth
" Soal Thecry, p. 284 ; s.w.'maum eILJ. Ladowr.
G ALY
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the chance of deadlock wonld seem tn be very grent, Mr
apd Mrs Wekb themselves recogmize this difficulty ; but
they rightly potnt tut fhat the deadlock is inherent in any
‘hicameral systera and should nut, therefore, be urged 132
special objection egainst their pluralistic scheme.  Further-
Toore, in an ordinary bicameral system a deadleck between
the tvrs housen s nsually broken, if it can b troken at al}, by
deliberation and compromise of joint comemittees appointed

by them; it is ble to sopp theref that
dirag ' the two pluralistic pals 1d
be removed by o shoilar gevice, There is, however,

theoretical difficulty which stll] rergains, if we consider the
essential difference between a ploralistic and an ordinary
bicameral system. The upper snd lower houses of an
ordinary parliament, although they repressnt substantially
two different strata of citizens, are nat regarded a5 entirely
independent of aach other, constituting a ‘" hause divided
agningt itoelf *, as it were. Moreover, so far as both are
supposed to have the welfare of the entire nation for their
primary gim and to represent tha entire bedy of citizens,

a deadlock b them ins merely a matter of
intena] procedure, which, as smch, does not invelve a
divisiot: in the iel sim of the bly, por does it

represent a clash between difierent clazses of people them-
selves. Thns, an absolnta deadlock in an ordinary asseobly
meany merely sn obstacle it the woridng of the govern-
ment ; it does ot affect the real foundaten of the state,
the people, or democricy itself. With the pluralistic
system, however, the situation is entirely different. The
w0 houses aze oo bonger compidered, primarily, as the
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representatives of the entire nation, or-expected to secure
the good of all ; I‘heymtobethenprmtlmdtw
distinct clesses in the ity, whine [ d

itmte their fond tal sim. Anyd.isputeui.ﬁg
between them wonld, tharefors, be mere than a govern-
mental abstacde. It would fmply that two great organized
interests are iz wctual clash. And since sach parliament
is yupreme within its own sphers, the struggle would become
mml‘elﬂﬂonb!tmenthuﬂﬂlhouse& H by

and premise 4 final ag it is hed
and the deadlock broken, well and goed ; butmus;a
diepyte turms out to be insolubl theugh 1

peace and hity rempins materally intact, and the two
Jasses of individuels which the parliaments represent do
wt come into open conflict—theorsticafly, the pluralistic

iz dissclved, at that into its independ
nt component parts.
Tha&nggubnnoiﬁrmd!n\\'ebbmtthedmmd
feadlock may be diminished by g Jor each repre-
en:utiveea-gantodealwithitsmappmpmte subjects
dependently and, as far as possible, completely,’ doss not
olve thin fuwt difficulty but beings in o second. The
atter of the demarcation of the spheres ix not so simple
8 trur drthors ssem to think,  To define in an ypambignous
wanner the proper subjects for each parliament is no essy
sk ; mdevmﬁwuwoeed,thechﬁcﬂtyoikmg*hem
wparate The } theorists thought that
iey had golved the problem of the relationahip between
uammmmuwammtmm.mmd
LOp. Wi, o,
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fanh wern J Fisdis /1 bat, s Dr C&flyla
pmntsout emaseaﬂyasthemnthcentury Europe was
to b inced that such a theoretically plawsitbl

seperation of the two powers was impoesible in actual
experience.) The balance of the scale was always being
disturbed, turning sither toward the Church or the state;
and, as we know, the final sutcoms was the triumph of the
latter, wlnr.h eqrned Tor {tseli lhe llt]e of " pommunity of all
", The medi inction between religion
apd palitics is certainly much sharper and more easily made
than that between politice and economics, which the
[uralists are now end ing to r
Inthcthudplaoe evmwmgthcmhmtdl.ﬁcnlty
oithewpmtwndsphmthedxmmbetwenthetw
padiaments made by some pluralists does not completel
satisfy us. ATl the ploraiists whose views we have had an
oppertunity te state above (excepting Mr and Mre Webh)
erem to think that the politeal parllament dosa not
Tepresent the political function as such, but, really and in
the main, the interests of the consumers, or, as Mr Cola
prefers to say, “ugers ™ of commedities and services.
Now this pluralistic division greatly adds to our difficultizs.
Furwehawhmadwmmoifuut:mmtbe’twmthe
two mote or less Mo dhglrcri d 21 & of
pchhcsmdeconnmics,butbetwentwnaspectn,soh
1 jchanoss Parislansds (14th cectory) Goldast, | ch. 3, po od. This
#ine opinion waa beld by the Church itmf, sod was foliy dovrlopod =s
sarly b in the wirth comtury. Sea Carlyle, Hiskry of Mdiawal Folibical

Theory, & pp. (73-04: 1980 13302
:Elul_'r‘q. o et L ppe 2378

Tow, clup. 3.
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speak, of the same jc hunttion, namely, prod
and copsumption. The questions we may ask the plural-
xshare,tham‘m _ﬁrsi,whetharlheymmgmmpohh:sua
and ton at all;
whﬂhultsmudymthﬂmeiurtheemmfumﬂm
of consumption ; and, Merdly, whether copsumption and
politics are ton distipct fupetions, thrown together into
one palizment probably for the sake of convenizmae,
The third alternative {to take it up first) is hardly possible
in fuce of the fact that the pluralists have more than once
daplored the alceady oo hezvy burdan resting npon the
cheld, olthe g or member of parjiament.
Furthermaore, jonal jon d Is the In-
de.pendmtexpmalmdparﬁcuhrwdhthrmghmdemﬂ
+nt representative crgans, as the pluralists frequently tell us.
H, therefore, politics and the ecomcmnic fupction of con-
mmptmmtwodmhm‘t functicns, surely they coght on
the pl jc principle, to be kept sep in twoindepend
ent parliaments. Thus, f.ns‘lud of two parliaments, we
may haye thres : one ey g the citizens’ i H
the second, the comsumens”; andthzﬂnrd lhator[the
producers. Even if the ploralists think that two are
sufficient and three would be too many, the more natura)

division would be b icy {as ing both
its productive and conx i jpects) oo the one band,
mdthepol.\hulfuncﬁnnmtheoihu’

Wor can the second alternative, that piion and
politics are T be regarded 1s

tegable. That io history thost wha at ¢me time wiclded
eouomic power ware also palitically dominant & ne con-
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cluzsive proof thit these two functions are identical. The
politica] concern of the state in nationsl defence and
internattonal war and diplomacy has no direct connection
with the mnnnclﬂamofthewmm\nuty aﬁmsuchas
" publle wtilities ™, P
of pervices ; it has, at least, mmumomnechmmththﬁe
than with the interests of a labour unien. The oaly peint
of similarity between the political function and the con-
SUMETs” interest seems to ba this that both thess functions’
intlade all bars of tha sativmal ity ; that iz,
in any community, everyons must be a citizen and mnst
use goouds and services, while, ontheoftherhand nat
everyore iz 2 prod . This , eapoot
be pushed too far.  For it holds good only when we taks
the word * producer " in a techmical and narrow semse,
mexning only those who belopg to the indusirial and
manufacturing tlass, or those who render professional
services, In a larger sense, however, every citizen and
consumer is also u * producer *, except these who are
redlly good for nothing and remain completely idls, and
perhaps children whe are tos young to do anything. We
wray admit, of ceurge, that it is quite proper for the plural-
ity o use the word  produter " in a parrow sense znd
ive the i 2.1 € 33 a packiement of
workeers. Butwemshtoukthmnbywhﬂphﬂaﬁsﬂo
reason they can assume that the producer is less of & citieen
than the consumer, and that the conwomers’ lnterest has
ammtmtemmmwllhthelﬁmdtheshbe
than the preducers’.
Apparently, we mnst accept the first proposition and
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admit that pelitics and lon are two independ

functions. But if this is trne, we must raise the question :
Why ig there not to be & separate and independent political
parliament which concerns itself with nothing but the
strictly political affaivs of the ity i—a parliament,
us Mr and Mrs Webb say, which represents ** the commen
muofthewhulebodyofclﬂsm,mdthcaumm

citizens, not as prod uf g \ dities, or as
cagsumers of cummodmes - " The authors of the Con-
seniion for the Socialiss O ith may bave not been

able to aveid the difficulties of dualism ; they have, at
least, given us a more logical and consistent diviglon of
sociel organization than most other pluralists.

Thete, then, are some of the more important diffcnlties
which must be overcome befors fnnctional representation
can be secepted ut a perfectly warkable method of popular
government, At this point, we must pass on to show that
even i we accept all the principles underlving functional
repeesentation, we may stll remain pelitical monists ; o
that & pluralistie state {& not o logically inevitable conse-
quence from the premires of the diversity of eocial interests
and the necessity of funchonal represantation.

It would be helpfal te recall the pelitical philosopky of
Hegel, the arch-momist, Hegel distinguishes between the
state s an ethical whole" and the givic comrunity,* which
roughly ponds to the jc part of society,
namely, to what Dr Erabbe calls the community of

11t shonld by wobsd, howwver, that Mc Colo clmnge bia view 1o big
Lukae writings. &-mwmutﬁm
| VPESocopky of Bight (Dyda} § 233

bk, 3.
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intetesta! In thia <ivic commmnity, two principles ers
chasrved. First, there ix the principle of individeal witl
as “a totality of wants and a mixtare of necessity and
wprme thai\'ndl\ndualwﬂl ie upwﬂcnlara.ndrhm

, this prinsiple is suppl 2 by the
principle of volmtary crganisation, which flows from the
fact that each individual is essenti ted with ather

individusls, and that organization is the best meaps to
realize individual wants. The Hegelian civic commupity,
comsaquently, is 4 highly wganized tissue, within which
exists a clear differentiation batween & property-owner
chm{mmﬂ'n,thep}\lrahﬂwmldny}mdnmduﬂnﬂl
class (prod Sodiety, therefore, “ {3 Dot 3 number
of atoms gathering together merely for a particular and
mommtarymﬂthumanyfnrthabmdoiunm hu.ta
body 4 of Thitbad

and porp t "

With such 2 ption of social ization it i
natural that Hegel should severely criticize the Fremch
system of centralization. * This rfeims *, he writes, ™ was
introdoced by the French Revolution, deveioped by
‘Mapoleoss, and in France is found to this day. But France,
on the other hand, has nether corporations nor come
munes, that is to say, the sphere in which particular and
general interests coincide. In the Middle Ages this sphers
had acquired toc great an independence.  Then thers were
states within the state, who persisted in behaving ax if they

= Modwn Idm of Siwty. Pp. 31330 ; T,
SHage, sp. o, Mo w8, Gi Cole, Ladew, pp. 434 Figgie,
Grdies, 7p. T Mrgo.
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were self-subsistent bodies. Though this coght not fo
ocour, yet the peculiar strength of states Yics in the com-
mareities. . . . For scme time past the chief task has hean
that of orgenization carried on from zbeve 1 while the lower
and balky part of the whole was readily left more or lem
unorganized. Yet it is of high importance that it alse
thould be orgamized, becaust only as an organism is it a
power or ferce. Otherwise it is & mere heap or mass of
Woksn bits. An authositative power is fourd only in the
cigumic condition of the particwlar spheres.''

On the other hand, Hegel emphadizes the fact that * the
state is the whols, articulated into its p tieular circles,
andthnmembndtbestnbe]sthemmwo(adrdem
class,”* The ideaof muiversal rapresemtation (to use »
pluralistic term), therefore, belomgs to the absurdity of
" abstract thinking **. He insiste that we must abanden
the widespread idea that ‘' since the private class is in the
legislature exalied to participatios in the universal busi
it must appear in the form of individuals, Be it that rept&
sentatives are chasen for this purpese, or that every persen
nhall exercise & woice, But even in the family thic abstract
stomie view 18 po longer to be found, ner in the civie com-
manity, in both of which the individual makes hie appear-
ameanlyusammbcroiauniwsal As to the state, it

ially an organization, whose b are of
iadependent spheres, and in it oo phese chall show itself
a8 an ynorgamized multitude. The many, as individuals,
whont we are prons to call the people, are indeed & collective

109, cif, § 190, addition.
o by o, a0k,
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whole, but merely 13 & moltitode or formless mass, whoee
mevement and action wonld be elemental, wid of reason, -
viclent, pnd terrible.”t

Naturglly, Hege] is in favour of & system of junctional
o class represexttation.  Although he retaing the icameral
scheme {the upper bouse, namely, is not to be abelished),
he inxists that the lower honse should be so organized that
it contains deputies of all the amociations, thus becoming
oot a4 unitary chamber, but really “ astembiies of the
classes .3 The meaning of such a cass nepresentation
is twofold. In the first place, it implies the supplementa-
umnitmitodaldmmbydsmtdmmimmm
interest and dly, the ldea of the

bly is changed from the reg fiots of individuak

to that of objective imberests, * Deputies from the civie
community *', he writes, * should be acquainted with the
particular needs snd interests of the body which they
tepresent, and aleo with the special abstacles which ought
to be removed. They should therefore be chosen from
amengst themselves, Such o delagation #5 natucally
sppiitited by the different sorporations of the civic com-
mumity (§ 308) by a simple provess, which is 1ot disturbed
by abstractions and atomistic notions. Thus they fulil
the point of view of the community directly, and either an
dechomnaltogetheuupﬂﬂms wthephyniupnnlonand
caprice is reduced to a mini The deleg, from
the various branches of the civic commnnity, thersfors, .

HIB, | you. dota,
20y #ll, § 300,
Hisd ) o
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sheuld pet be regarded as repressptatives of separsts
individyals, bt of the spheves of interests which these
branches defimitely embrace. In this way * representation
#o longer means that one person should tuke the place of
another. Rather is the intersst itself sctuslly present
in the persen of the representative.”d

Heve, then, we find a curious coincidence of Hegel's views
with those of the so-called pluralists. In fact, Hegd scems
{0 agree almost entirely with the pluralists in the question

of fupctional jom: he gnizez the diversity
of hurnan mteresbs the multiplicity of social mganmm.
the impessibility of rep ing the 4

In an abetract gemersl will, and lastly, the need of intimate
and expert knowledge on the part of the deputies. But
from this point on Hegel differs from the pluralists radically.
He is not carried into pluralism by his cmcmtethnught but
pushes his lusions in the opp i Fune-
Hiomal representation is to him pot the escence of the ethical
state, bot merely a necessary element, so to epeak, in a
profanpd cuomism.  Far we must not forget that the civie
eommunity, in which the mapifeld cotporate inmterests
exist, is, after all, act the whole of society, but a parf of
the Hegelian state. The state, on the other hand, is no
mers comgumers’ agsociation, ner even a mere pelitical
fanctlon. It ia the ethical unity which binds all sides of

10p. e, § 322, Dote. CL Mr Cole: “It i tmpoosibis to repressst
sy beinge a xives or centoe of conscionsma @ it b quiie posbls
"1 Depranant, fugh with ap inevitably gloment of digtortian whith mask
atweys be recoguioed, i mockh of boman baings s they tamselvee pnt
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sncial organitation into an actual system of fresdom.d If
is ot var purpose here to determine in wny Goal way the
relative truth of the political philosophy of Hegel and of
the pluralists. ‘Wehope, however, that our brief discusxion
has made it clear that the argusent for fonctional repre-
sentaticn ay such doss not of itsalf coustitute a prooé For
pluralism.  On the contrary, it may be used in suppoct of
& very thorough-geing and profound type of momism
towmdwh:hthepmsmtplmahmcthmltmmds
finally to develap, a5 our sul jons will show,

q

(C} The Party Sysiem
With a 4 lized mbly and = functionally di-

vided electorate, which the pluralists advocate, it is certain
that the traditional jdea of the party system must also
wmdsrge some important modifications,  Parties, so Rryce
thinks, have among their main funciions, first, the promo-
tion of party principles ; secondly, the carrying of elections ;
and thirdly, the holding together of members in the
agsembly who profess b political opiniems upon
certain general iasues."  Parties, therefore, act as a sort of
connecting Hpk betwesn the two sides of representative
government : they afiord an effsctive machinery to help
the prople in national electicps, and, on the other hand,
provide a means to org: the delegates in the bl
#0 that peblic opinion may receive a further definite and

10p. dt, fl 01, ¥, Mg 210
* Madorw Damxcracisn, 1. pp- 108 333 ; o Burke. Worhe, L b 130,
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consdous form.  The party is, in chort, an organizing force
iz the representative syvtetn,

Pt while the fandamentsl idea of the party thus stated
is reascnshle and sound, its method of organizsiion, the
way in which pasty lines are actually drawn, hax not, from
the viewpoint of the pluralfste, reached any appreciable
degree of perfection. In the fist place, the phuralists
would point out that the ustal large party organization, ag
found in England wherethe national line of party division
is between the Conservatives and the Liberals and in the
United States where the Republi and the Ix

* virtually control the entire repressntative machinery, does

not seem to afford the pessibility of a full erpression of the
opmumandmtmmdaﬂudﬁdthemmty In

England g to Mr and Mrx ‘Wabb, the
hbaahtndtheCmmlﬂmtogethmdomtmﬂy
t the plete range of i in the Englich

democ:m:yl These two pariies, o be sure, represant
fairly well the upper and middle class elsctorate, the
interests of the land- and property-owners; they ignere,
however, the interests of a great mass of wage-earmer
eiectm interests which are thus deprived of the right of
1 pression in the bly. It was not until the
appelmne of the third party, the Labeur Party, which
wuiced the interests of the *" unprivileged * class, whea this
evil begun to diminish in its intensity, The third party
idea, the pluralists may say. indicates the gradual yecog-
aition of the fact that the traditiomel two-party system
‘feils to represant the complete will of the nation in oIl its
L0p &, 3 03
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sspects. The third party: therefore, is o first step o con-
crete democracy. The day will come when there will be
a fourth party end a fifth party, and, in fact, as many
parties &8 & truly popular government demands under
actual circamstances.?

Inn the second place, the pluralists suggest that, with the
fanctional re-division of the bly and the el
party lines must of necessity be redrawn upen a similar
fumctional hasis. The exisfing method of party crganizs-
tion i= not only indistinct but unjnst, Party difference has
been held by some to be merely a matter of general political
attitude and temperament.* Tobe a Comservative, there-
fore, means that one has an unfailing aversion to change
and a2 love for order ; and to be a Literal that one rust
fight against the desire to preserve the sfafws qus us such-
Et in true, indeed, that Concervatism may comect jtpelf with
certain specific issses and Liberalism with cerfain others,
The Englich Comservatives, for example, upheld the
Established Churth and bad a special regard for the
landowners' interestz, The Liberals, cn the other hand,
were quite serious In introducing land tax bills, and in 113,
a bill for the disestablishment of the Church in Wales.
Yot Established Church and Landed Tnterest as such do
not bave any real connection with either Liberaliem or
Conservatisny,  Moreover, these two great English parties,
like most all great parties in cther countries, do not limit

1Tl provant tendwncy, hawsvee, is toward the two-garty ywtem.

*Couttany, " Party Goversment™, In Righ (aditec), The Growi of
Fatifionl Exbwesy, pp. a5 B,
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their attention te any specific interests. They claim, on

the contrary, fo concern themselves with the welfars of the

nation as & whele! Such 4 wide claim furnishes a justifi-
cation for taking up all sorts of divergent lesues ; in the

United States, especially, the platforms of both the Repub-
" lican and Democratic parties during any election campaign

usually emnix a strikingly ive list of things—from

particy in international affairs to prohibition, the

teriff, and farm betterment. The party-politician mmst,

therefore, like the modern member of parliament, pogses

remurlmble mte!!ectual capacity. Swch 2 heterogenecus
| apd § iopal issues in eath
party must, indeed, appear more than purdling to the
average American voter. He may frequently find that
some of hie desires are expreseed in the platferm of one
party, and others in that of the opposing party. A person,
for example, may be convinced that the United States
rhould jein the World Caurt, and yet believa that his own
interests are best promoted by & high tarif.  Under such
circumstances he is compelled to sacrifice at least part of his
interests, whichever way he votes.

A funetional recrganizstion of the parties, the pluralists
maintain, would simplify matters for all—for both the
party-politician and the voter. Instead of allowing tww
national parties to antagonize each other an all sorts of

of

LM, Michaly writon : * Political pagtica, btwewer much they muy be
dounded wpoo narrew clas bntereets, howover weidsetly thay may work
ngalat the infereets of the majortty, Yove to identify themachoy with the
wnlvers, of at st o pamgent théfeslvel Ab cS-omoating with alt the
mummmwmmwmmhﬁ-md
nl and for the good of WBL" Pofiical Parbier, p. 1.
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questions, there should be many parties, each to represent
a spediiically organized interest, and to concern itself with
panght bot the issues involving this interest. There,
consequently, must be as many such parties as thers are
pationally organized interests This idea of party organ-
ization, tends, of cotrse, taward the crestion of 2 multitude
of minor parties within the national community, as in
brance. The coslition and combimation of such will
eomstitate the chief factics of party politics, & thing which
the French party-man perfectly undmtmds Naturaity,

the minor parties wifl gromp ti ) g ding
1o same broad Lnes of & jon ; parties rep i
similar int will arrange il lves in 2 nplted front

against their common party rivals. Thus, in the Seclalist
Cognmotwealth 23 visualired by Nr and Mrs Webb, the
parties champioming causes of VArons etauemnic-
industzial i will Ny be regarded as one large
party-group, operating its machinery within the mitg of the
“ social democracy ©. Whensver circumstances demand,
they will 1ite themgalves into one solid system to struggle
with the opposing parties, namely, those which control
the “* palitical demacrasy “.4
'nmhwmmrt—wpnw wpon the batls of apecial

interowty oo oot an oniried crperiewot,  Seme evcellent excpbe Lok
Jound In the Dadted States. Immnedlately after the end of tho Civill War,

& Iy s of pupry mongy, The " Greenlbckos "', al they wars called,

maxmumnmmmh:m.uwmmm
o bpth the il

ﬁ-u Mwwmmmxmm:m.m.m

Tasoma wikch 40 Dol concars =1 bars, the ankgoe party gradvalty dis-

wppecel.  Another Avsecicio cetiiple i Katng in tha Prohibitos party,

which trol i crigin aa sty w chyr Mest of the Proddbliooiry mow,
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Such o pluralistic transformation of the party system iy
not without apparent difficulties. Mr and Mrs Webb have
pertinently suggested that iopzl party org
works well only when the representative assembly s also
functionally divided, They are convinced that while the
English Lahour Party has done good werk in nniting ite
four million bers inte a b T palitical force,
it is not without a serious defect in jts machinery. in too
many instances, we are told, it has placed the selection vf
patliamentary candidates om 4 mmly voeatmnxl baas.
There is, uently, an fesi
of vocational Tepresontatives over nm-vmnoml ]
in the parliament. Hence, they contimue: ' Whatever
tnay be urged in favour of the choice of a representative
actually because he is a miner or cotton spiner, to an
agsembly baving to deal with mining cr cotton spinning, it is
plain that there is a Joss when what is n gquestion is the
Democracy of Citizens—when the choice is of members of
an assembly having te represent the interests of the

ity @5 2 whole—if the bers clected rep
not &0 much those aspitations and ‘desires which the

Sarwwvar, that the shertwt winy £ nchiewy thelr md was to ally themasstves
with ooe of the tw0 great sanding parties  Tho namber of pore Proe
bitstionigty, who wire not membenl of sither party, tonsequantly, wes
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citizens bave in common, as those peculise to o particular
industry. The place of the wocational representative &
where the affairs of his vocation are dealt with."*
AMbough we acospt Mr and Mrs Webl's contention that
vocational representatives should concern themselves with
vocational issues, and that the parties in the ' soclal
democracy " must not overstep their limits and extend -
their activities into the * political demperary ", we are not
mire than o fopetional divisitm of the assembly would
guarantes an easy fupctional division of parties, especially
a limitation of the parties in the ** political detwoeracy ™
hostmtlypohtlmlmm Frecisely because the pohuﬂl
* rep “the i of the ¥
Isawholt” to e their own words, the parties in that
democracy toust also direct their attention to jssies which
tonch the of th jty asa whole, I h
as all patticular interests are parts of the general interest,
of, at least, have direct and indirect bearings wpen the
general welfare, they are, upon Mr and M Webb's own
thowing, legitimate items in the pletforms of these parties.
IAuswppvsethatMrandeWebbsschmeofM
were: Iy adepted and a numter of national
vuutmmI partits appeared, among them a national
manufartyres’ party and a national farmers’ party: let
us guppoge that the tariff question became a vital issue
between these two parties, and that the marmfactucers’
party won and obtained & cwjority in the * social parlia-
ment ". The defested farmers' party would naturally
teek to protsct it interests; having lost the *wocial
10f. #ih, p. 04 oL PR 30g-TH
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democracy ™ election, it would try to obtain satisfaction
in the “ political democracy " election. (We remember
that every preducer is also 4 citizen and is entitled to vote
in the * political democraey ™) Now, singe the tariff
question concerns not only the produocers but every citizen
as @ it would be legiti for the *' pelitical
democracy ' parties to consider thiz gquestion. The
manufacturer-majority, on the other hand, would be likely
to accept the challenge of the farmer-minority and join in
retewing the tariff contest in the ™ polities] dsmocracy *
election, In this way, the “ political democracy * would
offer a fmal battle gronmd for the warring vecationsl parties
to reach a fnal decizior. It must not be theught that
simultanecus elections in both democracies would prevent
this difficuity-; for thare is every reason to suppose that any
particular social-interest-party would perceive the advis-
ability of making an alliance with some strong pa.rty in the
* palitical democracy .

Our conclusion is, then, that functional party organiza-
ton cannot supplapt the traditional party system.! The
vorational partles must, as Mr end Mrs Webb have wisely
ingisted, lisnit t} ives to the consideration of vocational
issues; the political parties, om the sther hand, tannct
Limit t‘hemse.lm to sirictly political isgues. As parties
which with the interests of the whole,

* M. Pooriitwe, hywower, dots o0t sccipt this view, Ha thicky thet
mmmhummwmmmnm-wm

00 CrE At o Hre L"m Frerocintion, W Ficer, pp. 2475
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they must reconwider what the votational parties bave
congidered, and, on that account, must remain superior
in their authori Tha pluralists, therefere, offer nx zome
very interesting ideas of the trapsformation or improve-
ment of the party, but fail to constrmet a real pluratisiic
party systemn in wiich a perfect balance of functions iy
spaintajoed t

© Micat pluwralists have vary Litth to sry oo the question of party oopun-

bave: crogrk bt b acecuat.



CHAPTER IV
ADNINISTRATIVE DBCENTRJ\I-IZM‘ION

thavehadwcmon.mthepmedmgnhaptﬂ to call

den to the tion of busl in poodern
democratie legiclative bodies ; the sams comditicn exists no
less app Iy in the admini ive department of the

government. To some reformers there seems to be a law
of admimistrative “ diminished return”, which imphies
that centrelization has a defmite efficiency-threshold,
beyond which it results only in ipefhciency end waste, To
othery the pressnt centripetsl teadency feveals not merely
ineficiency, bt is b ic of some disenge in the
political system. * With ization ", M. L i

declares, “* you have apoplexy at the centre wnd paralysis
at the extremities.”? In either case the imperative need
of decentralixation-is insisted npon,

With this d A for decentralization the | are,
of course, in genersl gympathy.* We may distinguish,
bowever, two geperal types of decentralization, namsly,
torriterial and f ional, and shall pt to explain
briefly the plovalistic significance of both these types

The mest important instances of territorial decentraliza-

3 Qructed by Conbamportry Frinch Palitics, f. 383,

*5em Lankl, Eowinlacions of Socerviguty, Dp. 320, 3408 Figyis, of.
oty ch. x: M. G Welh, " Admi o, Apprads tn Mabind
G Mabing,
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fivn are found in the writings of the Distributists i Eng-
tand? snd of the Regionalists in France," the himdamental
idea of both these groups of reformets bring essentiaily the
same. They all accept the more or less axiomatic truth
that divison of labour lightens an otherwise heavy task,
and that Jocal differences of social conditions reguire
different administration of public services. Hence they
concluds that & develution of power from the central
guvernment tolocalself—gwemmnnsmpmhve Their
matives 40d Drogr aof p , widely
diverge. Enghshl:hm‘lb\m:-m an Mr. Cokermmmnnm
it, demands 3 twofadld pelitical reform along economic
mes: {1} individual ownership of property as the sole

af social freedom and {z) vl ¥ co-operation

and seli-management of emall communities of property
owners a3 the means to prevent & concentration of political
power at cne singls remolc pmnl b Ob\qwsly, the real
aim of this is ; adminjstra-
tive decentrulization it merely a meane to an end. The
proposals of the French Regionslists, on the other hand, are
made with a view to preserve kcal self-gorvernment against
the encroachment of 2 distant central aathority, which has
been a {radition in France both beiounndnnoethcdgys
of the | Decentrali , does ot
mmtlnagenemlnshmmnfﬂmtummsand
powete of the ceatral government, which would mean the

t Cf whoon My H. Batinc 1 the Lesder.  Sea ik Savoils Stals,
MM P. Deachind, ]. Heoowwry, and &, Ribot tre among the well-

kocwn Regicaulisia S Burd, o, . pp. 394 8
Ydm. Fdl. 5. Re., 13
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restoration of the old doctrice of limitation, but in a redis-
tribution of administrative areas so that these may becoms
real wmits of lowad feding and sconomic existence, capable
of eelf-direction. The Regionalists d d, in other words,
not leas government, but more local autonomy.

An example of somethinglike a functional dscentralization
is found in the United States as early aa 1g7p.} Professor W.
W. Willoughby views the whele process of administration as
a scheme of delegation of power from coe cenfzal sonrce tn
its various agents, end finds certain serioms dawbacks in
the existing plan, in which the agents receive only limited
and definitely speeified powers of i They are,
in this way, nothing more than tools of this delegating
amthority ; any indepemdent exercise of intelligence,

_ creativeness, or initfative activity would easjty lead them
inte acts which art wirg mirss.  Instead, T Willoughby
suggests that a different type ol delegution of power be

dopted, so that appointments of agents may be made not
merely with o mandate to execute certain definitely pre-
scribed acts, but with very gemeral discretiomary powers
to take charge of some problems, the details of which are ot
defined beforehand. The agents, therefore, are quite
independent of the central authority, free from its inter-
ference, and regpemsible to it only in the final regults of their
commission. In this way, he thinks, not only a good desl
of administrative congestion at the centtal government can
be wmeliorated, but even an increase in adminstrative
efficiency may come 25 a resutt. It is clear, therefore, that

LW, W. Willoughby, " The Nitional Gowaintrest w4 Holding Corpors-
How ", Pol. Se Qfy, 3a: gesan
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whils Dr. Willenghby does not eall special attention to the
advantuges of the division of federad power Into stozller
tocal umits—since such a divisicn already existy in the
United States—he criticizes the pregent lized system
by recommending a devalution In terms of apecial adminis-
trative problems, -

A muwh mere radical movement in the direction of
functional decentraliztion is made by the French adminis-
trative syndicalieta® whose views we must clearly dis-
tinguish from those of the industrial syndicalists. Uplike
the syndicalists, they do oot concern thermselves with the
labour class, althwugh their programme of administrative
reform, as wa chall presently ses, is an application of the
general syndicalist doctrine. That such a radical decen-
traligation movement ghouk] appear in Francs s natural
encaph, sines it i in this country that the best and the
werst of g ] centralization hus been experienced
during many years. It has Jong been a tradition in France
that all administrative power ghould be concentrated under
the Leads of the varjous departments in the Paris govern-
ment, to which all subardinates are toals or puppets without
thefr own will and intelligence coming ite play. Muth
abuse insvitatly results from such a systerm,? and the only
remedy seetns to I In a Dew sdgime of thorough-guing
daceptralimtion. On the ane hand, the administrative
syndicatists demand that since each public service has its

3 Por & rkd accocnt of this merwnont, o Bwl, 4. il pi agoll,
Tor wiews of icallats, sou Laroy, Pour poweer-
:;mvﬂkmm: Fagl-Boocowr, e spadioats

i Luske, Awibcrity in s Modirn Sk, 9y 34157
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own pecoliar problems and technique o Ider, # mngt
be free from the direct control of the central anihocfty and
granted the right of sclf-management. On the other hand,
they actept the gendral principles of eyndicalism, urging
that civil servants should be placed upon the same status
us that of ordinary indostrial wetkers. The zame codes

of conduct J goized i the industrizl realm—
incliiing the practices of union and strike—should be
applied alse to the civil service.

The fyst phase of thie Franch decentralization movement
it quite n line with the ideas of Mr Willonghby, nmntl)f-
that there are many advanteges in giving gower
agents a grest amount of responsibility, initiative, and free
exercise of technical kmowledge. It is the problem of
E ] effici 4 pugh, therefore, that the French

ve dicalists are hera 1 to solve.
I#t the second agpect of their decepiralization programe,
however, we notice pot only a widely different motive from
the first, but a much more radical transformation of the
governmental organifation iteelf, - The adminietrative
syndicalists are interested in the rights of governmenial
employees Do les than in governmental efficiency. In
vindicating the rights of this class, they do not hesitate to
demand a drastic redoction of the power and dignity of
goverpment t0 make it & safe muster for its * servants ™.
Their general tx, though k jonal
are not dificult te fallow. They peint out that since the
increase iu the ecomomic and Industrial fanctions of the
government, the state jioel has bevome an economic-
industrial orgunization, which, as such, should be sobject
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to the rules and codes of the industrial mystem. The
relation of the civil servants to the government, therefore,
sbwldbereeardadasmunmﬂythemmtmbelm

1 and their employsr, & relation, we
might edd, oleonﬂactmdnotdsnbomdlmhm Hence,
government agents, like industrial workers, should have
the right to form professional associations, to  unionize ",
to strike when circumstances demand, to enjoy seli-
manzgement it matters entrusted to them, and, Iastly,
to ba frec to promete the welfare of their own class and the
conditions of their service.  The government, m the other
hund, should not exercise unlimited suthofity over its
agents. A Jegal code should be recogmized to which both
the government and its agve.nbs are equally subject. Jn

sheet, g tal suth jsm is to be abolished

tvens in jts own internal organization and I
Theee, then, are the four varieties of administrative

! Yization which have 1 d. It must

be at once clear that no matter how radical the ideas of
the Regicnalists and Distributists may seem to be, terri-
tarin] decentralization pot only fails to touch the root of
state-authority, but, as Mr and Mrs Webb! point out,
offers only a partial solutien of the protilem of gover 1
efficiency. The real evil lies deeper than in territerial
cancentration ; it remedy must be sough: elsewhere. The
sggestions of Mr Willoughly, while not primsrily tetri-
torial, wonld certajnly nut satisfy Mr and Mrs Webb, or
ARy T For his d 1i; stops with = new
method of delegating the central authority, which itself
LOp. oM., pou Yatgi my; Mg
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Is left tiomed. The d ds of tha French admiz

trative syndicallsts pessess, indeed, 3 much more radical
meaning than woy of the preceding three movements. In
their insistence upon the autonomy of the civil service 1 an
ipdependent class, thelr recognition of the state as an
industrial organization, and their substitotion of the relation
of contract for that of subordination between the govern-
ment and its agents, they seem to have come very near

to the positian of the plurshi W must ber,
b ., that it is y to distinguish two aspects of
thie t, that is, admini i lism a8

governmentzl reform and as the vindication of the sights
of wvil servante It is the Jarmer aspect which identifies
it with the general decentralization tendemcy. Takem in
that light, the French reformers are in theery no more
radical than Mr Wilicughby.

That gover ta] d dization, n wt form
it may appear, does not ily imply a pluralisti
theory of the state can be made plain in a few words. Here
the distinetion between state and government, the sovercign
power jtself and ifs organ of execution, iz important,

Decentralization as a istri and devolution of
governmental power has no necensary sffect upon the nature
and the integrity of tignty (to nse a tent term)

itself. Indeed, no matter how many agents are created,
however large and free shaves of administrative power they
are given, however loosely they are controlled by the
government.~we may cven go quite far in the functional
dirertion and allow more or less autonomeous administzative
commssions to exist—so Jong as an ultimate delegating
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authority is not dented, to which all these dmvinitrative
of the traditionzl monistic theory of the state and vove-
reignty.

We do not deny, of conrse, that mest pluralists incline
toward decentralization.  Yet it may be pertinent to paint
outthatthmseemstobemmnpmﬂebmdbetween

T and i The real
ground vpun which all ts for d lization rest
Jsthatltuthlomlymmsbywlnchthewngutedm
dition of centralired admini ion may be Ji

But with the realization of a * pluralistic state ™, in which
alldepartmeuunthumnnﬂmmmdepmdemlyman-
aged by sep “d *, such a comgested pon-
dition would aputurally disappear. The peressity of
devolution wwuld be no longer urgent. It may be said
that in swh a state decentralization really exists in the
fumctional d.mslon of pwm's Remembering, however,
that the plurali division is not primarily
adminigtrative but aims to efect a fundamental division
of the state and sovereigaty itsdf, ﬂwwld'bememate
to call it * ploralism ™ than 4 ti




CHAPTER ¥

PLURALISM AS & SOLUTION OF THE PRORLEM OF THE
BELATION BETWEEN ECONOMICS AND POLITICS

‘WE now come to the last and perhaps the most interesting
phase of pluraliem, namely, its econommc phase, in which
it offers o solution of the persistent problem of the proper
relation between the economic and pelitical functions in
human society. In order fully tn understand bow the
pluralistic sclution differs from all previous attempts, and
i1 what ways it is connected with these, we must go to the
history of Woestern political-economic thought, from
Aristotle, who first stated the problem, down to the present
time, We note thres stages in this development : first,
a period of political monésm, which seeks to subsrdinate
eeomommics to politics by coneeiving the latter in a ram-
prehensive ethical sense. Secondly, iu the course of the
economic evolution of Western society, this palitical

is opposed by o subsequent iz Monism,
which d ds an i¢ domination of social organiza-
tiep,  Thirdly, in more vetent times, o solution has heen
sought in a balance of power between economics and
polities ; both political and economic montsm are trans-
forred and we are Iad to a pluralion.  We shell devote a
Iargs part of the prosnt chapter to a study of this kistorical
pTOCesr.

9



100 PLURALISM AND ECONOMICS & POLITICS
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(A} Political Monizmm
FRILOBOPHICAL SOLUTIONS

The importance of economic wealth as 2 powerful factor
o human soclety was recognized at a relatively early time
in the West, Indeed, it was Asistotle who fitst distinctly
regarded wealth a3 an element of the state ;1 in his Pofies
we find many passages which may be diguified as the
beginmings of the science of political economy. With
Acistofle, however, wealth takes on a different meaning
from the modern comception of it. The at.qmsltlon of
property, which includes live-stock, husbandry, &
and barter," he thinks, is merely 2 means to live and not
neceszarily a means to live well.? However important the
econpmic fimction may be for the individual and for the
state—for a state 3 often a5 much in want of money and
of such devices for obtaining # as a househald, ar even
mere so—since the scle aim of the state In the ethical
well-being of man, the economic function as xuch must be
placed in a subordinate pesition in social organizatiom.
‘The whole essence of Adistotle’s political ecomomy, conse-
quently, does not consist in fnding out hew to increass
the economic power of the state or its individual citizens ;

t Patitiey Uw'ﬂ],ﬁl:h?.lld. Ir, cb. 4 fa3; vil. b 8 K7 0
Tt iy b st e that ko mpdereinod the spnificance of weath
in palitica mwﬁm-mnmmmnm
aguiive oo of taking roonomics oot of politcs, namedy, in bls communtatlc.
chuwna Ew the rabing s, Pliin'd oovmonken, i this acooot, e wok
A sconomds doctrics ) % difers widdy bn ita inteot dram modsrn gom-
mupiam, Cf. Wettleahin, Lactuess on Ot Rupublis, pp. 16890

* Poliior, & ch. 11, #2-5.

#1040, §35
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its aim is really to discover how to otilize weslth for the
advantage of the state. Ecomomics, therefore, exists only
for the sake of politice. The entire problem of their
relativnship must be considered as satjsfastorily solved
when & device 18 found by which a happy subordinstion
of the former te the latber is effected.

Arigtetla's solution can be stated in & few words.  Politi-
cal stability, he teaches, depends upon an eeonamic
equilibrium, and this latter ran best be zecured by a
middle-class rule of the state:* or, in other words, by
placing the political pewer in the hands of those whe are
economically mest stable. This, of course, does not mean
the rule of wealth ; on the contrary, it simply indicates to
the sagacious statesman that the ethical purpose of the
state canmot be fully attained unless the muterjal welfare
of political society js secured. The state, then, is the end
to which the entire economic system must smbordinabe
itsel. .

Aristofle has had many followers | and in James Harring-
ton, particularly, we find his doctrine of political economy
worked out in & specific end definite form. Harmington
accepta Aristotle’s conception of wealith in geperal, and
makes lication of it to land bip in order
te meet cerfain sxisting conditions in England.* He
belitves in the wisdom of " middle-class rals " and polnts
ot that i an agrarian country e sut jul and large
landed class shembd be the aim of 2l sound governments.®

20 et b ch. 7, W 36 iv, chax, 5815 cho g, § 45 v, ch B ) 14,

* Gosows, pulblished 835 wod dedicitzd o Dm\'nwdl. Markey edltlon,
1.&;, Bmmbth, Harringlon and Mr Ccrona, cha, 1, 4, 6

¥ Desamia, pp. 13-35.
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Hot, agein, in order that the land owners may tule: but
becanse it i3 throagh sconemic stability, ss Aristotle had
alrendy shown, that pelitical stahbdlity js maintained. For
Harrington, teo, is pot 1 d in promoting the powar of
the landed clase as such ; his scheme of the ™ equal agra-
tian ", by whith 8 more or less even distribution of land is
maintained, zims #t the goed of the political whele rather
tharn at that of one clasx, Tt is in this sense, then, that w»
may regard both Aristotle and Harringten as pelitical
monists, thinkers who offer a political interpretaticn, so o
spenk, of pocial orpanization. Palitics, to thers, embraces
1he whole ing of d life ; and jcs, the
system by which the necessities of life are fulfilled, must be
regurded as a meins instesd of an end, as a part of the
political function rather than as a fapction independent of
politics.

Political menism, however, lost ite held in Western
theory. A little over a jon adter the publication of
the Oreana, Locke's Twe Troafises mads their appearance,?
in which property is regarded not mersly as an important
means to political well-being, but an end in fteel. * The
great and chief end, therefore ”, he sayy, “ of men uniting
inte commonwealths, and putting themsslves under
gavernment, is the freservation uf their property.”* This
single sentence shows bow far a cry it is from Axistotly to
Locke, Like Arstotle, indeed, Locke still conceives of
property as simple possession ; although for the latéer it

¥ Potdisbed in céga.

8 Treatos, 5, b, 9, 241 vh £, 147 o oor discomdon of the ondwlyiag
ethleal wguifcanca of Loske's theeey, below, . Lx.
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is o possesslon not of economic goeds alone, bat of ™ life,
liberty, and estates™. Yet swh an extension of the
meaning of property, oo matter how substantial the ex-
tension be, iz non-easentizl for our purpose.  So long as we
regard economic wealth as an integral part of property,
which is the ultimate aim of all political arganisation, and
50 long as we consider the state as o knd of mntual inewr-
:uwe mety inshtuted 1o preserve property, we st
that ice is above politics and
thatﬂlguvmmlu:stsforthesakeo{pmpﬁ'ty Foliti-
cal power, to be snfa, need not always be in the hands of
the ecomcmically dominamt clasz; but since the state
derives Its raison 'dtre from the protection of property,
it is economics and not polities that roles political crganiza-
tion. Here, then, we naturaliy encounter the doctrine
of governmental limitation, of the separation of powers,
which means the abandemment of the broad conception of
the state, which we have, for onr present purpose, con-
veniently called political manism.
While Locke hay presented to us an entirely new and
i g solition to the problem of the relation between
economicy and politics, there is one side of his solation which
be has not fuily developed, Although he js correct in his
view that since government ia for property, it must be
limited a0 as not to submerge property, he fails to recog-
nize that it is also necessary that government should be By
property.  For, if (s he says) pelitical power is the ingtru-
ment of economic wealth, weuld it not follow that, in order
to make it safer and more efficient, we must enfrust gevern-
ment ta the economically powerful ¢ Property, indesd,
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intludes more than wealth, But is it not clear that while
everyont possesses life and the tight of liberty, not averyone
possesses the same amoumt of wealth—some persons,
perhaps, nome st all ¥ 'Would it not ba an injustice, thare-
{ore, 50 far as the function iy 1, to allaw
everyone an equal share in government ?

Logically, then, if government is for praperty, it must
also be by property. J\dophngthel»ckﬂnmep&mof
the state, a property in govern-
ment ¥ indispensable. Indeed, what Tocke had not denisd
but what he had hameell not made clear was later un-
ambiguotly delared by Daniel Welmter on the other side
of the ocenn. In a speech delivered in the Constitutional
Gonvention of 1820, he says . ' Those whe have treated of
natural law bave maintazined, as o principle of that law,
that, as far as the ohject of society is the protection of some-
thing in which the members possess vnequal shares, it is
Just that the weight of each person i the common connell
should bear a relation and proportion to hiz interests ™ ;
and, " if the nature of our institutions be to found govern-
ment on property, and that it shonld lock to those who hold
property for its protection, it is entirsly just that property
ghoald have its weight and consideration in political
arrangement . Webstet, in other words, bere draws the
fogical cunsequences of Locke's vwlew and emunclates the
principle of g by property.

It meems true, therefore, that Locke's breach with
classical political monism creates 2 paradox in democratic
government, if wa considey intrinsc equality as an sssential
element of democracy.  Aristotle, to be ware, woukl pot
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{nist that every citizen should possess an equal share of
waalth, nor fhat the rich and the pocr gheuld participate
equaﬂymgvmmmmt Actual political inequality, how-
ever, iy of ne ik 1 5o far a5 wa i
of the state as somwthing which represents the inherent
dignity of man, his complete ethical nature : each person,
as " peliticsl animal ™, standing om equal ground with
evety other. Economic inequality, in this case, does not
vitiate political equality bacause economics, not Being the
sopreme ¢nd of social organization, is subordinate to
polities, With Locke, on the other hapd, the casz is
different. Since wealth is an integral part of the political
end, inequality of wealth mnst neoessanly ll:uply, as we
hava jost shown, 1 fund; tal politi | . The
Lockean concaption of the state, t.hemiom leads logically
to an oligarchy of wealth, and not to & genuine democracy.
And, furthm'mm evml!wegramthe_]nsueeufastatem
which is founded upen
imqua.llty,suchastate wefear would do great violenee
to Locke's own conception of property. For sinee property
includes kife and Hberty as well as estates, and since it is
plain that everyene ia equal in life and liberty but net in
extates, how can we justify or explain that it is democratic
to deprive a person who posseases no wealth of & part of his
eivil liberty end perhaps of all hia political literty which he,
as free person, should possess in equal share with all other
frex persoma 71

1The weiter whdvm 0 wrkoowindgy the miny raldabie sopetion
‘which ba recetves from Frodwsor Charles A, Seard's volums, Tisl Evewsmin
Buris of Petides.
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In spite of oli its difficulties, however, Lockes anti-
Bt Jisu political phil 1 hﬂlm, ""intha
Weet, The i pany ption " of the state
obscures the ethical-pelitical conception, and an anti-
political mentsm finally transforma tha state as the supreme
community into the state as property.

(B) Economic Monism
Socravsnic SoLuTIORS

Anbi-political mopism, however, is merdy & transitional
stage and iz destined to be short-lived. The state an
property, which Locke and his followers sought to establish,
has come to be regarded with hatred by their enemics as
capital. In sociafism we have not merely an anti-political
monism, but an sffort to set op the direct opposite of the
political form @ eronomic monism.

The actual historical provess which has led ta socialistie
thought may be stated in a few words. “Two generations
after Locke publiched his fameus Treatises Watt constructed
his stearn-engine, which started the wheel of the Tndustrial
Revolution rolling in England. By 180p the change of
industry from the small-scale production of the craftaman
to latge stale factory production was well under way, The
game thing happened shortly afterward in America and in-
cther Eurepean countries, and brought about twe far-
reaching changes in Western eoclal organization. In the
first place, the appesrante of the factory-mdwitry cansed a
constantly growing difference in wealth between two
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classes, the capitalist apd the laboursr, In the second
place, owing to the rapid sccumulation of weslfh, the
ic Fumgtion graduall quiced & : of
its own power, and tended to emerge as an independent and
distinct social force. In modern society persons are mo
longer mezely “ political beings "—to usa Aretotle’s term
in a narrow sense—they are capitalists, labomrers, con-
sumers, and producers as well as citisens of the state.

It way the rapid growth of the capitslist class that
dumlly bmught abeut the transfurmatlon of property. By
its p theds of expled the capitalist class was
able to zecumulate encrmous wealth at the expense of the
iabour-tiass, Praperty, therefore, it no longer the simple
pogseasion of goaods and egtates, ag the ancients and Locke
understood it.1 It bevomes capital. The fransformation
of property, however, necessitates a transformation of the
political organization. For, if the state sxisted for the
protection of property, it should have no meaning for those
who poseess no property.  If government was by property,
a& Webster suggested, the ™ unprivileged " profetarat
<an hive no status other than that of the Athepian slave,
In this wey, the state has come to mean t{yrapny and
‘oppression, the instrument of economic injustice. This is
wot gll. The pew sconomic force which has emerged in
the form of capital actualty sought an alliance with pelitival
force! by a siroke of clever strategem capitalists and
gevernment joined hands, ‘Webster's ides of g

* According to Marv, property an poncsival of by the i sl
philowybmy »o longwr exirts after cepiial amived, " Tho i

capltalivt
muode of producting and capitalie propetty ar the St segadion of e
wividanl property joundet oo & man's boor.”  Dar Kapial, §, p. 7o3.
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by property wes realized, and the modern "capnahst
state ™ was born.

It was with such & background, then, that the socialista
raised their protest. Agminst pelitical monism, sccialigm
argues that economics wnd pot palitica shoutd be the sole
objective and the controlling forte of social organization ;
andbmsethepohhml state has been fmmd. tooppress
the class of tha prod e
that the state with its political power must be abolished.
Agalnst Locke, it points out that while he is right in
regarding the econcinic fupction as the renl afm of clvil
society, he has failed to d:shnguuh between twe aspects
of this functi and hip, oo the one
band, andpmdmlwnontheothm As a consequence, he
Imwtakenly suggmedndmnaumbythe eapitalist claes,

li a political as well
umnom{cmrgﬂnmﬂom:ﬂuﬁzrﬂﬁtthtemmmc
function of production may rule and an ecowpmic manfsm
may realize itaelf,

While we cannot bers go into the history of socialistic
theught, we must attempt to shew briefly, in the various
important stages of its develar t, how this
meuism svelves as a protest against pelitical monizm.1 The
* Utoplan Soclalists ™, to begin with, wmong whom we
mention Owen, Fourier, and Salpt Stmen, the ** fathers
of socialism, were comparatively vague in their conception
of the relation between sconomic and political power, and

* For goowm! bigtory wad sxposition. of socialen, se Engels, Sochatétm :
Oioprisin amd Sclentifs, bz ; Eweor, Mndlrummm.lw.

Hivory of Saciakine, 1900 ; MacTioral, The Sockabic Mfosssi. £9IL;
Sparge, Secialism, 193 ; Baar, Nisory of Soclalinm in Euglasd, 1930,
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were patnrelly indifferent to the latter.) With Marx and
Engels we coms to the second stage of eocialism, at which
attention is focussed upon the state itself. 4 If, they reascn,
the state has been a powerful capitalist tool,* why could it
pot ba used alen as an efficient instroment to bring abomt
the socizlist revclution > And if the economie funetion
is to Tule society, would it nit be necessary that it first
conquer politics, the present ruler of seciety ? In this
way, satslism regards iterll as an enomy of the exiating
political organization.

The acquisition of political power by the economic class,
therefore, would (according to the Marxian socialists) bring
about the downfall of the state and the triumph of the
labourclase. It is here that the momnistic thought in-
Marxism, developed by means of the Hegelian dialscile
logic, becomes most apparent.t * The proletariat seizes
palitical power *, Engels declares, ©and turns the means
of production into State praperty.  In doing this, howevet,

3 Dwen, The Hook of the New Movad Workd, Amer, o, 1844 | The Erniw
Hom of (ke Miwd and Praciica of the Hwwan Rocs, Theg; A New View of
Socisty, zed e, 1Bug; Foumier, Corumes. completar, 1AL Saint Simm,
New Christizuily, 181g.

EMarx, Krish & Politiraben Onbomomis, TR50; Dar Rapital, 1My,
88y, 1851 and, of, 1874 Eng. trans. by Mocre and AveHmg, §nt o,
1896 La Mizira dn fa phidsaogrkiv, 1847, Engsle, Eespring dor Familia,
#th vd, riga ;. Estwickinng des Socistinems, wd od., t883; Epg trens,

zéga.

’Wﬂ.mﬂw,p o8,

A Communipd Mamifrcts, ™ Politiog] power. proporly soecallnd, is mermly
the orguaiced power of coe clas for opjreesing aootber.”  Cf. Ropels,
Crapramg, vp. 177-8.

1 An sxzellent woconnt of fw relathon bitwoen the Marcdan econmmls

Pitosopky and
Poltkical Lismovey, Fp. 327743, CL Crocx, Higgrical Matwiolion dnd
Mha Bcomomiot af Kawl Mars, Bug. traps, by C N, Magedith, pp. $r-3, 102/
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it abalighey itaddf a3 proletariat, abolishes all class distine-
tions and closs antagenism, sbelishes also the State ag
Statet In the mcialist state, therefore, all class dis-
finctions are obliterated ; because caly one umiversal ciass

adter the social , narely, human
beings a5 economit animals. Thestltecs stateis abolished,
becarse with the nai ] d of it power,

political power loses its independent meantng. Anathe:
_passage will perhaps make the matter clearer. “ State
interference in the socizl relation becomes, in one domain
after another, superfinous and then dies cut of iteelf ; the
goverpment of persons i replaced by an administration
of things, and by the conduct of p of producti
The State is not "abolished’ . If dies ond’™® The vul-
minatien of the change to socialiem, therefore, will be
marked B the dislectic destruction of the sthical state,
tmpecially as this i3 concrived of by the political meist ;
and the death of the state will mean nothing but the
substitution of “ the government of persoma® by *'the
sdrrinistration of things”, more particolariy, by " the
conduct of the process of groduction . The final outcome
of Marvism is the reduction of all social process to an
abeoluie economic thity.*

vwr, that Mercime, or aconomni, ssaniem, comtains n dlalectc within
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Thet the socislists have not found the final solution of
the problem of the relation i politics and i
functicn Is shewn by the fact that Marslsm has divided
into two opposite trends of socialist thought © The “ Re-
visicnists ", cn the one hand, not tuly criticize the Marxian
doctrine of the abolition of the state? but emphasise the
pelitical aspect of socialism to such an extent s te endanger
its pesential scomomic momism. Orthodex monietie social-
ism, on the other hand, 1t broken wp itlo At eCODOmMIC
pluralizm threugh the radical application of its class-war
doctrine by the proponents of syndicalism *  In either case
the gennine sconomic monlsm ¢f Marxis fs lost.

Syndicalism, although in its origin a French and not a
German social philosophy, agrees with Marx that economica
mmmmammmmhmmymw
perty is partially dimtritoied, wnd becsnso gowermment i s~ mpacial
Tepreentativn forts Y, Am mon g the meens of prodection s reesd By
‘tha state, private propaty with its imaqualkity is abolihad, acd the entire
commmmity of human belngs a1 accanomic stdmabs wre coolidatad inte
ooz univerkal clum, It i for this resam that th property-govammank
of Locke i nevt & teal stoostai oetnbn, & it il containa a differentation

Fropedy ipeaking,
mmdmhmd-.m“w“mmwmdnum
neonomis foroes,  Seo Hopds, quoted abowe ; Marx, Capitel (Eog. trion),
B, ph B, ch 400 Lt sviniee i dc fhifocophid [1Eg], pp. g5 8 Commwadd
Manifaste, Anthowized Fog. bram.

1 MncDonald, Soviakiom mel Gonmnmen, Lyp =axv; 8 pp B
" fymaicabigt liimorimo

Lar Burions 4o : Komall, Proporsd K frendom, ch. 57
Cols, The Worid f Labewr, clrs. 34 ; Moodoosld, i & critioal
¥ irm, Saduibrial Usimnisis snd
[ i SMWMM Reakism, chv 2, 4 ¥

Potitcal Thorise, pp. 216377 Math, " The otiticsl
Thwyul'spdhlh" Fol, S, QU 3P 9840,
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i the mling force of all crgenizetion. In common with
wocialism, also, it takes the class-war as its starting point.t
Tt differs from Marriam in this that for the syndicallate the
end of the capitalist rigime i not to ba marked by the finsl
elimination of all class distihctions ; and class-war simply
mezny the struggle vf the proletariat to dominate society.
1t is not swprising, therefare, that the syndicalists do not
profess to work for the welfare of the whole socety, but
confine thelr attention to the goed of the working cless
alone. Furthermore, heing indiflerent to society, sy'ndu:a.l-
ism bas no use for political power. Parli

and legislation sre sneeved at by good synditalists,® and
* direct action ” is to ther the only sane and legitimate
means o ichieve their end.” Politieal power, in xhort, must
wot be merely re-distributed or transferred from one class
to another @ it muet be totally annibilated. Indsed, the
eyndicalists are not afraid of chaos, but of despotism.¢
Even the dominanee of the working tlags, they think, js nat
suficient to msure Lberty, if the economic ordet itself is not

3 Lagirdelit khys " 1 the whale of sovialion is comapeised in the clus-
w.ucm;nymm-‘hﬂaﬁmﬂnhmpﬂlﬁhw—n
Ewcanm ontwide of ryndicaliom thers ke oo clam wwrfure,”*

o savichimie, p. %

** Tha syndicaliet takies D0 coguizance of Sockety. He it inberegied
oply o the welfuze of the working cluw and consistently defanding it.
He lmves the rug-tag mam of parseites that ;akn mp the noo-working
clans part of Boclety £2 Lok aftar thalr ourd lntaivats, 1k il iEmuteris] to
i what bocomecs of tham ec long e the wirking clae advaace.”  Fond
und Foster, Syndicalicm, p. 38

 MacDonald, Synsicalism, pp. a8 CEL Haymood's femarky: "
dnbpitn the brw * ; mod " Mo ros Socialist can be » eowr-abiding citizn <,

%A cayiain moount of disrder i pood for Hberty ™ J M. Maxios
:m;tmm qaoted by B, Conbamperary Frynch Pelitics,
5o
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decentralized, Industrial affairs, therefors, must beplamd
under the contral of and self-g g bodies
of working men, organized sither on the 'bams of diﬁ‘uent
trades and occupatione, as the Italian syndicalists nsnally
recommend, or on the basis of local and comrmnal divisions,
as i3 practised in France. In either case, it is the voluntary
co-cperation of the nnions and net any central authority
that governs the indostrial system. Such an fdeal of
eygenization i certainly a far ay from the sogislist-
collectivist state. It iz an luralism, a feadali
within the industrial organization. I.n this light, syndical-
ism 36 the direct epposite of socialism.-

But H# syndicalism has radically changed the real meaning
of pocialism, Do less striking have the party-sochalists
deviated from the course of orthodox Marxism. Viewed

Ly, the party-socialists, the * Revisiomists ", and
even the Fabians in England, who ate opposed to the
syndicalist method of viclence, and who see in political
actic the oniy reliable means of economic regenerafion,
seemy tobe more or less mr.hhl folloveers of Marx with their

fi d on the 1 aspect of his doctrine,
At bottom, however, this grenp is thrroughly dissatisfied
with the Maraian economic munism and favours a return te
a more balanced view of the social process. The opinjon
of My MacDonald ia worth noting here,? My MacDonald

'Wmu‘ﬁmmm pp Tra-g. It may te mcbed that the
and the Marzisty meme
o be thie; mmmmmmm-ammm
politial power and 0 becomo the meter of scclety, Hr MacDonad
thinka that the Gtats, w the reprostibive of Society ad » whols, chonld
[ R— nod shoold i the scomcmic nyatant
hmapuduwmwu-w;wq
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criticizes the doctrine of Engela that at the end of the
socialist revolation the state will meet ity netural death.
He disagrses with the Marxdsts that the state is indrinsically
an ingtinment of oppression, The state ls not bound to
work for or againg any particular plass and it is faulty
social organization that has placed the state in the present
anomalous pesition.  As soon as the state takes possession
of the means of production in the name of sosiety, it will
have sntered its few phase of political asHvity; it will
have then discovered its normal methed of organization,
and thuk acquire un intportance far greater than under the
cld capitadiet rigéme. The soclalist state, indeed, he thitks,
will become the embodiment of 3 * yuperior will and
intelligence ** by virtne of which it will exercise ite contral
over the complex sconomic forces in modern sosiety in the
interest of all, producers, comsumers, as well as citizans,
Whether such a line of thought would lsad Mr MacDonald
to palitical monism, in the eense sxplained at en early
place in thiz chapter, is ef course difficult to say ; but we
can safely aspert that he is no longer a true disciple of Marx,
an sconomie monist. Socialism means te him not the
death of the state as such, the anmihilation of political power
in social ization, but the jon of a greater state -
which shall look afier both the pelitical and e¢onomic welfare
of the community. Thestats Is o necensity | it cannot dis.
It the Fabizns, howsver, the tendetcy toward political
tnomisgm 18 Isss marked than in Mr MacDonald ;1 ifnstead,

2500 Fablow Etnays in Soclalemi, Amer. od., 3851, Barber, Felitioal
Thought from Spwmowr 1o Te-day, pp. k1330 For pateoet of thy viewn
of B hod By Wbl jo Al Py 63, 0510, .
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we find an attempt to balance the economir fnnction
againet the political, We are already familiar with the
views of Mr and Mrs Webb, Their ides of 4 dupl crganiza-
tion of society, with 3 division of power between s " political
demagracy " and & social 4 **, mggests 4 possibl
way by which the political menism of the classical thinkers
ung the economic monism of the socialists may be avoided,
It is here, then, that we find & transition to pluralism which
the gusld sozialisis are trying to werk out.

{C) Pluralismn
TEE GUILD SOCIALIST SOLTTION

Guild socialism is an pt te bine the truths in
Marxism and syndicalism.* 'With the Marzian socialists
if agrees that the exieting state must be transivemed
through the ownership of the meanz of production by the
etate as well ax thrangh the acquisition of political power
by the economic class ; and with the syndicalists it insists

L Foe roprasentative guild scolalist writings, s Wabl, iy of Trodar
Uniamizme and Fufugirial Domorracy ; Cole, Chaos and Drider tn Indididey |
Tha Werld of Labowr ; Self-Govtrusint in Tugustey ; Labowr in ha Come
weowmiolih ;G Socltabism Re-Sested ) Soctal Theary ; Hobson, T
Moawing of Nocional Gwilde: Watlenal Guilds ol O Stats ; Girild Frin-
| tiplat wn War and Pasce Taylor, The Gwiid Stan ; Baoty, OW Worlds
Sor New. Por an sxcallent treaties on the Medimval guild system, sea
Eacard, Gwidr +n the Middle Apor (Eog. troos by Teoy), epetlally
" Intredection * by Cols, aod the &, 3, 4 il 3. Br Elde's article,
" Guijd Bocls¥rm and Folities! Plwnliem " 3 vory helpfol: Aw. Pal
&Mﬂf L

Guild aociablow, My Cole dsclarss b & "achatilc Topieim !, o
ryathasis of all that i beet in chrul schoals of Bociiliv thought.”  Mamsing
of Tmnstrial Frasdom, p. 8. CL wheo kin Sof-Gorprisiail; p. 165
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that in crder to effect o complets emancipation of the
indnstry-class, it must be given the sight of decentralized
sel{-government. Against both, however, it g that
the state, as the embodiment of the political function of
society, should not be abelished, tut should be retained
in the fatitre soclal organization as & to-operative force with
the economi¢ system.d 1t is this anti-monistic tendency,
both economic and political, that makes guild socialism a
definite approach to placalism,

The fundamental poipeiples of guild socialism may be
fommarily stated in a few words: frs, organimtion by
function ; secomdlly, self-government of independent func-

tions ; and #irdly, 4 ization within each £ jomal
unit.® Let us sea how a pluralistic society is to be con-
strueted with these three principles.

The idea of ization by function, as ad d by

the guild socialists, resembles, m a way, Plate's idea of
division of labour which we find in the Reprblic and else~
where in his writings, The firt city, so Plato says, is
comptised of a hushandman, a boilder, 5 weaver, and a
shoemaker. Later on this individual divigion of labour
is eniarged into dass division, when the sdl-suficlency
of the republic is maintained through the co-operative wock
of the three functions of political rale, military defetion,
and economic production. The present guild socialists
would, of conrse, diaagres with Plato that the ruling class

1 Cole, Tht Maaing of Induswial Frandom, pp. 55, %44 Hobaem,
Nationsl Guddds pp. 132-3 ;. c2. Muriar pediter] Paditioal Taworinr, 7. 327,

® Taylor, The Guild Stade, tlm. teg! of. Cole, Labawr {n fiu Comwrigns
Wik, pp. 43, 184 B, ate-zL,
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should be supericr to the other classes, and that it is the
dutyoflhearhsam{opmdmabutnottomh Yd::.fwe

go to the fund ] idez of P 1
of the division of society into its political and secnomic
groups, as the guild socialist d, it is nndeniatl

that here the Flatomic republic is indirectly seeking its
modern expression.  *' The primary advantage of a system
of organization by guilds ", Mr Taylor writes, * will be that
the arrangement of national hfe will be oo the basis of
etsentinl work. The nation will become 2 machine organ-
ized for doing the nation’s work. . . . Every normal unit
of the State would be organized as a eitizen in regard to his
main responsibility and knowledge.  He would be primarily
considered 2z an expert ; and M chief civil duty would b
to do what he rrally could do." The ideal guild state,
therefore, would be the state in which the Platomc pnn:lp'le
of Justice ung 1 1% : the har

tion of all the essenha] functiony uf sodety.

The great point of difference between the goild socialists
and Plato evidently lies in the principle of functional
government, which, if applied to the Platenic republie,
would mean that while the ** pon-citizeng *' therein possess
no rights in the politicel state, they must acquire, as
members of a separate and independent class, rights and
powers of their own. The guild system, therefore, em-

10 b, p ga; of. Hobeen, Natomal Guildr, p. 133, Kr and Mea
Wabb, sithoogh ot golkd soclaliets, shate with them the vime that socledy
i & division of twa estisl Frectiors, oonooioy and politdes. In Mr
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franchises a new citizanty and creates & pew detnocracy,
the economie democracy of " artisens ™. The second
priaciple of guild socialism thus gives an effective meaning
to the first, and supplies, fogether with it, tha constructive
basis of “ political pluraliem ™. Politics and sconpmics,
50 it is d, being ially independent, should
be d in thelr or jon, as politics and religion
have already been separated, . Society it to be divided inte
two digtinet systems, the state and the guild, each with its
WD g citizenry, el 1 system, end legislative
body. The co-urdination of these two self-gpoverning
fanctions completes the estentials of the " pluralistic
state "3

The third prindiple of guild socialism, namely, the
principle of decentralization, though practically important,
ix th tically less fund 1 than the g ding two.
‘ ‘ i} “llﬂ th dicali andthﬂ ‘,‘ liat
the gu.\]d socialists polnt out that over-centralization of
power at any one point indicates not only inefbcjency but
despotism. Society is, therefore, io be decentralized as
well a3 functionalived ; and it ia for this reason that guild
socialism may be said to be a two-ﬂimennional ied.mllsm
it divides snciety hosi Hy into f 1
aml vertically, within each function, into decentralized
local or professional units,

After having reviewed the general principles of guild

liezn and their bearings on a pluralistic pelitical theory,

we mmst now try to discaver what, asomd!nzto&hegnild

2 Hokeon, Nakions! Geltds, . 33503 ; Coba, Jadlumrial Frankow, p.
e
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socinlists, is the exact relationship between the state and
the gitild, and through thie inquiry, to datermine the degres
of uceess they attain ip establishing ploralism. We shall
devote our attention largely to the views of Mr Hobson
and Mr Cols,

Taking up Mr Hobson ﬁrst we are surprised to fnd that
while be, like any other guild socialist, regards the guild
&8 & co-operative organ with the state, he finally assigns
to the Iatter (pluralistically epealing) a rather too envinent
place. The function of the state, according te Mr Fohson,
is political. The state most take charge of the matters
of law, external epnd internal order, cemira] and local
administration, eduecation and morality, and in fact, all
U gpiritual * things. The state, therelore, appears to cover
quite an extensive field of social organization, although, as
palitical fonction, it most keep its hands off all industrial-
sonomic affairs, which Jie within the proper jurisdiction
of the national guild.! Indeed, a= the instrument of co-
crdipation and regulation, the state pits a neiquely
Important position in the dual organization of society ; for
politicatly the state is to dominate over the guild sysfem.*
Moreover, Mr Hebsoh maintaing that while the economic
order is & necsesary conditien of national well-heing, it is
the state slone that represents the highest mocal and

dtural i of the jty. State-citizenshis
to De sure, ought to be distinguished from guild b

1 Nodewal Gulds, pp. o235 & Ilrﬁtymuwbothwlynﬂd
wociadist of ok who faveure the medizval * el goild * rystse,  See

&WWMMN-. Thet Jarpe nanjesity of guild mcialiets prafer tha
sational goud.

r0p. dik, Py
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ship ; the latter should not be merged in the former. It
16 citizmship, however, that entitles the individual to the
best and fullest teasure of bis secial life, “ A man*, ke
says, ' is a member of bis Guild fer scund material reasons,
and throngh his Guild his material interests ave protested,
Trat his rights as & eitizen d bis Guild bezship."'t
The state p therefore, a spirituzl superiority which
the guild lasks  For we must " realise that the Staie has
fanctions and duties that cut clean aeross all line of
industrial organization "t and " that in the fnal analysis
the State, a5 representing the community at large, must
be the final arbiter "® of all social relations.

‘The position of Mr Cale, another important guild soclalist,
is lesa eazy to state, owing to the substantial revision of his
conception of the funeton of the state in his Inter wiitings,
including Socfel Theory (1920) and Gwild Socislism Re-
Siated (19z0). In his Self-Government in Fndusivy (1017}
he hoids that the state, in coniradistinction to the guild,
is & consumers’ organiration, which, by its representation
of the ptive i of the ity, g
aright to exist side by side with the productive organization,
the guild system. The division of soctal power, therefore,
consicts in a balance of power between the Political Parlia-
ment gnd the Guild Congress, so that neither the ohe nor
the other “can claim to be ultimately saversign "¢ The
relation which exisis betwesn them is one of co-operation,
secured through some joint representative bedy which
acts, presumably, in the interests of afl parties concerned.

‘R, p a3y "W, pozgb fINAL P13
A Saifiowirmiitigl n uduitry, p. 131
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The state, i ", F an jation of is itself
an economic function. In his Secial Theory, Mr Cols
chmguhnwews,mdmlonguregarﬂsthcstnmas
of the eco dc function of

cmsnmptmn. I.n thiz book be emphasizes the necessity
and desrability of " functiomal representation”, the
argnments for which are already familiar to usl His
constructive suggestion for the establisthment of a guild
socialist society, in a pluralistic state, which i contalned
in his Guild Scciclism ReSialed, b . demands gur
present attention, The iden of a fuoetional balance
between politics and scenomics, so prominent in his Social
Theory, is leas conspicucus here, atthough the guild organiza-
tiom itself seems fo have in part inspired this idea. Locally
and regionafly there are to be three sets of crganizations,
first, the indusinial pwilds, rep ting all persons in the
producing and professional class; dly, a twaicld
jeation of Ehe the co-cperativs countil,
formed of consumers of particdar sommodities, and the
collectipe whilities” cowencd, formed of consamers of general
public uiilities, like water, gas, electricity, etc.: and,
thirdly, the ciedc gwilds, Tep ting the i
interssts, having for their organs the coltural touncl,
heulthou\mﬂl ete. Over and above these local and
l bodies, 2 mational body is to be estab-
I.uhed. which js t¢ be based mpon the representation of
_fonctional os well as territorial divisions The most
intportant powers and duties of this body sre: [} settle-

 Soriel Theoe. pp. 048, o3 f1; wm aduve, pp. 15 £
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ment of constitutional guestions of d tion b

the varions functional organizations; [a) conizal of the
army and navy ; (3} coerclon over the individual and the
groups ; and (4) yegulation of prices, income, and other
satime] economic relations.!

After having acquainted ourselves with the guild socialist
doctrine of the relation of the state to Lhe sconomic crganiza-
tion, so typically set forth by Mr Hebson and Mr Cole, we
uete{tudththcimwumnlhatlnsalmgmy!mmgmld

ialiem, to plurali if wa mean by pluralism an ab
balinge of power betwesn scomomics and palitics, and &
complete estape from both political monism aod economde
monism, as explzined in the first part of this chapter.
Indeed, little refectfon is needed to discover the monietic
implications in Mc Hobson's conteption of the state ss the

ive of the ity at large, egpedi-
n]lym:tsspntualmdcultuﬂlaﬂmm when we remember
that this le easentially the position of the ancient Greeks,
who regarded the state as the culmination of man's ethical
reason. Mr Cele, to be sure, bas ¢ut laose from classical
monism by defining the state ar a consumers’ aeeociation,
which is an economic and net a political entity. But if
the state ityed, Hke the guild, is su econamte order (although
it rep a different ie function from that which
the latter represents), the entire soclal philosophy of Xr
Cole it an economic monism. On the uther hand, his Jater
change of positiozn would involve his theory ir political
monixm, the logical issue of Mr Hobwon's theory. The

* Swid Secialism Ev-Siwied, pp. 1o i
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nstional cozmmunal body, which possesses supreme power
over all individuals and associations, appears to be mesely
& new political leviathan with a different name. Tt is not
called & state, buot it is vested with an suthority which the
most powerful of the exisiing states cannot exceedd It
controls and regulates not ondy civil, but ecomomic niatters @
it makes war and malzteins pesce ; it coerces the individnal
as well as the group : mdemthedemamtmnoithe
sights and jurisdiction bet the
glﬁlds:sentruslaﬂtothisaﬂpwufu\body. 1f this is et
A petfect example of a monistic state, then by state can
#ver be called monistic,. Ne matter how Mr Cole modifies
his eoneepticn of the function of the state, the sarn mortz
of yanjwm, econemic or political, is always upon kim. . , .*
Cur conclusion, then, is that guild socialism yields na
1¢2 Hiliott, * Sovareigu Stats o Saverslgn Groupy?” Am. Pol, Se.

Riw, 197 4738,
’ltmdyrnphnmhn,memplﬂmﬂhnmh

ment griated to the natenal comenna by Mr Cobs, st oece i
that Bodly inta a logal sovereiyn, from whoss docrid thars it Sa #reck
mppeal  Mr Tuyor's siiin savours bem. of ponstitutionalien, bot biy tate-
st that ™ it will be for Koe WSO to eZpress Wikt [t ats | 1t will be Sor
the guild to say oo it ionld by donn ™ {Guild Sk, . 67) stroogly wag-
ety D Krubbe's kot of the state us the sols Lgel Tustrement of
wvalnstion of intererts. It in mot mwprlalng, therelom, to fod that Mr
Twmmmmmhmmhmmnmmm
4 acheme ' that winkd fire the community s n whedd
wmmmmmwmmﬁmum.

momopaly, Mther wbaclutnly of packially in the tede of im district ™.
(Feid, p. TER} Tt in*, be adds,  parhape Lo this ight t control in-
by chuztar that we find the most vital function of the stain ™"

Powtionm, aithoagh Mr Tuglor mwy dvay the trath of the * Scton ey ™
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true pluralism and even fafle short of its primary aim of
solving the problem of the relation between politits and
economics by a system of perfect balange, We would
not deny, ofcourse ﬂumn] sgnificince of the guild

socialist g of elf-po t and indus-
tria] freedom th gmnhng this sude of :ts dnctnne.
have still to prove that a d jon

necessitates, or implies, the repudiation of the political
state. On the contrary, oo matter how we concedve of
the fumetion of the stats, we seetn bo be forced to recognize,
after cloger analysis, that the political state is the suparicr
power in all social orgazization. We may define the state
in narrowly political terms, namely, merely as the adjuster
of social relations, as many of the guild socalists do. In
that case, the state, the political inetrwment, by the very
zatare of its function, possesses & formal suthority to which
the econemic association must yield obedience.  And be it
noted that this authoritative relation betwsen the state
and the gulld js never reciprocal ; for the state alone, ay
Mr Touylor wisely ingists, is to be the dictator of all social
valuss. If, ontheothu'hand wetahetbestltgmlt‘
broad ethical i peaking we are in a
ww:epllghtthanbeton. Forrdwegunghtback in this
way, to Aristotle and the clessical monists, and Tegard
the state as the highest ity of all ities, we
reduce the economic argunization to 1 mere instrument of
the: sthical pnrpose of the state, a position which Mr Hobson
does Dot hesitate to maintain. If we refuse to accept
elther one of the two above conclusions, there seems to ba
oo other course open than to treat the state 48 & part of
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the i tzath 5 Mr. Cale ived it in his
former m!{sdwluch wimld mezn to suender our theory
to the economi¢ monistm against which gnild socializm
has raised its conscientinue protest.  In fact, it seems to us
indubftable that, as our brief study of the history of Western
political-ecomomic thought shows, there is no middle-
ground between the opposite standpaints of political and
ecomomit monism,  The theory of the guild socialists (the
theory of balance), whith appears at first as a synthesis of -
these oppasite tendencies, finally Tesolves itzelf as a revival
of classieal monism. The development of the indastrial
systcmh&sledthegmldsma]istsnghﬂywmthatm

: » greater signi than that
which the classical writers were able to see.  Yet we must
nat forget that the arguments by which the guild socialista
seek to establich economie freedorn are in genera! those
argaments which the latter employed In developing their
monistic thetry. The triumph of * pluralism , therefore,
would mean the defeat of ecomomic moenism and the
renaissance of political (or, more exactly, ethical) monism.
In this Yight, guild socialism ie the most optimistic of all
the socialistic tendencies ; it believes that sowial organiza~
tion is ultimately capable of achieving the complete good
of man in its manifold aspects.t

FCE M Scott's retourk thaet eyadiceliem i the rymptom, of ** the fadlure
of the foag afort to schieve the good dor man  epch—the good, oot of
mch-.huld-ﬂd-—mio.. L good of the wats gua contalning all

and Firilosopiaonl Braliom, p. 3.



CHAPTER VI
FLUBALISH AS & POLITICAL THEORY

It must have becoms clear from our previcus discussions
that what is papularly known as $elitical plxralism, of the
pluralistic theory of the state, is by no means a unified and
systumhc:]lydevelopedthmry We find, instead., a
gromp of divergent, even Aencias it political
speculation, heldtogethubymothertlethmthegmcral
agreamant that the siate ja to be ™ discredited ', “ par-
ticylatized ¥, and paduced from its former height of sove-
reign inclugiveness to a4 humble position dlongside of all
other social institutions. It was Mr Laskd, if we are not
who first adopted the term * pluralistic state "1
0 characterize thot system of sccial organization which
phuralists in general seek to realive apd sxalt. Mr Lagki
claims intellactyzl tineage directly from William James ;?
and the pluralistic state is g by i ded to be an
exact replica of James' plmhlﬁcunivme.
The term pluralism, bowever, seema to us an unhappy

3 Tt omat e sabvbend, Bovoverrar, thak B Tanki refrados from nung the tam
' phuraliete: state ** in his fecant book, Grwanar of Pobidler. A probabls

afect Mr Laale's theory we shall have occaslon to me bter oo
b " Froblam of Sovwripety, 1. 33 ; o Sowrsigmy, b 160}

46
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cnnt dt ds g and it i extremely misleading
Whatever may be the avente of approach—whether it be
threugh law and legal theory, throwgh the problem of

. ive gover t, or, lastly, throngh ,
and yorial organization—the final of the pluralistio
argament is, in every instance, not multiplicity as such
(as we matorally expect), but some unity that transcends
and points beyond mere multiplicity. We have seen how
Dr Krahbe's Jegal d Hzation finally lvas itself
into a conception of Iagal ity which is supported
by a universal sense of right ; how M. Duguit's radical
reslism was more than ceunter-balanced by the social
meniam implied in his sociological principle of solidacity ;
and how Mr Cole, who is apparently more pluralistic than
both, ultimately ¢ame to & sotial system which savonrs
of monigtic legalism. The rest of the pluralistic stories
have no happier endings ; aad we need not heee dwell npon
their misfortunes.

With this general remark, we now proceed fo give our
egtimate of the real value and validity of pluralism as 3 new
theary of palitics. For the sake of convenience, we propose
to centre gur discugsion around three historical political
probk : [0} the problem of jgnuiy aod the concep-
titm of the state ; (3} the problem of the general will ; snd
(c} the problem of change and stability in the social process

(4) The Probiom of Sovereignty and the Concepli
of the State

The cantral # advanced by the pluralists against

the soversdgn state, we recall, is that although the state
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incindes everyone residing in its territory, it ¢anoot include
the complete personality of everyone,® aince, according to
the prinviple of fanetion, rach individual p a varisty
wof social § that are p 1y objectified in meny
gronps, among which the state is one, The state, as a
partial expression of the noclal purposs of man, hes &
definitely eirenmseribed sphere of activity ; ue soon as
it enters into some Gther sphere, it advantes into felds of
futile activn, it which grave dangers inevitably follow.
Pluratists frequently refer to the separation of tha charch
and the state az a firet step toward the complets particu-
Jarizaticn of the state; they peind te three religious move-
ments in Geeat Britaln, which they think, conclusvaly
demonstrated the futility of stateinterfermpee in realms
which the political instrument kas o right to touch.?
Graoting that the pluralistic principle of separation of
functions is valid, it does not seem that this principle in
itself constitntes a logical refutation of the manistic theory.
For we must remember that apart from Aristotle, who
congeived the state ag the complete embodiment of the
ethical natore of man, very few mndern theoriste desm it
necessary of advisable to elaim for the stats an ermhjpatenee
over all the relations and activities of men. Take Hobbes,
for example. In the bistory of Western political thought
there has perhaps pever been a more thorough-going mondst
than he. But while Hobbes raises the leviathan to the

MG Cole axpy: " Tha state, [ comtend, wain B b indodes evecybody,
b atil ooy mn wpiocintior smong othore, became it oot Leciods the
whale of svarybody.”  FProc, Aridf. 5o, 13 154

* Laskl, Problim of Seserdipniy, pp. 37 &,
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sanctity of & mortal god on estth, he never forgets that there
is, over and above if, an immertal and more powerful
spitituial God, to whom the claim of the former tust fmsHy
be subordinated? * Subjects *, he says, “ owe tp Sove-
reigns smple ohediencs, iz all things, where their obedience
i¢ not repugnant to the lawe of God.” The duty of every
citizen, in fact, i& not merely to know civil laws and obey
them, but God's laws aleo. For otherwise he may either
reader " too much obedience ™ to the civil power and ¢fiend
God ; or, threugh his fear of God, transgress the laws ol the
commoenwealth. In other words, there is, for Hobbes,'a
clear demarcation between the spheres of religion and
politics ; and the political state, absolute as it is in its own
sphere, does not and cannet touch the spiritua] lite of men.®

U, however, the views of Hobbes, the * prince of monistic
thinkers “,* do nat suffice io prove our point, we may
appeal to the eminent autherity of Bodin, another acknow-
{edged monistic celebrity. Mr Laski has elzewhere pointed
out that Bodin contradicts his theory of sovereigmty in
rdmitting thet positive law is subject to the final authority
of moral apd matural law.* We must realize, however,
that what Bodin has admitted is not a fsgal Gimitation of
positive statutes by natural law, but merely the existence
of two distinet realms of homan life, political and ethical,
and the poority of the latier, In fact, Bodin's fameus

! Lapiaihon, cha. 17, 18, 3.

184, our dicussdon of Hobbea” dottrios of nptaral lyw s o Embtaton
on Jegal soversiguey, below, ch. .

*Mr Laski's phram, Problam of Sovereily, . 33.

*The pamage which Mr Laskd bad in mind s doobtless thi: " Ay for
the lawn of God andl of naduse, ings o poopls am vquslly and by
then” D¢ Rapwilics, §, ch. 10,
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defipition of saverddgnty as  suprame power over citizena
and subjects, wrestruined by laws ', would lose its Teal
meaning unless we interpret it to apply only to the political
realm. Soverelgnty is supreme, not over man as religiony
or sthical, but over him as citfus, or as member of the
political gtate; not over beliswers In a church, but only
wrver swieads, who are rightfully under ity jorisdiction. It
is unrestrzired oot by natural, morel, divine, or some other
fundamental concept of law, but merely by the law that
is its own creation. Such a definition, to be sore, may
appeu altogether "tr}.ﬂmg and tautological. In any

case, h it of functional
d.msmnu[sphmmmhcapp]jedmnodmathm
which has nowhere indicated that ! is

over all men jn =ll their relations and eapacities, up-
restrained by all law, positive as well as natural and
divine, L
0L our dismiion of Bodin's othicl shedpelnd, below, ob. & In
thin connsction it muy be intaresting to recall Anatin's delniton of low
u"lmlﬁ.umldwtﬁlmﬂmdmhylpd]ﬂulnpﬂww
{Faricpradmes,

2 Mr Leomal! ik, i & fithiul dlacipls of Hohbes, b suerk have baen
sticiently fandliar with his master's dirdnction. brtwesn Ivgel wof merl
chEgutions b ensble him to fron kv jorisprodencs fom moralawigions
implicatiiem  In fact, it iy e presally acohpbed &y patant fhat the
centry! leatore of the Amatinhn furksprodece i s sarcwly politiosl

wignty. Ses Lowsll, & iy
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In fact, we may point out that the demarcation of spheres
betwaen politics, on the one hand, and ethics spd religicn,
on the ather, i & true charactesistic of modmn
political theary, and that gant, in its folly developed
techmcal form, did oot appear until the centmry-long

bet the imperialists and the
wppommofthel’opeh:dbmmuedbytheadual
separation of the chorch and the state. Tt would be absurd,
indeed, for us to suppose that modern momnistic thinkers had
refused to ize an (lithed fact and a g 1

accepted theory, insieting that the state, in its strictly
pelitical capacity, remained, or sghould repain, the complete
expression of ali human Jife.!  The obvicuy difficnlty with
msny of the pluralists, we sospect, is thelr faflure to
appreciste the resl problem of the lawyers, The juristic
conception of sovereignty, which reduces political theory
to a pure science of pesitive 1aw,? may be 2 * barren con-
ception ™, as Mr Laski characterizes it ;' and with him
certain orthedox writers can readily agree.* To be fair
to the other gide, however, it must alse be admitted that
legal sovereignty is not 4 piira fiction of the lawyer's logic,

i 'Wa muy moth that when the Rinzaliste wy that tho staie ™ {ncledon
mw;".whnmmmummmmmwm
cladmed, We may quote Austio’s defioition of political wogisty - "
Bis writow, ™ o, dptrrminein buma mperior, mm-umamm

[ Fooaivan hahitusl oby # mmmﬂmm
mmuupmuuwum wocisty " . .. omie, [Jueie
fradence. Lad, ], Thos, aoarliog mnnun.mhﬂut

a it nok by the obali f emch and afh, but meely

of the bulk of t communlty.
* Prillgk, Hmdwdm P
» Probism of
VT M Gevem, lmn.!.mm:.
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without sulbst i intrinsic valus: for certain

practical and urgent pm'posu. The idea of legal cumpet~
ence, or * lagal despatizm ', has been frequently emp
by]mst:bnsettled:ﬁcult. ions of conflicting jurisdi
tion within the state® and, as a legal coaception, sheuld
pot be confourded with the more or less realistic conception
of political competence,  In fact, monists lilke Hobbes and

ham clearly distingnish bet the legal duty te
obcy and the political doctrine of non-resistznce,? the
actyal operation of the former being always conditioned
by the willingness of the mejority of the subjects to yied.
As long as we keep this distinction in mind, we should see
i ity for denying the exist of legal ignty
upon the ground of its de faedo limitations.

The criticizm of the phuralists may be anewered from still
another angla—by an analysis of soversignty into its thres
related aspects, a5 Locke has wiscly soggested? In the
farst plaze, we may find in 2 stete the supreme power of law-
making, which is vested in the assembly, in the case of &

1 Gabloe and Stwpperd, ~ [ntroduction ** o Mrubbe, op. oit,, p. svlil,

* Palineh, op, cil., p. 99
4 Thowt aoe Locka's woods | * Though i & constituted commenmwealth,
leiHmMﬂu&(W»hth
i, acting for the tleern cin be bt o8
TP DOWAE, 'mkmmn&m.m'mmmmnnmdﬂm
‘e embardinuied @ ok the Jagilative being ooy o Aduckuy pawer o Let
for cartnin sods, (hare remaine wtill ko the pecple » soprems power
Temmovy o alter e Inpibative, when they fnd the kgl st Eedrury
i the trost repoaed 1o tham'. . . Lt e condmoowealthe, where the
ingelative in Rt nheys in beloy, S04 the cxvcatlve s vested (0 & dogly
Pestiton, Whts Bl Ak, & wha Iy the Lepielative, Ee fhat rcscn, i & vary
telscabie sanse, may sl be called mupceme, not that be has in him ol the
maposma powsr, which is that of luw-making, hit bacsoss he has bn bim the
e meoowtion™”  Trasio, cho xid, §f a5l Soo Mr Hitchie's
m.{m‘!mhﬂm-ﬂ&m&»;.mﬂ.
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demecracy, and may be called Legal Sovereigaty.
Secondly, the peeple a3 o corperate body, with the collective
power to control the government through public opinfon
or the general will, represents the Political Sovereignty.
And thirdly, the government, in its executive function, is
the embodiment of what we tmay term Efective Soversignty,
that is, the actoal power of the national commumity a8
exercized through its definite organ, Now if we wiew each
of these aspects of sovereignty separately, from the stand-
point ¢f the tomrmounity a5 a whole, we must necessarily
regard each not as ultimately absclute, but relative in
authority. For it is chvionsly tnis that legal soversignty
is Jimited, as Locke points out, by the will of the people
o less than by the traditions end the fuodamental laws
wi the commonwealthX Political soverelgnty, on the
other hand, finds & reciprocal check by law and govern-
ment ; and, ordinarily, the will of the penple cannot go
hevond the boundaries set to it by the moral and religious

traditions of the people th Jves.? Still less abaol
slrrely, is eflective sovereignty, sinte in almast every
the ive in = d is subject to all

4 Wn should note that Aostin aber adtnite this limitation ;: * In almot
wrery Indepandent polltieal sochety . he says, " thare wo principles aod

4 fpoan o badlef of thiedr condocmtty to the divioe will™ @, gir, Leot, 1.

W34, 15,

Ii..lu‘h-’.: " Whewo thers o 7o law, thorn da mo frosdom.” 09, o,
570
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wocty of checks and restrictions, which are imposed upon it
hy the legul and political sovereignty.

But while we recognize tha reality and practical valus
of such a system of mutual checks of the thres aspects of
soverdgnty, wa mnst not overlook the fact that when esch
of thess aspects is taken separately in ifs own specific
sphere, it is generally zssumad, in theory and practice, to be
absolute in its authority, which is coly potentially limitable
and becomes limited cnly when actually checked by
another aspect. lgtusmkeuurmmmgdearbym
example. When a 4 o
enmsacaﬂmhw.thatlawlsalwaysngardeduls&ulng
from » supreme legal sovereign, end, for that reason,
unconditicoally binding upon all. That law, indeed, may
be sah Ty at t o modified by 1 { veto
cd'thu:hie{ emutive, threugh a judicial decision which
present cignty in a legal form, or, fastly,
through deﬂmir.e i i dpuhdkojﬂmcmmnltmg
indirectly in a legi repeal. y, b , this
posshiluyortamulmgntdoesmlpmethatanhdmd
anthoritative law had not been made, and still less that
the power which mads this taw is not legally supreme.  An
il jon from the standpoint of the tive, which is
admittedly the least abschute of all the three powers of
governmaent, shows our meaning equally well. Anmof
the ive iy uanally ded as amthoritative and
mhble.wlmgaanathnthelegﬂmgn,wthe
political, deems it necessary te call it inta question. Thus,
even from 4 merely practical point of view, the Sction of
soveregnty, to qall it & Seticn, i not withont indispencable
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valie. It ix & conception by which the collective power
of the community is put into definite and tangible form ;
and in this way the whols pelitieal process becomes in-
telligikle to the legislator and statesman. Soms plaralists,
indeed, may prefer to adopt a point of view diamestrically
oppesed to the above. They ingist, so it appears, that we
must assume every law to be devoid of awnthority until it
provss o possess it ; that we must assume every govern-
ment to be impotent unless, at a given moment, it gets
actual consent from a sufficiently large number of citizens ;
and that, in short, we musgt assume society to be every
mingte in a state of revolution when no definite suthority
can exist, and that sach suceessfil political action indicates
merely the willingness of the majocity to come to 3 tem-
poriry trmee.  How a theory of positive politics fs poesible
from such an agsumption is rather difficult for vs to discern.

Furthermore, since it is theoretically poesjble to regard
all the three sovereign aspects 3z Bowing from one stogle
source, namely, the collective power as embodied in the
extire palitical socicty which comprize both the people and
the government, we can and mmst regard soversignty, in
thiz theoretieal totality, s svpreme and unlimited.
Actually, of course, such 2 complete synthesis of the varions
agpects of soversigmty never exists. The political power
of any glven commupity is ad.rmttedly nut always EX-
pressed fully through its *' det d " too
often, indeed, therenamd.egnpbe:wemthegenmlwm,
or the political sovereign, on the one hand, and the legis-
Ietive and execistive will, ar the lagal and sffsciive savereign,
on the other. Hence Mr Ritchie rightly suggests that
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* the problem, of good government ls the problem of the
proper velation betwsen the legal and ultimate political
sovereignty .2 The supreme political problem, in other
words, consists in the discovery of a means whereby the
three aspecis of sovercignty may be brought to the highest
degree of unity and harmony, so that the necessity of the
actunl exertise of mutnal theck between the three aspects
of soversignty, as described by Locke, is reduced to &
migimum. It becomea clear, then, th.utwlwnthaphrs]uts
criticize the thecry of vignty by showing that poli
power a5 wiclded by the government is always actually
limited, and that revolution is every minute possikle," they
have pot only missed the logical point of the momistie
theory, but have taken a wrong view of the real political
problem,*

2 Of di. p- o=
" Laaki, Aathority in ke Modorn Stald, Pp. 44+5, whiva he tites £ casen
of the Yralsh miners’ npeising, the Ulter protest againee Lrish Home Rk,
andt the refoml of certain indiriduals to obay the military service sot of
116, ut m mmod of the impotence of the British pororeyn power.  OF
Chrchis i tht Mfodeen Stats, TR, A4-5.
1t whonld be poluted out, bowever, thet Mr Luskd prefacy, in is Gram-
wir &f Pobificr, 40 regapd the problem of politios st me oge canoarping e
dﬂmhmﬁmt;o{mm'mm,mumm ' A theory
of gtaty ", ho says, " is comntially a thoory of the guvenmental at ™'
. 28 mnqnmﬂy‘nnrthgﬁnyd‘hmhmﬂt in dack, be
conceived In admikitrative tente * (p. 35). With the central probbem
of politics thon delioad, Mr Ludd Sods it comparstively v 1o bold that
e Wl &f the gtk in ** the wil of grvmmment e wecepied by tha eltlses
bedy ** (p. 29, and that thars s ™' as mutry copuns of sotherity in soclsty
ny there mre bodies which command the assaat of mea "' {p, 337} The
problam of poditics, in oiher wimds, i werely the practical peobbem ot
dnding the inct o chadhncs el the meagy whereby t0 arrange political
oty e a0 thart obediancd b actually secared.  (CF. Mr Taskd's mwertion
Bk mmhhmhmmwrhmﬂh-ﬂm
whe ac Sominaies bis Siows b by hlen) thedr wills with his ", Proifem
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We are compelled to concluds, then, that the pluralists
fail to ' gxpunge ' the notion of sovereignty from political
theory as they claim.1  Eot there iv a 9till more interesting
and perhaps somewhat surprising fact to note ; while most
plutalists have sought to drive soversignty cut of the front
door of thelr pew society, they quietly smuggle it in again
threagh the back door, more or less disguized, bot neverthe-
letn & sovereignty. Such, indeed, is the case with Dr
Keabbe's " legal community ” roled by the * sense of
right ". M. Duguit's monistic principle of * gocial =oll-
darity ", and Mr Cole's " democratic supreme court of
functional equity '. Enoughk has already been sald
regurding Dr Krabbe and M. Duguit in connestion with our
diseupsion of their legel theories: let us hers szamine

of B, 370, 1hT), that sach & int s wetal,
ma bt b pracoonl, it can ocher be oot a0 & telovirt oriticlm of the
it siasdpeint, oor talen ay & comrplets wnd fpal datmmeat of te
political problam. Tha quaetion, for sxample, 0f ths wtlmate groend ol
bt bokii t0 bé of parminent bitevest ; and, as politcal theorists,
#h et ot ool koow when peopls do 0oy Rad M 10 ot them 1 obey,
DUt AMC W, in e febdaments] stase, they most obry, 00 Ehe ethar
band, 1t shookd o ghacrved thet the mara fact of sbelisnes doow ook inllsete
ood govenmmumt; theré s invtiicrs where actusl dobndienns i
Juntifiod.

Parbaps the real mesalng of M Laski's position i ¢hlp : amoming thes
the paopile wways ko what they want, and that they slwaps sopport
-umt&ntnﬁduth&mnthmwduudmmmmt
18 00 disctvir what the paciile i their ende. Hin
identifwation of the ciata with guerrumant, therefor, woukd comstitaie
= pround for the Umitation of pokitical pewsr, The difcsltics involved
In thim visw will bo diwcosed ot & Teter pFlace. Boo below, cha, wil
i i,

1Dx Krabbe mays: ' The botion of sovareigoty must be expunged
from potitieal thecry.” O, &2, pu 35, Cf. Mr Linassy's remark: X0
wn ook Gt the ducts it B s eoogh that the Wecty of sersign wtato
bas brokan dewn M "' The Statr in Foomt Political Theary ', Fol, (¥y.
£z zal, .

K
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briefly e Cale's ides of Ingal supramacy as o subatituts for
the notien of sovervignty.

The wug court of functional squity, ding to
Mr Cola, iy a joint body which shall ¢o-ordinate all the maln
fanctions of society. ! It is, however, neither a legislature
{for Jaws will be made by the fuactionsl assoriations them-
selves), nor an administrative organ (for decentralization
prectudes any central executive power), but a judicial court
of final appeal, which, like the Supreme Court of the United
States, is endowed with the powsr to decide all cases
hrmnght before it.  Unlike the latter, howsver, it possesses
the dinary power of enfarcing s own decldons by
physieal coercion, should the contending parties fail to carry
out ity erbitzation,

‘What, we ask, can this mean, except a legal monism of
the most abselute zort 7 For a supreme court either bases
its anthority npon 2 wiitten eonstitution, as in the United
States, or settles cases by force of its own opinions and
precedents, namely, by ¥ judge-made laws ", In the firet
case, it is a monistic arrangement pure and dmple, ginee
i Written constitution is a definits and undivided sove-
reignty above all political powers. On the other hand,
if thewe is no written constitution, the power of the supreme
mdwuldthemeucanybeunhmted since it alse, in the

L of must asaime the duty
to make its own laws. In this case, the juditial bedy
will alio be & legislative power?, slthough, as Mr Cola

257
1 Fiw {ha poddting of the British pudisnent b tha fudiclery
e well an the Lagiaintive ongen of the kingdom, ser MoDwaln, Hgh Cowed
of Fartiament, sopecially ch 3
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suggesis, 1t cannot make laws nnless cases are brought
before jt. But suraly cases will be brought before it, if it
lsbubearen]]yusefulnrgu and, naturaily.mthewr;r
1 over conflicts of the innal groupa tha

supreme court will gain an extenzion of its power, untl
finalfy all fonctional bodies are placed under the completn
rude of this judicial autherity. That jnot all. According
toMrCoIe thiscnmisalsomhavetheahsomtepwwuf
and An jon of the arbitcal

power of the court, 1y, may be panied by
an extenzion of it coercive force, making the legal abse.
lutizm of thiz * demotratic couwrt ™' far greater then any
legal soverefgnty that has been conceived by the monists.
Tha plarakists, therafore, attempt to abelish ignty,

but are finelly compelled to testors it. And soversigniy,
in the ease of Mr Cale, cames back with a vengeance. The
truth is that when phmelism sets ont to prove that there is
np ultimate authority in sotiety, and that there shonld oot
be sul:h autherity, it proposes & task whith caonot be
For an uiti zoversignty there n:mst
be, wher.htr we find it in * natural Jaw ¥, " in reasom ”,

in " pocial solidarity ¥, or in the indl\ndual’ * gense of

right . Furthermore, as soon a5 we admit the existence

of an ultimate power.wemustpﬂmdeadeﬁnhn chanrel

for its exp muzt blish, in other words, a

" determined person ", as the jorists s¥y. throngh wheom

the voice of the common good is heard, The pluralists
may, indesd, refuse to call the definite ingtrument the
“worvereign person ', and disguise it uoder the nwre
_ presumptucns ame of " legal sommunity ¥, or ' supreme
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cwart of functional equity . But whatever we call it,
sovereignty iy still soverelgnty ; 1t does ot lose the quality
of sapremacy aven by changing its mannar of exercise. In
fact, we are inclinad to think that the real problem of the
pluraliste is not to destroy ignty, bt to reongens
it, eo that politicel power shall become the true expression
of the community. 1 To destroy soversignty is as dangetous
ag it iz futile.

How i gnty Is to be raorganized we can fairly gather
from oz previous di jons, although opizi ily
differ with the various pluralisis. It is nesdless to repest
all of them hers ; the view of Mr Cole i suficlently repre-
sentative, " With society, the complex of orgenized
associations "', he writes, " rests the final more or less
determinate Sovereignty, We cannot carry soverelgnty
lower withomt handimg it over to a body of which the
fumection is pariial instead of genmeral.”® In another place,
Le peints out that the power of the individual to promote
ur 80t t6 promote any association is a pawer " which cannat
be delegated to, or represented by, any institution, and
# ia the essence of sovercignty ' For Mr Cole, then,
thera in sovereignty, but we mmet not seek it in the politieal
state, which, pluralisbcally speaking, is a partial institution.
We must rather locate this ultimata power in the eatire

--'nemmmmmwmmt ", W Algarnon
Slnsy wirys, " i pot that thoss of ang port havo an arkitrary pewer, which
the cthers bave mot | but that in thoss which are well conrtitated, thin
power 5 30 placed w1t may be benellvial to the poople.” Qooted by
Bitehe, Awe. Acud, Pof. Soc. 50,11 490,

*drim. Sec. 15: 187

* Labowr fn Cosrnewmesth, p. 2071 oL Lusll, Probom of Scwrrigsty,
R
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asah fous syytemn of foncti and in the

of the individual as the Jountain-zpring from

whlch all pocial mturasts Bow, The " pluralistic etate *
th P ignty ; :t:s.afterall.asovarus:n

slate.

We must not cnrnclude, however, that the entire pluralistic

iticlarn of i is a valn pt, and
that the pluralists end exactly where they started, On
the contrary, pluralism contdins & great Jesson which all
unsophisticated monists must learn. It inys bare the
extremely narmow end absizact character of the jutistic
conception, and urges us to search after another conception
that is more concrete and comprehensive.  Soversignty, the
pluralists insist, must not be too marrowly polideat or
Yegal ;! in order to give full utterance to tha diversity of
social purpeses, it must flow from a source that is mora
living &nd intlusive. Tt sheuld, in other waords, represent
not merely the political interests of the commupity, but
ity economic, social, cubtural, and other interests as vml.l.
In thiz way, ignty t the objecti
tation of the tofality of social purposes, and thus acquires
an authority which is vastly more extended and ultimate

than any eign power ived by the st
lawyers.  Curlouely, then, the real criticion oﬁnmd by the
phoralists against the traditional theory of Py s

not that it is not monistic, but that it is oot monistic

enough.
*Mr Layki dealaros : * O mirtake, that i to may, in the part, iy i
political,” ' Dimminmazy

concabring My in trme i oy
at the Croseroade ', Fald Biv., 0s., 4 790
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‘With the monist-phirlist controversy over the question
of soversignty cleared up, we shall have tcomparatively
little difficolty in und ding the allied ¥ over
the nature of the state.  The plumalists, we recall, insisted
that the state is only one among many amotiations, that
the purpose it embodies iz merely partial, and that, in
consequence, the state is not and cannot be soverdgn. On
the other hand, they maintain that soversignty is net the
wmonopoly of amy one asseciation, but coincides with the
entirety of social purpose. From these two lines of
reasoning it becomes obvicus to us that while the pluralisis
&im at & broad conception of soversignty, they restdct the
state to jts parow pelitical sphers. The state, in this
oarrow sense, sorely cionot be regarded as sovereign,
smply becauss a parpowly political gtate is smajler than
society, or because savereignty is wider than the power
of the state. The monists, that is, the traditional jurists,
or: the other hand, concelve both the state and soversigniy
in narrowly legal derms, o that soversignty ix coextensive
with the authority of the state. The state, then, iy sove-
teign, nut necessarily becanse it exhansts all the meanings,
of social organization for it does mot), but becanse it
exhamats the whele range of lagel sovervignty. Different
from beth these views is what we may call the sthical or
philosophical view, which conceives both the state and
sovereignty broadly.! In thix case, since the state repre-
sents the highest possible sthical realization of man in his

1800, tor inetance, Boouywst, Fhlsopiiesl Thery of te Slals, g,
[T 2 H mmm. yp: poc: T. B Gresa, Forks,
P 2
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social capacity, and since sovereipnty flows directly from
the rativmal will of the individua], it follows paturally that
the state iz ideally vovereign The pluralisis, of course,
object to both the legal and tha ethical conception of the
state ;! both thess notions have been stigmatized as
" monistic " by them. A good deal of controversy may
be avoided, however, if we make clear the real diffarences
between the three pomlwns which we have jnst ﬂnﬂined.
The stete i either eigm Or fon ign, dep
npon what we mean by sovereignty and the state. If we
agree with the pluralists that soversigniy is eccial, or
sociclogical, and that the staie is political, it is but reason-
sble for us ta conclude that the stats is servile and not
sovereign, The arguments of the lagal and ethical monists
will be equally consistent, if we sympathize with their
fespective fundamental standpoints, fe. accept the par-
ticular meaning which they aftach to sovereignty and the
state.

The whele problem, then, is reduced to 2 question of the
adoption of standpoints. Henmce, £ven though the entire
range of pluralistic criticism against the traditional theory
hag missed its loglw.lmnrk there still remains the posm‘bll\ly
that the pluraki teadpoint a5 such p a signifh
meaning which we must not ignore. The traditional
conception of sovereignty, in 5o far as it takes a narrowly
Iagal-political view of social power, has its advantages as
well ks dlmd\rmuges. It has the sdvantage of scientific
P and simy in prehending the political

3 Mgy pb Eewarar, ndopt an ethieal woe ek, chibx,
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process, but thers is a Ykelihood that we may push it too
‘far and mistake a partial ab don for the tota)
ness, Very few of ns to-day can sympathire with the
Anstinian method of analysis ; it easily tempts us to regard
the Jegal ignty ax how above and independent of
the concreta sotial process, althemgh pachaps the Auath
thecry itgelf implies no conclusion of this sort.  Ner can we
safely accept, vm the other hand, the ordinaty Liberal ten-
dency which eptimistically exalts the blind force of public
opinion.  For it simply emphesizea the popular aspect of
jgnty at the exp of both its g tal and
Jegal aspects which Hobbes and Austin had endeavoursd
respectively to define.  And, finally, even if we sucreed in
mgaﬂtheaspenhn{mmgmymswnmctedwhnle
ag idently &id, the guestion still
whether the traditional political ization, which takes
ammmldnooneuceplasaunmmdmberofthe
state, and which permits zothing to exist within iteelf zave
individual persoms, i3 the best possible crganization to
tealize the full vital force of Sovereignty.

1% ig here that the pluralistic theory reveals its genuine
valoe. It discerns clearly the dangers of crdinary ahatract
monism, and desires to swhstitute for it 4 notion of sove-
reignty that represents not a prt, but the complete unity
of the pocial whole. The plurlists urge that rig
is not merely government, merely law as promulgated hy
the government, not aven mersly the will of the peaple as
puhﬁcﬂbahgs,bntwtsﬂuhmnyoi&eam
Iate wills of individnal 1 into 1 fi 1 system.

This vignty, thecefore, i pot onil 1 but o1
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in {ts content ; 1tglvuexpmauunnntonlytopoht1cs,but

to the social, eligi and other {al wills
of the individual. In s it d d
4 social 1zation far more plex than the ditional
mte, it calls for group-crganization asd a mmlticellular
tir organism | it d ds, in shart, the * ploralistic

state . If we have not thus seriously misread the meaning
of the pluraliets, it is corzect to say that the theoretical and
practical significance of their pesition is very great. Itis
true, of tourse, that in its negative and destroctive lspect
luralism often L agant and i
As students of politics, however, we mnst be as genercus in
recognizing the merits of a theory a5 we aze careful to find
its famlte. . Wa can arrive at no sound theory of politics
unless we see the real truths in both monism and pluralism,
and accept these truths without prejudice.t

LIt meost ot be sappoesd, however, that we recommend achctclm
in political theory, or that wa strive to sffoct an artldel] compromisg
Totwsen thewe appareatly oppossd thecries.  As cor discussicn chsewhers
whaws, monkem and plovalisvm are mersly relative teroe; o e thexy
must be monitc an it most ba ploradietl:, Oue dependy
largelp o emr podnt of view and the smphasls which we with to lay opon
e i of the other. A copetats axamiple will sarve b0 maks our meaning
eledr ; Hegel's political thoory tannct b daleribed 48 menietic, ln the
whlpar stwse : yrt it b not mueariby pliraHutie, unlets by plumlim we mesn
& theory which conceives anity an 8 comaretd iyktem —Tt i Hegel's funda-
Deital wim 7 develop w Matocooeept which i & aoity-do-diveniy,
This atems to be_alao frue of Dr Rodolf Stensr, & caltamparary ooo-
P {7, perbape, detic) writer. Un hik Tk Drsghicdwung
dai coriabrs Ovpawimsim by coucsives of the politial wtute s one of the
thres great epitamg in the social order, co-operiting in achisvs the ooity
of human spiritesl eod.

The uttimataly moaistic texdumcy in the prosort plarslistic thaory has
already been bimtod,




CHAPIER VII
PLURALISM AS A FOLITICAL THECRY—(tontinued)
{B) The Problem of the General Wil

Ir the theory of sovereigniy is the comer-stons of modern
mnnuu:thmrymgmer&thedoctmeofthegenmlwﬂi
as first propomnded by R pplics fhe found
upim whith moedern ideakist polities is comstructed.l The
general will, therefore, as we should naturalily expect, is
another monistic 5% apire to the pluzalista, as vicious as
sovereignty and equally hateful.

Noge, perbaps, has voiced this sentiment more strongly
than Mr Cale. " If ", he writes, * the docirine of & real
will [e. a general will] difflerent from anybody's actoal
will is pred, all for 4 . that is,
gnvemmmlbyﬂleuhmlwilhoithcmled.gubym
board. But po equally do all arguments for sverything
lmmmmmh'.uﬁum“m:mmamm

Theory of the Gunerl Will*', Miad, nr., 33: 16575, Mr Mukchaad dhovn
mmmdmm-ﬂwmdmmwmmum
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else: for we are left withomt means of ascertaining the
natare or content of this real will. The centent of astial
wills we can imow up to a peint : the content of the real
will we cannot know at all.  We ¢an know what we believe
to be good, and thetsmpon, by a quite gratudtous aggump-
tion, agsurme cur conception of the good to be the content
of everybody's real will'! Thus stated, the ceniral
ebjection Mr Cole reises against the theory of the general
will seems to be that this theory fmpliesn separation of the
édeal from the achwal—that, in other words, the general
will, being supposedly diff from the particular wills of
individuoals, must have a content apas? from the particalar
ends which individuals desice to rsalize. An exaltation of
the general will, therefore, would resolt In an exaltation of
the will of the state at the exp of individual freedom ;
Roussean's doctrine seems, in this way, te sapply anoﬂlef
argument for political absclotizm.

Such a charge, however, cannot be fairly made agringt
at theorists who necept the general will, particularly against
the idealists whe are at once followers and critics of Reoug-
sean, To be sure, we must admit that Rousseau himself
bas not been altogeth 1 in defining the precise
relation between the general will and its actual organs of
expression, & defest which idealists as well as pluml
have pertinently pointed out.* Naverthelegs, it must not
b forg: that iderakle impr t has been mads
in the Housseanan concepticn of the general will by the

L Sucial Sheory, Bri. -3,
¥ Bopsooet, Phierphical Thory of e Sinie, pp. 187 Cala, * Tntro-
dnction " o hia triasalation of the Sonia? Conirms, . Xxxiil,
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idealists wha attemp? to show that pelitical unity is got o
transcendent oneness, an abstract entity far remote from
the i of the irdividual. Such, for i is
the contribution of Hegel to political theory. For he not
only maintaing that the general witl, as a concrete will, most
represent the unity of particular ends, the ends ax zctually
pursued by individuals, but insists that any theory which
fails to take account of the diversity of actual wills in the
community iz the product of “ abstract thinking ¥, and
hence false.! In fact, as we have noted before, it is npon
this very ground that Hegel emphasizes the necessity of
*class rep dpn " iu the national bly, so that
patticular wills are permitted direcily to make their
contributions to the general will. The general will, there-
fore, according to Hegel, is not a will separated from the
actual wills, as the pluralists allege ; it rep really the
unity and harmonious worling of these wills, Harmony.
howavet, we may add, is not the only way in which the
general will exhibits its activity. In the concrete world of
politics, the general will reveals its vigour through the
conflict and struggle between particular wills {whether the
wills of individnaly or gronps) no Jes then thpmgh their
coaperation and agreement, A conflict, m fact, may
indicate merely 2 passi ard ard striving taward
the realiration of the general will; and, comsequently,
in & healthy seciety, tach clash of pacticular interssts ghould
result in mme profound barmeny of wills, which wenld be
imposible ctharwise. There are, of coutse, instances {n
which ronflicts becotoe insolnble and warring wills remain
+ Phikcrephy of Right (Dyde), § 159 # pasrim.
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recalcitrant. In such cates society betraya its lack of inner
vitality, aling & pathelogical condition P ie of
thadenthuft}wgemn]wnﬂandtheﬁna]dnmtggmﬂono{
gociety itself—an unfortunate situation which neither the
idealist thecry nor any other theory van pretend to remedy.
We have made clsar the fund ] idealist position®
in order te answer the charge of the pluralists that the
theory of the general will implies a separation of the real
from the actual  Let us now examine Mr Cole's argument
that the content of the general will, being general, is beyond
the hension of the individual person, whose intelli-
gence is ordmanly limited fo the perceptiom of stme
particular good, and that it ts, therefore, wicious intellec-
tualism to bring a notion of the geperal will into political
speculation. For if, as Rousseau malntains, only the
commen good can be legitimately included in the general
will, and a poncord of particular ends can at best yield
merely & " will of all ', we shonld have to recognize the fact
of the predominance of particular interests in politieat
action, and conclude that the general will can be discovered
otly wnder certain highly exceptional eircumstances.
Cur angwer to Mr Cole here is not to be found in Roueseau,
but, again, In the idealiets. For while we agree with
Roussean that the true content of the general will is the
general geod, we do not accept his assertion that the actual
wills through which it realizes iteelf must, in all ingtances,
be conaciony of the general good. Wa maintain, om the
contrary, that it is the nature of particular wills to be

1 Cf. Bradlvy, Edicsl Sedisr, pp 145 8. Green, Pralagommia > Eikicr,
e 3B .. Works, B, pp. toq £.; Bomoquat, op, ok, cb. 5.
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rarticular; Indesd, o sound theory of poliics does not
consiat in discoveding the means wheraby particolar wills
may ba tranccended, but In saeing how true generality may
manifest jipelf in and theough particulasity. The par-
ticular will, then, in order to participate fo the general will,
does oot have to abanden its intimate content @ it mesely
neads to make its content uitimately social.  That is to say,
50 far us a particnlar wifl seeks an end whith brings wdven-
tage direetly to the individeal himsgelf apd his immediate
group and indirectly to society at large, se far that will,
it itg very particularnity, is & living voice and instrument of
the general will! We do not deny, of course, that an
agarchism of particular warming interests is always possitle,
as when particulic wills are not merely seifish but {oherently
awti-speial.  Here apain, however, we must obsecve that
the possibility of socia] disintegration is no argument against
the theory of the peneral will, which professes primarily to
take woopunt omly of the normal conditions of society,
leaving wll its wbaormal fonctions to the practical art of
potial pathology. ¥

1CL Hegal's sppeation that the St of World Histery realion itsali
throngh the private pasons and intarwite of great men who, be myw,
" v Brenod porposes to setisly

bavmerve, ummmmmmqummw
hnhuﬁlwﬁr} are truly grwas porposcs—oamely, sede
‘which sntstantally sdocids L

ylinkugivy dittoumint
m.myﬁmnmmmmuhmmth
10 koow the canem wod cooditioos of dikoolon. Tt woald to iowlsvkat
o eritleios Bhe Sontey, taabrs, by pointing oot that hia mudy of the
buman body doss mot kold good Sor ok parvcwa. .
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Whatever may be the merits of the idealist thewy it is
clél.rthﬂtitsnotiuuoffthegeneralwindoesnmimplyan

+ + Entell tiem, as the plurali Al
1tmmsuthnltheparhcn]arwﬂ.l morderlobetruebo:ts
particnlarity, must be sufficlantly to p

what its mal good is and where prmmte interacts tend ta
become anti-social, It does not asmme that the average
citizen possezses pome super-human farsight, nor demand
that he display any transcendent altruism, forgetiing his
sellish ends and velunteering ditectly to promote the
good. It izes that in so far ag a person

clearly percelves his own true will (for we must always
ad:mt the pﬂsslblhty of personal {gnorance and error), he
P algo, i 1y and Iy, the true content
of the general will —althongh only in his own personal way
and from his private point of wiew. Thus, tha general will,
te borrow a philosophical analogy. is a sort of " pre-
established harmony " in society, the happy co—clpe'rauoln
of individual wills in f ing, tare or less .
the general good. Such a hammony, however, being
achieved through efforts of demoeratic education and
enlightenment, is nothing mysterious or divinely ordained,
and, hence, not heyand the power of the practical statesman,
The general will may be interpreted even more positively.

It msy be ded as an cbjsctive and ble justifi-
catlen of political power, without which no demecratic
government ean haye any real meaning. Democracy, we
sy, has freedom for its emsence, but requires compulsion
for ita efiective maintenance, 1t s, in other words, at ance
fraedom and i It iy freedom to those whose wills
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themsslves are free, but it most force ity detrees upon
othmwha have notmsped.&befundlmentﬂmeanmgoi
d 1 Thus, no d

ﬁeedmtncnmnﬂsandldlm simply because cn:mmh
and idiots ams by nature not qualified for freedom. We
build penitentiaries and srylums to confine them, againgt
their whimsical wills, not mersly because penitentirie:
and asyluns are sffective means to keep them from doing
Barm to society at large, but becanse these institutions are
in perfect accord with their nature, i.e. with their ultimate
good. On the other hand, we must recognize the fact that
the wills of normal persens differ widedy. Social organiza-

tion, theref Iy involves the submission of wills
tnw:lls wlunmﬂlyuwﬂlasbymmpnlmn Unless we
an inciple of social good by which the

righiness of thls submission Iy to ba tested (for we must
admit that all wills, the wills of the majority and the wills
of the minority, are fallible), we shall lead our theory into
endless contradiction end confusion. :

Te make our meaning clear, we can da na better than
to show the absurdity of Mr Cole’s contention that palitics
<an deal only with the actual wills of Individuals, and that
to admit 2 principte of the genaral will is to szrrender all
arguments for demecracy. (1) In so far as we maintain
that the actual wills as such are the wltimate principle of
politizal erganization, we must admit that each actaal will,
being actual, ir as good and ax autheritative as any other

LW yemll, of cotoepd, Howipat's wallknown dictom that o com-
pdﬂulmwohymmmhbmlb Torea] o b Eree .
Sowcial Comlendd, |, cb- 7.
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sctrnl will. (2} Since, as Mr Cole insists, the actual will
knows only its own content, and the attempt of any other
will to interpret its content is 2 * gratuitons asumption *,
it follvws that the actusl will, each in itself, is nltimately
anthoritative as fo its own good. (3) But Mr Cols has
also wazerfed that there can be no general good becauss,
in the abseace ¢f 3 general will, the general good is a political
Unimowable. (4) It follows, therefore, that since the
individnal good is the cly good, sach actual will rust also
be the ultimate authority over all social refations ; and,
cotrversely, that ne social enthority is acceptable, unless its
commends seemn to the individual's will to be for his own
good. (v} Consequently, we are forced to admit that in a
truly democratic society (in Mr Cole's sense) nothing shoald
be done except with the consent of each and every actual
will that it be done ; and that whers nnanimity is lacking,
all social organization fally short of demotracy.

The abserdity of Mr Cole's position, however, ianct fully
apparent until we try to apply it to the malm of social
legislation. Let us se¢. Since the leginlator is not, in the
first place, identical with the diverss individuals for whom
he legislates, and on the other hand, alse not in possession
of an objecti inciple of legislation fe.g. the general will),
he iz required not to make good laws, but to perform the
impossible task of trying to gwess the coptent of every
individual's actoal will, which, accordiog to Mr Cole, is
net kncwable to other persons. A law, therefors, upon
this theory, can at best bs a good guess as to the actual
wills of peopls. Tn 90 far us it romes into conflit with the
convicton of any individual, he hos o tight to disobey it.




1454 PLURALISN AS A POLITICAL THEORY

Here, itdeed, the sitnation 1s exactly the reverse of that

P 3 by R For R when a person
findg bis will at vaciance with the law, the ground for his
chedience is that his own interpretation of the content of
the general will rmzy be mistaken, and that, ordinasily, there
is safety in numbers. For Mr Cole, howaver, a law which
seems bad to an individual is asvally bad because it repre-
sents merely 4 wrong guess o the part of the legislator as
to the individual's actual will ; and, conzequenily, so far 29
we admit the individual's actudd will to be the vltimate
social authodty {(as Mr Cole daes), there is no valid ground
of authority whatever for that law. Under mch circum-
stances, the legislator may do anything he pleases with the
law cxcept eoforce it or pumish the individual for dis-
ohedience, For having slready admitted that a particular
will knows no general good, we an no longer fall back upon
the argument that socia! welfare demmands obedience even
to & disagreeable law—especially a law which the actoal
will of an individval perctives to be contrary to its own
content. On the other hand, an appeal t¢ the majority-
principle would afford us just as little help. Remembering
that the majority-will cannot possibly imply, cn Mr Cole's
theory, any cenception of & general good, its binding force
mtst rest ather ot the assymption that the actual wills of
certain individuals, ie. of the minority, are ignorant of
their own content, ot that they do know their own good,
but that the ends they seek to realize shonld be suppressed
in g far ag these aze incaanpatible with the ends desired
by the actwal wills of the majority. Now if we admit that
-the actual wills of sone individuals may srr s to their com
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ontent, end that, conseguently, at times other persons are
allowed to interpret these wills, we not ooty abandon our
initial pesition which Mr Cole hax so ardently defendad, but
we make a fearfully complicated matter of politics. We
aftempt to ascertain the fallibility of actunl wills which,
by definition, are known only te the individuals whe
possess them. If, on the other hand, we prefer to hold
that the ends of the minority are negligible in 8o far a3 they
eome inta conflict with those of the majority, and if, at the
suue time, we refuse to accept an objective principle of
social good by which tha relative value of particular ends
may be appralsed, we gimply inslst npon the unlimited
power of the actoal wills of the many, which, by cheer force
of number, possess the right to domisate the actual wills
of the few!

T We may point oat in paeing thet this didemoie iskeres ot oaby o
Mr Cole's theary, htmnhmmnnwmabenmwlmoolw
vinw of the il Englab
Wmm.uswmﬁe.ud:millnmwumhngl

¢ o 300l 3(4pagete, e Lre Sobvizend th e Beathus
pmin-mlyh:pmmmthuhmmuﬂholmmmw.hhm

theory SeMmE ba oeuire tha protetion of the hippines of 3ll,  Let o pat
mmmthﬂﬂlm [z} 17 wa mecpt the Uralitarian prenis that the

rmen o god,  [3) Sines, acccrding v Beothem, averyone's kappined i3 of
oqulhnprm(uwh a0 MyR, o 1o conat Jor oo, nibody’s BARPLLN
shoald bo averbocked, or mem merly abridged, ©n the hedonktls caben-

Istion, (3} Aol I plensars-experieocs i an individosl matter, that iv
hy, if the individua] is the best {odye of bis ewn bappinem, the jwgrnt
of wach Individual, £a matine bow differemt it may be (om the judgmaors
of octhir pevama, tan pewer, oo oy Utliterisn principhe, be sagplackod.
{4} From the above it follows that & W i soictly oo-Utberiss, if
it dowd 0ok Gmivince the lodividot jevery (ndlvidwal} of it plassare-
conteat, or if it W hot intrgded to promote the heppleost of wll. {3} Far-

minty.

dlssanting
e mor jutily thie imposition eibar by inslting tnt the mimority e
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We do not deny, of course, that the roncirrence of actual
wills is a y condition of 4 i
and that majority consant is the only mode in wh.lch it can
effectively operate, We must etnphatically deny, howrever,
that this constitutes the essence of true demecracy, and
still more that the problem of good government and just
" Iews it simply the probiem of securing the approval-of a
largz nomber of actual wills, Fere, a theory like that of
Kant (a will-thecry, we should note) is particularly helpful
Kant, we remember, holds that the test of a good law does
not lie in it artual engrtment, je, in the actual consent of
individuals, bat in its sl ial ¢ with the wills
of individuals s ratiopally free. A law, in other words,
ig just if it ix comsistent with the principle of Right and
" hence may sscurs the posyble consent of the pesple,
although, at a given moment, cincumstances may be such
that it appears so repugnant to many citizens that their
ectxal comsent is temporarily withheld.! From the stand-
peint of expediency, it is indeed wise for the legialator not
to come into direct conflict with the wills of the majority by
venturiog to enact this law immediately, or by enforcing
it sternly against the viclent protests of the people. Yet

mumwuw«m;mammqm

+ Principla of Paliticel Righi (eathl, p. 47°
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while the conviction of the legislator that this law is in
sgreement with the principle of Right may be mistalen,
the mere fact that it fails to meet the approval of the mass
does pot prove that it iz necessarily a bad Jaw. On the
other hand, it is quite conceivable that the actual consent
of the people may viten give rise to inherently bad laws,
partcularty when skilhd but unscrupulous politiclans
suweed in corrupting public oplmon to support some

iom, thus d g the sad fact of the
fallibility o{ the majority-will.

The great truth in Kant's theory, which we are here
concerned to bring out, is that an a prizr principle of
legislation 1x indispensable to any form of good government
—a riori in the sense of an abjest printiple of law, which
transtends the terely contimgent desires of the individaal
at any given momsmt, In spite of Mr Cole’s emphatic
denial,! we must always recogmize the existence of =
"' better self " in the individual who, not being in possession
of perfect social intelligence and political virtue, is fal-
likle as touching his actmal will. Demoeracy, thevefore,
tmeans infinltely more than mere “ self-government”,
which {s by no means identical with good government, and
wlm:h when deprived of 2 rational principle, could easily

3 d inta a real tyranmy of the
rule of power. Democracy is freedomu; Tt it is only the
freedom to do what is consistent with Freedom. It is seli-
government ; bui only ﬂ:e self-governmient of the truly
Free Will

It is clear from the above, then, that in every troly

i Secial Thaoey, p. 2.
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democratic Jaw thers is an elemant of oughtness, which,
te use Hant's terminology, may appear to the individual's
actoal will a3 2 * eategorical imperutive . Law, there-
fare, is the sxpliclt command of an ideal, to be realized
by the peopls through self-government. For this reason,
democratic kgilation may sometimes justly be Jegislation
% spile of #ciwal witls. The most wgent problem of self-
government is to discover the means whereby actual wills
may be enlightened 20 that they will not present too strong
#n oppesition to good legisiation, tut will, instead, give
o it their pastive support.l .
¥ir Cole, we fear, and Fkewise all pluralists who con-
trovert the general will theory, hold a wrong conception of
democracy becanse they wromgly define its real ground of
justification.  Mr Cole has pertinently pointed out that the
power of the ctate depends upon the consent of the
govetned | despotism no less than democracy rests wpott
the petple’s willingness to yield." But, unfortnnately, he
conftisey the necessary condition of & state with its ssgance,
1 Thn ddavy questicn in Amerkan bistory i o good Unsdmticn.  The
wotgal wills ol the Sowthan davt-vwmes wers deliobaly opposed @
' logiilation | they wers, in fact, s stroagly aod unomns
promixiagly agaimt iho Horth that they did oot hokittn to sighgs b sivil
‘wir and secemdon.  The Nocth, om tha other hapd, were Ermly convitosd
of the inherntly democratic RAtUMm of fhefr Gums, ABd their war aguinat

tha Sooth indleats o detperats attampt to sdocats u gromt wamber of
iguorant mobeyl wiils to Ue madlzmiion of the ideal of noiveval freedom.
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end, therefore, fails to enlighten us concerning the principle
which eep despoti from 4 y. Can the
diffarence between these ba merely & matter of degres, a8
Mr Cole seetus to think ? " If the members consent to
despotism ', he says, “ well and good . In that cape,
why all this excit about d y—unless, indeed,
there is something inherently wrong ia despetism ? For
those who accept a podtive prineiple of government the
answer 1s not dificult : daspotism is bad becauze it is fad
government,  Although people may consent to be governed
by it, despotism i still despotism, and obedience to it
cannot transform it into democracy. For Mr Cole and
those who inaist upen the ultimacy of actual wills, however,
“ good " and " bad ™ are for ever banished from political
theory. An actual will is an actual will ; whatever people
desire, circumstances permitting, should always be allowed
to be realized.  The central problem of politics is, then, to
discover how to get ome’s will accepted by the majarity
{or the influential part of the people) and to keep the
majority from going toe far in arcuzing the opposition of
the minority.! * Democracy ”, in this sense, would seem
to be a despotizm of free competition, in which everyone
who has sufficient ambition may make himeell a despat,
by {mposing hls actual will upan other persons. The
pluralists fail to see that majority-tyranny is one of the
most terrible formy of tyranny, and that it is demecracy,

' Wa quote this from M Laaki: " The saversign is #he peroo o the
whato who oan got bls will accepted, who 8o domlostos orer hin Sl
ax to blend Eveir wills with his ™. Problem of Seorrigaly, pp. 187 ; o
P T4, and Grammer of Folifics, p. 35.
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&8 the cemmnnity of ethical ideal, that justifies self-govem-
reent or the consent of actual wills, It ia pot astoal wills,
in their idiosyncracy and ignorance, that creata genuize
democreey.  The theory of the general will is not withea
its difficuities. As a theory of democracy, however, it
powsesses at least thin advantage ovar the opposing theary
that it affords an objective principle of jaw and social
antherity, by which the possibility of sheer majority-force
—of the despotiem of wills over wille—ia redyced to a
wimimuym,

‘With the ploralistic cticiam of the general-will theory
thus partly anewered, let us now procesd to show that while
pluralists it peneral wpcompromisingly demonnee this
dealist theory, they finally seem te admit, in one way or
another, the med of an abjective social prineiple which
either bl ‘s ption of the general will
in substance o iy an inferior substitnte for it We begin
with Mr Cols's potion of fonetiomal organization, the really
constructive side of his theory. Fuonction, he maintains,
implies & standard of soccial valne which, fcwing from the
individuals judgnient of the sort of social life he desires to
realice, selects and places divergent, wmrelated zocial
purposesintoicohermtsyswm.l It appears clear to v
that whatewer standapd of social value we may choose to
#dvpt, this dard, if it in to be acceptable to all, cnst
come, not from the indlvidual will which concerns itmelf
with 2 particular goad from its awn private view-peint as
yoch, but from the will which jodges a commen good from

 Sosial Tdwry, pg- $3 8.
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the standpoint of the ity m generzl For a will
that is concerned with 3 particular value may only represant
4 particular cleim, which claim may be perfectly legitimate
and valid but still fails to yield a universal eriterion, which
Mr Cele’s functional system requires. The will of the
individnal, in other words, as the soversign judge of social
value, it sxactly identical with Roussesu's general will,
which regwnds al! particular i ag formally irrelevant
taking inte considerution only the genersl good as its
comtent. Mereover, the individoal will which sets up such
& value-standard possesses its antherity, net by reason of
ite being the actual will of the individual, but by virtue
of the universally chiettive content, L2, the gmera] good,
which it embraces. For if it passed its judgment upen a
yartienlar functicn merely as an individual will, it weuld
merely assume, as Mr-Cole says, itz own conception of
ultimate xocial value to ba also the content of every other
person'a will. Ttz jadgment would merely bea ” gratuitous
assumption ', .

The theories of Br Xrabbe and M. Dugnit bave a more
obvious affinity than that of Mr Cols with the gensral-will
theary, mere chvious, perhaps, than these writers them-
selved realize. The identity of Dr Krabbe's principle of the
“senge of right " {which 3 prasent equally in every in-
dividusl) with the general-will conception of Romssean has

L Bash of i "', Mir Cobt stya, " b 1o Ma miod, whether == mtionglise
nnd syxtematize it of nob, some copcoption of the dovk of yoclal e which
Jpultimuicly dokimbly. Oup conorption of the funcboos of particular
amsociatlons ars avitatily formad io the Lkt of onr althoatn ooncepdion
of wci] uod . RE It & e littde dificult for wh b0 eacanclle thess
idam with fhe pAMegee 00 [ 92 B, of G sarw book
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already been suggested in & previons place.! Wa need
herz only to say u few wards concerning M. Dugnit's kypa-
thesis of ™ social solidarity *, which, we remember, is the
centre and core of his realistic jurisprudence. All law and

socizl autbority, M. Duguit ins, are derived from
objective right, which latter in tu.m spnngs from the
incigle of social selidarity, a hological

fact observable in the minda of the mudem socnal indi-
vidual® Tt is apparent then, whatever be the content
of this solidari the socialindividual, when
Le iy engaged in the office of law-making, most take into

LWz wiak to polnt ook ber Dr Krphbe's inkrreating xitlciem of Rous-
sean’s theory, He mabnialos thit in thw " lhgal community " & eogle
ruls oF law posarmes & farmal vRlng bigher than that sttmchod bo ite comtaat.
Whethar  prckn trgards & cortaia e 4 be i scoovaoon with hls aotisa
of pood of not, be must yiedd to it his obedienca : becauss V' for thoso
whom copvictions sseord with the robe, the chilgution to chey tha law
TeFll tipon the value of the comfamd of the rube ; for cthets it s basad opon.
The vales of & tingle role ™. [Modww Jdia of Staw, ppo 745k Thin
doctrine ol formal ohadivnce, we thiok, b Intsndad te evercoms the difi-
wulty which Roosean has in molng bow Hhe potual majorty will, which
ghvon ot 1o law, i necomirily in conformity with the geoeral good. Dr
Krabbe recognists, with Ronmess, that the individan! i Lable to laterpret
wrongly the content of the poeeral will ; be poresives, Bowever, that thers
I just an Bmch chance for the majryity tn be miktiken concarning the
jpeeizal pocd—a fact which Hocssmo faily o npte with sofelent clearmes,
T requlrs the indivldual b2 sdmlt bis UBIE avery Hme be Andy his will
&t varlunos with the majority will, therefore, would toord o metablish the
tyranny of the majority, -mmgwmku_unhmlwdwm
II, bowayer, wh da ot ogiod e A Fridual will as
mistaloen falthongh {t may te) conctroing the cooatent of {he geosral will,
and, conseqmently, vequine it 1o cbey the This eetablithed by the majority
simply by emphasleing the valme of nnivinml obsdients, We CRI Ve
[0 Kratdo socms to thiok] the freedom of the iodividual without sl
Mrificing mockl putbority 3nd crder,

Thia crithlew iy highty Inpareyting, If, howevew, 1t really overcomes
the difcalty H iotends to cotrect in {he aobon of the peorrsl mill, it e w
¥indirtim rather thap 3 dcannctstion of Roomsen's thewy.

¥ Tratin b drodl puiic, pp. g4 &, 778
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congideration not any partial interest or private good ax
guch, but the principle of solidarity, which bears npon the
entire complex of social relations. The will of such an
individual, thérefore, appears to be merely Rovsseau’s
general will in a girange garb.l

The only pluralist of note who has completely discarded
the theory of the gensral will iy ¥r Laski, although we
confess that it is inaccurate to classify Mr Laslki as a troe
ploralist after the recent revision of his theery.? “ The
will of the state ", he writes, * is the witl which is adopted
out of the conflict of mydad wills which contend with sach
other for the mastery of social forces.”? The state-wilt,
then, a5 Mr Laski conceives it, is the sarvival-will after a
Darwinian siruggle among oumergus individual wills;
represents, on that account, not the will of the entire
community, but merely the dominant will which has

* The menistic obaractar of M, Dugalt's toory has been painted cut
by Mr Latlct, Framdatious of Srorreiguiy, p. 160 Wé ahall Bavs oeasion
&0 discuss the determinie tantency of M, Dugult, Sea below, ch. ix_

1 Thets stma o bé mete than oo bend of thooght in Mr Loski's
theary. I the fret placs i proferes dicipleabip in the liberal etk
Ite wehionl, characterixing his theory os " & *pecial adaptation of the Bea.
thamits theory ta ths spaclal wasd of our e ", Secondly, b geems b

the ddes of igdi rights, which, ly, i b specin)

duptution of the natural rights theary o sit the present time.  {Son

Fowndation of Sowsveiguir, p. 45 ﬁvmnfmw: P ], Asd,
Tkgron

Am. Pal. S¢, Raw, 1B 368, which, thoaph valusble ia i, comdicts
with his pragmatic amptrisiam, borrowsd from Jrmes,

Tt slwBd b Tecogmisgd, af ponree, that in epite of themn crom-tumets
ulmmmm\hlp&ﬁmnoﬁmmhhwdﬂmmdmdndm,
which for b inut stats-suthority
iqhvmrnrlmdﬁndmlunuehm ot for his secent change of ntttude
wmpmmmmm.mmmwym

* Grammor of Poiliies, P 38 ; <f. Probimn of Sowerngnty, pp. 14 5.
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guined, by rght of iraud, the control of government at &
given wmoment. Moreover, this partial will i not evan

ily a4 majority-will B the state-will is
identical with the will of the zovernrment, it is pessible that
it represents meraly the phrpose of those who bappen to
be in political power-~the few paysons wha hold the whes]
of the administrative machine, What, we ask, if these
persons become tyrants, thet is to say, # they govem
primarily for the good of their own clasa? Mr Laski's
answer winild seem to be thai a distinction should be made
between fyranny and sowisation, and that the latter is
permiesible if it does not oppress the dominated class toe
far and so passes inte the former. For this reasen, the
pesple must atways be on their guard against the extension
of state-power. The wise statesman, on the other hand,
iz he who reslises that while the penple are willing to be
tyrannized a littls, thoy hate to be oppressed too much,
and therehy to be compelled to rise in revolution, The
state, from sach a viewpoint, appears to be at best a
necestary evil, the service of which we must sparingly enjoy.
The whole political theary of Mr Lagld, therefore, amounts
to a confession of the failure of democracy—of all political
organization—ie give even the faintest trace of true
individual freedom. For him the staterelation ix sssen-
tially @ relation of will-donmnination : masters thers must
always be, and slaves are they who are Jost in the eternat
battle of wills.s

1Tt may bo woted that the rocojuition of the mnogyls betwess il
Ao oot Hlf Ewply & pokition i that of Mr Lasil A balplel contrert
saay ba drawn betwees the Kanbian cosception of wolel will and that bald
Ty Mr L, Accopling 1o Want, the spssnck of the will of tha stxiv b iis
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We miugt not suppose, on the other hand, that Mr Laeki's
theory is entrely free from momistic implications. He
the guild-soelalist idea of functional
tion, peinting out that it is wnwise to allew fu.uctmnal
asscciations s direct voice in social government.! For he
ingists that the state is hew above all ;
indeed, it “ controls the level at which men are to live as
men ”, znd *' must control other sssociations to the degree
that zecures from them the service such needs [Le. the
common needs of men] reguire “.* The ethical tinge of
the , " men as men’"; the {hsistence upon the
ptiority of thelr common needs | and the implied recog-
nition of the state ag the final arkiter of all social valoes ;
all these may eagily bring Mr Laski's theary closs te tha
much-hated monistic conception of social will, the general
will, which, we suppose, is still a5 loathsome to him as ever.
Yet, waiving the pesaibility of Mr Laski's unconscious lapse
agreemwnt with the ks of Right {or poalthve Freodom). At s given
momest citoumsignoss May ber soch that the artnal deminstieg will,
whether of the majorlty oF ol the roling chiss, dest ot Mpresant tho
el statewill, People woe requined W chey Ut formally, oot bebiae
it b the domimting will, but bommso ksl ader deands cbedines
ta setabfabed actbority, It i thai duty, homever, to eulighten palilic
wplnion and g wlll of the goversment so that eveatnally the real will
of the stete may prevall. [Ses Principde of Potitiesd Right, pp. 47 8]
According to Mr Laskl, " th 30verelsn i the parron ia the shate who san
ot hdn will mocapted " oo Wakter what cogtror thie will may embrace,
Preumubly, thetefors, the mbvoity mokt cbey thls will, not bacouss it i
in wonord with right, bot smply becans it in the dosmimatiog will. M
hlﬂ-“mmhﬂ-tﬂwwlnontthhnghtwwlaﬂwﬂ!
wille. In o far, howewer, 14 be repards the smpdrical consommed of
mmwnmﬂumdmmmdmtmmmmwm
minertty-will & again & matinr of meom foren, The slenta] differemos
brtween o two poritions consists in the recogaition or denial of e
wicatence of an nbjeotive prindiphn of right in politea) coganleation,
* Grammar of Pofliice, p. 431, YO, cid, B T
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into the menistic position, it is still o be noticed that the
idsas ay here presented seam to Gi rather ill in his general
position. Hew ars we, for axample, to harmoniss thess
with his jnst apon the y of social anthority
based upon men’s divided allegiance to varjous groups,
amd beoee upon their right to set & particular interest
againet the interest of the state i1 'We shall grant to Mr
Laski that the state, being the repressntative of the
common needs of men as men, must trapscend the partizl
interests of the church and the trade union.  In what way,
hewever, can individusls set the church against tha state
without bringing a partial goed inte comflict with one
whith i% eonman to all #—that is, without bringing them-
pelves, as mernbers of & particular agsociation, into conflict
with themeelves as men? We shall grant, o0, that the
state, as the association for the common good, should have
conteol over all partial associations io order to secure their
service to this goed,  Baot how can we allow persens to set
any of these associations ageinst the state without destroy-
ing the very anthority which the state must possess in onder
to be qualified as the oogan of association-control 7

Mr Laski may make answar, particularly to our second
question, that 5o long as we give the right to sapport or net
to sopport the state-will to the individval only and not ta
the asgociation, the state will not lose the authority belong-
ing to it as the arsociation of men s men.  This, however,

™ Therp s, theyefore ™, Mr Laskt myw, " ny many oogune of sathority
i society as thare are bodiss which commund the xmoat of s T uball
‘be with my chitreh and aguinst the Habs, whh foy tads wroe and dgaisst
tho wiat, H the bupact of the ate DPoQ Dy $EPErksbod SR insdequats
Enmpdoiel (0 tha ot of the tharoh of the brwdo aoloc . T, p. 354,
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really halps us very Httle, Mr Laski has explicitly denied
t0 arganized social interests the right to express themselves
politically, as the guild socialists advocate. If we accept
this position, it would seem that there is no real senge in
which we can say that & person can be " with the church
and against the state’, etc., or that any non-pelitical
aszociation can “ command the assent of men " if, indeed,
by assent we mean something capabie of definite political
interpretation. For the state-will, no matter how partial
it may be, is, on Mr Laski's theory, the onty group-will
which can be politically recognized. To be with the trade
wnicn and against the state can mezn, therefore, no more
than this, that when a person finds his economic interest
viclated by the state (1., the government), he may manifest
his protest by infl ing hia rep 1 1o vote
againgt many governmental measures; or he may vote
Against the candidates put forward by the party in power
in the future election ; or perhaps he may even resort to
violent demonstration and strike. How this is 10 be
regarded as en improvement upon the existing political
system is very difficult for us to see, Om the other hand,
we must remember that since the state is, ascording e
Mr Laski, the sole political organ, any partial interest which
desires to secure promotion or protection mozt naterally
seek to identify its will with the state-will Eventually,
therefore, there are not * many organs of authority  in
society, but anly ane, narmely, the state; and the state,
being = partial mstitution, can never possibly represent
the inferest of men as men, but merely affords the strategic
ground upon which “ a myriad wills contend with each other
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for the mastery of sotial forces . This, in 1 word, in the
net tesult of Mr Laski's polemic against the general witl
and of his endeavour to “ particnlarize " the state, It ds
the class-war idea coming bark in strangs disguise,

Let ns now tode by our long di L
of the problem of the general will. First, we ttied to show
how Mr Cole, in his novompromising criticism of the

ldenh:ttheuryllu irey d ity real ing ; and
hew, in hagizing the anit of the actual will
e{ the mdividual, our luthor m\ro]ves himself in some

a1 e Iy, we end d to

uncover, althengh more or less incidentally, the true
meanitg and merits of the idealist theory. We found that
although the conception of the general will is beset with
difficulties, the theory a8 n whole camnot be overthrown
by the argumentis of the pluralistz.  Thirdly, but not least
in importance, we have sought to demonstrate the inherent
strength of the idealist postion by bringing to light the
final rapprockement of certain pluralists to the theocy of
the getieral will, particalacly in the cage of Dr Krabbe and
Mr Cole. It is not ta be inferred, however, that all plozal-
istic. criticisme are futile, and henca thet the pluraiists end
exactly where they started. On the contrary, we are
prepared fo amert that pluralism, in jts ingistence upon
the fart of diversity and cenflict of social interests, apon
the fact of the Jexity of social organization, and npon
the need, comsequently, of direct and free expression of
legitimate group-wilis, has suggested an important improve-
meat in the notion of the general will {as popularly wnder-
stood) in the direction of coocreteness. It han wisely
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emphasired a political truth which has constantly escaped
the nttention of many a wilter in spite of the efforta of
Hegel and his followern.

{C) The Problem of Change and Stability in Political
Organization

Paolitical pluralizm is not only a doctrine of multiplicity
hutl'-\fchanga Ploralisty ke Mr Lask! characterize their
attitude ag belng * constantly experimentalist **; and as
amapiritisty they refuse to admit any fnality in the continnal
flux of the politicel process. Their theory, therzfors,
“ does not try to work out with tedious elaboration, the
respective sphetes of state, or group, or individual It
leaves that to the test of the swent, It predicts mo cer-
tainty, becanse history . does not Tepsat jtsalf .2

Thiz is ﬂle promising i i Jogic of our
present poli theori None, I . has
it more strongly than Dr Krabbe, the eminent Dnbc.h lurist
" Stability of law *, he says, " is & contradiction in perms *

Inbeginningourdimnimmmdombetterthanto
quote & pagsage from Dean Pound's signifcant bock, The
Tmicriretation of Legal History. * Law *, he says, *' maust
be stable and yet it cannot stand still.  Hence all thinking

2 Probizm of Sconsigniy,

‘l‘m}d—qulzp.o(-& Cf, Poond, Merverd Law Rri., 351
303. Denc Poncd quobiy {hedn wondy S, Windt: " Tha
dmu-mumm proplad, thatslors L will joreve
bt = rocers af becniog " Tt may b uoted sis that B¢ Thomas bad

tha mocomlty of changiug the lw actdeling to changes i haman
cohdibons, Sty Theoh., B, p. g7 ot 1o
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whont law has struggled to raconcile the coafiicting demands
of the need of stability and of tha need of change. . . .
If we seek pHnciples, we must seek principles of change no
Iess than peinciplss of stabdity. Accordingly, the chief
problem ta which legal thinkers have add d th k

has been how to reconcile the idea of a fixed body of law,
affording no scope for individual wilfulness,! with the idea
of rhange and growth and making of new Jaw ; how to unify
the theory of law with the theory of making law and o
unify the system of legal justice with the facty of adminis-
tration of justice by magistrates .7 The first paint which
strikes 15 here is Dean Pound's clear indication of the
relaticn between the element of change and of stability in
the Jegal process, which, to him, is no mere theory, but s
intimately connected with the practical problem of legal
administration. Jrdeed, thers seems to be, we think,
two distinct but inseparable stages of law,? respectively
tharacterized by chaoge and fixity. Thus, in the ficst place,
there is the slage of law-making, rtprasemmg i prmcess of
experi dj and “ neg ion ' {to use
Mr Laski's word), whereby new conditions are bemg breught

3 A Hoomesn mright sy, low forces people to ba fraa,  The plusalists,
bowever, sweta to be opposed o this idex.  Democracy ', Mr Colo
duchures, ' dovh it TRt forcing o pecple the sort of reforms you want
in meanm wetifng peapls oo, snd keoping them Fae, o detertrins what
it be that they want ™, Labewr in Commonmwalih, 3. 219, Mr Laskl's
CUpinion i7 0o leas pronconcad.  He kelds that the vescnco of freodom in
“ the abtewre of forte ™', mamely, socid sonetraict, Thes, to cite ke own
{Mostration, to refruin fom the we of tobecto o one's owo wccord B
Frendors, It to e Exeed by othem, s, by low, b oot (granting, of conree,
that the e of balwooo ia inhivemtly wrong].  Srammar of Pobidles, p. 31

“Publiohed ko g3y, p. 1.

¥ SenSabine, ' Fiwralion : A Fot of View ", Am. Fol. S, Baw, 17 1 4p B,
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inte harmony with the general existiog social order.
Obvioualy, these conditions, being new, can admit of na
solution hased wpon pre-determined principles; and the
law, being still as yet to be made, possesses no superior
anthority over the convictons and opinions of the indi-
widual, which, ia fact, are the trne source of the law fself.
It is here, therefore, where the experimentalist logle of the

Jarali b Tmost i ; where
opi.n.ion.l.i 3 d with zufbei bjectivity, deserves
careful condddemtion ; and where, before the actoal
enactment of law is accomplished a5 the result of seciul

) na prediction of the legal can be made
w-ml any dqg‘ree of cmnmty
Followi: v from this, I , there is &

smudmgeoithe}egalpmoess thestag\e namely, of
enartment and administration, in which law emerges from
experimental uncerfainty te defmite authority. Here,
indeed, In ovartoming the disturbances caused by mal-
adjuetinent, and in tumning apparent conflicts into equili-
briure through the social intelligence of men, society seems
to have discovered, as it were, certain valid rules of the
social game, which, upsn manetlon and promulgation,
beconte ditional J to all ite b

A law, to be sure, may chance to be bad, and therefore fit
lobempenled orlt mayouthve mgoodnasmd]ushfy
new L that there s
mll]r an endless cycle. of law-making, enforcement, and
re-making—of adjostrent, equilibriom, and re-adjoztment
—the repesling of old Jaws te meet new tircumsiances
Indicates merely the beginning of a new phuse in the
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eternal Juristic cpcle. So Jong a5 we admit the indis-
penmbility of law, the possibility of bad laws canmot
Congiitute a chgent t aguinst the upholding of
1egal authority in general.

‘When the Jegal process is viewed {n this light, it becormes
at once clear that the pluralistic denial of legal stability
points definitely to the path of error and abstraction. In
fact, it is not impossible directly ta cont t Dr Krabbe's
statement by itsigting that law weithewt the slement of
stability is a coptradiction in terms. For the sale of truth
and concretaneas, we muct agrae with Dean Pound that the

ical grroblem of legal administration is 25 real as that
ort legal axperimentztion, and that a law for ' comveni-
ence ", as Mr Laski recommends.? ia oo law at all  We do
not intend to assart that stability iy the eole quality of law.
Indeed, many mondsts thempelwes £ven insist upon the signi-
ficance of the element of contingency and change in the poli-
tieal process.* A theory such as that of Hegel may appear
repulsive to the pluralists, yet it hasat least one advantage
over the pluralistic theory in thiz that it is not one-gided.

‘l:kllyl “"law b clawrly net & ooourmand It e seaply e orale of
mmmm,nmummmu-mh
Probiv of

Amid the prosanes of great svibh, & ganacsl peiociple glvs 30 balp .
quxm,mmmp.q C1. M Lamtid'y diitnm,
qoobad abawe, . &0,
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With the question of legal stability thma explained, we
may procesd to discuss the larger question of social stability
in the same lght. Society, we agree with the ploralists,
it & moving entity, ever evolving and ever growing. It is
an evolittienary process in which a deal of Darwinian
struggle, s Mr Laski sayg, may be observed. But if politi-
cal society is an evalution we must yorely find congalidation
ax well as conflict, integration as well 4s diversity st every
etage. In fact, if we take the ides of evohtion seriously—
the idea, namely, of the progresson from indefinite, in-
eoherent homogentity to definite, coherent heterogeneity—
sociely appeara o be a persistent striving towamd unity,
a continnous overcoming of conflict and diversity.? For
what is conflict but co-operation yet un-schieved ? What
is muitiplicity but a oohemme partly undembuod? And
what can g =ocial h ¥ make but a
umtydevugmtsrand nc.lm'omtent?

The principle of change, tharefore, rightly understood,
oot only explains the ph of diversity, but leads
clearly to & principle of cob of umity. A
static monizn is, from such a point of view, inconceivable ;
but & static ploralmm would be squally wnmeaning. The

inralists uwiten irinmphantly declare that social conilic
is 8 fact and monizm a lie. But, without denying the
anthenticity of this fact, which is true enemgh, may we not
falrly ask whether we should accept conflict a3 final and
dwell in it without complaint ?  If, in other words, unity

1 Cole, " Coniching Saclal Hons ", drid S, 151 10K ol

. Fatitioal Thoiph ik
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in never cotmplete at apy given moment, ought we pot to
endeavour, for thut very reason, to bring unity nearer ta
us? Perhaps we shall never reach complete umity, Pat
even if onity is an ever-receding goal, our socizl prospect
‘world become brightsr by striving toward it than by
remuining in 2 gtate of plumlistic incehersnce.



CHAFTER YIII

TEE PHILOSOFHICAL BACRKGROUND OF FOLITICAL
FLURALISM

CQug study of palitical plnzalism would be i plete if e
" neglected 0 emming in gome detail the phildsephical
background upon which it seems to bage itsclf, ie. the
pragraatism of Wﬂlmm Jamzs.’ to whom Mr Laski acknow=
1edgrs a prof i | d 1 We propose,
therefore, to shaw in the following peges, first, that whila
pragmatism takes its ]nmt of departure frol!l [N guncral
citiclem of the tradit par-
ticular, of idealism of the Hegelian and Neo-Hegelian type
—much of the apparent force of this criticlsm, seems to
depend opon a mis-interpretation of the idealist position,
and is therefore likely to miss its mark; secosdiy, that
granting the attractivensss of the radical emplticist method
us 2 way of looking at reality, it is difficult, if not albugzﬂmr
impossible, to follow this pragmatic ‘" lead
and ta arrive at the parbcnlar sort of reality which it secks
to etivisage; thirdly, that although pragmatism emphati-
cally insisis upon the fact of divefsity and digcontinuity
in our experiencs, it not infrequently affizms the posslbity
7 Tt ahoukd bo made clear ak the cutsst tut we Lre hort concamad only
with the pragmation of Jums, which bo Foelers in domigaate by the ace
* eatleal rpisivien " Pregwation, . ix.

* Breblem of & B 33; of
Grammar of Polificr, g 28z,

iy, p 1995

b
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of a unity which, when Jogically pushed, wonld ultimacely
and inevitably caoy us beyond the wintumference of o
 plorlistic aniverse " ; foxrihiy, that however valwalle
sodd suggestive the pragmatic tandency may appear to the
tiberal political thearkst,? it cannot, in view of its many
difficulties, be nccepted on the whole as & secure besis for &
pew social-political theary | fiffkly and lagtly, that in spite
of the fact that certain pluralists rdaim allegiance to James,
and apait from a general sympathy in spirit, there is no
legical connection betwesn pragmatism and ploralism in
geperal, so that a ™ plomalistic * theory of politics may
conzistently be built apon some other philosophical position.
Itnneedleaswlddthat being here concerned with a
special purpost, ous. criticism of pragmatism fs infended
tejther to be exhaustive nor final ; and, with this in mind,
we wish to solicit the tolerenee of the reader if we in-
advertently do injustice ta this vital trend of theught.?

The: central 1 ic objection to the it
is that, being an all-inchisive entity, it p:rm:tl neither
individnality noc fresdom {which, the thinks,

is pessitle only when realities are independent and the

1 Thilly, quo;mm P 3725 L Mr & K. Boger's satemmt
o(ﬂnmdml

wmw ﬁ&lﬂﬂhﬁmd

mummmmwuhmdw” Eugiih

vl Amaricwn Fhiteinphy fince 100, p. 360,

* For soma briaf keallst critices of pragmuten s Royos, #30. R,

af: Ta0 .. Crdghton b, 13 .5 £; 3 &
-yt ”1 L A ¥ M5y
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Jationy b them 1) : end, a8 an eternally
complete syuters, it preclodes a!.'l pusii‘blhty uf devehp-
ment, thus rendering our Wl
and pessimistic, ‘memmatdmdsumty. butwhen
he integrates everything at the expense of divemity, he
acquires & “stif* uoity that spells absimetion. He
wishes to play safe by making the world now and eternally
complets ; but in thus playing safe, he plays into the hands
of an wbsolate which is oppressive if it can be real

The case of pragmatem wersss idealism would be per-
manently settled, that is, in favonr of pragmatism, if ideal-
isty in general really recogmized sich a bleck nojverse as
the content of their thought The fact, however, is that
respectable idealists not enly disthaim saeh a wooden
conception of reality, but themselves would be guite
willing to Jine up with the pragmatists tuv wage a nnited
warfara agwinst their common enemy, the philosophy of
\; jon,t The ic charge agalnst ideallss,
thayefore, seems to be a false charge—doubly regrettable
as it {a brought agrinst a possible ally and friend.®

In the first place, we may answer the pragmatist by
showing that while idenlists ingist upon the all-inclusive
character of the wold, they do not thereby merge all
distimctions and individuslity into this vmity, but dwell,
on the contrary, rather emphatically npen the significance
of finits antities in and fhrongh which tmly infinitude can be

G Cralghton, P Ruev, t7: yoa.
'Itmhnmmghhmhsdmunlmﬁnmt.
nm-ﬁhmmm-mnmnﬂuﬂhnwﬂ
L papricets. ' Badical stipicicien * wookd ol be a1 aiwiraction
# it o ani-rutionatien, in i re youaivl v of Hie LT thTop
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comprebended. The views of Dr Boganguet are fairly
representative znd particolerly intsresting in thiz connec-
ﬁmbmamthcyhvubmdkb:ﬂyathchedhyme
photalists, Far from ing the of
world-unity, he declares that * it takes sll sorts to make
« workd "1 The concrete universal, in other words,
represents 3 unity derived from & connection within par-
ticulars,? end this unity can be all-jncinsive only by virtue
of its unraserved recognition of avery elament of diversity
which it must treesform but dees not annihilate® It
needs to be pointed out, however, that, for Dr Bosanquet

as for many cther ideaksts, the troe p of phi

isnntsomu:hwdmovwwhethwﬂlewddlswbﬂmaﬁy
one or many = to und the peri that
obtainz within it in its growing rich idealist

never woTy over the quesijon whether the world is an
indefinjtely-shaped rubber ball with the pragmaticaliy
degirable qualities of pliability and incompletensss, or
whether it is made of a solid masa of some atiff substance

* Principles of Pdividuaticy and Valve, p. 37-
" Bumngeet, of. g, p. 7pL
iMd, pp. 340-3, 2B, whitt he Eabrtalon that evils mod impbiol ae
Brtegral slements of reality. CF this mtetewent: ' A world or commoe
i iyiteat of nsmbars, woch Hhkt nrery member being o Aypetkici diyting,
nwuﬂhlummmquwmmhm“olmmm
commtifute it distinciney.”

problem of ** the one 30d the magy ", It wookd e redly rrange &
Philopegley that wiacth with " o snalysis of the objertive " word shookd
wind wp by daaying the cmcrebs maniksld scisting 1o that workd, 1t is
ot o difficnlt bo seo, Bewever, that it i possible for redics] smpircien
to tact from igvwnibioy experinits and micd with it—pertolsdy @ ws
wgee with Siguor Paplal that pragmatiom " i really lees o philecphy
mawammwy + n-uuwmmm
L L
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that fnlfils the specifications of & block universe, What
mlly intensts them s, rather, the inter-relationsbip within
by reality 1 T to thonght
andtheva!uasand meanings of the things we encounter in
our mental and physical life present themselves in a
echerent grder.!  Nor, indeed, are they disconraged by the
fact that unity and coberence is never at Any given metnent
actually complete, and that human Lnowledge being
Jimited, there are always knowable thiogs enknown. For
0 loog as all thioking is not fatile, the world, ne matter
how divergent |ts eomtent is u.lhmulﬂy accesgible to
£ und ding ; and g g that the true unity
of the world conists in the intimacy and inteligibility of
the relations between its members—a fact which science
ag well as philosophy can bear cut—the idealists need not
regort to any bleck nniverse in which everything is in-
tegrated " durcheinander '3 as James says, in order to
uphold their monietic thesis.

That the idealists do not insist upon an * eternally
complete "% workd in which all possibility of improvement
and growth is precluded is easily seen. Tn accepting

I a2 ol gy in terms of a

L, Creightom, ' Two Types of Tdealipm ~, Phl. Rer. 17: 145
" Jumes, Rodical Emaricine, pp. 2yl Probitws of Fhismihy,
. uH’. Pluratistin Lwiveres, p. 133,
wntm, dewexitest the ideaking uokreres we = the infindtn kafio, of &diteo
&4 dmed " of teadity, ebrnally compieto, It may be inferved, tham, thut
Mpﬂmﬁ.elumuhaehenppopumwmu“hmlyinm-
prete. Mo, il we mr pollectory, bt wema that smie cover * mles-talk ™
i peeded to coavines us of the impetior vadae of tha Incomplats adition
over the complets, Mpscially when fhe Extsr = 80 laosly boond sod
‘tny of it pges do e are
wﬂh'mwwnwyﬂﬂkﬂuuhnedﬂnﬂmm
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h system of vakie-relations,t all Imp: and
progress in for the {deallats simply an offort to bring the
actia] opder of things nearsr to the idml order of perfection,
natnely, by the progressive determination of some jtems of
the valte-gygters that ams ag yet implicit, and by the fulfil-
ment of these which have wlready been definftely deter-
mined.* Far from denying the possibility of progress,
thes, the idealists are compelled by their own thought te
fecognize jt ; and, in fact, thefr conception of the world
Wuldhaemuchofmmmmgﬂmﬂtymmtgnsped
asa i process of dewel plete s it i
at ROy EiVen moment. Ontheotlmrhnnd the idealisis
maintain that while reality is development, it is not an
aimless tychism, a coamic delirium so dear to the “ Bappy-
go-tncky sort of hist "4 The ideniists do

& Pomnquet, op. eli,, pg. 136 B, Cf, Crelphton, PhL. Ren., &

’Am!ﬂumﬂmu!wndmthmdtu&mmhwmﬂw

Tealisation in the hiboriel dotoowtc morempot,  Thin Kreal wis Sos;
Whmwmwmmummamn. man e

enm of law, rights, sli-zoveramest, sz, aod

o yalum am olmereg
hwﬁwmmmmm—w the Lrunsition
from by tn the the wbelitien of
mmymmmmdndmmm Unbad, thanfare,
we e willing o mgurd podtive fresdom w e starsally compiete (sod
beccs empirically incomplate) system of pofidesl walnew, we can hardly
mwn-mﬂmm. oad, b farw of the many
It conld be asaily

l;ihhpod ummm:nmm-@um"m
Abowe, p. 185 0,

']’m-‘ﬂnn. Frapmation, p. 350

Tim demicnd for ooty wed cobgletroon e oot the wwiledvs vl of the
idpeiie phlicecpbors, i & by on ovil, bat & ¥hared by commen by e
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not wish to play too safe; thayltawi]lln@’humghmtake
1 certain ameumt of reasonable risk.  Bugwhat they desire

uaphatically to maintain is that we’ca.nnot speak of
amalieration or progress, a1 the pmgw.ﬂ:st does, uhless we
speak of it in terms of a determinaty teleology ; that is,
nnlass we have an objertive starfand of value which
transcends the subjective purpose ojany mers change. To
speak of progress withowt such an ghsolute reference is like
sanntering back and forth on Main Street and thinking that

one i3 getting h Indead, develop without
an eternal system of values isa contradiction in terms,
oatoral sdentl aven the The cotime orgunic

vuﬂd.\dtndmmmdwumi uml-tlnn.hmwlly incomplee,
L., pirrmally devaloping.  But, thefundamental laws of crganle s delng
sodecrtond and the delnits geoeic relstions between indlvidoale and
apecics heing ascertainad, the bilsgists, evertholeel, amive st 2 world
which la complete 204 thoroughy naitary, = wrld i which nowalty xnd
developeymt s1g pocn, o bo indtligibls fucts cather than abesr miracls,
Ewet imddes, mothtems, the cesm of which are gensndty nokmows, do
2ot throw the blologleal oplvées oot of grar, In se far as thy Dew ine
dividuald ar nrw wpocics the producsd can b asslpusd soms defokte
Places in the argank syrtan: they am ono with that molwess. On the
ather hand, whily the tokgrd amo ooalds bu forskl]l what may happsa fa
avolublon, they wee Teuss My wzo of what cansot bappen. Thes, al-
horugh oue {a Tot mre whibar, in & given e, & dexdeed type May be

frarposg of racing, the fwctine of » e vasioty of @ecy dogs, ook b
mabsn the necmrons of Lathar Barbanik.  Tha peagmatic
et woeld, perby; that & Pagneus may ba poselbls, bot it han
wvar bt domo, A o4 Blologhet, horever, womld axpluin that o Bagassy
4 impomibies boanse Jic Blological unbvarie U too moch of & * black ' to
sdmit sach am creatuns ¥, Tt ewm broa that sty scientifi
aysten. o e very of the cass, bas to be & monlatic anbreom, and
that the wdmission f real fyckies would bo s dmih blow to schencs,
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When the Ideqlist pogition s thus understood, 1t must
be obvions {hat the pragmatic peotest against a block
Tniverse can bardly: be regarded as @ fair criticism of ideal-
jom. Wads noth&gwiahtonssumethe pretentious sk
of vindicating thix pliilosophy ; for the sake of feirness in
argumen and accuracky of thought, however, we have at
Tesist the right to polnt dyut that there is more than ore sort
of comprshensibie unify, of Welewschewwng. And if
pragmatism objects (rightly, of course) to one sort, jt must
N0t be too hasty in declaringy its victory wilboot meeting all
arguments in favour of sore’ other kind. A hloek universa
may be really execrabie, but tiis is no proof that a roncrete
universe is worse than & multidrerse.

ptmﬂmnlhcpamcn]arwrtot :
0 grasp, a reality, we mnderytand, W veomples 4 middl
ground between the block urdverse of 4, bstract menism and
theatonum:wrlder[plura.l:sucmahmi 1 To be brief, we
will our iong in the Hollowing order !

]

' Jumes write: " With hor [pgrestien] otifton of the peactisal
diffatemce that Heoricn maks, we sos that st mar gk 1ally sbjore dbdolute
mpomien and Abeolte plorallem, The warkd ke oo Joiet o fur e Ity paris
hang together by auy definiis conoecon. Tt i man:y Jort s far wa Ly
ke rio falls 1o, i 4 mare
mhmmdmnlﬂ-‘hﬂh‘tﬂmww
Erinilsg it titon gorw on.”' Prapestios, p. t36.
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- {1} Let us begin with the pragmatic criterion of truth
that an idea I8 true if it possess some subsequent utility.2
Now admiiting the efficacy of such a test in the case of
certain ideas, perbaps 3 very large number of them, it is
#till to be guestioned whether it holds good for all ides and
judgments which do neot ibly possess any practieat
content. In fact, we may peint out & genvine diffieulty
of d ining truth by its subsequent utility : if an idea is
“ made tnie by sccessive events ' which, a8 James s2ys.
are innumerable particular terms in experience superseding
each other,® it would appear indisputable that when an
Idea i3, it is net yet wrue, and when the opportunity of
verification comes, it has already ceased to be an idea.?
The real dificulty here, we think, ssems 10 lie In the
empirical method of dissecting expedence into | discon-
tinuows fragments, inte a futare that absolutely forgets
1ts pm,‘ Hms rr_nd.zrmg the apphcahon of the pragmatic
On the other hand,
we ghould not averlook the fact that there arm some ideas
which, theugh under circamstances unverifishle and henee
pragmatically untrue, cannct be properly said to be falsa
To take a trivial illustration, let us suppase that & certain
Mr Harry Jomes had visited Ithaca on January T, Ig26, and
that his presence there had been so secretly guarded as
to be Imgwn oly to himeelf and a certain Mr Jobn Smith.
DOn the next day Mr Jones left Ithaca, and died in some
other place on Jaumary 3. Now suppose Mr Smith makes
L statetnent on January 4, for po practical purpose, that

ibid,, p, 283, o Myaing of Trak g b1t
"I. E. Ramsll, PAL, Reo., 35 400,  *Covighton, PAd. Be, 13 363,
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Mr Joues wus in Itheza oo January I, 1gab. Is that
gtatement 2 truth? Apparently not, according to the
strict pragmatic test, sines Wy Junes belng dead, it not only
cannot be “ made troe" by some subsequent =vent, but
even the bare poggibility of ity factual verifieatlon is
excluded. On the cther band, however, it is quite sute
that Mr Smith would deeply and rightfully resent being
called a linr for h:mgmndzthcnnm.ﬁlble stabemt.
even though it hax no p Jeal
{2} James points out that since wautua]lyfmdmmw
discontinuities in sur experience, the hypothesds of 2 block
universs in which everything is integrated through and
thiorugh into one single system is totally untenable* Here
again, however, we must be on our guard and not let Jamea's
brilliant logic inveigle us into irrelevant conclusions. Fer
granting that the least bit of discontiomity destroys com-
plete monizm, it is always to be remembered that & distine-
tien must bt made Betwesn a raal break and & mecely
di jon, and that, quently, while
finjteriess of buman knowledge prevents the world from
being * known as one systematic whale "¢ there ia mo
suficient pragmatic warrant for assarting that the would,

1 Th pokgwiktic bart of frath seems 1o posnm mmo profromdar meaniag
thas 4 thuk frrtbabed, which we shall proweily mniine, Cf, Mg of
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on that account, is nof, and cannot be, such & whole?
Thus, in order to preclude the possibility of 2 unitary werld,
we must not only ingst upon scme factually unorganlzed
diversities, but show that these diversitisg are, in the last
analysis, racalcitrant to organisation. It would be safe to
asgert, B , that, in the world of exp

we never etcounter a fact or event that is reaily and
nitimataly discontinuous—a fzct, that is to ey, possessing
ne Intelligible meaning in terms of other facts or experitnee
1o ganeral, end ru'ractory to every eﬁm‘t of amm.{latlon..
For take any app d experi

and {17 to make sure that it has no relation withgenera]
experience, At once i hogt of relations would spring up—
likeness, unlikeness, cause and effect, purpose, Televancy,
ete.—s0 that the fregment, losing its primitive strangeness
and unfamiliarity, directly brings itself into an intimate
relationship with our expedencesysterm. In this light,
thenr, gven the instances of revaries and day-dreams whick
James cites to support his thesis' are really not pluplistic
experience-entities, ag they are supposed to be, but, in so
far ag they possess some intelligible meaning, actualiy
cohere with the world of conerzte facts, upon which they
are intimately dependent. Fur, in the fust place, I can
congtruct End enjoy my present delightful day-dream only
bocause I kave 2 whole system of actual experience at my
dispasal, from which my imagioary recoostructien is
dmwo. Indeed, the particular sort of dream T may have
depends upen the particular sort of actual experience I

1 Juosss s o recognics this distinction ; kil f 15
* Pragustiom, pp. 136-7.
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ulready possems; and the imaginary, in this sense, is &
reflection of the real. 1 may discover, in the second place,
Ehe reasnns for the present appearance of such a day-dream,
».g. dizatisfaction with my modest means Jeads me ioto &
dream of fabulous wealth. Or, thirdly, I may reprove
‘myseli for indulging in such idie fancies, nowing that they
are practically useless and even dengerons.! In these and
some other ways, therefore, our imaginery constructons
not ooly fall short of the strictly pluralistic ideal of real
inccherence, but, on the contrary, are thoroughly continu-
ous with our matter-of-fact experiztive,

Farthermore, just for {he salee of arpmment, we may svan
grant, with James, that day-d are really incoh
inter e, * wholly out of definite relation with the similar
content of any one else’s mind ", and that, therelore, they

some absolutely pluralistic entities. But if we
aPPl}' the customary pragmatu: test that things are irue
in 5o far as they are realized in subsequent events, it iz
evident that dey-dreamm, being actually unrealizable,
possess nelther truth nor reality, and that their existence
does not toake any pragmatic difference. Why should we,
_then, a5 pragmatists, take our clue to the nature of a real
warld from these entitles or idees which are themselves
unreal ? Why should we, in other words, imagine some
pluralistic creations, lower grades of universs, (0 use
Jamss's owm terminclogy,? in oxder to establish 4 pluralistic
hypothesiy, when we have at hand a Hving, zctual, and,
presamably, high-grade world “ in whish each svent finds
ity date and place ™ to deal with ?

* Pvapmatirm, 1. 308, " Pragmatiom, p. 155
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. {5} To do justice to vur philssopher, however, we must
emphasize the fact that James does not deny the necessity
of some unity in experfence, but only of a single all-inclusive
unity which ha has stigmatized as a block universe. W
:mdonobemthlnmquotnhkmwords " With har
1 criterion of the practical dif that
thandesmkc" he says, "wemth&tshemustequalhr
abjore absolutsa moniem and absclute pluralism. The
workd I8 one just so far as ita parts hang {cgether by any
definite compexion. 1t iy many just se far 2 any definite
conuaxim fuﬂs to obtaln ".! But since " there are
e kindy of lon that special things bave

with other spmlthmgs”,' 1o integration, Ao gystem
the world can ever absorb all individual beings—each of
which, indesd, may figurs in many diferent systems at the
samme time.  This, then, is James's sketch of the plurakistie
universe, the only world in which fresdom can be found.
The real motive behind James's vehoment protest againet
the * block universe ™', we surmise, is not 50 much lugical
or metaphysical aa ethical; for be =eemsz to intimeie
elsewhere that so far as mers logical consistancy is con-
cemed, the absolutist ZZéiton de fwxs of reality wonld be
the most complets, To meet James o his own ground,
then, wumnstnotmﬁdshytnmmehmﬂiata
pharalist is logiczlly bad, but ethicatly and
practically nn better than a monistic workd. As pragia-
tists, we miust ask, what practica] differance does it make,
from the standpoint of the individual, whether ho Lives In

I, Il pp. sasd,
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a world in which thers are many partial unities or in ome
which represents the camplete unity of all ¢
HNooe, we should answer, in spite of James's insistence
npouthaiactthatainuthmmmmth&nweswtoi
hips among jndividoals, they are saved from being
mm-godmmanymunlty For tha real point at isyne.
here is, from the viewpoint of the individual, pot how
exfensive any glven unity that actually envelops him is, but
whether that naity represents a mecessary relationship from
which be caonot freely escape. To illustrate: i T am a
tlave 10 & master, it makes no praciical difierence whatever,
20 far 2a my relation to him is coneerned, whether he be the
master of all men on earth or enjey lordship over only one
person.  Waiving the question of ethical righiness, there-
fore, and assuming that the magterglave relation i &
Tecessary ona (n.g. i we arcept the position of Arstotle,
which iz by to means tenable), I must regard myself ag in
real bondage so long as I cannot escape that relation:
to say that I am less of & slave because my master's power
does mot completaly deminate the world would be practi-
cally meaningless. In this light, it is clear that, in order
ladﬁtmyﬂlehypoﬂlmufamntarywwldasoneunﬂt
for freed 1| ist sheuld deny not only
& unity wh:chlslll-mclnm\re, but any sort of unity which
suggests the leasi trace of necessary relation among the
individuals whosm it hinds. M must prove, in other words,
nit merely that & variety of social yelations axist, but that
all relations being Joose or “external ', individuals are
partectly free to choose to enter or withdraw from any of
them.
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This, howrever, cannot be done if we pay dua respect te
our ¢oncrete social experfence, not to speak of the thingy
that are undar the iron laws of causality and physical
gequences. For, ara there mot guch velations as family
obligations, religions affillatons, weonomic duties In the
larger sense, and, above all, state-membership, which are
inherently tecessary and beyond the free choice of the
individual ¢ Can, in other words, a mormal, respongible
persan definitely renounce his secial and ethical relations
without doing violence to his cwn natwre and bringing
zerions harm to society at lange ¥ In fact, if we understand
James correctly, he would be the last person to deny this;
for e aven goes s far as to assert that no individual part
of the universs can finally escaps the definite network of
artual relationg, sach of which, though partial in ity extent,
i real in its forve.? Wherever, therefore, we discover a

* little hangings-together *', wh a little
world of *' conjunctive relatwns ' there we {ace, from the
tandpoint of the individual contained in that world, a
perfectly #if bleck wni , which ruthlessly i

a]ithmgsmthmxttoiomlammy Nor, indeed, canthe.re
be any happy-go-lucky sort of Tberty for the individuals
who happsn not to belong to that particular universe.

14 Human affarts ™, James gyd, ™ s dadly coifying the wold more.
ththmm W found colondal, postal, nooyuliz,
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Bacanse, 20 James chuws, being inevitably and perhape

fort y rought Were i the vast petwork of
multi-reletions, they must be compelled patiently to suffer
potie stiff bfock universe of their own. And, finally, pity
is due to the person whe figures in many diferent systems,
bolds various offices, and balongs to several clubs 2 for
ke is one who must bear the Atlantean bu:den of a plurality
of block mniverses

{4) A good deal of the atl:mctlwnaa of pragmatisns is
undcubiedly due to the pacultarly liberal and p
temper in which it 1s \'merad, B tamptr whlch can be no
better described than by the word “ melinriem . COur
worl, 5o Japwes more than once tells us, is unfinished,
plastic, and hence rasponsiva to the slightest touch of
buman ands ot jmprovement. Reality iz infimitely
malleable ; it may be fashionsd in whatever shape men
hzppen to desire.? No sensible persom, indeed, would
deny that progress is not suly itself desirable, but consti-
tutes an essential aspect of reality. A legitimate question,
hewever, may be yaiged ! phing the radical i
eriterion of fruth and valve, can we finally come to any
Irtelligible notion of progress at all } Denying, in other
words, the possibility of & definitely conceived world-ideal
toward which we strive, & determing te ides, namely, of what
a Eefler world it or ought to be, and relying, as the prag-
matist does, solely upon the guidance of circomstantizl
utility, can we Actnally effect any improvement in the
world, since we bave thus denied the exigtence of an
objective standard by which all progress ia to be méasnred ?

 Pragmaticon, p. 136. " INL, 3387
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The metaphor of reality ax a ship of adventurs is & beautiful
ona and not withont real significance. But inasmueh ay
the real at i of any ad lieg in1 its p

of u treasure island attainable throogh much hardship and
danger, no person evidently would be willing to sacrifice
his tima and risk hiz life in some aimless drifting, in-a ship
Full of holes and Inoge joints, with a pilot who neither knows
ity destination ner- cares to know it. In the annals of
adventure, pethaps there is nang which supasses the
American voyage of Columbusz in and historicsl
consequence. But could Columbus have madas the dis-
covery had he not had some firm belief that the sarth was
monnd, and that by following a defimite direction, a certain
piece of land was to be reached (even though what he
eventually discovered was aot exsctly what hs had ex-
pected] } Suppose be had gons te Quesn Isabella and
sajd : I do not kmow anything about the shape of the earth,
whizh may be round, flat, or indefinitely shaped ; wor do I
bave any idea of where T intend to go; T shall not even
bring with me 2 compass or 2 map of the ssas, because my
trip being an adventure, T shall leave everything unfixed ;
a5 to my competence as a wailor, well, that will be amply
proved by my abllity to keep the ship always sailing, by my .
wbility to meet the practical situations of the winds and
waters | sud, finally, as to the soundnses of my voyage-
idea, let us defer its conslderaton and leave it to the test of
wsubsequential event : that Is, if [ retrn with nsw land, my
ides will have worked and hence will be true ; but if T never
retues or fai to discover land, call it a B, if you plaase, but

¥ Frapmalizm, 3 a3z,
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be prepared to send forth another ad ship
wny,%mmmmmmbmwm
such 2 pragmatic fashion, would she have decmed it wise
to grant him a command ? or ought she to have done it 1
Thers is, howsver, a morw setlous difficulty which prag-
matic meliorism must attempt ta angwer, a diffieulty which
it shares in common with all theories that deny the posg-
bility of some objective, fixed criterion of velue and inxist
upon the allsuffciency of subjsctve purposes and opinions.
For i, on the one hand, we can shape our world in whatever
way we happen to like, and, on the ather hand, there exists
no universal stzndard to which our private judgments may
be referred for correction,® the  better * wurld which we
thus create womld simply be & woyld shaped according to
the preference of those who possess sufficient power or
influence so to shape it ; and admitting that private ideals
of progress widely divesge, the plagtieity of the universe
would simply increase tbe chance of majority-tyranny or

'IImmMﬂﬂothﬂthnﬁlmdmm
Poreon’s lidy, B Colam-
mmmdhﬁnﬂammwﬂammm ha aventamn 2l
Aifculties Lad zailed with convietitn, His crew aadind in doubt ; 1o fact
M“HMM—MMIH,M“MWMWIDM I
o of etlance ngxm
puhﬂnmmdumwwpndﬂuuuw Coa must hawe

adter ull, » murk of tomkiity, of " solt-mindedoes ",
o thin Light, would Jed o u * plave moeslity ©.

¥ As Profesor Reycs mays @ Frgmatios i wn “ affort o state te theory
ol rrth wholty fa tovom of ka bvirprvmtion of our Judgmmty us premnt
ackarniaipuwat, shws B sade them jedgeents the aaloatimerdy of
consclons attitode that T then concaive to be seatially sthizal and to te
gl of ob roMxiatgont o torms of we shackrhr WRCrowt wateer "
Phdl, Reo., 23 107
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the Inaticn of gent forte.? Pragmatism, there-
fare, appears to be & sort of cosmic republicanism, an effort -
o extand the lil inn idea of “ seli-g t " from

the realm of political crganization into that of metaphysics ;
it i, 55 to speak, a declaration of independence of the
pragmatic-humanist =pirit against all reality, claiming for
men the natvral right to take the government of tha uni-
verse inta their own hands. The AbsoluteBastills shat-
tered ;  the ali-absorbing monacchical God detbroned ;
iberty for sil; Year Cme of the Universe-Republic;
inauguration of the cosmic Reign of Terror, with Profegsor
James in the role of the prophetic Rousseau and Mr Lask
ag the irredstible Danton. . . . After zll, a loceely con-
nected, jocomplete world may not be too uncongendal a
place for most of us. But we shonld, indeed, wisely run
for our lives if body ton constlentiously iried to
* improwe ™ it for ua.

Pragmatism, in this light, may be regarded as by far the
mozt asdecious piece of anthrop vhism ever W
in modern philtsophy. Anthrop Fhism is perhap
harmless epough, i men is & little more responsible and a
little less whimsical than the * happygolucky sort of

1 " that the | ist would like to ba.

But wuch as man is, hecou]d eaaily over-indulge in his
* divinely creative functions ”* and play diabolical havee
with the none-teorigid universe, or else set off a full charge
of his radical empiricist dynamite and blow it to Lnnumer-
Ebla pleces, however good his intention may be. For-
tunetely, however, the world is not sc fragik as the prag-

'&wmﬂﬁuﬁndﬁomwﬂhm»_ﬂm
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matic-tychist sometimes thinks. In fact, Jameshimaelf
has meve than once indicated the jalk 1.
heracter of the universa, s infiaxih th;tavmthahappy
anarchistic fellow must +lther obey its roles of the game or
be vanquished.! The worM, witer all, is not infmitely
malleable : man is not the measurs of all things, nor can
he make or nnmake everything. We connt the stars, we
liken their general shape to an animal and name them the
“Great Bear”; we thus add truth to reality. But
counting or no counting, the seven stars have always been
seven, and " whethar anyone had ever hoted the fact or not,
the dim resemblance to 3 long-tailed (or long-necked 7}
enimal was always truly there ".*

III

Pragmatism, as we have already gtated, aimg to strike a
middle conrse betwesn absolobe monism and absolote
pluralism ; for this reason, it recognizes not only the exist-
ence of some sort of unity in the universe but aszerts certain
propogitions which, though significant in themselves, are
out of harmony with its general empiricist position. These
wa thall examine one by ons ; and in each case we shall iry
to azcertain wheiher this pragmaiic efiort at reconeilintion
does not inadvertently lead James to make some undus
concessions to the idealists.

1 Wos to him whoss batisfs play fast and Jocss with the ordwr which
Teabition Al in hiy exporimor | they will lapd b nowhey or sl e

falan connewleon.”  Pragmosim, p. 305,
3 Meaming of Traih, 9. 3. -
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{1} The frst indicztion of the seftening-d of the
* tongh-minded ** pluralism of James comes to lght when
he admits, oo pragmatic grounds ‘that the hypothesis of
the absotute iz ' very precious " as a legitimate holiday-
taking attitude in the individual's moral life! For mo
matter how repur the absalute app to James®
and no matter how dangerous a hypothess it may really
be, 80 far as it works with some individuals, whether they
be idealists or ordinary “ tender-minded * persons, it iz
not only to that extent pragmatically valid for them, but
actuafly 2 pragmafic truth, which cannot be rejected
without at the same time dishononring the pragmatic test
tnelf,

The important thing to note hers, however, is that
James's reason for rejecting the premise of the absolute iz
not that it dees not represent & good enough pragmatic
pricciple or tretl, but that it " clashes " with bhis wother
truths which are desr to him.  After 21, belng a philosopher
as well as 2 purs pragmatist,® James cannot help professing
a steady interest in theoretical consistency-—" in fecling
that what he now thinks goet with what he thinks on other
occagions . But if the criterim of comsistency iy moce
ultimate than that of " expediency " or ** workability .
an James's attitude toward the absolute shows, we may
rightly deubt that cur philosopher here remaing com-

I Proymacim, pp. 740, Gl this dictom : " Thie wood of an stecand
memil aoder da ooe of e dorpart nesde of oot breaxt . THd., p. 108,

" Fd., p. 76

¥ This, of oouree, bs ot intended ma wrowrm ; aco Signar Pupint’s de-
Asition of pragmatiem, qootsd above, g dIg.

* Muming of Trwd, p. 311,
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pletely on pragmatic grounds, of, iddeed, is at 1 safe
distance from the much-abborred rationalist with bis logic

o fickion and * coh theory " of truth.
The pragmatic test of truth, iz fact, seems often to have
misconztrued both by its prop and by its imt:

—-even James himself is not always clear in his statement.
* The true ", he says, “ is only the expedient in the way of
thinking .1 At first sight we may be tempted to think
that thix ix James's complete definition of troth and that,
accordingly, expediency itzeli constitotes the real criterion
of verity. A closer inspection, however, reveals the fact
that James has added o gualiiying clause to thia defmition.
* Expedient ", he adds, “in almost any fashion; and
expedient in the long ron and on the whole of course .
We may at once raize the question whether a criterion that
may be interpretated * in almost any fashion ** can afford
u zeally effective erlterlon at all, wpecially when we admit
that " what meets expediently a]l the experi in sight
won't necessarity meet all further experiences equally
satisfactorily *'.  James's mezning here zeems to be: that
To be true 18 not mecaly to ba presently expedient, bot to
be compatibla with the ““collectvity of experience's
demands, nothing being omitted . For,* as James
indfcates, nothing can be rea!l]y sxpedmm unless it hangs
together with cur org viewed 283 " satis-
!utory ** or harmonious sy:tem, from which all distarbing
contradictions are removed. Om the other hand, iz cur
experience always beils over, as James mays, * making
us correct our present formulas ™ and heliefs o that what
1 Progmation, p._a3s. " Fragmatirm, 7. B,
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appears true to us now may later become untrue, “ ax-
pediency " evidently caonot mean mece © relevancy to
situation ', but congistescy with the entire experience
situation created and grazped through the progressive
systematiration of our ideas and principles.? The test
of trath, in other words, is simply mare fridh,

(2) The frequent charge against the pragmatist that he
fized his eyes solely upon practical matters, thne leaving
ail theoretical intarest out of account, is admittedly false
lnd bence right.'ly resanted by James. While James,

, hias 1 his critics by recognizing
themportmoeofﬂmmuulmthsmthepugmmcmﬂd
be has not proved ta ts in any tlear way that this recog-
nitlen will not serionsly impair his radical empiniois
position which, as he declares, never admits into itz con-
struction any elemant that s not divectly expreienced.®
Evidently, the first difficulty which suggests itself kere is
how to justify the many “ unverifnble hypotheses in
the physical sciences, which, though essentially useful,
cannot, by the nature of the case, be directly experienced.
To avold thie predicament, James urges that " a true idea
Tnow means not only one that prepares us for an actual
perception. Tt means also one that might prepare us fora
mevaly possible perception, or one that, i spoken, would
suggest actual percaption which the speaker cannot ghare *.*
All this is true encwgh. If, however, in the interest of
theoretical truths we are willing to replace direet perception

* Macwing of Truib, p. 214 ngudm.puna
Y Ersapi in Bndical Empiricit, p.
-umqmppas-gmun]
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by terely possible perveption, forege the demand for the
“ehgh value” of ideas, and remein satisfied with =
" credit system " of truth,? it is very hard to see how our
radical empiricist i more empirical than the rationalist,
Evidently, James seems to have again departed from
his pragmatic position and fallen back gpon the coherance
theory of truth, adeitting, as he does, that any percep-
tually unverifiable truth, e.g. the existence of Julius
Comar, o1 of antediluvian mensters, is * guarantesd by lts
¢cherence with everything that in present ™. which latter
in turn is guaranteed by its coheremce with our future
experience.? In this way, then, our experience is “ pro-
gressively organized to meet thought's idsal of 8 completa
whols, with its bers inter d ding to a
determinate princlple *,* I thiz {5 the logical outcome
of radical smpiricism, perbhaps even the most rigorous
ratiopalist would be willing teo give it favourable
congideration.

l_i}Thnt James mdstomoddyhuradlcaicmpumut
i: Ty indi and p p toualy admitting
grene of the mest imp jonali "" is not
mhrshnwnmhlslppeﬂtolhemhﬂmuthmofm
as we have above indicated ; it 1s also app from the
definite emphasia which he places cpon the rigid and
coercive character of reality : m fact which dees noc
harmopire with his svowed tychism aod meliorism.
Rejecting {rightly, of conrse) the " copy * theory of truth,
which e attribtites to the rationalist without the Jatter's .
1 Fragmustiom, p. 309 cl. p. 380, N iR, PP AT
tivd, 3. " Dwwwy, Shwbioa bw Logical Thiory, p. 163
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consent, James proceeds to demonstrate that we are not
ut all free to " make " touth arcording to our whims or
to play fagt and loose with our ideas without due regard
1o their objective refersnces. Indeed, i we wish to avoid
endless contradi and £ ions,! we must sCcrupu-
Tously keep cur principles and experience-inrmulas in perfect
agreement with realities, whether by realitias we mean
aenxible facts, mental relations, or the whole system of
troths which we already possess.® The test of truth,
therefore, 15 not ondy coherence but objestive necessity.
The " divinely creative fanction " of men is red.uced in this
way to hing Like the di ¥, the bringing mnto
#xplicit articulation, of impliit but necessary and eternally
existing troths, such as mathematical relations and certain
basic laws in the physicalvealm.  Even, indeed, the working
bypotheses of the varions sciences, acknowledged to be
bypothetical ws they are, can be regarded as man-made only
in a secondary sense which the rationalist would be willing
to grant, For surely the validity or truth of the ether or
of the atemic hypothesis does not eonsist in the fact that
man has the power freely to. regard reslity as +f made of
sther pr atoms in consequence of soma urgent scientific
need,? fut rather in the fact that these particulsr az §f
interpretations. of reality cohere harmoniously with other
interpretations and facts which have already besn objecti-

3 Babwien, tha coreiooe of tho mosbio oodar and those of the ideal
« onjaf, ooy mind i thon widgsd thbely, wmmwmm
hmmmulw ba they facts or principho, ooder
poanlty of nocioe " P AL

R, B 7z o
* Pragwniiom, p. 218,
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fied into & system, It is true thet without the syntbetic
activity of the ecientific mind, neither bypothesss nor laws
will ever be Awown as truths; om the other haod, such
truoths can be made, precisely because we nnderstand and
ohey the coertive detrees of the various reslity-orders and
carry these decrees out fatthiully and in the most consistent
fashion.l Vedificati herefove, if we tnd d James's
imphied ing Ty, merely i us that our
truth-making iz in the nght direction ; it does not create
truths ont of nothing, 5till less does it create the realities
and relations upon which they are founded,

(4} Hin dor te Fechneri yehism cauard
Jemes to make some important l:h.m;es in bis earlier
views concerning the absolute? ; not only dees he foally
admit the possibility of the hypothesis of an absolute but
he recommends the confluence of finite elves in a vest
conscious stream wi 3 most acceptable metaphysical
assumpticn.* He believes, of course, that his pluralistic
position is by no means vitiated by this thought, especially
when ha amphasizes the fact that no matter how vast this
poychic absojute may become, 50 long as it dees not embrace
alf cenlity and hag it own Other, 5o lang a3 it retaing the

h of fnil and imitation,* it leaves the universe
sufficiently Joose to allow plenty of reom for individnal
frved and iadepend The plucalisti . §

LEd, p.oary. " Truth ko sclencs ™', James writes, ' b what ghvos w0
thl maximicn poutibds s of s tiaftion, it eohnded, et conalstiacs
Tth with previoms truths and with scwal fact b always tha mort impecioos
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therefore, fmally appears in James's theught as a con-

gregation of paychic amopg which is the God
in whom all homan souls merge.
ing many apy bjections which may be raised

from some point of view diﬂ‘arent from shat of Jam:s, we
may here aguin suggest a legiti ic H
what difference does it mkc to I.ndivldull selves whether
the larger pelf doping them the 1l

totality of all reality or whether lt is itself mecely a ﬂ.m:e
individual among others ? The real contradiction which
Jares finds in the absolutistic hypothesis, ks wa have seen,
is that by including everything in God we include in kim
algs all evils, which are surely unworthy of his divine
natore! Let ua grant that this iz a real pragmatic con-
sideration. Since, however, Jumes ingists with Fechner
that ” every bit of us at every monsent i3 part or parcel of a
wider sH ",k the God that dres not inclode all reality must
at least include all of man's spirtual life—excepring,
presumably, its evil sides. From the standpoint of the
finite individua!, therefore, to be merged in God is ea
oatural 3 it is izevitable; and, tly, zithough
Godmybeﬁmtemthres‘pe:twmsown"ennmlma!t '
he iz getwinely allinchisive with ragpect to each and
everyone of us Hiy relation to us, in short, being thus

¥ and all-embracing, is precisely the block uni
wort of rel.ntltm which James so deeply resents.  Morsover,
the God-part of the unlverse being evidently the only part
of reality which we human beings caz know and get in
touch with, wa cannat hope to get outside of God {even if
1 Biurabioic Uwives, gp. yra-1e. | oapkd, p sy
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w conld) without banishing curselves into & no man's lind
somewhers in the vest, unmappsd jungle-mniverse, or
perhaps falling into the grip of the devll, who, though a
phuralistle entity and bence not incloded in God, i suffi-
ciently conversant with human nature to bid ns a grim
welcome. Thus, withont minimizing the moml value of
individwal cheice and responsibility in the matter of
salvation, it is difficult to se¢ what pragmatic advantage
iy offered to men oy Jaroes's plumlistic conception of God
and the universel

This sme pragmatic question may be urged in still
enother way, James maintsios that " we are indeed
sndersal parts of God and not external creations, on any
poasible reading of the panpsychic system. Yet berauss
God is not the absolute, hntlshmseltlpeﬂwhmﬁle
systers is ived ploratistically, his iong can be
mkmunotwhoﬂydisﬁmilarhothmuiﬂwothermﬂu
parts—as similar t¢ our functions consequently ! Such
lhneuflargumt,mﬂytheldst is pragmatically abatract
and With telling s definjtely what God’s
functions are, James cotcludes that Secawss God is lonited
lika other finite bejogs, therefore his fancticns are similar
to those of men ; becaise, in other words, both God and
men are partc of 4 widey reality, theredore they have the
sams sort of functions to perform.  But how, we ask, can
thamminztnrlbmgparmlmdﬁmtecmmmteamnnd
fer n ing that the entities in
question are on tha.ume reality-lavel | Furthermore,

1CL Fopers, Sughich pul Awsican Filiorsphy, 3. 387,
& Fluyailalic Uwiversy, . U8 Gialin ours).
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ginge God aod men are fimife in two entirely different
senses—for God's fimitude conishs in @ part-whols relation
between him and the totaj unjverse, whils men zre ** internal
parts " of God and bence gtand in a pact-whals relation to
him—how can God have the same kind of fonctions az we,
nnless, indeed, wa abolith our first hypothesls that God
inclndes human beings and ofern them peace aod gon-
solation, whether in the jorm of * mind-care "* or some
gther sort of spiritual comumunion, and azssrt that we can
reciprocally include God in our being, thus becoming gods
ourselves ¥

The resd difficulty with James, then, appears to be that
be recognizes the value of some kind of an absolute, but
declines to admit certain qualities which traditionally
pertain to it, #.g. all-inclusivencss. FPerhaps it is true that
mere inchugiveness does not constitute the moral besuty of
God ; for we can easily imagine an infinite devil with the
overwhelming attributes of omnipotence, emnistience, and
omnipresence. The guestion, however, still remadns,
whether in interpreting God's nature according {0 » concrete
systern of moral values, wa can deny him an inclusivensss
and spixitua] pawer in terms of this very aystem. James
himself probably would agree with us that we cannot dety
him this ; in fact, if we recognize God as the prime wurce
of all spiritual values and the final destination of al) haman
souls, we must wecessarily regard hir as all-powerful snd
wll-nchisive—that is, with respect to us homan selves,
If thia ia sc, why should we, 8s pragmatists, worry over
the question whether Ged includes also the h

& Pharaionic Twivwrws, P. Yoy
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part of reality, granting that we can know such reslity
What difference does it make, if God does not include it §
And, fmally, if the proposition that God does tot inclade
all relity’ makes no practical difference, does it net,
according to the prapmatic test, Jack the essential mack
of a truth? In his attempt to establish a pluralistie
universs, we fear, James has made the mistake of proving
too much.

iv

From otr distussicns above, ji must bave become
sufbciently clear that with its many theoretical difficulties,

gnatism or radical iz ill-fitted to be the basis
ocl' & new social philesophy, particularly when we recall the
dangers which inhere in the pragmatic insistence upon
iooge relations apd tychistie meliorism, The spirit of
freedom and initiative i3 admirable, bot it should always
be borme in mind that freedom z= such afferdes no self-
eriticism, and, when misussd, ezsily degemerates ints
anarchism and irresponsibility. Even the demand for
self-government, o fetish of the democratic agu s nat
Justified by James's vig I fe-h phils-
sophising ; on the contrary, ltsemmnmbothzmgtn-
physical realm only helps ny to see sotme of its serious
perils the more clearly in their magnified form—the perils,
namely, of the tyranoy of contingmnt force.

To do justice to James, however, we must carefully
distinguish Jamses the philosopher from James the prag-
matist, Janes the constructive thinker from Jamea the
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. t ageingt phi hical tradic For it is enly
in the Intter capacity thnt Jemes indulges in the abuss of
monist, an act which he later at & ¢alm mument seems to
repent. The pluralistic universs, after all, 14 not 3o

'p}nraﬁsﬁcasja.mmlﬂsfo]lowmatﬁntmy think ; in
fact, in the eyes of an impartial bystandsr, it has many
qualities of a istic world =0 temp lly diskiked
by Jemes. Perhaps the elivation is that James louss a
pharaiistic nniverse, but that his reason tells him to choase
a roenistic order, so that at times our philosepher iy at odds
with himself. Or perhaps he is conacious of this inner
conflict and valiaotly seeks to effect a reconciliation of
" absolute moniem ** with " absclute plumliom . In any
case, it it obwious that the eropiricist snd rationalist

] da ot b ize well in his thought, which finally
Temains, as it were, a pluralistic universe by itself, full of
loose joints and incompletensss.

In thus pointing out the inconsstencles in James's
position, we do not in the lsast intend to deny that his
vigomus protast against the stereatype sort of rationalism
and the cut-and-dried kind of monism has been refreshing
to modern thought and hag galled ity attention to the need
of a what hasis upon But a3 a
philosophy of reconciliatien, it toc obviously betrays itz
empiricist partisan gpirit and toc wnconscicusly borrows
fram, its rationalist oppenent without proper acknowledg-
ment, thereby defeating its own very purpose. Perhaps
siich a reconciiation iy nitimataly possible; perhaps there
may result from it something Hke the concrete monism
which James vaguely chesished and which csrtain idealists
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have attsmpted to dewslop. If m, | sm wilt

socomplish ity neble pigpose by surrendarimp the greater
share of its orighwad claim for philosophical independence.
It is probably not saperfluoms to add a few words to
bring out more clearly the real relations between the
pragmatic philosophy of James and the pluralistic theory
of palitiea.  Firgt, it cannot be denied that although MWy
Laski 15 the coly writer who explicitly acknowledges
indebtedness to James, there exiets 1 genuine sympathy in
apirit between James and the pluralists in general, The
pluralistic ephass upen the " actual will ™ reminds us
of the pragmatic predilection for the immediate comaciong-
ness; the arg against the gign pawet of the
state sounds peculiarly bke the protest agoinst the ali-
inclusiveness of the block universe, the absolute ; and Mr
Taski's ' experitrentalist " metlmd of politics, indeed,
reflects bly the tychi iricist attitude which
is to charscteristic of James. Smndiy it iz interesting
t0 note that our previcus criticiems of political phoraitsm
nndommﬂcmofpngmmmyirldahnnthem
results, The smbj ble in either
case.udtheh‘bzﬂaﬂannnhmnff:eednmlseq\l&ny
as & principle of political ization or az a -
conception of reslity, In fact, even the argnments eme
ployed by the pluralists and by the p ists to prove
that reality (political or metaphysical] is ultimately
phuralistic seems to run in the same grooves and =nd in the
same difficiltes. For what thess arguments show is
merely thet diversity exists; they do not prove to ng that
ity s fipally impessible, or, if powsibls, it is ethically
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Jegirable, Fusth Jamaeg Iven his theery of
truth into the rationalist principle of coherencs ; and his
pluralistic universe ftself z\:ﬁeﬁ a trausiormatwn mto [
panpsychic system.  The plural S
their political theoty by 1 blishing a h
mmﬁgntywhrhmeedstthowofanymummy
conceived by the legal monists.  Thisdly, we must ot infer
from tha above that there is a Jogical or necessary ronnec-
tion between pragmatism and political plurelism, Mr
Laski to he sure, hag been ingpired by the thought of James ;
bmt to be mspired by a thought is not necesearily to follow
that thought ; and, truly speaking, th other plural
whe raveal no inteflsctital kinship with James. The views
of tertain pluralists like Mr Cole and especially Dr Erebbe,
on the other hand, bear a striking resemblance to some
vhases of the political theory of Hegel Indeed, their
insistence upon the unity and soversign character of tha
completa social order would naturally appes: chjectionabls
to James the pragmatist, the James, namely, wha was
opposed to rationalism, the James who fired the pluralistic
imagination of Mr Laski in the earlier days of his political
speculation, R

Our interest here, however, is 2ot the historical question
of how closely is politiea] pluralism connected with prag-
matism, but the question whether the * radical empitjcigt **
method is a safe method (o adept in metaphysical or
political inquiry. OCur criticisms in this chapter convince
us that mdical empicicism, in its pure form, tends te distort
reality ; and since political reality is a part of general
reallty, empiricism would ily lead wg to a falsg
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theory of politics. Whatever purely pregraatic elements
we may di In political pharal therefore, must be
carefully excluded, or at least modified, so that we may
finally arrive at 3 true theory—s concrete momism, of
which James the philoscpher himself times bad & vague
e




CHAFTER IX

POLITICAL PEURALISHM AND THE STATE AS AN ETHICAL
IDEAL

THE history of Wegtern political thought may be viewed,
in a genaral way, as 4 continuous reaction betwesn two
eppogite conceptions of fhe state, that is, between the gtate
49 soprete ethieal jdeal, absolute and all-embracing in ity
complete meaning, and the state 23 a mers social instraument
designed for a limited purpose. This latter tendency hae

often been b ized a5 " the ey jon of politics from
ethics ', which, in the hands of different wntm aAssumes
gither the form of an # fism popularly id d with

the doctrine of Machiavelli, or of a nam:wly * seientific M
treatment of the political process particolarly as repre-
sented by the English analytical school of jurispridence.
It is the aim of this chapter to discuss briefly the mest
typical views based upon each of these tendoncies, to bring
ont their ethical implications, and to nxcertaln thelr exact
relatlons with the varous expunents of the pluralste
theary.

 Every state ", Aristotle says, "isa ity of some
kind, andevacmnmnityisestablishui with a view to
some good . . . but if all communitiss aim at some good,
the state, or political community, which i the highest of all,
and which embraces afl the rest, aims, and ln = greater

20g
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Aegree then say other, at the highest good "3 We bave
here the first definite formutation of the ethical conveption
of the state, namely, the political community as not only
thahlghest hutthemmt lusive of all sotial

\o's defing . though sBeiently cieay in
its essential mesning, i3 still inardcolate in u:ntent it
vaguely hints at the existence of partial commoumities
within the social system, eg. families, villages, and tha
#conomic groups ak embodisd In the artisan-trader class,
without determining the precies mlalionshlp which exists

among th } and the relationghip bat them and
the enchost i et Tt gnizes, fn 2
general way, thr. ethical u'itunacy of the state, yet it fails
explicitly to ile the d s Bt the state

% a politieal means (the practically best state] and the state
& the end in itself {the ideally best state).

It is Hegel, we think, who gives the ethical conception
ite fallest development, precisely by making the easential
elements in the state mors distinet and articulate, puidad,
withont doubt, partly by his own metaphysical standpoint,
and partly by the concrete facts which he observed in the
modern political community. ' The state ¥, e sayy, iz
the ethical whels and the yealization of fresdom. It is the
objective apirit, aud he [the individaal) has his truth [Le.
the et of his potential nature], real
emstme.andethmimm mlymbdngamﬂnberot

* Pthica (Jowatt), 1. oh. 3, §3.

# Tie o wvident from tha fact that Asistotls bae & dilicolly s aiguing
# tinfuiory posttion o the rtiewns io the wiatv.  The artismns, b okh,
wre oemesry 10 the Mate, Pt wre Dot parie of it
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it *.1 The Hagelian state, however, attains it towlity not
by anuihilating all partial purposes in the sup ethical
ideal but by developing thie ideal in and through the
spontanetus realization of the partial murposes obtaining in
the genera] communfty. It is, in other words, no longer
an implicit undty, as the Graek city evidently was, but a
“concrete universal”, a living unity in whicth every
constituent part possesses fts own distinet meaning. The
common supposition that the Hegelian state is identical
with the community, that all secisl sctivities are merged
into the sphere of governmental activity, is indeed mis-
leading. For the state, being the essential embediment of
the gthical ideal, contains much more than the governmental
system ; it manifests ity fonetion in a varisty of ways,
through every aspect of sozial life, politicatly as well as oon-
politically, unofficially no less then in its fermal modes of
procedure.  State-action, in this way, means more than
governmental action ; it does not necessarily imply the
direct contro} of all sovial life by the riles of the politizal
system, becanse this system jtsslf ix merely a part of the
sthical state, The family -and the ectmomie order are ag

much parts of the siate asthepolltmlfahnc:tseﬂ and
even the cherch, as the ible exp of religious life,
contrfbutes an integral efement of the state. Actions in
these difierant spheres, therefore, in =0 far as they are
compatible with the general soial good, are state-actions.
The ethical state, indead, would ba a yery feekie and barren
ideal if it had to confine al] its purpose and activity within
the litmited ephere of the gavenment, or to mppres the

L Philimapy of Fight (Dyde. § 455
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cluims and rights of the corporations exdsting in the genera]
commimity it order 10 preserve its urity.? i
This is different frotn saying, however, that the political
mu as the formal instroment of regu]'ahr.m. ag the
criticism of inetitutions ”, does not occupy
a pet:u'lllrly important positicon in the ethmai state. The
civic community in itself is devoid of 2 umiversal principle,
and hence subject to internal strifes and conflict.' The
church may sometimes go contrary to the progress of the

ethical purposs and ersate unfresdom by its arbitrary will
It it the duty, then, of the " universal slass *, the political
state as smbodied in the g i system and law,

it infuse into them a prnciple of ugity apd harmoeny, to

* O, o, im " additon ™ ; § 852,
of * divitad allagiance * Gow

Mwlywmwhnwm:elmm {3ee Figgla, Churchr
in Lk Moden Sftay, p. B; Laski, Grammar of Politics, p. 15t). For,
STADting that & D id At obts Suwaber of chrch, Cwds-unkon, gob-clob,
ek, begidos bolog o citleen of the ' state . and thet it & pomibls for hon
0wt the chiim of any gua oF the nm-palitcal gromps agedont e polltieal
amcclation, it doss wet Sllew that thase groups posstss some inherant
right which n pait and which ble tm the fodgment
of an absobobe mocm] standard.  Tha indlvidual, in the Atrd pls, canost
docide the relative enomnt of allogiance ha wiabes b Fadpe to the diffzrent
Etwoe mulom he conschonsly pomewrs. o procml achems of eclal valos
which appean to him ta be the most dedratls. O thw other hand, when
i ipdividos]l Mty oF 0oe gronp spuiont soother, the guation whether the
achame of mcial vwlus fogiead in bis protokt is Fadaseetally commect 3
mn Emportant question to rais. A coal-mine siriker may wish to sopiisty
Al the cimime of the operators, « modisval charch-supparter might thigk
It tight in mbregs tho avthority of the stite onder pupal sathority ;
yot it i doabtfnl thet thews sititodes are, from the ringdpoiot of (e
peowrtl comwinnity, sltogmthor coomet  Cosflwts of social allaglasc,
therefore, may often elfectively Houit the wops of povernmantal astion,
ik 54 w0 doing, i adiepatably Froves tho wbeokute powr o Galrvong
of the state i & comprobeasive sl nyster,

108, sty {3k,
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eo-ordinate them, to control and regulate them, so that
thelr private ends may be brought teo bear upon the general
good. The state, it iz sure, in thus exercising its regulative
function through the government, may become coercive ;
it may oftes resart to physical force and thereby shacure
its essentizlly ethical meaning, But the state, as toercion,
being merely the tangible instrament of the state as jdeal,
ismot vielated or perverted even when contingent unwisdom
aad iil-intention may misuse the powera of the gevernment,
law, or the entire congtitutional system,  An Individual,
who dizapproves of game partienlar action of the political
Etate, may, consequently, question itz righiness, attempt
legally to annul its effect] or, indeed, even endeavtur to
change the constitution itself sheuld cireumstances demand.

In eciticizing the atate, | . the individpal
really asserts the ultimacy and invielability of the ethical
state ; end here we di the true just ion of the

principle of governmental limitation : the authority of the
political state stands and falle pot with its ability or
inability to promete the particnlar ends as embodied in
tha non-political gromps, but with its capacity and in-
capacity ta cary out the decrees of the ethical state itself,
Indeed, whatever be cur judgment of the Hegelian state
tonception, it iy important that we clearly distinguish its
three nesessazy elements, naruely (1) the state i it atufal-

ial aspect, as ey d by the family and social-
eoonomic groups; (z) the state in ite legal-political aspect,
a2 embodied jn the entire governmental system ; aad (3)
the ethiral state itself, which transtends and incledes both.
This point 1 worth stressing, especizlly il we are inclined
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to eriticlze Hegel adversety. For it is evident that I8 order
10 mieet the Hegelian position cogently we must oot merely
declare, 69 many do, that the state, a4 political srpanitation,
s pot and shoukl not be supreme ; or that, as the iastru-
ment of ion, it cannot properly be regarded as an
ethical ieal—since either of these assertions Hegel himself
wotth] be willing to admit. We most, in fact, go to the
jondamental Hegelian theory itself and try 1o show either
that an ethical community, greater and more absolute
than the instrumental state, does not or canmot exist, or
that a tenable theory of politics can be worked cut by
confining our attention to a mere theory of the government.

Withtheathlmlsmdpmnt this andarstond, let us now

pass to the oppost in P "theorywhlc.h
bas been desi d as " the tend to te politics

from athics .1 This, of courss, is an ambiguons phrass.

1 T Domal visw which attribotes & separatien of palitics [rom ethic
to Aritotls jp cbwicusly mifeading, (For ooemple, Pollock, Hidey of
Polilits, p. 14 ¢ pasmm). At froom & sethoflthogial Evigtim of thete
achiocs, Arletotle has sowhare indlcated that mch & scparation i 1 be
e Ou ti oontrary, #a fur ma the yubjetmatter of ethice nd politios
laddentbeal (Noe, Blder, £, h, € B 78 | x,ch g, § 9a), itis cesther desivable
oor possitle to eclats them,  Btbits, ae the inqulry into tha chimate good,
& doxt of propadentio o pobiiios ;e Intter crmplrtos the Socoee By
Mhmmmmmmmmbmumﬂm

Plitics, thereiors, inclndes athics ; it ia, 1s Arirothe g, " fhe supreme
ln‘kmm". (T, L ch. 7, B 49; =, b g Fa).

3t may ba argwd, bowsvi, that although Arisokls pacognices the goold
Hife au the geosrl aim of the state, be sxplicitly distinguishes the virtus of
e o] citisen from thet ol the good man {74, v, chu 3, § 20 Palilos,
Hl, ch. 4§ & ol, thies iodicating & real ewparation of polibos frons sthica,
mmwmm-.muwhmummmm
thticn of the war] ' W"hmw The Greaka Enquenily
snpioy te wand imdieatn morel [
wcmumw-&mmmwm

goad, Than, while S Vickw of Rl o 2o i alwiyl the moe, the,
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In some cases it hag been uudeservedly applied to writers
who have ne real intention of making such a separation ;
while in other cases it has been employed .to describe o
wariety of methods which are too divergent to be accurately
characterized by it. The examination of the views of a few
outstacding writers will suffice to make our point clear.
Machiavelli is cften ranked among the most extreme and
the most realistic of immoralisfs. A careful reading of
The Prince (the book which is largely respengible for hig
putaticn as ao i list), h , will show that it is
debatabls whether we can justly attribute to him a
thorough-going un-sthical view of the political process.
For it iz easily seen that his moral z2pathy, notoricus as
it is, cannot ke taken as a conclusive proof of that funda-
mental immoralism which he bas bost alleged to hold.  His
reakistic recognition of the sfficacy of hypocrisy as & means
to secure political power, om the other hand, wounld tend
1o show that ethical categeres are, for him, the mest
essential categories of man's political thinking, the force
of which cannet be completely destroyed ever under the
owat parverted conditions, For as the efficacy of falve-
hood depends upem the effective and general operation of
truthiminesy, hypocrisy would be useless if men, ag politivel
beings, are beyond good and evil. Furthermers, we should
also remeruber that, belng an ardent patriot as well g6 8

" wirtus ™ of pan ax & citieen of some particolar state Tatia aceonding to
Hhe yws and eonditions of fhxt riate 52 well s socording 1o the pounlir
wtabion of lifo bn which bt Gade himel?, This digtioetim, howsvar, in
valid oaly whes Aristotla apeaky of the pracizally best atate, which in
Taally g partial datn | tnthwmtmgwdmudwﬁdﬂm
s ceungleidly idetical; wthion wad politis thae Smally bowma cos
et



a6 THE STATE AS AN ETHICAL IDEAL

marn of high inteliectual culture, Machiaveili did not advo-
cate intrigne for its own sake or even meraly for the
sake of the political ascendance of the prince; intrigus
wag fustifiabls only in a0 far as it was a necasaary and
effective means to mitain gome political end, the end,
namaly, of unity 2nd peace in Italy.? Perhaps the utter cor-
tiption of political life i Florente and in Ttaly af lage—
partly the unhappy result of the bloody strife of contending
faetions within and partly of foreign aggression from with-
out—may have Jed Machiavelli to agres with Dante that
peace is the supreme political good upon which all pos-
gibility of buman well-being depends. It may have cansed
bim to draw the bold {but errcheaus) conclugion that &
good end would justy evil means, and that the best
wespan to overcome evil is evil itself.? If this ia a0, we
¢anpot really call his pelitical theery immoralistic ; indesd,
MarbiavelBanian seemy to be an eloguent provest against
political eoprnption, & genera] affrmation of the ultimacy
of ethical vahies in the political relation, and, above all, &
genuine patriotic plea for order and peace, the moral colour

* Ha wys of Agathochs, King of Syracom: ™ Vit It omooot be calied
alent ta lay fallow-citions, 0 deocivg fricnds, (o bn without faith, without
mmtm wuth mathode may guin mmpite, but oot glary ¥,
Prince Muwintt], ¢4, B
-mwmmdumnp‘mﬂr forth In the
concloding sewbences of the Gonl chapior. £, Spinces, Polincal Fradhiss
cEl-—}.dLs.lf.h“ o Profsssor
- of

" way the ool of his
tHan.qmu mwﬁum-ﬂmmmu—
s baaia™  Hitory of Mukew [Armrtrong), .
l“m.mmmammqmmp-mam
waon mewty with what destroyy blm. rooug = sach thet 4 wvil " Tie
Prines, ¢h. 55.
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of which is not even disguised by his thin vaneer of
cynicism, .
If we cannot cightly attribute an immorailsm te Machia-
vall, still 1298 can we say that Bedin's theory of seversignty
hag effected a neparation of politics from ethics, gince his
turallaw backg d directly bim with the
ethical school of political thought, It seems clear, indeed,
that from Bodin's paint of view, the definition of sovermignty
as yupreme legal power i3 merely a canvenient way of con-
ceiving state-authority ; this ion cannot, thersf
represent mors than a subordinate principle in his political
system—a prnciple not to be confused with or placed
upen the same level with his fundamental conception of
the state. For the state, he tells us, is not simply gov-
erned by sovereign power, but by reasom, the latter being
the mere ultimate of the two. Thus, according to Bodin,
elthough soversignty is, from the legal point of view, un-
limited, this legnlity would lose its substantia] meaning,
il state-anthority fatly contradicted the ordi of
reason, which are manifested through laws nateral, moral,
apd divine, Ethito-religious considarations, thervefore,
belong to the proper sphere of political theory ; they should,
in fact, engage the constant attention of every statesman
and legislator, in order that the theoretical supremacy of
law may be actually sustained by the moral forces of the
commumity, and in erder that soversignty mny Dot exist
in vain, ,
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Commgmwtn Hobbes, ltmstbeadmttedthatbe
in Ling a L mmryuipohhcs
upoa his {ulixti hysical Vet
wﬁoﬂdembumtwhmmuobMMaysm
represants o complete departues Jrom the ethical school,
it falls short of the thorough-geing * selmtlﬁc"treatmeut
of politics, which 15 so ch dc of the * analyti
school . Hobbes's ™ sepamtion ” of politics from ethles,
therefore, amounty merely to the sobstitotion of a mechan-
istic conception of the state for the ethical conception,
and the sovereign power of the state, as he defines it, is
really wo more self- than the tignty in
Bodin's system1. For in spite of Hobbes's absohutist in-
tention, his ' patumllaw " presuppositions compel him to
admit that the commands of the leviathan are, after all,
oot snpreme in their own right, but mast be finally sabject
o the test of nature—just as Bodin yobjects hiz theory of
savete:qmytothetes‘toimrahtymd:!hglom Hobbes,
fore, not cnly P I.he right of the subject to
refuse, even io deflance of agn ds, to kill him-
self or his fellows but declares that when a large number of
desperats persons deem it 10 be to their own advantage,
they are justified to rise in open rebeflion aguinst the state?
In fact he even goes oo far as to make the general assertion
:hatthefundamtallawdwd.f—pmtmbmgetem—
ally i ble and atways op , a [
todeﬁmdmynﬂhmhm.bym»mnysvﬁd"‘
The state, tn be sure, a9 © the terror of some power™, I
itself foree; thet force, however, must always sufer
* Loviotian, i, . 23, N, W o 2p
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resistance or overthrow, if it came into condlict with a more
ultizmata force, the force, namely, of the law of individual
acli-preservation. Evidently then, the theory of sav-
- ereignty, 65 Hobbes states it, falls to establish political
absolotism, whigh, in truth, can never be consistently
estxbh.ahed on Hobbes's deterministic premises. That
the leviathan & Irgal suf ¥ is, of course, not
to be denied. Legal supremacy, however, tells only one
phase of the leviathan story. For the sovereign, in order
1o maintain itzed, must be concerned not oniy with giving
commands, tut in 0 giviog them that they will be sctualty
obeyed ; it must net only know that it possesees Iagal
power, but constitate this power in sich a way that it may
b exarcized in the most comy fashion, Soverelgnty,
in short, is subordinats to the principle of nataral law;
ail legel rights fow from soversignty, but sovereignty
itself is datived from the power of pature, as manifested
in the gocial order.?

 Spinora's critcism of Foblea's theary of sowntSERtY seems to o to
e ot altopsther cogant,  Tho sowerce mugiimth in any Eits
Spimoey, writes, " hath Ao tove tight ove hiy sabjects than ia measored
by the motem of hip power ovar the subject.” {Latter to Jarig Jalle,
aueted by Pollock, Spmora, of. 4, p, apt ; of, Sgineo, Pobiscsd Teoation,
ch. 3 {41 Theolopical-Political Treafize, th, 16.)  Abour discimion above
whows, Hobhes

‘Thimmaelf worghd ba willing to admit the both ol this seserticn,
Cu the other hand, Hobbes womld print ont Gt SAmitng te 4 fate
L)

Y. - 6 E
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The theory of Locke brings us back to the ethical school,
Locke conceives the state in narrow political terms fLe,
by identifying the state-purposs with the protection of
property) without at the same time denying its possible
connection with sote pltimate ethical good. Indeed, his
conception of the state as & means implies the conception
of some genersl community 25 the end—namely, the con-
exption of a general syﬂemnfmchlnhums.whchundw-

lies and ultimately ity the function of the ingt
state, The traditional interp ion of Locke, thesef
arcording to which tlle creation of the political state by the
social ] i the siate of nature

{as Locke lllm.sel.f mdlﬂtea in certain places) iy somewhat
misleading. For it iz evident that the Lockean socizl
compact does net create & commumity, but merely brings
a political community into existence; the general com-
ity is not ouly temporally prier to the political state,
but possesses a putpose far wider than thay of the latter.
The stnte, therefore, being specifically designed for the
protection of * life, liberty and estate ', cannot touch upan
any other relation—spirituel or moral—which doss oot
properly come under the sphert of “ preperty ”. The
laws which it makes, conssquently, supplant mersly
the natural jostice of the pre-political society; they
cannot, ax Locke indicates, superssde the entirs system
"of natoral relations withont making the state afl-per-
vading and absolute.  And this, we think, i3 the
re | mesning of Locke's famous doctrine of govera-
mental lmitationd In fact, theee i5 2 very striking
1 Troalis, U, ch v, | 158,




THE STATE AS AN ETHICAL IDEAL sax

similarity between Locke and Bodin, which has not
vsually been smphasized. The state of nature, which
Locke deflnes as ““men llving together accerding to
reason, without a common sdperior on  earth with
autbority te judge Detween them ™, appears to be simply
Bodin's political commanity, tuled by reasom, but not as
yet by o supreme power. The Tockean political com-
minity, on the other hand, may be defined as " men
Living together according to reason, with a common
suparior on earth with anthority to judge between
them ™ ; it would then bg in perfect accord with
Bodin’s definition of it as “an agsociation of families
and their p Fi d by a sup
power and by reason ™. In cither case, political com-
munity is constituted by the addition (artificially, as
though an express covenant, or naturally, i.e. through
historical evolutica) of a political system, with ita
Proper powers, to the general community, which latter
exists prior to and contemporaneous with the former and
is based upon certain definable naturul laws. The im-
portant diffcrence between Locke and Hegel, on the other
hand, does net lie in the fact that Locke deniss the pos-
wibility of 2 community as ethical end,?, hut rather that
b excplicitly restricts the povwers and purposs of the political
stte to ons aspect of #he community—ie. to what Hegel
would call the ™ eivic community '—-whereas Hegel tends
P it da aridmt that & theory of gevemmental Litation o b
constrocted by distingoishiog the politial stats 4n EWAns
drom tho wthical commonity we the s0d, sod that thers b 2o plact in

Lockes sywiwm which Laioally prwchados wwch a distinotion, In [t
*4wo bav fort semn, Locke iotitte opon this distinetion, |,
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to attech = much more geperal meaning to the govern-
mental chass.t

In oar brid review of cuistanding writers w0 far, we
notice that not one of them, to whatever school be may
belong, attempts to confine the scope of political theory
to a mere theory of the political state, thu.sfrmn,gpo]ihu
from all extra-legal jderations. This g
[though necessarily unfroitful] task has heen admirebly
pecformed by the British jurist, Austin, who is often
regarded as 2 brilliant disciple of Hobbes. It is trme, of
course, that Austin makes the Hobbesian theory of sov-
ereignty more consietent by putting it oo a purly legal
basis. In isclating legality from the ultimatie force which

political system, b . Austin radicall
changes the Hobbesian theory he tells us what sov-
ereignty is but refuees to explain where it comes from,
or what end it intends to serve. A purely analytical
methed of pelitics can lead us oaly into sheer abstraciion.
The Austinian jurlsprudence, therefors, th so far 26 it is
analytical, cannot bt regarded as a real mpromnmt
upon Hobbes's more . {thmgh b Vil

F i

i previous
mﬁhwwhm [Abwn i (s:,l)

diliealiy. Por whils nelthar Locka's distinebon batwean the wtate aod
el comsmoaity nor ble docirior of povernoeoisl Lmitmtoe sy moh
rplise an ant-stilcal Hheery, hik dbbampt b limi the power of the Tiate
in trxs of "' property " modem the state 1 mevant of partisl inteeets,
0 puly sndiraciy un sthicsl bwroeent.  In Floged's sptem, S porws
Mact in repurasd as o Sirecthy contactmd with the sthical and than the
* Givic commmmiiy "' ; the $doal churecter of the geol oocitewalty #
wlat Ditrw Chitrly wriuasimsd Tham i tha cas of Lockt,



THE STATE AS AN ETHICAL IDEAL 223

unsound) position ; indeed, it has demonstrated more
conclusivaly than any other tendency the fact that no work-
able theory of politics s forth-eoming frorn & mere anatomy
of the state-prxess, Bndﬂ:atthethwrydwvmgnty.
Inable as it is, p no g if it is
completely isolated from the principles which u.udur:lie
the soclal protess In general! Naturally, therefore, the
pluralistie criticism of the theory of soversignty reveals
iteall as & protest against analysis and peints to 4 revival
of the broad teleclogical approach to polities. It is cor
jntention  presently to show how the many pluralists
{with the single exception of M. Duguit, who subscribes
t¢ a port of social determinizm) conceive, in one way or
another, of a general ethical commmoity which iz to be
both the i bagis of & comprehansive forea and the
Lmitation of the powers of the instrumental political
state. .
. It may appear somewhat strange t0 assert that M.
Dugults" bjective * jurisp a recent
revival of the deterministic system of Hubbes A review
of the former's theory, however, will certdinly ascurs us
that thin Is true. We must remember that far M. Duguit
the entire syster of political reations is mot an ideal
construction, nor a sywtem of rights, as some ethical
writers may say, but * the produst of social evolution ~,2

LTo do jostios t0 Acetin, howver, wa momt polnt oot that aereis
Mlﬂnumnh&ohm W agept harn s

wrul fmtarp m erddy for the wis of

a iral mathod -as o distinet spprosch

to politicy, uMmAmrmvnf!’.u

A Mowmil d¢ droil conrtiiationsl, p. 13
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which ix a3 objective and inevitable as the system of
biological evolition. Law. and govemnment, then, i
1 “fagt™ based upon the laws of solidarity; thess
laws, bemgthe stpreme nile of all soclal phanomens,
d ditlonal  obedt ‘ot only from the
individual, but from the state. Whether these lawy
sught to be supreme is, of course, an  irrelevant
question ; since, according to M. Dugit, they actually
and necexsatily ezdat thelr commands must be obeyed.
Now wajving the d b the: hysicat
positions of Hobbes and M. Duguit (i he has l.ny},
may easily discover severzl essentin} similarities between
their thetries, similarities which are guite striding. In
the first place, bath M. Duguit snd Hubbes deny the
operation of ethicel categories in

their tesl problem is the dlstuva of the neces-
sary connections and sequences within the socinl pheno-
menen, and ethical rights or velues are shunned by M.
Troguit as subjective or * 1 ., Hals, theref
as much a aocial determinist as Hobbes alins to be. It
it to be racognized, of course, that M. Duguit helds a con-
ception of human naters diametrically oppossd to that
of Hobbes : the former ragards the Individnal as inherently
social whils the Jatter pictroes him ag a woli amopg wolves.
But whether ke be scisl or egoisiic, men is, in either caze,
compelled by the Iaws of oature to seek society ; and it
makes o differente whether socisty be wmved a5 & vagt
wheme of i 3 d or #s w0 inevitel

to enforce peace by means of power, ginee social orgoniza-
ticn. by reason of jts necessity, possssses an absolute powsr
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wver the indivigual.? Furthermore, allowing for whatever
the b state and society
may make—a distinction which has escaped the notice of
Hobbey snd which . Dugnit takes great paine to elaborate
-—we cannot deny that the Jatter's angntnent aguwingt state-
sovertignty is based precisely tpon the same ground on
which the former defends it.  For, just as Hobbes nltimately
bordi dgnty to the i ble laws of nature,
M. Duguit points out that the state, az the creatore and
instrament of the laws of solidarity, is not znd cannot be
in any sense sovereign.

Our criticinm of ¥. Dugult’s pocial determinism may be
summarized in a few words.  Let us grant, in the first place,
that solidarity iy a universal fact, as M. Duguit declares,
Mow msolidarty, as & fact, must either manifest itgelf
through the willingness of the individual to co-pperate in
the social systerm, or 2s the necessity for him to co-operate,
even though he may not, at a given moment, be conscious
of the fundamental principle of interdependence. In the
first instance, solidarity is evidently sz unwarrsoted

1p of the imity of individua wills, or opimi
s the affective gronnd of sevizl organization ; snd, mth:
second, an og) t for the absolutism of

social power. On the other hand, we may admit that the
fnctoino-opqmuou mdqmmndmmmmmyem

u\thmummmtmhawm theory
i oot & determinien, in tw sends in which M. Dugalt’s theory 5. For
whils Aviiotie ndmite that man taanot Live without Jololng imwdf to
woclety, e may Hve in wooety withont living weld, The etiical stabe,
in cther wopds, |n contioeces with maa's sadional aabace, bak il wet e
Mmmwuﬂ;mmmm T Wbty
o N. Droguit composbres
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in a particnlar community or proup, unacimously and
without coercion. Since, however, solidarity itself is
withcut any character of goodness or badness, as M. Duguit
insdlets, 1t is pearfectly ivable that = multibude of
individnaly mﬂy co-operate in a comuvanity of evil, for

) ity of crimi which, owing to ita
peculiar nature it usually more efficiently co-crdinated
and " solidarised " tham any normal communfty, M.
Duguit, of course, may make reply that since a community
of criminaly ultimately brings confict into the commuaity
at large, it conflicts with solidarity and, biy, shonld

be eup d. Graoting, h the cogency of this
answer, we with gl te 35k M. Duguit how e the foct of
solidarity proved by an admission of the existence of
conflict. And if we regard solidarity ax a principls, which
i te be discoversd, interpreted, and realizad from time to
time, the *“rule of law " which fowe from this principle
wwldpomnoauﬂmmynmthamdmduﬂswhnimm

lidazity or.te perceive the bl i the
interpretation of it by other individuals. M. Duguit's
* abjective * 3nnspmd.mcr. wuuld. be .13 mom objective
then any resy gical jurisp andmsn
far a5 the principls of solidarity 1o
comd.erahomlnﬂlema,ttu' of positive law-making, the
groud of obedience can be oo other than the sheer domin-
ance of numerical farce.

The ceal diffienhty io M. Duguit's determinictic theory,
we think, heummum.phntyandlmtmnm Hsmk
. to ske that abthough soBdarity 1o an 1
mmmm.nmmmmmmmw
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of sociel organieation which, on account of its variahle
content, caonot be placed upon the same level with the
symidotical phenomena of cartaln plant organisms. Human
eocfety i a far pore complex watter tham thesa At
certain stages of men's social life, it in true, selidarity seems
to be the sle ideration : the begi of any com-
moonjty, as Aristotls long age said, is msrl:!d by the teed
for mutual help and asgistance, without which men would
perish in a gtroggle with the unfriendly forcss of pature.
This fart of solidarity, indeed, is observable even in
socjeties of quite advanced charscter when they are con-
fronted with immineot crisez or 1 da At
other times, however, solidarity scems to be of uumpara
tively less importance, For as men are endowad with the
* sense of good and evil "', the ethical and ideal elements
iu their thinking constantly tend to free them from the
seemingly unalterable determiniem of social laws.,  History
affords a wealth of instancez of men who, influenwed by
abstract ethical principles, have bren willing to sacrifice
life, comfort, and even the exigting social peace itzelf in
order to attain something which they regarded mere
dasjrable than a mere system of perfeetly adjnsted co-
operative Hving. The principle of solidarity, theref:
seemswbeawhuﬂymdeqmbepdncipledwcialnrgmﬁn—
tion: if it simply asserts the elementary interdepandence
of men in their basic needs, it is almest @ truism, which
wreiters from Arlstotle down unanimonsly admit; if it is
fntended to ascve ax an ultimate criterion of all social life,
it leaves our higher and more important social experisnces
out of account. -
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The guneral trend of plaralistic theught, however, doesnct
fotlow M. Dugxit. Wiriters such as Professar Laski, Mt Cole,
and especialy Dr Krabbe, net oaly insist upon & broad con-
ception of the pelitical procass—politics iz, for them, more
than a theory of the isgal aspect of the state—but demand
B retorn to the sthical- tdeuiapcal pwhan regard‘lngﬂle
general political ity a3 a f
tion of human freed Dur i i y: m,then,
o see how closely these writers have come bu the traditional
#thical standpeint in general and to answer certain epecific
ohjectians whith they have raised against it.

'The general drift of the pluralistic argument, 25 we may
naturally expect, resta upon a distinction belween the state
as a political instrument and a general community as the
tofa) expresgion of social ideals and relations, organized or
unoggenized, The state, according to Mr Laski, is simply
* a body of men and somen in possession of actwal power ™ ;
it is, on that accomnt, wholly inadequate to give expression
“ta the complete individuality of alt men in the commmunity.
The general comumunity, on the other hand, being generai,
s much more fitted for the realization of the many aspects
of i freed Evidently, then, jnmiut.opnm:t
the freedom of the individual we must establish a definite
wyetem of individual rights which he possesses against the
siute, llrl.asklnmsus,howem not te understand
thmﬂghtsin&ctuditma]_mdiﬂdnh:ﬁ:m For
the individual, an i P no rights, and it in
wlyinhisnpac[tyulmmbunfilgmmﬂmhlordﬂ
that be is entithed to set his clabms aguinst the state, or
agninst any other partizl social institution. Furthermore,
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the welfare of the sntire community being continuens and
identical with that of the individual, the individual can
have no tights against the general community ; 0 set ote's
claims against the ganeral community s to bring oneself
into conflict with himsel.} Mr Cols takes his point of
departire from thiy same distinetion. The politicul state
ia for him ne more than the functian of gowarnment, which
is not to be confused with the system of paneral soclal

Jatl Tt p therofors, nelthey dpnity nor
moral absalutzness but must be subordinated to a general
community which manifests itself either in the * functional
system ** of organized seeial porpoges, orin the unorganized
aphares of acton i which individnals directly and inti-
mately express themselves.' In éach case, it is the will of
the individual ag conscious of & social ideal, whick impoeas
# limitation upon the pewers of the political state.

It must not be inferred, however, that either Mr Lackl
or Mr Cole denies the necessity or possibility of & unitary
organ of sccial control, or that the pelitical state {or its
equivalent] i the instrument best fitted for this task.
Both, indeed, agres that the power which flows from the
wmimmpurposenrtthnwmmu.uitymuatbe:hesupreme
authority of the lsnd, in whatever way thay may be
organized. We tay entrust this pewer to the existing
povernmental gystem, as Mr Laski prefers; we mly'mhe

A Granwmar of Peliticy, pp. 34, 83,
'MTW » 1B5. Tt may e poted that ko bis earicr writings

Mr Colk entifien mmwmmmhwd&um
H qatte ¢ el 'l‘.ﬂo :u.hhm-‘mm
howgrer, b d mare toward

viaw by pegarding
iha polltical rabe an the dipren irkmot of sl eonkol—oomoly
im tho fowma of § apreme coort of famctonal squiry.
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the state, in its ity as the ive of the

co-operative Jorce of the i the p inent
institution which " controls the level at whith men wre
to live a3 men °, which sets the keyaote of the whole soctal
ornier andwh)chauthmbatlvelymleswura]lpatﬂll

luding the jc groups, to the degree
thattbmwmetothewmmmg\uodumumd.‘ Ot we
may construck 4 special organ for the expresgion of thiy
community-force—an organ which Mr Cole iries to realize
in His Sup Court of Functional Equity and which
postesses all the essential powers of the state exvept its
name. The basic of this supreme legal authority, we
are told, lies isely in the exi of a ity as
1 system of functional values, & system which fows from
the Individual's standard of social ideals, manifested
through his choice of the kind of accial kifs which appears—
to him to be the mogt desirable. Or, lastly, the unitfied
mgnhuomﬂthemmmwmaytnketheiomain
“ Jegal ik *, which alli in terms
of the uni T m individual sense uf right, whereby
DrKrahbeseahtogwathn"wmmunhyoiinmu"l
full measnre of internal autoncmy witheut sacrificing the
principle of an etbical unity in social erganization In
short, whatever detmiled scheme these pluralists may
prefer, and whatever different ethical background they may
possess, they nll seem to agree that & community is un-
ineelligible unlesy 4 community of good is assumed, and,
consequently, that while this good demands a definite
restriction of governmental antion to 8 specific sphere

+ of Polaics, pp. w5, 38, 7o,
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consigtent with the nature of ity function, it nevertheless
justifies & yupreme social power which is substantially all-
pervading and unitery in ity exercise.

The pluralistic stete thms understood bears o true
resemblance to the monistic state as defined by the sthical
philosophers, particulardy by Hegel It is probably not
toc far wrong te conjecture that Hegel himsel would be
willing toapprove of the pluralistic theory in general.  For,
in the first place, Hegel, Like the plursiists, concelves of &
general community which is greater and more incluzive
then the political state, which embodiss the complete
freedom of the individual, and whick affords an absoluts
criterion of right to which all social institutions, including
the political system, must be referred.  Secomdly, Hegel,
like the pluralists, regards the political state merely as a
part of the commenity ; although, as the highest instru-
ment for the axpression of the universal goed, it is given
the right to control all assaciations within the eommunity.
We may, of course, segregate the mssociation-regulative
fumetion of the state from ity political-administrative
function and entrost the former to a new political ergan ;
but whatever changes in detwil may be advocated with

1 ge, the fumd tal of pur palitical

iratl i ftered. Thirdly, Hegel would
heartily agree with the pluralists that men ars by nature
social, and thet €here is no :sal line of demarcation between
individual and social goed, re-affirming, consequently, the
- Aristoteltan truth that man is a social-political being.
‘There ere, to be sure, many important differences of ethical
outicok and of temperainent whith we tomat oot ignore
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the diff far pla, b Mr Laski's individual.
istic inclmations and Hegel's =thical mozism, or between
the former's utiktarian concoption of the good and the
idealigm of the latter, But, after cll, these difierences in
fondumentals sarve only to make the simiarities in their
. political theory the more striking, since what they hold in
compmen politically does not spring from any biased agree-
ment, but points, in ail probability, to soms nniversal
political truths which are scesptable to all in apite of
sericus political or ethical differences.

It must pet be yupposed, h , that the
ate aware of such a substantial rapprochemend of their
theory to ethical monism.  On the contrary, they denounce
it barshly and promigingly, ané cond it as the

enemy of d y aad of their own theory.
Ey some unfortunate mirunderstanding the ethical theery
has come to ba regarded as an argumeni for political
abeolutism, and the state as the end appears to the ploralists
1o be one of the most important of the memistic errors.
* The Commonwealth ”, Mr Cole declares, ' was made for
mep, and ot men for the Commonwealth '3

In order to apgwer this ¢riticst, it iz imperative to
remember that Aristotle clearly distinguishes batween the
state aa the end and the otate as a means, between the
sdeally perfect polity and the practizally best constitution.
Thus, when Acdisiotle speaks of the priority of the state
0 the individoal, the fact, namely, that no individual can
be himself or attain his fullest development except by
Uving as & sember of the state, what he means in sursly

+ Labour i fr Commonmmpalth, pp. 216-39 . of. Sorial Thaorp, Fp. 21-39.
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not this er that particular state, with its peculiar Taws
and comgtitutivn adapted mors or less to ity contingent
needs, but the state a5 presupposed by tha natore of the
individual ag a political being who, theugh indepandent
of any acikual pelitical organization, cannot estape the
face that g gnch a being he i3 inevitably bound up with
the idsa of the state, and that comsequently, he must be
compelled to identify himsell with some particular state,
to which he happens to belong by birth or which he voln-
turily adopts by choice.!  Aristotle's inquiry inte tha prac-
tically best atate, therefors, consists Jargely in an inquiry
into political means, that s, into the laws and constitutions
whick are hest muited to promote the md.'l\ndual goad, 50
far as that good is realizable through organi The

state regulting fram such 3 quest, which is necessarily im-

* Hare we may convanicatly call attextion to the supéricial coatist
wriylzh ki ploralivty mudos bytowsn tha siats 34 6 compelaory menciation ™
Al e group &4 a Y valmotiry apecistion . Far truly apeaking, the
political staty in jusk sa * voluntary ™ o a0y Don-potitical gromp is; and,
converssly, All groupe iTe compabiry, if we think of them in more geoernl
tarms. Thos,  vober in the City of Ithecs moy oot ouly fredy ceage his
remdaocs and become @ voter in Low Angsles, tut ewen relinguish his
citirenahip in the Utited Stated and emigrate to any ¢ier copty hs
choosm  The wtate in compalery ooly in the weose that coe oKt be
mrmber of #me iain, a6d that, being & citiven of 2 4kate, be cronst Freely
Leave thak siatn without fuldlling bis Jutle $a 1t up ko the tHme be realgos
Hld&mllﬂp. A criminsl, of. aﬂnﬂtmcn?thebmndu_ of
hip gopmiry.! O the othe hisd, the voluntarines of pon-pelitical orgea-

" wghor fufa axtionewidn wmims, or prbape international unioa, # it
evident that po perscn belonging to oy of theas cap frovly reaign bis
Mumﬂmm The mutter i eepecially clear 2 we
~o0meive wn aoonoogly ayyiom tn which aff the fongtions of prisloction wm
impagrwteet lpto cobh gipaatls grewp, To thin cue, the sconomic grop.
would ba mr compuleory we the polidios] viwie. 1 wot mark %6,

. )
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perfoct and falls short of the ultimate sthical ldexd of
which the individus) is capable, surely cannat be ay end in
iteelf, demanding unconditisnal sacrifice from its citizens.!
For wven the best of all existing comstiutons, so Aristotle
himsel amerts, are merely perversions of the ideal state.?
On the sther hand, however, while the state as actoally
d by men, or Iy inzble by them, i merely
& means, the state ax a ” pure instance ", which transcends
the content of every actual state and whish & coteminona
with the lmits of man's freedom, must surely be an end.
mam«alshw.bymmniitsvapedeﬂim.is,d
urse, unrezlizable at any given mement. Bui if we
ad.lmt the inadequacy oI actual political organization zz
the g Ptk dorm, we st also agres that
the practicatt bestmt:‘ e ing except as
an attempt to bring men 3 step nearer to the perfect state,
that is, to the ideal system of buman freedom.  Moreover,
the artnal wills of men oot being always consistent with
their own truly iree natuce, the sthacal state is net only

the messure of all social institutions, but of the purp
and degires of the individuats themsalves. Thiz, we think,
is the real meaning of the conception of the state as the end.
A question, however, may here be raised as to whether
it is justifisble to postulate an ideal state simply by appeal-
ing to the social nature of man, 43 Aristotls dozs. For, as
Mr Cola argues, while we may agres with Acistotle that
man in social—that s Tn say, by reasoss of his matural
sociality man cannot tive ottide of a political comtmumity—

* Colo, Labaur fx Eh Coudomuentih, . 30.
¥ Folipics, bv, ch, 1 ja: b,
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it dos not follow that social insHtutions can exhsust the
complete natore of man? We must, in other words,
clarly distinguith the idea of the state az whsolutsly
necesmary from the idea of the state as abeolutely inclvgive,
the proposition that men ¢armet live without society
{rom the propesition that, living within §t, men Jose their
dentity as individnal belngs and travslate all individual
ends fnte the state-end, The Aristotelian ™ ideally best *
state, therefore, tannot exist ; fer if it i interpreted to
mean the perfection of social crganization as 3 means to
promote individozl geod, it is, by definition, impossible of
realization ; or, if It stands for an end in iteelf, it is a
fraudulent assumption, wnwarranted even by Aristofle's
‘OWT premies of the social nature of man,

To this formidabls objecticn Mr Cole himself hag sog-
gested @ eply.!  We should point ant, however, that when
Aristotls speaks of man a5 social or political, he evidently
does not mean that seciality consigts salely in organization,
#o thet in order to be social, one must submit ¢ach and
every one of his sctions to the public regulation of the
people, or request them to participate in its execution,

LM Cole wayn: "It ds an ahettacon to Tepard man woldy a8 sociil
crmstuees or soldly we Snding sapression throogh e lostitmtions, Stetal,
e, of which they ars mmaptes, ipm—ingthdrmﬂvdm‘mm
wpart from, an wall s ko nuch dnekiticions ; Eod it i e lam an

12 pogend solely thelr spazt irom gmoring 1
ATprasion bn kad throogh imtitations ", Labowt in th Coasmonmaaiih,

b
# 4 ctuatastly growing mewsre of co-cperation smowy men 4 po

than orgunised co-oparatioe,
Sling of semotty bobied v Sowel Theery, p. 183, -
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Soch an absurdity would have bhesn too obwious for
Atistoila to entertain. Sochality, for Aristols, imphes
mwofe thah mere vrgadimtjon or grovp-activity ; it is eo-
extensive with reasm npd identical with freedom. Tt
demands crganization for its most perfect form of expres-
gion 1, but ermbrares a sphere much wider than government,
economi¢ proup, and all social institutions. Henoe st
ag individuality is not with subj whirns
sicality, 5o in scciallty never identical with collectivism ;
and, a3 merely two distinct aspects of the same ethical
reagen, sociality and individuality are not opposed to sach
other, as Mr. Cole seems to think.  Indeed, it would be safe
v assert that, om Arstotle’s theory, man ia complelely
gocizl in =0 far 2 he is completely individual. 5o lng as
be acts in accordance with his true pature, namely, with
the true good of man as man in mind, he qualifies himself
{for good sitigenship in the ideal atate, which, to that extent,
possetzes material existence, Such, then, s the meaning
of the perfect state. [t legislates only through reason and
exists in reasen ; it tolerates no orgauization beyond “a
government formed of the best men absalntely ™', in com-
parison with which all existing politiss are perversions .
and, lastly, by virtde of its perfection, of its intimate
teflection of man's freedom, it canpot be reduced to &
mere mean: without degrading freedom itself.

L Cé, Mr Col'a saylag : * Tha freedien, thar ultimabely mattves b, sDove
41 the rockom of the Lativideal o wad womom, T84 wgat tat, I
to bk Labowr

ﬁhm
mmswhmmumﬂwm
wy yroperty.
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Mr Cole's objection, therefore, ia not altogether cogent.
He fails to discern the substanijal similarity of his views
to that of Aristotle, becanse he does not clearly understand
the essantial continnity between the individual and social
aspects of man, and becanse he tends to confrund sociality
with collective setion. It is probably iroe that Aristotle
himaelf i5 not sufficlently explicit here ; whereas Hegel is
often inclined to pmphasize the supremacy of the actnal
state—a conclusion which is nat lsgically implied in his
theory at all.l In this way, then, Mr Col: offers us a
wtplm: antidota agalnst social abeolutism, so frequently

ing frotg a misapplication of the Hegelian state-theory,
But, on the other hand, if, according to Me Cole, the freedom
of ithe individual can find its perfect expression only in
otganizetion, and if * the crganization of fresdom in seciety
consists in secoring two things—4rst, the beet and mest
perfect relationship of institution to instituten within
the © h; and, dly, the most perfect
subordination of all iastitations to the expression of the
wills of the individuals whom they exist to express .7 Mr
Cole's pluralistic state would simply seam to be Aristotle’s
practically best statr in its modern dress. Whatever
difference may exigt between Mr Cole's definition of the
supreme good and that of Aristotle, we cannot fail to note
tha general similarity in their ethical approach to political

& Gompmre, howyrer, this plamge from bis Philorephy of Bight : " The
wtabe s the march of God b the world ; ks gromod o camee i the pawes
of reason realising itewlf w1 will. When thinking of hs idse of the sate.
wew poret bk i rur mmind any pertinlar siate, of particulsr instiution,

anﬁmhldm%mmwm D_nh'b
Spanstetion, § 436, " addition " .
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thetry. Moreover, in spite of his objections to Arlstotle,
Mr Cole himself wimits the reality of something like an
idesl gtate {or community). For so far as he recognizes
the social nature of man as capable of being objsctively
exprested in a functional valoe systett, he has indicated
the posibility of an ideal state which serves mot caly
negatively as a fival limitation of the pawer of actual
organizations, but positively as an end toward which the
plumlistic state must constantly strive. And be it noted
that the existence of this ideal state does not depend upon
the subjective purposes of imdividual persons. For, ag
Mr. Cole himaelf shows, the purely subjective interpretation
of the functional system can yield no more than a gratuitous
assamption of the genera! good. The vontent of the
functional system, thersfy ds the content of
argual wills. The Commoawealth is net made for men,
- for individnal parsons in thelr private capacity ; it is an
end in itself, through the attainment of which alone can
the lete freedom of the individual be realized.
Onedﬂlemtvﬂunbhkmswhchwlaam!m
the ploralists iz, then, that e concrete, workable theory
ui politics must tmild its foundation upon the sobd rock’
of humin nature, direct attgntion to all social relations,
and recogrize the ethical categories as the most funda~
memtal of all political categories— fundamental in the sense
of a final criterion by which the rights as well ag the limita-
dons of meial power muit be tested.  The ploralists them-
selves, of course, do not seem to have emphasieed thic
phase of their theory ; nor, indeed, are they wilting ex-
piiclty to admlt the existance of a comprehensive ethical
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commumity, which the pluralistic state definitely implies,
Yat,niinan,ltismanmggqaﬁmm say that pluralism
is one of tha most damag iticloms of tha y

" pcjentific " mcthnddpokhns. which confines iteelf to 3
mere analysis of the state-process, and of the mechanistic
method, which tries to envisage the political system as 4
factual, imevitable chain of social sequences. With a
gnod.deal of justice, therafore, the pluralists inveigh against
Hobbes and acoff at Austin (they should decry M. Duguit,
i our interpretation of bis theory is comeet). For real
soverelgnty must surely be much wider, more profound,
apd fnere satisfying than the oppressive " morial God ¥
of the Laviathan, or the jejuns " homan soperior * of the

Jurispradencs.
Unfor iy, ¥ . misund i hed with
il 1 blas p the pluralists from seeing & real

powbdhtyoclxeeomﬂiaﬁm mththemoniwc ethical scheol,
which, truly speaking, is fnver monlstic in the sense in which
thepl\ml]!sts mploy that term.  Most pluralists, we have

spen, are individ ; and, 5 individnalists, they natur-
ally feel & certain degres of antagonism to the philosoph
who ingly take deTight in su \ng indi ‘_lltyYet

ﬂmmeteenthoenturyu fargone and our present-day in-
dividualists camnst but Follow the Zatgaist and accept the
truth by ingdsting that the individual, after all, is social—
with the wily reservation that he is only partly so. This
Teservation, & , is altageth y. Forifit
ismmtmmuua ion wgaingt T collecti
m;tmmﬂybeahmthunopmhmphxmthmmt
has ever attempted to inclode all human activitiey or
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reletions within the narvew four comers of the orgunized
ihstitation, still less of the politieal lnstitutan, Or, if
it is i ded to indicate a real t between ndividual
{Le. private) actions and social dctions, it would be pretty
hard to see how the pluraifsts can avert the difficulty of
dedird isely the respective ypherss of thesa actions.
Shallwe!ollow]' S, Mill by defining private actionz as
thoss which affect the ageat alone and no one else § Surely,
jt must be admitted that actions of this sort are very fow,
and that those which do completely satisfy this descrip
are bardly worth theorizing zhout at all. Shall we sy,
ot the other hand, that private actons ars those which,
elthengh affscting other parsofis, have not heen cfersd
by the agent to colleetive control  In that case we gt
te prepared to admit that whatever 1 person does can
never be righifully questioned, even if it intarferes with
other people’s actions, so long s that action is not velun-
tarily submitted to organized comtrel.

Our lasi point is not mtended to be an argument for
compelling prople to subject all their actions to public
regulation ; this i undesirable, sven though it coudd
actnally be done.  'We mutst not Jail te peint out, however,
that-if we adinit the social patore of man, samely the fact
that 2o one caz live unto himse alone, but must always
bemrd.ahmshpmth-ambunrtpﬁmmwhmu
mancer they may be iated, then indi 1
¢hanot tongist in the complete * absence of force "1 orin the

L Laxki. Gramemer of Politles, p. 33, Thore ia n pood deal of confusica
bave, For, if we frd e mbjctive fwling of pod-imsirkint gb Du
withmate criterion of fresdom, It i very dificalt to s on what justiflabis
Potew) cen 1 coxviice myseld that " T ongi fo-vbey " the law of scheel
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b of ! social ints i d tpon the

individmal, modifying or Hmiting hix will, Fer, after all,
the seciality of man consists nat merely in & sentimental

craving for fellowship, but in an intelligence which per-
cewesthe witdom of the mutual subcrd;matlonofl wills, not

Arbi -, but bly. Tao i iduality fram
sociality, taoppmefmedumtorwtmnt is to lead our
theory inte an ingclubl tradiction, the contradicti

namely, of constructing & social order cut of a sand-heap
of sovereign individuals.t

There is cna more difficulty which we must face. Mr
Laski pointy cut, rightly, wa think, that while the state,
ay government, should execcise only a relative power, it
always tends to mgard ity actioms as representative of
aternal justice, and hence above all reproach ; and that,
on the other hand, while state-sovereignty, as defined by
the juriste, posseases merely a legal rupremacy, the philo-
atteadencs, U I dpmpprove of that hw, From the sasdpedot of the
tommmmity, I wiot be tompalled t6 cbey it sitoe that lew premmakly
represeats the genaral dusire of the majesity or the domlnant st

Brt from my view-point, T daeeld pot oboy i, 0o matter how averwhodming
uuynunm-mmmmdumbu ‘bocsuse, o0 Mr Laski's

WD ARDWing, Riaterer ppeaied £ty fread v
Tin wgnment that maitensoes of wocis] onder requirs wy obodizoms
il ren e, B My Gedintiedy toll ma LAl

mnmmuhmmnmm&immm
order which imposss foroe mpon ma ia pok worth praseing,  Farthermom,
o phpnct Makn sy distingtion boiween u lew that infrioges opon Dy
Mmmahwmthkm-pmnywm Faf,
wecopting M Laski's mbjsctiviet positon, we stould vegard tha bootlgger
ety dflen s peahIhitun liw 3 jekt 5 poble champion of Sreedom, i 0
Sk wa ot Suele that Luw &2 be wrong) dm Lother, who defind e Chureh st
Worms, Thum, the only dividual whe i really Boe b ohs who dlsobeys
tha uw evecy tizns ba Ands Jix will st varimion with b,
‘hhﬂvﬂmwdmh&lﬂm-amﬂkﬁ.
in terws,
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sophers have been eager to confuse leglity with morlity
and to exalt sovercigoty, far above legal supremacy, into
the lofty reglon of ethical sheouteneas! Mr. Laski’s
diffenlty here, then, s this, that granting the sxistence of
a gommutity of ethical ideals on the one hand, and the
need of a political state ag its ingtrument of expression on
the other, we have no asurance whetever that this in-
strument will not pervert the ethical end by uniotention-
aﬂymsmg its own power. For the sake of safety and
therefore, we must seek not only
tahm\tth!amulpowwuftb!mmbypmtmgoulm
relativity, but to formulate a deﬁmha system of rights
hereby the indivi as individual, can get his claims
against the authority of the state.
This, of course, is & persisient problem jn politics whith
L™ Bractically ¥, Mr Laskl mays, it seems t3 ms uodeolable that &

lugaly the hirtory of the seumption of the lntier of  morel oot beay thon
& biggal vight 0 obefests, For the siate has to et throogh persons
wad thoss wha axe it guests ot & gvsn moment o always coovineed that
they arm acting in tho name of cieros] jortioe,” P, So. (My., 4o Gao.
It aborild be added, hewever, that the charch aod trade unkia Lre w0
hﬂh‘wwihrchmwwwwm—&nﬂuﬁk W

Et tha ald doctrie counibar-
mmma\hm‘dmmmm‘mmww

-mmjm.mm.mhmmamm.
members are the Arvt principles of all damocrati: govenment.  Certaln
Privicus, o bk, beeta b think that ooy the seoiplebs feblickbicon of the
indowtrial chim cen briog sbost the realication of whesersal fresdom.
In spite of axtravwgioce of both sidm, howenr, Mwlﬂp

boand topuliar
und dhat, cocssquantly, :0 movescot mo oeet be
wndwniood walow we g beneith tha srparfcial St of Qe

chahiag of apposing pamrs khd disorer Ha spactialy spiritasl mothv,
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" admits of no short and ready answer. Two points, how-
ever, may here be suggested. In the first place, we may
admit that the persons who, at 2 given moment, exercite
actual political power, are likely to be mistaken conceen-
ing the real content of eternal jmetice, as Mr Taski shews.
This admisgion, however, should not blind us to the fact
that the individual, as individual, is alsa Eely to be mis-
taken roncerning it, and perhaps #ven mere 50 Evidently,
in order to be really effective, Mr Laski's gystem of dghts
wust operate either through a majority veice which happens
to agree upon a certain notien of justice, or directly through
the indivi whose ¥ i alone ia suffici
to pend any chjectionable g tal actiom. In
the latter case, it is obvicus that since imdividual con-
ceptions of the good necessarily differ, no state-aston is
Jnstifisble unless it cab secire the wmanimous approvel of
all citizens. In the former case, we seem to avold ouwr
difficulty by ferring the right of interp ion from
the state to the majority of citizens. Sober second thought,
hovwever, will convince us that since an sffsctive majority-
decition must ultimately be carried cut by the state, 2
Mr Laski himself insists, this decision itself becomes siate-
action, which, frem the viewpeint of the di ing minority,
is agajn a menstrous misinterpretation of the content of
ebarndl justice. The real diffenlty here, we think, does
not He in the ety or expedi of majorit
but In Mr Laski's mndamenta) individualistie bias which
uneopgciously colonrs his thought and makes him feel
that the judgment of the individosl as yuch is b
more suthoritative and less falible than the judgment of
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the ctate. To do Mr. Laeki jusbce, however, we syust
point. out, In the ascond place, thai he not eoly sheinks
thet political force is justifiable when force is applied * in
those directions only whers the common senss of society
is on the sids of the type of conduce it sosks to compel ".*
In othay words, what Mr Faalki emphagizes here is this:
«ince the state embodies the instrument {in fact, the sole
instrument) throngh which the genera] jdeal of the com-
munity ag o whole is to be expressed, s authority mnst be
regarded a3 superior to the claim of the individoal con-
stlence, 30 far, indeed, a5 this authority is used to commuoni-
cate the objectified wocini ideal to all individuals—by
coercive force, if mecessary. Now, if this represents Mr
Laski's real i state-authority, it is rather
difficuli fo zee to whnt appreciahle extent he is more Eberal
than the philosophes whe permit the state to act ag the
tangibie ingtrument of the sthical ideal —or, a5 Mr Lasii
says, it the name of eternal jostice. The euly adequate
way to escape thls situation is not & system of rights but
the abdlition of the state ityelf.

Indeed, we fear that Mr Laski's painstaking efforts to
point aut the limitations of the stats and definitely to limit
#ta power are largely wasted. He is not unlike the sculptor
who fears that a slip of his chisel may do gerions damage
to bis object, and blants its edge in erder that, in case of
mishap, it may do ne practical hurt to his msthetic ideal.
Mr Laski fails to see that if the stute is the political shisel
bywiﬂ;hthlnhnpb&eldﬂloi!heoommuaityuwh

*Gramar wf Folihcs, . 33,
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wrought into tangible shapa, the sensible thing for us to do
in, stredy, not to dull onr chised, But te sharpen it 5o cam-
folly and to such a high degree of fineness that it will res-
pond sympathetically to the sligh toych of the ingpired
band. The state, Mr Laski complaing, must act through
persons who, being only hmman, ars lable ta err; and,
therefore, he concludes, the power of the state must ba
curbed, so that every individual shaii have the right to
st his consciemce apaingt stateauthority, Hete, he
requests us to oote, ia the death-blow to sovereignty and
the annihilation of the monistic state. To this, however,
we cannot agree. [t iz trus that the state acts through ity
agents but, surely, the errors of it agents cannot ba
chargad to the state Htsslf. Moreover, i we distmguwish
the state from its agents, it is clear thae we cannct deery
the true severeignty of the furmur sieply because the
latier often misapply the rign power. A

that the state 15 the ingtrument for exprasting the com-
munity-ideal, what good reason it there for saying: the
state cannot de this «r that, bacause its offcials are fre-
quently incompeteat ¥ Why should wa everlook the fact
that they are rometimer compeient, snd the possibility
that we camnot always snhahtute the better for the worse

e political education and n
mpmuiaynmdpublmsme? Why, iu other words,
ahould we dve pur etate ding to the low dard
of § P officialz, kmowing that in the hands of wise

rulers, govercment i czpable of unlimited service ¢ Forther-
more, when we inquire into the casise of state-izcompetence,
Jwe-almont invarinbly discover that bad public secvaniain
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dmmcymmtmplﬂyuﬂhythemtsimlf 'Imtm
placed in ofice by the i dual voters €
including the vynters whe are politically smbitious bot
gomorant of wnscrupoltms, those who are intellectually
wupecior but polifically apathetiz, as well as the large
mags of these whe possess nelther intelligence nor political
real {hr urgent political need would seem to be the
limitztion of the individual rathettha:\nrlﬂlestabe the
limitation, oamdy, of individs led
umbiticn, and indifferantizm, 'Fotitisfutﬂelnpnﬁect
individual conscience against state-auihority when the
individusl has no conscience to conmalt ; and it is just sa
datigerous to assume Individual infallibility as to' assume
state infallibility, even though we grant, with Mr Laski,
that the state is merely government In the hands of a few.
Indeed, Mr Laski’s political theery, like all individualistic
theoriss, is predominantly a nay-siving philosephy. I it
does ot exactly amotnt to & confession of the faiiure of
all dmommc Eovernment, R 8t least hag mised the
bler of d ganigation, Tt fails to
aeethatthauientoi' dom ls goad g
and that a good government ¢an be realized only when the
bept men ate entrosted with unhampered powsr, and when
an enlightened citizenry plate a sincets confidence in thelr
porveriunent. ‘Ihalsﬁ:hlgvvmuueﬂti:l!ﬂt&hﬂysin
exisience is ndmitted. But we bave more chance of ascar-
iog it by positively striving towsrd it than by clinging to
the old doctrine of limitation
CQur dnty hare, fowever, I not to dogmatize. Wedo_mt
wisth to wasert that this or that theory mnst be scoepted,
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bat rather to peint out that the acceptance of certain
fundamental premises implien certain gumeral logical eon-
1] "W have endeavoured to show that i we admit
that the jndividual is social, we must also admit that be is
campletely sacial, and that whatever ansocial residwum is
left over from our pnalysis can hardly come under the
proper sphere of political theory at all; that if we rewong-

nize the possikility of & ity of good, wh be
the content of that good, we cannot avoid serious com-
tradictions unless we also ize, as in fact all plurali

do recognize, the necessity of a single instroment [whet-
ever name wa prefer to give to it} which will somehow
bring the varioug aspects of that gead into a systematic and
harmonious development ; that, if we cogently argus for
the limitation of the political state on the ground of the
existence of 2 community larger and more ultimate than it,
we should pet fail to see that the soversiguty which we
thus rightly deny to the state must inevitably be atiributed
o that ity, if our ity is mot {0 B & passive
groumd for the war of conflicting interssts; and that,
political theory being mnch wider than a mere theory of

ing, a5 the plurali shnwthewhole
mngeoihnmmsncmm.mons, the “ plumlistie state ™
5 ant primasily an apothesis of ity, tort an embedi

ment of coocrete nnity-thn kind of unity, of social
cotnprehensivenss, which ia thoroughly adequate to the
individuai’s many-siled freedom.  This, we say, roprasents
the last meeting point of political extramnss: a decisive
ma@mp«hﬁuﬂmhmandnwﬂwloﬁﬂm

athieal el




CHAPTER X
GENEFAL CONCLUSIONS

In bringing this prolonged study ta a close, we fear that
our ackdevement has fallen far short of our ideql, and that
the promise to give a complete and critical acconnt of the
phiraltistic theory of ‘the state remains only partiaily
fulfilled. PBwt however we may have fared in our enter-
Pprits, we hopa that our discossions have at least shown the
vita] sighificance of this wew departure in pelitical thooght.
The fact that we have maintained 1 constantly criticsl

itude toward it through does nat imply that we ave
definitely opposed to fts general aim ; nor, indeed, shoukd
the mapy dificulties and inconsistenciss which we have
suggested from time to time be taken as a final condemna-
tion of the putire pluraliatic thesis. The snd of conatructive.
erlticlsm is to semove the husk and not to degtroy the grain,
and the real worth of any theary must be measurad by its
wierits—no matier bow numerons jta defects miy be.
And, fortmately, in the case of phiralistm the merits seem
totwntbescalemmtamr. Its emphasia upon in-

idunl freedom ; its introduction of the gromp into
political thought, thus pointing the way to 1 mare concrete
soethod of s0cial orgenization than that hitherto genarally
eeaplayed ; its insistence upon o traly comprehensive view
of the political process, which is to iacluds net only goven-

48
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myent and law, but all social relatipns beiween men as
many-xided moral beings; and, finally, its wholesome
reaction againgt the paternalism and abasolutism of the
political state, an wall as its warning againgt the sovereignty
of any partizl institution—all these possess s significance
which no impartial student can fail to notice.
The central jbution of plaralism, X
folly evident only when we plsca it in the context of the
entire history of Western political thooght, which itself
may be viewed as a development from abstract monism,
through abstract pluralism, and finally to concrete monism,
The present pluralism marks the opening of the last stage of
thiz evolution.
Parthaps we cannct righily say that either Plato or
Ariatotle {s abstractly moniatic in his palitical theory,
inlly when we ber that the Platonic Republic
is iaily a f ional d in which the clazs-
element forms the very basis of poiitical organisation.
‘This fuactional jden, indeed, is largely retained by Aristotle,
who even criticlzes Plato for having conceived the state
teo monistically. The state, Arlstotle says, is a plomlity |
It iz " pot made np of enly s0 many men, but of differmt
© kindg of men; for similars do not constitute a state ™1
In spite of this sound th ical foundatien, b s
the plnralistic &l t of their thought was so determined
hydmmmnwumtohkgwy srticulate form, At
a time when the Greek d ¥ was rapidly d

3 Polikca, ¥, ch-a, § 3. Tt shomld D aoted abe thot Arhtodle fcopism
tha axistencs of athar commoritiyg than the siatn or politlal communkty.
LS Y
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neither of our philosophers could have laid any emphasis
npoz the partial zspecis of the state or advocatsd any
pelitical schems which called for the organization of the
classet in the pofis into autonomous groups without basten-
fog the catastrophe of its final disruption. On the other
band, even the normal conditions of Greek city life wers
pot particolarfy stmulating to the plurafistic imaginstion ;
for the Athenian polity, after ajl, was a small community
in which lfe and politics wers incomparably simple and
unilinear. The attention of the citizen was chiefly engaged
in the afiairs of the state ; the absenee of rival organizations
made the political system virtoally al-inchasive and
absolute. Gresk political theory, in this way, represents
a penlsm in which the pluralistic elements are only jm-
phicitly contained.

In the Romsn world, with the Stoic ideal of & universal
pmpire nnder nne goverrment, the abstmact ides of unity
bad sought its realization, tmt, for historical and other
reasons, had failed. With the Widdle Ages, therefore,
came the bankropicy of abstract mopism : Western
society disl d into & ughly pluratiatic order.
In the first place, the political system itsslf, nnabie o
withstand the terrific p of i
and militacy dum‘der gava way to the feudal sysb:m
with ity vagt } y of quag kings and_
Jorda, mmu.hthepmpumdthemﬁrtmny
vanished ; sovereignty theve was nope, because the only
effective political band wag pot public luw, but & diversity
of private kaws, varying in their content accerding to the
yaage of different Jocalities and poswessing no other guags
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rantes of ubservance than the personal walons of the Jord
and the volmtary submission of his vasals. Ia the
second place, with the growih of Christianity, & new social
organization was created, namely, the church, which
benevuleatly sheltered Western civilization during the
dark ages of the barbarian invasion, but which later cased
o sioall meagure of dlscord In #s perennial controversy
with the state. Thirdly, with the gradnal development
of tmaft-industry and sea-commerce, a few social class
came ioto being which, f {ving the need of org

aod mutnal protection, was crystallized into the guild
syatem. The medimval dpalism of the chureh and the
state was thus converted into a tripartite functional order,
a division of spheres between politice, econemics, and
religicn, ¢ach witk its own independent system of law and
government, each containing autonomies within its own
organization.

With such o background, it is natural that medieval
politicsl theery offers no doctrines of the sovereign state.
Papal-imperialist pied most of the time and
attention of pohlical writers, and the practicel motives
babind thase prevented them from arriving at a satisfactory
settlemnent of their differences. We must not think, bow-
#ver, that no progress was made by these writers. The
recognition of the distingtion between tha tiro. powers
paints to a new Line of thought which way unknown to the
antlents—the tendency, pamely, to regand the politicel
otgmlraumumtmdnmohnmalmﬂammmdw
admit the exi of a religi v independent

of the siate, The protagonists of the imperinlit cause,
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therdore, are by 0o means politicul ehaolutists in the
miodetn sense of the plu-ur. 'l.'lle ugmum they em-
'phwdto blisk the indep ¥ of secular
were fund Iy religi or otherwise
trms-legul and even the doctrine of the divine right of
kings, which supporters of Philip the Fair of Frante sd-
vanced against the divine rlght of the Pope, contains no
suggestinn of anything like the conception of & soversign
state, In fact, while the pro-papal writers strove to
identify the claseica! all-embracing city-state with the
City of God or the uni 1 kingdom of Christian beli
—whose end the femporal power was designed to served—
the imperialists in general tacitly limited the claims of the
state to temperal affairs, leaving the chioch fres to minister
1o man's spiritual nesds.?
Modern society i actually a9 much a pluralisiic sntity
23 the medizval. [t is true, the modern age is marked by

the resclution of the guasi-chaotic pluralities of the fendal
order into unities ; but this resolution immediately creates
a new pluralisic order with el t8 greater in stope and

internal power, more vecaleitrant to efforts of co-relation

This ia Slightfolly Warirated by the quarrel between Fops Peniface
and Eing Phillip of Feanca, To the fatmers wopgapt deton @ 7 e

the sdminietraiive
mo‘ s oliwie 48 Prorwotr of faitts b lof¥ (o B Fope,
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than before. The fnal separation of the chuorch and the
state, indeed, puts an end to all pretensions of a soversign
church, the church, amely, which efaimed unlimited
control over all human affafrs, directly and indirectly.
EBnt with tha consclidation of Fsudalism inta the modern
sacylar state, pohtu:al orgenization achisved ity distinction
a5 # self-suffivient social force, undreamed of by the

il £ falists. The medieval guild system, on the
other hand, gwe way to the modemn m:nur-mdustnnl
orgazization, wh{c.h fﬁ:r,or; f and i 1

have loped into a self. i POWET,
and which mevitably b a formidable and often
bitter rival te the political organizati Political H
disputes, consequently, occupy as large 2 place in modern
theory as the political-religh T sy had plad

the chief attention of medizval publiciste.

Unfortunately, our modern disputants have not been
s whit better \‘.han the medieval c.untmvemhsts for
between the p | theorists and the the
struggle is pot a struggle for balapce, but for mmiual
ahsorption. Whether history exactly repeats itself or
not, we'tan at least discover 2 general similarity in scheme
between the medieval and modem social strudture: w
dualism of twa gigaptic powers. The modern state which

clwims to control i relatioms can be ipared with
the medimval chorch, which attempted te dominate the
state; wh the industrial system ol apoaition

vt unkike that which the medizval palitical
hdmpned,aponhonoimmntmteﬂmdmw
claim. It is difficult to determine procissly bhow much
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blame should be plated uptm the so-called momistic writers
who t d the doctrine of the slgn atate.
Neither Bodin per Hobbes lived ta see the coming of the
indintrial tevolution and the far-reaching consequences
which it bronght abont.  Rousswau was too much concerned
with hl: degire to safeguard the genersl will to understand
the i h of the corporations which he under-
took to condemn. Austin was more of a Jegal techmician
than = real political theorist, and his conception of sove-
reigaty, as such, did not prutmd o deai mtl: the relation-

ship b the and. political process in the
cancrete. FEven the hbe.ra.l tmdency of Benthamite
legislation in England Iy & d the gravity
of the situztion, since the paternalisti jon whick it

called forth scems to have contributed not & little in making
the arguments of the industrial class mors atiractive and
oTeE Hi Indeed, Hberabi even in its most

eme form, 7o adequate answer to the claims
of the ultra-socialists—for what the trie socialists want
is mot this or that kind of state or government, but o
political clags to rule the sconomic clazs at all. In this
way, pnhhnal-ewmm duputu lead mpdern them-y o h

erigis of al pt the of
soversign social powers.

1t must not be thovght, however, that the real solution
of the problem of industrial freedom lies in the doctrine of
mmnmﬁwmwh:hhmqmmnmmnls
wived the problem of d The simple

mmisthlt.uﬁngtnthnpew]llrnlmn{thmfm
tions, we cannot separate sconowics feom politics, as we
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tan separate religion from politics—a truth which ws have
tried to show in our previons discussions. Not, on the
other hand, can we rely too much on the eficacy of indus-
trial self-government as such, which is merely the doctrine
of the separation of powers in disguise. The only way to
industrial freedom is not to put as much independent power
1uto the hands of the sconomic class ws we wish, tut ta give
it a proper share of social respousibility, that is, of the
& of the ity in general—aof to make the
economic group virtually autenemous, but to make it
positively co-operative. We must, in other words, en-
franchize the entre economic class, For, by allewing it
0 partitipate in the genernl government of the community,
the sconomic class is bronght into immediate contact with
the genersl aim of the community ; this is the only method
by which the economic class can be trained o see clearly
the connection of their own good with that of other classes
and of the community. Furthemlm, being thuz placed in
a sotially responsihbl the i clist can ne
longer muintain its tmd.\twnal uttitude of irresponsibility,
of setting itself agminst other rlasses and socisty. The
sirike will no longer be the necessary or even an cffective
weapon with which to defend mdustrial claims. The
“Conomic Organization cannot strike zgainst the govern-
mant, becauss it is itself 3 part of the govemment; the
producer-class will not steike aguinst the employer-Clasy,
becanse with the acquisition of a proper share of political
frights the producers acquire a much more effective and
" less hazardous method of dealing with the amployers than
the striks. In fact, it Is not extravagant to hops that the
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L e bment of the jc fumction To the
political system will ally edocate the members of
a]lpnrtinlgmupatonspuuiblecmmshlp,mdihatthe

of the of onn clag by the

conpeiouaness of the geperal community will result In o
truly demotratic syvtem of social organization, Industrial
freedom, in short, is possible ouly through social freed:
One " monigtic ** writer, at least, seems to have entic-
pated cur present idea of the solution of the problem of
the sconomic political straggle. Th:suHegd whn
severely criticizes the isdom of Freach
who points out the fallacy of umiversal sufirage as the final
ation of the problem of d ¥, and wheo
the rep ion of the cotporath in the tomal
asserbly as a method of eo-ordinating the various natuoral
forces of the community. Not, indeed, that Hagel was
willing to grant the argoments of the ecomomic riasses
in full; nor does his suggestion represent & complete
polution of our problem. Yet, had not the immediate
followers of his school splhit into two extreme wings, the
one championing abstract political moniam, the other
abstract economic monism, and had net the genegal meaning
of hix palitical system heen so commonly miscemstrued, it ia
probable that pomething like the present pluralism might
have been worked out by deveboping the Hegelizn concep-
timn of & civie community ae distinet from the state an
mobity—long before Mr Laskd and Mr Cole annovnged
their ** Copemnicon revohrtion * in politieal theory.:
Perbaps. we cannot jusily stirlbute political ploraligm
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o Hegel, ip the semee in which we now undarstand it.
Pethaps we should agree with Sydney Smith that  that
man is oot the discoverer who first says the thing, but he ™
wha says it s0 long, and s loud, and so cleerly, that he
compels mavkind to hear him . Or perhaps Hegel's
thought was teo far in advance of his own time, 30 much
% that it Tailed o secmro general acceptance in wpite of
the essentinl trath which it contaims. Are gur present
pluralists too far ahead of their tme? Can they make
their theory heard by mankind ! Such questions the
fature alone can answer. Perbaps the time is nearly ripe
dor “pluralism .- At present, however, the plurslists
themmselves are still nncertain of their awn meaning : they
talk of demelishing the moniste state to make room for
the pluralistic state, of hanishing soverelgnty from political
thought, They fail to ses that the commonwealth resulting
from the successful co-ordination of all social forces will
IH; Iy be a comprehensive, atl-satisfying vnity, which
certain historical writers have endeavoursd ta define. In
many cases, the spectre of abstract individualisn is still
haunting their minds, camgmdlesscmhmwﬂms
Sach difficulties, § . are not § in the phirali
theory as such. The soundness of ltsgﬂm'alspmtwill
in time remove them, and then we shall realize 2 com-
munity with splendonr and soverslgn force greater than
any comprmwestth that has ever boen gustained by men.




APPENDIX 1

SOME MONISTIC DEFINITIONS OF THE STATE

ARMTOTLE - Thn yiate oo ppiitical commnndty, which i the highest of all

FegroToes :

Bobad ;

(el H

communition, aed which embracss all the rett, Kma, aod ko &
proater degras than any other, st the highest good.  Pobiiar
(Jowstt), Leh 1, §1. ©

Ab thi DA @ 8 Pt of e otaebold, wo o Bocmield e
part of the stmte, mod the yaty in 1 perioct comommity.
Swmine Thoologice, §i, 1, 0. 92, 17t 3, rep 3.

Tha wtats by the highest community [Princijpalil mmmd -
mmmitar} By R, i, 2, ¢h, ¥, gacted by Gimrke.

Trmporal mtmarchy, them, or, o men call i fan engre,
i the povernmeat of oo privos shovy dll men Lo time, oF in
thow things agd over thom things which are meaysmt by
o, D mcmtrchic (Church) 4, ch. 5.

and insfitnted Eor the palon ot oply of livieg, Wk of bring
will.  Difensor Paciy, |, th 4.

A wiate B oo aasoclaticn of familise and thelr common pos:
Bamtivud, governed by 4 euprookt power, s0d by musen.  De
ropmblive, 1, ch r

“The wiute s & perfect amociation of frse man, united for the
wikn of cofoying the heoofite of o and thelr commen ut-
waatage.  Dv furs bl uc pachs (Whewall] [, ch 1, 14

[T Commooweaith] i ooa pamon, of whase wcts 1 et
rltitude, by towinal covspnts gos with snothorn, b e
thrmastvos orary oon the sathor, 10 the wed bt may o the
atrepgth and wokos of thety all, 44 b sdml] thick sopedinat,
dor their prece nad common delees.  Eaviatbon, i, b, 7.

asé
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Unfier every gomibniem the sinto by $aij to bo ovil; bak t
#kiry body wabrjet b & dpminion 1 called 2 grmmogwealth,
and the generul busleem of tha dominden, sabiect 1o fhe
dirwetion of him thet bolds it, bwe tbe name of afiaire of
vigtn, Hest wn call men dtmos, me f7 a they enjoy by
he civil law all the sdvintagel of o oetoomwealih, sod
tha nubjacts, wa far as they are boood to obey ite ovdioume
oz lawn,  Pobifical Treshise (Elwes], ok 1, § 1.

Thote who Ltb wufted lote cos body, and hive & commsh
setablished Law £nd judicatare to appeal by, with acthority to
decide cootroversisn betwaen them and punlh cffeaders,
arp i civil sagiety with ogo another.  Treafics, i, 97,

t At anee, in plasn of the individial perbomablty of mach con-

tracting party, this act ol ssscclaton creates oomogsl and
cofloctive hody, composod of A many memters gy the e
memtily containe vobew, and recsiving from this ket ite mity,
ity camewon idemtity, Ik lide and will This public perscn,
o formed by the unloo of all cther persons, formerly tock
the oame of vify, wod vow tokes that of ropadlic oo bodr
pobifia; it is colled by Iy members Sise when pasive,
Sotdraigh whin active, atd pomtr wien Gnpared with others
Hie Itneld,  Social Contract {Cole I, ch, 8.

The stitr &b & complaizd reality is the othital whids and the
nctdalizktioh of desdom, Fhiksophy of Bight (Dyde) | 259,
" oddicion.  The stats, whick & the catlon's spirit. i the
Lyw which permeatzs all it relntions, cthical obeerrances,
and b cataciouaoess of the individoal S, § 354

T Whes & number of perscns iwhom we mey Hyls sobiects)

wro wuppaeed 15 b in the Aabiz of paying sbadiowcd o & pevadn,
o w aaseruhly o persoas, of @ known and cartaln deserpticn
{whom we Day call govenor of EOVernoTH) Bch pemions
nhmguther {wmbjocts and governors} arg said b Be in & skt
of Political Serisly. Fragment en Goseramond, th 1.



AFPFNDIX It
LEGAL PLURALISM IN THE MIDDLE AGES

“The comditions of medisnrl socicty wem to have favoured Bot ondty
bat divarslty—cren o the readm of b, which, sp Dr. Carlyle telle s,
i th very fgundation of ity equainiog {Hidery of Mladiread Felilical
Thewy, i, pp 31 %). During e elghth contory, the old empire of
Churise the Great had wlrsidy bescoms " & coantry of what the Gormans
call Sowdarschi; sech Gttis diszict mad [ own apacial taw, For this
wua gt e sporh of fendaliva, aod the pelitical unit wap no kmger the
elan, o the poople, bat the fef, the divirict, meder the cowtnod of 2 srigusur
of 1l who wea the fmal wiclder of ngal power  (feabs, Law anéd
Politics i the Miklls Apia, pp. 7 ).

Mindisreal begal decenirabizabion, howsever, did not sop with teriorst
diwisions ; hrmbymﬂ!hmﬂwnﬂtydmhn&mm
exiyied w pratem of cancn law Fupn by an
amthorty. Th o the B cl £l B hn
between Eastern and Worborn Christlanity nad Jeft tha popes in the Weat-
om Church in & cewmacding potition whizh was beyoed any coptest
Copsaquently, from the nlath catory to the clas of the Mddle Ages,
choon law, s promclguted by the scclesiastical satbority, had w lo-
ditpminily cutatilishod el that ~ oot the mort satecratic maparck of
Welats Eniupe, oot the st meabir of lwyers would hive drsamad of
denying s binding s within i own foope sphers. 1t had I cwm
tribanaty, Il ora prectionsrs, L owe procedurs ; H wie & very roal asd
witivn foroe in meen's Hves,  And pat, it wookd pecslo s Ammtinian jozic
ko Wring it within bis deémition of Inw. Thw Biwta did ot make it the
State i nork owlorow 777 {Jeul, wp, oit, p- 49; ot Maitlaod, Colleeted
Pagees, B, £p. 5577} Mwwierr, with the ecgtenons of @ dusdity ot lswe
oame also the ben of te daal cxpacity of the indibvidusl, Dr, Carlyly
informs s that ** Irvertor claarfy racognloes twe clamae of prrscas—tha
ong smiirting of thos ovez whom the bishop hes foll jociediction, and
the othar thu, the aity, gvey whom, in wgaler Batieey, he bidhop bas
30 rogober joridiion, aoept ot thele own desken ™ {Op. 6., 6, P 00,

Bariday foudal and cacon byw, than existed o chicd laga? system, which
b Appled tv commarcinl relstions. Mot long aiter the closs of the
sowuth cmtory, tee owgw of the serchaois e asbliied W &
casnplivay Law, whick wes oftwm ot varfacs with the priscipie of the
kecal law, bot actasily hisfing le mapmatily relctions e effetivaly
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mwm«mmmummum
Huzoeutic

hmmmmwﬂnymmmmummm
inntary, that wis & Haed-fnld divislon of law : clvil, relgioos, sad com-
marcil,  And witkhn the cirll sysen foell, tere exieted 5 minie
teitorial deceotmaBmtion. Sodh b winis of aifide, bowerar, was oot
Inoy o tosbipos, With the pasting of the faidal sge, Wertwn society
witoused the beck-rwing of, th polltical peadetum from diversity to
Legl wification. In fagt, in Bngland, Bt procos b begon long befors.
tha clow of the Muidles Age  For the affact of the Nomaw cooquest o
The sleventh centary wpon Juw wea precisly the gradusl cofversion of
Abe diffyrent tocal tvws inte & patioonl yywiem, & Dy 2vae.  [Soe Anoon,
Lo and Custom of ik Consitmtion, I, ok 13 8.} Jenks, of oif., pp. 35 5.5,
The medudng of the Common Law, then, wan glmply this, that 1t wad the
aow luw commen to ell Eagland,  Thare was, tharefoce, 0o longee o b
oma Juw for the Marrians, coa for the Wkt Saxrms, aoother for the Danas,
Bot dvem s baw for the Boglish, and  law for the Hormans, but & aniversal
Jegal ayntem for all the pasples of the land,  Fortbarmons, when Edward T
cama to the throoe, ho  cromted the most sifectine law-maoling mochloory
o the Tentiwit world ol fo-day," samely, the paulismant, Eved tiom
hw!nﬂylmhm“nm-mmmmmhdm

Evetl o Gonuany the developmest of loghl Denden i fult 8 perdret
ua in England, 1t wan the corgns farin nivdlia of Justintan, sxpanded sod

by the i of Haly, that Became,
thrtmgh the Toiversity writers and learned dodkere, the pomomm law of

otplation
dﬁnmdmmm.mmwnﬁlw].mnm

Rrichshmmmarpericki, thy saprems coust of e wmple, wua wiablished
[Sen Jenlw, o, ril., pp. dr 8. Maitand, pp. ol pp 437-5). Axnd, fnally,
& shmilar contripatal movement was ohaerved In the French lagul syvtam,
nfthough it did wot take pluce ontll an hute s the beginoing of tha nine
tatth omibpry. (e B Coortuey Dbert, Proooedings of the Heitish
Acsdezy, 190y, pp 235 £},



AFPPENDIX III

CLASS REPRESENTATION IN THE EUROFEAN
CONSTITUTIONS

Tow plomlighc ariticien dirscted apsisst " oaiverm] mpromotation
it treditens] 2emmbly serm to apply mom jaty to the powsnt
English and Amrrican mostiatons than any othez.  In France, expecially,
It & clu o evisto] sy cachy a8 E27a; and kn
1783, the Extate Gemernl included Ihtee datinct orders, chrgy, oobility
nnd the thind mctate, The former two orders. however, frored that they
ight e cverwhelined by the fomarical stremgth of B thivd axtate, and
insivtod wpom taking not the individusl deputive, but the ordery, m mit
of the votog systam. In this way, the Freoch satioos] assmbly may
‘be ragardsd 28 o scheme of clad representation in which thers wow 2
many vote my thoe were clames, Jo Swsdeo, o clm reprelmiative
ayabett creadeting of foor ardak—dengy, obility, taoghats, and e
—oash with ity own separads housa, ullwunhl.lxsas.-huthgmmnny
‘bianweal gystem took lta plics. Even in the Eoglish parbament te
b of chae ropeowretativn was quite prominect Ln Ifz esrly dxy3 of do-
welopmant, " The Ltk of & ooeptitoton,” Btobbe sy, * in whidh such
clash of sockety sboakd, 48 Boc wh it waa Btied v tha trost, be admitted
to n ahare of power wed contrel, and bn which natiomal acticn woald s
mwmmmwmmmmum
l“yﬂhpwunﬂhlﬂtolhmndduymdﬁvﬂwmn.
But i Euglih politicat grenios disrwerd this acheme of the * esembly

tompars, Lowsvez, Follard, The Hoclukion of Parlios, ch. 4, " Toe
Myth ol tho Thres Fsteter.”)
Tt moiry T inbetwdimg to At Thet the M of demoorstio

i (O piemignt, vy, trns, by Youps, wiil, * Enpedocks,” § 4.}
t s
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CORPORATIONS IN FRANCE AND IN ENGLAND

::hmw—mmuuwmmermmmmmmu

munlty. A3 oarly a8 1757 Roweeran had aleeady, in bis Disowess on
Folifical Eeowomy (Cola's mum. P 4314}, Ghmkiched mmu
agmimt £ oabermt. & gmops
Qg Whather 1t was dus o Blp dirwct i08ueacs ov B bome othar
camed, t Frawch govemient considered 1t oy, hnrl'[ytwum
witer the death of Rommaso, to imen o decren abalishing all
dlthﬂ.kmno(thdrmmudmdk ‘l.'howmﬁnuddm
dearee b lnberesting
L'Amembléie naticnuls, caridwant qo'on Etst vmiment line B8
dolt safrir deor som wiln awcune corporation, pan méme ool qoi,
voisbe & lémsalgomment public, oot bimn mécitée de B gt .o
dicrkts ce qui amit p—
Ast. promier, Mﬂmﬂdmmmm mehmda
cobibren, koot
las G lémllilnl ot de
Femimon Muuqmuhlquu‘..mt dteintes ot snprimée
L datur do jour de b publitatiom du presnt Adcret  (Frocie-Farkear
du mwvinl §imatrursion peblipus, Tr9nagyL Bee Car, Fame of Gor-
permtions. D, whyh.
Bmmmwm@mdh@m,myh-«
been, mifered th with
oww abolltion w ia ryes. Iumﬁhmdmunm_m
WA Dot denitely Ahndoted until 188y, what tha Ri e ars fagaliaed
Whix meociations anjoyed o much grater sbare of actzal imirance
in Enghand, $hwir bwkboekt ki the bhndh of Uwotlsts was, (o muny wotabls
oased, extremely savere. Floabsts cn wrver quibies forgive Hobbes for
* ey yplewgwrrt compurisen of Jrovps o womms which exint b B sotradis
of & satured man, (Leviothew, b, ch, 1g). Hickard of Devises's
ﬁmﬂmmwdﬂwmmkmhw

woerdotli. |
Chariers, b, 341). And whea Coloa decloes that ' n oorpemtine hat oo
ﬂ'"hh gy “‘wnﬂmtmwmm'
i mere palise tecme,
#h3
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H b collectod 1 en of the k of n graat many
Tradin :;:ﬂnuiouﬁembjmu g:hm "",,ma hyg'ht
Prracoal Snmuur.hmruyiu:lny-nmmml
hdpinﬂnmdyo‘l!ll\l;rm Taken all together, T8 bock @ Tl of
N Sleltrsn,

The Mlnd and its Place in Nature, By C. 1. Broad, LilD.,
Lecturer in Philesophy at Trinity College, Cambridge. Second
impramion nel.

Qmmbmmma. Broad b ot pives us, & n:a?m:m:m

Literowy Supplasorns, ' Full of goenyuts thought and wseful distinstioos

iﬂ:mﬂngwndnmwmmdhyanmumnh "o Brtrand

Colour-Blinduess, By MW{“CoMu. Md., FAB. Intredoe-
tion by Dr. fomes Draver n.hamlomdphle 12t 6d. met.
Hn book i wirthy of high praiss a3 pmnbaki hm wall-written

eavoor, based npow exbodces rekdibg and nal u:

wd.n.lwhhcn‘luu:\- mlmlytmmﬂwpﬂntn(w:'o(th %n

We balieve thot e bog ‘bogi will commend roslt ko

tha auhjact’— Fiuas Litrary Supesen:.

The Hinory of Meterialism, By F.d, Langs, New edition in
ons volume, with an Introduction by Bodrand Rwawi, F.R.5.
xsa net.

immenwe wnd valusble work. —Siwelcdor. A monnmeatsl work of
Ihahl‘butv\duﬂhlll‘lmwhhtuknuwmthnbem-ld advocatea
have in the maln npgom-

nlwd —antho!
I‘l&:&e.mC\ﬂto&SonhandtthMm [t tality arsong
Ermin Rohds. 233, ne

mmdmumblymmumymmmm
el ntmunwm“-uamm to be oom-
nhuﬂnm + clumic, to which all futire mheliry

d g

:-m_mn; iwih,
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Edumatianal chology. By Charia Fox, Lecturer on
mpﬁu' ¥ o O Second edition,

108 6d. net
.:.";“ﬂ ﬂw z«%“:::a“—m An extnmd, nble bnnh
not ouly oeotul, Bot ocigikal. ' femtwal of Education.
Emim and Inmoity, Dy 5. Thatéitzer, Chief of the Medical
penbigen Asylum. Preface by Professer H. Hofding.
78 ﬁd_ At

* Whateyer (e viror taken of this fascinad erphnlhnn.thﬂ::lmphl
ummkmnmhwhmsnmt:il hat pyehiatn
eoeaurch shoild FecRlve much e mddcnuan iu the aﬁorrhe dwmndm
thummnimﬂmmu Procae."— Kot

Persomality. By R. 7, Gordow, M.D., D5, Second impres-

‘The book is, in short, = very ool discanmitn of U arimt iuportant
modmm m the mind-body problem, the whils kit togetker
©Y & Fhikoacply at lraxt as promiting ad iny of thise now coTenk, — Timds
Likrary T A i itmtion to the smdp of
permtality —Hrith Metical jnmcd

Bigtogical Mo, A mo, Profegsor of

Rignal
Philosophy in the nim‘ty Milan, res, B4, net.
'mw'n bouk fuiy privs bo Wive i Lmpoctabt buaring oa the
“ircingnew.  The aethor works ont his theary
-m: raat v!,cnul wng Lngunnh:y o tha bosk demeren fbe ::l"nnl atten-
wtadents ol enlogy, ' —Spactator.

Comrmw: 'Plulmgp , By Faul Mooon-Ourssl.  Iotro-

mcx.hm.i MD,FRCP 1. 6d net

mummqwxmmmmmpwmh,.minmm

ma o merine of nakurel

of a comparisos of ila developmact i varkous co0ntnos
aad lnvi’mmu "= Timer Liferary Supplememi.

‘The Language and T.hougm of the Child. By Joan Piager,
Profegzor at the Umwm\ of Ganava ce by Frofesaoer
E. Clapardds. net

inbamating m 1

ﬁt::l’t‘m st ahnl I:: h‘rh:mul ]:E’ ﬁu:apurhapn

b e g e g e

Ctime and Custom in Savage Society. By B, Malinowski
Pro in the

oot i fack thad bt adeptability, and o if-dntereak Rew Bot
coafnsd to the clvitioe) racks, the aothor o terepting study b
remdorn! & nastol sarvica bo the bomanisfg of B aciancs of N
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Paychology and Ethmoledy. By W. 5. R, Rivera, M.D,, Lix. D,

F.RS. Preface by G. Elioe Smith, F.R.S. 158, net,

* Thin notics in B way exhacsts the tresmme that are to be fonnd in Hhis

, which really roqubrs 1mg derbaibord. nhldy Wa coagrutalaty
the adltor e produclog it. Et iy g worthy momt 0 & grest man.—
Rudurday ﬁ‘«‘m ' R“m" bt s writhen mnnsrndnz uﬂwopo!el; i
el fubiriet b meiow tu —Fimtar Eitpvary Nisfiirmant,

Theorctical Biology. By 7. von Ueckiid. 184 nat.

T4 in ook o critical mocount of s Dock,  Partl
boran o s ekt e Gy of Topariieh, Bbogieal forytioc
mam-ynmmpruyhmn 20 Enere ix an atmdant s ol new

ically that they cammnt
1...:1,{.1..:;-«51.“&-.1 mrm TKa amh can 7ad the ool wiiboet
foclig Mie Gl of o waniaaully asate pied. —J. Arthus Thomson. in
Fovemal of Pholmirpical Sl
Thoughi and the Brain. By Astri Pifrox, Profesor at the

Colldge de France., 125 6d. net.

" A very :'du;‘bae nummary of m:;{:cmvam ;ﬂm;;n:m the steuclure md
working T T TP in pi acks, but wparing o
thecries.  His book can Ds WErmly recommended 38 glv|ng the reacder o
yivid idea of e ditricary aud subthety of the Dechamiom by which i
buman amimal oo-onlioates it impressiose oF the outsde warld ©
Litsrary Swirjriammi.

Sex sud Ilepmsm in Same Souuetry By 5. gaiﬂo:sb

ma_ 6\1. net
* This work is & moat ibotis
peyebology, ang it wilt te I.on[ Bafare our kext-booky. m Muu‘ht up b um
waodard -nlu\ 18 hepceforth Indiapensabie. —Satwntay F
So\:lll I.lf: iz the Animal Weorld. By F_ divendss, Profassor-
exiraond Zmlogy the Unlversity of Halle, 1o Bad. met.
4 oeeful. He" ]l -‘n“n'lthod id
ulr.% “fan o with
Wlﬂ mum’ af Apar, '—Hmu * We bave lwnt a gm: daal from
hls busd anslyms of the springs of ssimal behavioor. — Satuvday Raview.
The of Chargaier. By. A. A. Roback, PAD.
adition, a1z net.
. u.;lu.u mout complets and qeirable histarical ey Tngn“ yd

an seequmt of il the methods of
thmht " Ies comprebenalventes a little short L miracls ;
Romk it eJnr:I,- and well ; hin Bosk hninmng ryiat lMltn —
New Sixtea

‘The Social Hasie nwamowmm By Trigani Burrow,
M.D., PAD, 12
'Amin'lpﬂ'tl.llbm*. H nmm revaltimg ogalnsl
tham of Frand ond 3 I
ds by prupdly. 2.:&h||m£dnln(vumthm o
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The Effects of Music. Editod by Max Sohoew. 13, net.

and onghle oy to hobd with mwmm“ views about u wr.hmnp

u the d.uuhl.ll Ol —Z imuac Lilerary
Supp %o ?M ntaﬂodmo(mmwﬂlm-:phmnd

The Amlyﬂs of Matier. By Betrand Bwuddl, FRS. a21s.

' 0! thn flrmt lmpmco w0t pnly for philogephers rmd Lo
the pomeral randes Tl Fesk of by dlows pavts = plateament
and nmtmuum a{ the dotring af salativity snd of ma qhm

done with hit habituel uocanoy jocldity [u\d humtrort, As s indeed
rest of the book, —Manchasder Guordian. i3 prezea ant boak i u
candid and lﬂmnhdng and. ﬁm bath i IIIhJBI!E aod jtx treatment, ooe of
ke bant that Mr. Russell Daes glven on."—Times Likoray Supplassul.

Polme_.l Pl_umham ;B Slndy in Modern Political Theory. By
Huiae.

" He deals with the whule ul lhn lkboraturn, GomMHTE Glatkes, Trugalt.
Hrabbe. Cols, the Webbs, and Laski, anid reviewn ehe :dntl-m o(]ilurl inkle:

thomght o zep
umuouuu'ﬁ:math.hu.gmpuchuuh;mmdmm
u(wn_ywndnm ! Thiy iz & very 1 — M

uch koowledge an we Imvu e— orpled =ith el founded
’pxuhtm and prosented with churity ind jodemen i
reader in this inferesting book."—Times I

wxcelbent bocl, 1n vmcampmmiym u Tt
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FProbl in Payct hol By 7. W. Miokdl, M.D.
o8 mel.

Ii\miymdmumedmlr‘rulqudumnl?Dum 10 payehology.
*When . mmdlwmnauywnguupmn innt ndtort, und we A

Bnt dissppolnted in this series of kectures '— Mot

Religious Conversion. By Semts de Sancis, Professor af

in the University of Rome  rzs. 6d. net.

-::;;-m% 2 prysholoyint, uwlud.l:g;’l!r-u'mhulm u.:;pny::;]

docomented book et be immd d ;mat nlue allze by thoed whi do, and

Daity Hows,

Judgment and Reasoning io t.he Cluld- 5}' Jﬂ" Piagel,
Professor at the Univamity of Geoova,

* His Sw Lok e furthar avidwncs of e m!lo-au md muunngwwu
!ﬁ‘ IeeOmEAnd it to avery wtudstt af child mmlt;c —Sgum

m" wa o und ot l:::f“

s mmuiuuuum ta bogic —T‘m Libur;r S‘W

imrprint tmmwardn
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Dialectle, B!Mmj.)(dla- Lecturer in Pyychology,
Cehombia Univermty, o8, 6d. tet.

-nmmmmh:m :mhdulmlmﬂu;dh
odlnary convershtion inku arloes,  THU
mm‘l = H ?mhdm‘ﬁm—

s8/AnK Hatomets which prodace s bock that many will fiad
., Todllng.—Brifich fewrsal of Paycholory.

The Technique of Controversy. By Bonis B. Bogosfevsiy.
X, Bd. oet.

* We can uly my that, in comparison thﬂmuﬂhodmhuhum

mmm reall uhlnlﬂde"ulnunmngr—n‘hng
sﬂnhﬂiu_.mls wmmmwunhrut.phumth:

impoﬂlmnlrham-h:hubdaun—jwdb‘dm&m

The Pm, and ita Integration jn Children. B:
_fuhsy? Manh)r o6 Gil. nect i

'Mhtmlﬁm:mﬁugmu‘m mmuum
cpenposition tf the childeh vocal at varimn b provaianes of

nl promouns, and so o Hi meril s that be jorista ok
o the scial tharaster of B - nymipelic procm - Timer Eimary
Swpplemuni.

The Soelll Imecm : their Orgln and Evuluhnn B}r W-Jkun

W;Lh;gsp]:ms. 2T, net,
'mn.wmmm;mm.ubjﬁa]-mn +o Ehe standerd of
mﬂm;ﬁmm _Pield. aﬂ&hﬂ{umm&dm
‘lnlogical b, satipfying d
hmmlmmenﬂmudmumuﬂmu;ndunm‘enhlvlhlﬂum
af referance ' Mangheiisy {ucndisu

How Animals Find Their Way Abaut. E. Raboud, Pro-
Expmmmhl Bmlamr in the Unjversity of Paria.
With dragrame, . 6d.
EEi m."ﬁ'i RS S
mm this bonk . It ia mi boGat t?u:aptteuphmn:‘ymud
- Imr.'h h-gmum “am Ml ansRuater Grasrdisn.

Piatoy Thoory of Eehics; & Stuly of the Moral Ctterion and
zood. Fhofeer K. C. Lodee.” a0 ut
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Contributiona to Analytieal Payohology, [ 3
D, Mad., Zucich, author of "P 3 !l'y;u?sx T Jime
by ¥ & “and C‘va Bayuu. nat.
" Talsn gs & whele, the Dook b sxtremaly t and wll forher
ﬂlnuﬂl‘é wnuﬂm !l‘::.mml}! tm;:xmmmr that the

An Hlmnul Introdoction to Medern Psyeholul.y By
Gardnay Murphdy, FAL. Third Editlon, 31
+Taut Dr. Murghy shoub futyn been stle fx handle um mam of material
in un eary and v lm Tusen ek
widdly wnd pornrnbgy. huz hin grodition -mhmumun Hix
mmmrm ) ll.\ny- Ilvlly abd acate'—Timas Literey Supleipnt,
Bmotlm 9f MNermal Pepple.  Wikidam Moulton Marson,
in Psychology in University. 18s ott

He b a0 Atsricad pirthologial and Tewrelogist whot work iy quits un-
imown i this coo, H:mmmnlwmsm‘ku
wary stimalstiog boak. Ha has throws down whkk many may
copmder outrageaus,’

The Child’s Conception of the World, By ferm Pirgd,
TProlessor at the University at Geneva, 7. Gd. el
* Tha child-mind hag bemn targaly ae satepeed mgioe.  Profassor Fisget
hag fndi & rloun 3ad +Sective drive Loty this orea, aod hos sacceaded i
mmhng in = tonsidoratle outlios of #he witosl fects,  Thay are of interest
want v anderstand childrm,  We know of g0 sther msces brom
w'hl.(.'h tho smme indght can be obinined. - - Mescharlr Cuardian.

Calour and Colour Theories, By Chnsting Ladd-Franklin.
With g coloured plates, Tza. Gd. net.
; Thin i 2 collection o the warioas papers o which Mre 1 Loda-Eruuiin bax
Pl s frkep mmmu:suamm
comprahetalve that hu bem pm

ymlmloéy of Ph:lmphm. Hy Alexander Hevzherg,
L 108, 6d.

‘[g; hh‘l; 'b-: I.cl]l b him B -?numi tha mlnh sl‘]m:h the MG.‘B]‘-‘W
pl 58] Apekkr o difiar that o Fhorems mapth Sewsmn

udh—uml Inmo&a'mlumoﬂ:lfl‘lhnd]lie ltm’ybu Admltted
(m;lsrhwhnwuhh“mlh-pyngmdu Lieorory
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‘The Art of I i By E_ &, itom, M.A,, BSe,
Lecturer in Edocatlon, University College of North Wales.
Intrduction by Proferrer C. Spmm, FRS. 7a.6d. net.

: H.u prastical advice in of Hea utmant o yales, L Nla DowH 16 to

be recommended not anly to taschers but to ol parents who take my
intaret v the educatlon of fheir chikiren, [t ants st f ﬂut prmaphs with

Iacidity s fairws, wud in stimolating. *—Satwrday B

The Growih of fewson: a Stody of Vubal Agtivity. By
Frenk Lorimey, Lecturer in Social Theory, Wellesley o]]es:.
zes. Gl met,

* A valoable book in which rhamhunmulmlwu‘m:mc!uwainmumt

development i traced, the angumant besng th b adimaly may five
wel] by ingtinet, aod pdmnm cocniunitles by culum patterns. oi -
tlon exs Jive wail oaly by symbole and logi ances.

The Traume of Birth, By Oifs Rank. 105, 6d, net.

phdmnpny. Thare el b o donlt of the ilumicetion

WHET Dr. Tagl's hests cac cant o he nenrotic psyehe, —Fiwas Literary

Supplomant

Biuluﬁnl Principles, By f. H. Waodger, B Sc., Reader in
Bioligy in miversity of London, 213, net.

+ The tark 81, Wordger han maderiakon must baxs been vary difficult amd

Iutiond, bt b

' Ho bmeqm wher mu, wishes t face fundammital problems Mguld amit

b4 mmad it —

Principles of rimenta] Psyclmlq‘y. By . Piéros,
Professor at the Collige de France, 1os, Gl net.

* Treating payrbnogy a3 the stictce of cractions, Peofemor Piron mnges
over th whole fiskd i w mastedly numé. W do 29l know of any generl
+rack o the mubject which in 30 cumplut:l\r modern i 14 Wtk

introduction to the whole sghyect his book appears to ug vary vmulblr.
Times Litmary Supplomo,
Statiatical Mothod in E ioa and Political Scicnee.

By P. Sargant Florence, M.A., PhD)., Professor of Commerce
it the University of Blnmngham. 355, net,

“ Wt FUGE upr the wock ot all the best ithem, bot maat ol it is tar's
awa, io fresh, coriginal, stimylpting, asd written o mthudatvlathﬂm
has bom ked o expect droms hiss, (te bresdth aod thorsaghness are

, for it 18 ery much mare that s mere tuhhm‘k on sintistical
EatBol —Nmbrd,

Human Speech. By Sir Riskard Pagrd, Bi., F.ingt P, With
numerons ilinstrations, 95%. net.
* Theere i rigina| pince i rearch.  The
5‘.1‘2‘322}‘.“.‘2‘2‘:‘%".2?;“.‘ Secetin SAEitubes an AdvEGTT ot (36
mﬂdwmumﬁuh-—d EATINDEN, r:iuud:mulvmhuu
that Sir Richard Fagnt d.um'bu my.tulmm huk mpeedy
't
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The Foun) of Geometry and Induction.
met Immducﬂm by Bam.nd Russali, F.R.S, Bga mat,
o i coading K & 7+ might be to nodarmte
e gty oo A v g i
tmhhdthumﬁm?:thlgdthrtyhnbmnmmi erious b
‘modamn

Pleasurc and l'n!lmm & Study in the Psytho]ogy of Homan
tm. By 4, B B Aflos. I3, 8
TAn emlnu& c]e\r and veadabls moﬁocmph ﬁl tw  much-discussd
wolHem of na‘t:m of _pleun;ltll:tmd m:npi:;nm. Since this waﬂ
mgli.ﬁﬂ * cmpay oz of general paychology,
utadent will nnd it oephyl ta meqd in m‘:’;;nd ian with h:’rlut—kw .
Yiritich Madical Foursal,

Histary of Chineze Political Thought, during the early Tain
Perind. By Liaxg Cki-Choo. Wikh 2 portraits, Tos. 6d. net.

* Forall b wid Bon-Chimiss

of {55 owm opimions, he remiained at heact 2 Conbuclaning,  Amidet the

drums and trumpets of the profomisual peliticis, this great scholars

workt
comen Ilke the dacp nots ol snme oocient temple ball.=—Tise: Literary
Swphlesant.

Flve Typeu of Ethical Theary, C. I Hroad, LinD..
t Trinity College, Cam gP Ths, mict.

A 'mnk m\emmhy]'.‘ll Droad s bound to ba selcome to i lovecs of ckar
thought. Tawees fa p heanch il phlicsopblcal study which stands mgre b,
ngaee] &f ehi apelal glits which mark all hin writings, great analytloal aosmes
eminent Inclllllg of l'hmlpﬂ. aml slatement, serene detdchment from
irmalevant prejo

The Maturc ocf Life. By Eumgeme Rignane, Professar aof
Phi]uscrplw in the University of Milan, gs. 6d. net.

b loAriad Boed wmstting study be bas eaborsted the argumanks of
o CTaaist Wity Pisve vonm. §0 the Activitins of the simplar Arpabisue
poipoaive clavacnelLts isspirsd by tral aud error ol lorgradowing the
Toasoning pawers of the higher afimals knd man. Tt s Ehi ueposdviaes
of lite which distingoishes it om all the Jerryale proceme. —ew
.

Tlle Memal Development of the Child. By Kard B,
in the University of Vienna, 8z 64, net

uthhumunﬂnmhmm v.,huupplimu—.h.pmm
Ph bend devalopmant which wilt be found extemely oseful.  The nuﬂm{
Abown clwdy ow un bl makes progres hmn it pnmlﬂvn atate
Ehan motivithes potitliar b GG MCH B ll; , drawing, lm
social behavicur.  The book is & Y&y -—jam g ehlon,.

The Child’s Conception of Physical Causality. By fean
Figget, Professor ab the Universly of Geseva, 12y, 6l el
! Dovakoga luptoar by valnatio wrk Fiom be midebvonm to arrivo ot

i race, and in
the understanding of En iled, a3 well aa that af the child. Hh
T T TR,
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Eidetic Imagery, and t Typolumm.l Method. By E. .R
jauwh Pmm af Marburg, 79, 6d,

ﬁ!imﬂhuﬂﬁw.hfmdtn&ﬂm_ﬂto(ﬂw w nl

hﬂoﬁtﬂopdndlmmmdtﬁdlrﬂjmﬂnﬂ.l—h]mwhmhuw&n

Thel.lwuochelmd. By F, Paulhan. Tramshated by C, K.
Ogden.  Tos, 6d. 0

Turing the unmndnnmdmhﬂho{ and of the
bt s concentrabed e the c-analywls wod

oallemge:
rirm, et of e spectacule: bribations of the
mhmiwm u‘:(’mphmw:k?mmman

hun fong o of Puvlhan is comparn:
Thisisa prok farmuol smotion aod & deeetipten of
mﬂm' of the iy, dis & wealth of
The loy aof Intelligence and Will By H. G. Wyan,

About 125 ﬁy

To educkie, m:-mdmzhomannmkm bem o trade intell-

peoes, bow o regniats paston, and tharafors bow to devalap and

mlL Fayth: his negheited &m most impertant goblame, and it i
the hope a cootlunlon on theo poiots that the preesl

wluno hay boen werithan.

‘The Conventric Method, in the Diagnoeis of the Paycho-
newrotic. By M. LaignelLovastine, Assndate Professor of
the Paris Medical Faculty. Ilustrated  Aboot 308, 6d. net,

from the peyrhelagical factor o th hifics koerned * of

m«m saty A prasticsl ook, ur‘aml e, o:luualu:::
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Integrative l;?veh a Study of Unit oase.
William A %Dﬂlyiﬂng and Ehlrabeth Mmf.{
About 213, net.

This bock offers & néw mod wholly objsctivs baxds frr yrizmatic trebment

mmmyu-mm Tt srimmpts o show, o poientinc
f{rounads, thot heman pomam tha ohillty to froe thamlvet
and wm oy sehectivg aalf.

The Fnund.ﬂlons of Mathematios and other logical Essays.
By ¥ P Ramsey, M.A_, Lecturer in Hitlmnatu:s in tha
Unlvu'mty of Camh'ld.q! Edited by R B Braiiaie,
Fellow of King's Cambddf Preface by G. E. Mpors,
Lik. D., Professor of Manta] Philesaphy and Logie jn the
University of Cambridge, Abwut 155 net,
Caliected papem qm muthama and ocomormica, by a scholar whoae
b W e g R o

Ollﬂlllﬂ off the History of Greck Philosophy. By

E. Zaller, The Thirteenth Edition completaly mvme!by Iw.
W, Nastis,  About 125, 6d. net,
A A 3 Opti-dnty g3it50n of this stagdard wark, Contents nelude The
Pre-Socrtic Prllooophy {Pythagareany, Hlaatle, hists, mte.); Aftic
Ly [Binzuted, Pleli, and  Aristothl Frllosopby
[Btvic, Epiturmas, Sorplica, Eclacbicy) o mmpﬂydﬂm annﬁuplrl
{Revival of O Schoals, Meo-! hﬂllm}

The Primitive Mind and Modern Civilization. By
Charlrs R, Aldrich, Inlroduclion by B, Malinowaki, Professar
of M%hwpology in the University of London. Aboul 108, 6.

#Fuumnnmnq-odm:n@fﬂ;u‘mmmumosnﬁmﬂ
o thn develop-

meat of scchly,

The Philosophy of the U i By E. omm
Complate in one voloma,  About 135 net
A new edltion af this standord work, with & hintoriesl intreduetion
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VOLUMES IN PREPARATION

(Mot frctuted N N Clatrifud Tudas)

Ethical Reladvity . - - Edward Weslermarch
The Migd a3 an Ou':uum . . . E. Mifter
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