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THURSDAY SEP 11
Political Philosophy:
Plato’s Naturalistic Assumptions:
· People are naturally suited for different tasks 
· Best for individuals and society if each person has one role occupation only for life
· aptitudes known early 
· “everyone must pursue one occupation of those in the city, that for which his nature best fitted him? (p.67)

Plato’s ideal society would have a pyramid structure.

Plato has 4 virtues:
· Wisdom/knowledge — moral quality of the philosopher kings aka philosophers 
· Courage — moral quality of the auxiliary aka the soldiers
· Temperance (self control) — Moral quality of the producers aka the craftsmen and farmers etc.
· Justice is the harmony and unity of all of these virtues, where all of the classes understand and accept their role in this class based society. The ultimate injustice would be if the producers thought they were worthy of auxiliary, or if the auxiliary tries to enter the philosopher king level. This is Plato’s view on political justice.

Courage vs. recklessness - Reason separates the two (knowing when and where to exercise courage and take risks) 
Plato suggests that the courageous (auxiliary) rely on the philosophers to guide them and provide REASON to keep them away from being reckless.

Temperance vs. running wild at the mercy of your desires:
Plato suggests that the producers are driven by simple desires and appetites, and the best they can do is put those desires aside to control themselves and follow the guidance of the philosopher kings

The 3 Elements of a person:
Thought 
Emotion (courage)
Desire  

- Plato suggests that the classes of people in the Republic are differentiated by the degree that they as people are influenced by the elements of themselves. 
EX. The producer is driven by desire 60%, 20% thought, 20% emotion


Plato’s view on women as rulers:
The Republic’s system depends on intellectual quality, not physical strength, and women have the same potential as men. Therefore they are to be given opportunity to be rulers.

The rulers should not have a family, property, etc. they should be brought up communally. The parents would only reproduce for the purpose of procreation. The reason for this is so that the rulers serve for the public good. Rather than trying to accumulate wealth and property for their family and themselves. 

Wisdom/knowing the good: theory of forms/ideas 
Mathematical model: knowing principles/essences of things (allegory of the cave)

Theory of Forms/Ideas:
Triangles, circles, and other geometry figures are purely ideas. We understand them not by their physical forms, but rather by virtue of their definition. 
Rather than trying to explain things, Plato encourages people to strive for an understanding of CONCEPTS. 
Plato’s work of the Republic - Aims to understand the concept of JUSTICE among other things.

Ruling and Wisdom:
NOT: birth, might, wealth, popular consent 
Rather than these things, rulers should be people who make good political decisions band have political expertise.

The craft analogy: society should come to accept the fact some people are gold, silver, bronze.

Censorship: not traditional poets, tales of heroes.
Plato wanted to ban these stories. He thinks that the stories of Homer etc. glorify the warrior and assume that the warrior should be the ruler.

Noble fiction (p.61): Myth of the Metals

“Philosopher-kings” (p.87)

Soldiers receive laws like a dye 

MONDAY SEPT 15:

Society as a perfect unity, a harmonious whole? Also the individual?
Allan Ryan - The irony is that Plato is an anti-political 
· Plato assumes that consensus will occur, and the people will be satisfied 
· Plato feels that in an ideal political setting, decent and upheaval are not present 
· A fundamental part of democracy is an opposition, though. Alternative and challenging thoughts
· Plato- Harmony and rigidity in politics…..Aristotle- An opposition and decent is needed 

Realistic Ideal? Desirable Ideal?

ARISTOTLE: (384-322 B.C.) in Ancient Athens

Aristotle, student of Plato 
Transition from city state to empire
Philip of Macedon conquerors Greece 338 BC
Alexander the Great 356-323 BC; Tutored by Aristotle

Unlike Plato, Aristotle lived in a time where the scale of politics was much bigger. Plato applied his political idea to a city state. But Aristotle’s time saw the growth of an empire that spread much wider than city states. He was more down to earth. 

General Approach:
· Anti-utopian 
· Empirical (factual evidence based)(political science..) 
· Of interest: painting “The School of Athens” by Italian Renaissance painter, Raphael (1510) fresco on the wall at the Vatican includes Plato (pointing up- utopian), and Aristotle (pointing down- down to earth) …(also Socrates, Pythagoras, etc.)

· Like Plato, Aristotle thinks that you cannot be a psychologically fulfilled person if you are not a part of a political and community and system, being good on your own or with family is not enough. 
· BUT, unlike Plato- To be a citizen, you and every other citizen has to be an active participant in the political decision making. This shows rejection of Plato’s utopianism 

Page 129: You need society as a form of personal fulfilment 
“clearly man is more of a political animal than bees or any other gregarious animals. Nature, as we may say, makes nothing in vain, and man is the only animal whom she has endowed with the gift of speech. And whereas mere voice is but an indication of pleasure or pain, and is therefore found in other animals…the power of speech is meant to express what is advantageous and inexpedient, and therefore likewise the just and the unjust. And it is characteristic of man that he alone has any sense of good and evil, of just and unjust and the like, and the association of living beings who have this sense makes a household and a state.”

Gregarious - Talkative
· In animals, voice is just an indication of pleasure and pain 
· In humans, however language functions to make judgements and influence others (advantageous, just etc. in text) — EG. You leave concert with friend and say “great, huh?” —> You make judgement and test it by trying to draw others in. In Aristotle’s view, only humans do this.
· People can say “I will meet you in one month, at 8pm, at Uottawa” using language this works. But simple gestures that animals use cannot do this. 
· Bees- Do a dance and buzz which directs other bees to the location of food. But the degree of variety is limited.
· The role of language is important for politics because it communicates people’s judgements and brings them together into each other’s sphere’s, or it can distinguish them.

Slavery: 
· Aristotle, tries to justify slavery. One step further than Plato who didn’t even acknowledge slavery.
· Aristotle, says that some people cannot rule themselves and are destined to follow. Some people are meant to live free.
· But many slaves in the ancient world were acquired through conquest and being forced into slavery. These people were once able to lead themselves. This puts Aristotle in trouble - If his state were to be conquered the next day, then he MUST be destined to be a slave (according to his argument)

Women:
· Aristotle believes that women should be subject to decision making of males
· They should not be full citizens as they cannot fully govern themselves according to him. 

Biases:
Male to female
Masters to slaves 
Adults to children
Superior to inferior →  Capacity for reason and making decisions or lack

Some by nature free; some by nature are slaves
Criticisms-activities requiring judgment 

Special problem: But slaves also by conquest? Unnatural/Greek vs. others/barbarians 

Citizens with leisure vs. citizens who must labour 

Assumption of natural hierarchy teleology each item in world has fixed place and purpose

What is it to be a citizen?
To be an active participant in the decision making and community. Unlike Plato  
Who is a citizen?
More narrow than Plato. Restrictions.
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Aristotle- Avoidance of extremes is the best path 
Political Stability is key for Aristotle. Something that can come about, and stay

The Golden Mean 
BUT how do you know what the mean is? e.g. what is the proper amount of exercise a day?

The realizable Ideal: polity/middle-class Polity
Why the rule of the many, and the many as a middle class:

1. Economic advantage: avoid excessive focus on money 
2. Political Advantage(s):
Avoid extremes of life-style
Differences/conflicts kept in balance

When it comes to politics, you find out the truth by hearing everyones concerns and trying to synthesize them. Good judgement, comes from bringing people together, listening to them and putting their interests together. Authority comes from the people that are being ruled. Unlike Socrates who put authority in a singular person (philosopher)


MONDAY SEPT 22

Middle Ages:

Two General Matters:

1. Religion vis-a-vis politics/government. Options and Problems

A. If religion (too) closely identified with politics/govt - a programme for politics 

Positive aspect for religion: 
· Its values relevant to the world
· Religion can inform the government and political thinking and can be applied to the real world 

Problems:
· Too much emphasis on politics/world loses focus on spiritual, transcendent aspect 
· Risks of the religion being ideological support for particular regime, policies 
· Tendency for discrimination, oppression of non-believers

B. If religion is too from politics

Positive aspect for religion: preserves focus on God , should, spirit etc. 

Problems:
· Religious values/principles lack social political relevance 
· Believers must compartmentalize their lives 

Augustine (354-430): Two Realms
Platonic influence 
City of God (early 400s)
City of God: heavenly, ideal realm, values, fulfillment, afterlife      VS.        City of Man: earthly realm, provides peace, law, so obey 
Augustine stresses the separation of religion from politics
There was a claim that Christian values weakened the Roman empire from its dominance because the values of forgiveness etc. are soft, and the Roman prominence was influenced by this. 

But Augustine’s motive for writing*: christianity is not he cause of decline of Roman Empire. Because religion is concerned with a realm outside of the political system.
379 A.D./C.E. Christianity becomes official religion of Roman Empire. In reign after that of Roman Emperor Constantine who converts to Christianity in 312 
476 A.D./C.E Fall of Rome to the foreign tribes (Goths). Roman empire deposed..

Aquinas (1224-1274): Political community religiously important. 
Aristotelian Influence
“natural law” bridges gap?
Aspects of religious law knowable by reason.
Stresses that religion and politics can coexist without being completely exclusive from each other

2. Feudalism: The Era of European 500-1500
From breakup of Rome in Empire to emergence of modern nation states

a. Decentralized rule, militaristic,warring. An era of large manors, castles estates etc.
b. Rural, agrarian. Large dependence of farming 
c. Social structure: hierarchy: King, nobles, knights, peasants/serfs (non-members of monarchy, ordinary people who do farming or craft like activity. The work on the estate of the king and the nobles. They gain a living by working on the estate) Difference between slave and peasant/serf —> You are not bodily owned by the master. But at the same time you don’t own anything economically. So you own yourself, but nothing outside.
basic relation: lords and vassals 
d. Overlapping spheres:
Political/economic/religious/private/public (you are born into monarchy/serfs -> your private family status determine your public social status). These are later distinct. 

1789-French Revolution = Feudalism is over

Machiavelli (1469-1527)
1. Context and concerns:

Period: Renaissance. Place: Florence, Italy 
Italy a collection of kingdoms/city states: also Rome, Naples, Milan, Venice 
-Much battling among these , & foreign intervention and intrigue 

The Prince: His famous piece of writing. What it takes to be a leader 

Medicis were the ruling family in Florence 
(Had been driven out in 1494 but returned to power in 1512) - Machiavelli dedicated his work to the Medicis newly back in power 
1513 The Prince; hero is Cesare Borgia
Duke and for a time Cardinal, engaged in schemes of power, conquest, and political brutality

Is Machiavelli a Machiavellian?
· Machiavellian- Nasty strategies that care not for the means but only the end. Only focused on power and control in politics no matter what has to be done to do so.

In Machiavelli’s work - The Discourses
He draws on the way politics were in the old Republic. These promote rule not by such dirty means as the Prince does. So, is Machiavelli Machiavellian? The two writings have conflicting messages.

The Prince: 
At times you need to be a Lion (strong, proud etc.), and at other times you need to be like a Fox (crafty, cunning, able to deceive). It’s is a matter of which works when. Don’t play by the rules of traditional morality. If you want to be successful ruler, you’ve got to put aside the traditional rule of morality, religion, societal expectation. 
Machiavelli is referring to Cesare Borgia in the Prince. Very brutal and violent conqueror.

THURSDAY SEPT 25

The Prince: Chapter 15 p.213 in Social and Political Thought Essential Readings
“…because I intend my writing to be useful for the reader, it appears…..Therefore it is necessary that prince who wishes to hold his own know how to do wrong, and to make use of such knowledge when necessary.”
-Machiavelli is saying this is the way of the world and one must know how to do wrong 

2. The Changed Focus vs. Ancient and Medieval Theories 
Plato and Aristotle: Politics…good life in ideal state 
Medieval view: politics as subordinated to religious aims/values

Machiavelli: politics/government..securing power, strong state is divorced form moral idea and religious aims/values 
For Plato and Aristotle, virtues = moral qualities enabling fulfillment of politics 
For Machiavelli, virtues = qualities leading to success and power. —> priority was success and power over the moral and religious qualities 

Machiavelli is REALIST —> he refers to virtue as the pursuit of success vs. plato and Aristotle’s ‘virtues’ which refer to ones character

3. Ruling and Statecraft
Point of view of Ruler 
· For Machiavelli, politics is through the view of the ruler, never is government through the perspective of the ruled 
· Machiavelli and Hobbes have negative views of human nature. BUT Machiavelli looks at this from the point of view of the Ruler, but Hobbes looks at this from the point of view of the RULED 
· Hobbes asks: how do WE get out of this? How do we save ourselves from the ugly human nature, and avoid death? He seeks to get the subjects out of this 
· Machiavelli however says: This is how everyone is, how can the I (RULER) learn how to control these ugly natured humans and take over?
· So Machiavelli and Hobbes are similar, but different in a sense 
Machiavelli focuses strongly on not being DESPISED, this can push people to rebellion and overthrow. So be controlling and dominant, but don’t be stupid and push it too far.

What should the ruler aim for? Being loved or feared?
Ideally both, but if you had to pick one, be feared. 
· Because people are fickle, therefore love will not provide stable rule. People can love you one day and not the next.
· BUT don’t be feared to the event that you are hated. This can lead to revolt. There is a limit
· It is desirable to APPEAR to be good
Realism, not utopianism

Must learn how NOT to be good

All cruelties at once
deception, seeming to be god 
Seem to be virtuous
Be adaptable 

Loved or Feared?
Fox and Lion Keep word only if advantageous.

Religion: 
Religion can work in the context where people believe in something that keeps them in their place. People should believe that violence is wrong. As far as people accept these religious values, they are kept in control. (Christian values of forgiveness, passivity, turn the other cheek etc.) - people are in control as he ruler acts otherwise
Machiavelli believes that religion has a practical role in bonding people as citizens and having a patriotic link —> Civil religion (the practical political function of religion, never mind the intrinsic function)

—Nietzche: 
Claims that back when there were 2  kind of people in the world (great fighters, and slaves) christianity was used as slave mentality. While the strong elite followed their own rules.
—Durkheim: 
Religion serves to form social ties and bonds.
—Machiavelli:
Seems to combine Nietzche and Durkheim’s thoughts on religion

Political Knowledge, Prudence, and Chance 

Knowledge of experience: but as lessons of survival, success 
Role of fortune (pp.224-225)
Controls half our actions; other half inout hands 

Political Knowledge for Machiavelli is fact based and empirically historical. You look at empirical, factual, historical leaders of the past and see what works. He uses it practically, not much regard for morality. Plato and Aristotle were more concerned with prudence. 

CHANCE:
· Machiavelli is emphatic about the point that, no strategies are always firm and effective. The world is unpredictable, the ultimate kind of prudence, therefore is ADAPTIVENESS. One must be able to adapt.
· Machiavelli disagrees with Political Science - There will never be a set of rules and regulations to go by that will guarantee power, the world is always changing therefore the best you can do is have rules of thumb, because you can rule today tomorrow, but the day after things change. This defies the SCIENCE aspect of political science. 

Fortune like a woman…(225)
So exercise control [!]

Realism?

**View of human nature: people are fickle, self interested, acquisitive, untrustworthy, etc.
· Machiavelli tells us everything about politics, is based on what he thinks of how people are. His whole argument is based on the ugly nature of human nature. But are people actually like that??
· This seems like a slanted and bias view of people in the world. It is a generalization. There are all kinds of ways that people are trust worthy and loyal and sacrifice themselves (eg. the army). 
· His claim about human nature is slanted bias conception. So it can be argued that he does not practice REALISM1494 Medici family driven out of Florence (after rule of Lorenzo de M.. & son)
· His initial premise is questionable.

1494 Medici family driven out of Florence (after rule of Lorenzo de M., and son)
- Republic, with liberties and participation for citizens restored. 

Machiavelli and Hobbes have similar views about human nature

Hobbes:
· Human beings are driven by desires, and they are never satisfied, they always want more. 
· The point of rational realization about what is and isn’t working according to Hobbes: The point where people realize that hey “if I’m always unsatisfied, and everyone else is… then nobody wins”…a aspect of self defeat
· Must there be a single ruler? A could be one, or a group, but it doesn’t change the function and extent of power of the ruler(s)\
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Hobbes (1658-1679). Leviathan (1651)

Context:
Struggle over power between monarchy and parliamentarians during English civil war (1642-1648)
Roman catholic vs. Protestants was central religious conflict in this civil war. 
King Charles 1 vs. supporters of Parliament
1649: king Charles executed
1688-89 Glorious Revolution/“Bloodless Revolution”
Monarchy (re-)established by and with role for Parliament  
When the monarchy was restored, it had to account for Parliament (constitutional monarchy)

2 dimensions - religious and political.
3rd dimension - Economic 

King Charles 1 pushed for absolute authority and claimed to be king by divine right (leaning to Catholicism)
—> Went from absolute rule and authority to limited authority because of parliament

Hobbes is not defending absolute power in hands of monarchy necessarily, he does lean toward absolute authority in the power government. He pushes for absolute power for government over giving power to the people.

Hobbes Method:
Geometry, and early modern physics 
social contract theory/ contractarianism 
hypothetical 

· He uses geometry and modern physics to support his argument about politics 
· He likes geometry for its exactness, formality, and unavoidably logical, and provides solid conclusions. Provide elementary axioms and formally solve 
· He uses physics for the idea of matter in motion. 
· Inertia - a law about motion (principle that says that something that starts in motion will continue in motion unless it collides with another object of matter)
· He uses these two fields to go from a state of nature to political thought

Government is a human “creation” to serve individual’s needs.

What makes a theory of politics a social contract theory? 3 Elements

· A concept of the state of nature of human beings (endless restless desires for anything and everything)
· A transition from the state of nature to a state beyond it
· System of government and politics 

Hobbes’ claim about human nature:
He says that it never actually existed (a war where all vs. all), but he then refers to the Americas as proof of where this exists. 
He uses this as a supposition to support his argument.

Hobbes: Life is nasty, brutish, and short.
· He means that people are always in fear of their life. There is never an assurance of security, at times of peace, people are preparing for the next war. There is no power to ensure peace and stability
· We all want it all, and struggle to get as much as we can. But in terms of ability, we are all equal more or less. (one may be stronger physically, but the other may be better at making alliances). Nobody is a stable position of power, because A can be superior to B in some sense but not all things
· Entitlement: We naturally have a right to anything (Hobbes calls this the right of nature) everyone is entitled to do anything to get what they want. There are no rules, except you are entitled to do anything. This is the rule of the human state of nature ALL vs. ALL
· *** Human nature: Endless desires, equal ability, entitlement to anything and everything. These are the basic features of human beings.
· He is saying, if there is no existing government, there is no limit to what people are entitled to do. If there is no enforcement, there is no justice or injustice. 
· Entitlement - provides a notion of liberty in which you have a license to do anything.
· Hobbes state of nature - a world where you assume where there is no government, enforcing power.
· Examples: you’re at home, you lock the door. (there is no protective power, so you take action to protect from others) This can be found in everyday. So if you subtract government, people will be constantly watching out and at war. He also says that it become ALL vs. ALL so social relationships and bonds disappear in the case where there is no government 
· He goes on to say that the most elementary desire is to live 
· Hobbes LAW OF NATURE (different from state of nature): You should be willing to stop, if other people are willing to stop. That is a rational realization. If one holds off from force and theft etc. the other will.
· Rational Realization: The moment that this agreement to stop is made, there must be a governing force to implement it. Otherwise, it is a continuation of the state of nature. (e.g. I say ok really I’m gonna stop…you drop your weapons etc… then the other guy does the same then you pick up a hammer and hit him.) this was another move in the game that is the state of nature.

The power that is created to enforce the peace is used to provide peace and security, and not push too far.

State of Nature:
Suppose no government, then: no law, no morality, no social bonds
So: continual war/hostility
Not always violence, but: fear and insecurity 
No civilization, development, comforts, etc. 
Assuming: 
· persons basically equal 
· special abilities, power of some neutralized by others desires unlimited 
People are restless like matter in perpetual motion 
Competitive, mistrustful 
Doubts? people lock doors etc.

The way government is established. 
· All vs All, then you all decide to end this, so everyone drops their weapons at the same time and hands over to one person or group of people. This group in power will have absolute power, as long as they don’t push it 
· **As long as the sovereign power keeps us out of the state of nature, and keeps us feeling safe and secure then its doing its job.
· The sovereignty decides to go after you and punish you for what you did. You have one right —> try to escape. 
· This reminds of an interesting right —> the right to remain silent in court —> puts the responsibility on system to prove your criminality, without you helping them. Eg. resist, don’t plead ‘guilty’
· So Hobbes is saying the system should go after you, but you have the right to resist your incrimination 
· What are the core things we agree on for government? no violence, no force, no fraud.
· Function of government? minimalist

What would rational individuals agree to?

Its a theory about rationality. Rational choice theory. 
The prisoners dilemma.. for next class

THURSDAY OCT 2

Hobbes - Self interest 
· Right of Nature - Liberty and license. Self interest as unlimited and not rational. Not long-term 
· Law of Nature. Rational self interest limited 

**The Prisoner’s Dilemma:
A hypothetical situation. A puzzle. Its a branch of game theory aka rational choice theory. Point is to present certain analytical situations and 

Tells us about a hypothetical situation:
· A crime is committed, major bank robbery for instance, police believe its by 2 people. 
· They arrest 2 people. 
· They have partial evidence but not solid evidence. 
· They need a confession to have solid proof
· They question them separately, offer them deals where they offer a lesser sentence to the one who confesses and the heavy sentence to the other. 

Possibilities:                                       Outcomes:
Neither A nor B confesses               2 year sentence each 
A confesses, B does not                  A free, B 20 years 
B confesses, A does not                  B free, A 20 years 
Both A and b confess                      10 years each

The answer:
B reasons: 
· If A confesses…I should           (10 year not 20; line 4 vs. 2)
· If A doesn’t confess..I should    (free not 2 year; line 3 vs. 1)
The rational thing for each A and B to do is to confess. But if they both confess they end up worse off than both not speaking. 
A reasons similarly 
—> So both confess, both rationally should
But, then, both end up worse off (10 years) than is neither confesses (2 years)

This is a case where it is more rational and beneficial to avoid acting purely on self interest, but rather by establishing a trustworthy system (e.g.. loyalty among thieves).

Rational game vs rational cost: eg. Recycling vs not recycling 
- I don’t like to recycle it costs time. If I don’t recycle, then its not really gonna matter in the big picture. Therefore it is reasonable for me not to recycle. BUT others can think like this, leading to everyone not recycling. Then we ALL lose. 
- A situation where Cooperative activity would benefit everybody. But there can be Free riders  (parasites) - people who don’t contribute to this and benefit off actions of others.

Evaluation: Hobbes 
Assumptions about human nature? (kinda negative)
No morality, right vs. wrong, without  enforcement?
Notice: Extreme state-of-nature, so extreme government.

Interesting to see how the beginning of the story and the end. Beginning - total chaos and fear among human. End - An absolute government that is powerful and people have exchanged their unlimited liberty in hope of protection.

MON OCT 6
Locke (1632-1704)
Human State of Nature — Transition — State of Government (This should be found for ALL PHILOSOPHERS we study in this course) 

1. Context and Concerns
First Treatise of Civil Government 
- Against the notion of political authority as patriarchal right. (do not think of kings as the head of a household [father] and do not think of kings of rulers by divine right)
Second treatise of Civil Government (1689)
- 1688-89 Glorious revolution/Bloodless Revolution 
- Monarchy established by and with role of Parliament 

Locke’s ideas influence:
American Revolution (1776); French Revolution. (1789)

2. General Approach:
State of Nature/Social Contract Theory plus Natural Rights 

3. State of Nature 
(p.333, last paragraph)
“…though this be astute of liberty, yet it is not a state of license: [..] The state of nature has a law of government which ablates everyone: and reason, which is law, teaches all mankind, who will but consult it that being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty or possessions …” 
· Each person realizes that others and themselves are entitled to certain things for themselves.

American Declaration of Independence- Makes a claim “all men are created equal…life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness” 

Equality:
Natural rights: life liberty, property 
Life and liberty: no slavery; I am owner of my body 
Basis: duties to God to respect life

License: […] The state of nature has a law to govern it, which obliges everyone: and reason, which is that law, teaches all mankind, who will but consult it that being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty or possessions […]

He is against slavery: 
It is wrong because it is against a person’s consent. But what if a person consents to slavery 
You couldn’t rationally consent to give away your freedom. 
God provided life, and it is not right for people to treat others arbitrarily

Suicide: 
Locke would say that it is wrong, a person does not have the right to do this.
Suicide in Canada is legal. Used to be illegal.

Compare American Declaration of Independence, 1776. 
“ We would hold these truths to be self -evident,….., deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed,..”

So, why do we need government? (according to Locke)
· Not a state of war, but inconveniences 
· Problems of applying and interoperating natural rights 
· People are poor judges in their own cases; because they can be bias and arbitrary in their interpretation
· The natural rights should be applied and interoperated accurately 

4. Government:
Natural Rights exist even in “state of nature”,  so government is for:
· Rule of law, not arbitrariness 
· Limits to what government can do, and need always for procedures (start of constitutionally limited government)*
· Division of powers: legislative and executive distinguished legislature is superior 
· People even retain a “a right of revolution” if government is oppressive and violates life, liberty, etc.

Consent:**
Initial and later/tacit
Must everyone initially consent? Yes at founding, no after 

(p.338, column 1 = chapter 4, sec. 23)
“This freedom from absolute, arbitrary power, is so necessary to, and closely joined with a man’s preservation, that he cannot part with it…., to take away his life, when he pleases.”

Locke- Legitimate government has to be one divided into smaller divisions, not one bug body (executive [prime minister & cabinet], legislative [parliament], judicial [the courts]) —> to avoid arbitrariness and promote clear interpretation. ALL authority is not in the hands of one body of government, so the other can check one division and keep it in line. Eg. The judicial system can keep the prime minister in line if he/she commits crime. Establishes a control on power.

“tacit” consent 
(p. 163, column 1 = section 1119:)
“Nobody doubts but an express consent, of any man entering into a any society, makes him….., it reaches as far as the very being of any one within the territories of that government.”

Consent in its clearest form is direct verbal approval of a specific issue. (CLEAR, EXPRESSED, VERBAL)
But when consent has a wide scope, can be problematic.

Eg. of advertisements that at least pay lip service to informed consent: The pharmaceutical commercials that have the “side effects include: …..” - but this is because of pressure to do so over the years. Usually, the buyer does not have knowledge of many aspects of what they buy, so informed consent is hard to achieve. eg. used car: seller may know of problems that buyer does not know of.

Property: A question of who owns what 
Does Locke believe in the individual ownership of property? - Yes

Critique of Locke 
C.B. Macpherson , The Political Theory of Possessive Individual 
See text: p.338 column 2 =chapter 5, sec, 25 ff. 
He says that Locke’s theory is one that fits hand in hand with capitalist notions where one is encouraged to acquire property etc..

Locke’s process to property:

1. Earth owned by all in common (evenly).
1.a) Given to all humanity by God, for use and advantage

Everybody owns everything, except for others (another person). Each person owns their own body.
I own my body in the sense that I cannot be ins laved or be forced upon, without my consent.

Private/Individual property, how?

1a. Given to all humanity by God, for use and advantage
Private/Individual property, how?
2. Property in one’s own person: self, basic freedom requires control over one’s body
3. So via labour: Title to the work of one’s own ends from raw nature. (If I farm a piece of land, its mine)
Then, by gathering, no limit to individual property? —> If there is no limit, it defeats the premise that all people own earth equally.
4. Yes, limit: “Lockean proviso”
4.a Only as much as you can use (non-waste)
4.b Leave “enough and as good for others” (leaves the same amount for all others)

A right of individual acquisition, cannot justify the waste of resources.
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The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism - Locke
1. Earth owned by all in common
1. Given to all humanity by God, for use and advantage. Private/individual property - how?
2. Property in one's own person self, basic freedom requires control over one's body
3. So, via labour: title to the work of one's own ends from raw nature. Then, by gathering, no limit to individual property?
4. Yes, limit: "Lockean Proviso"
1. Only as much as one can use
2. Leave "Enough and as good for others"
5. But, the invention of money/gold: not perishable. So no limit?
· Perishability is the main concern behind Locke's concern of limitation. We no longer exchange goods but now coins and money.
· As populations increase and effects on air/water from human activity…air and water are not endlessly available. They are scarce commodities. Huge amounts to begin with but a) can be used up, b) the quantity/quality can be damaged.
The Wealth of Nations (1776) - Smith
· Adam Smith is in a way often categorized not as a political philosopher but as an economist.
· Took an economic approach to politics (founding thinker of economics): determine first what economic system can do, and then what is left over for government to do.
· This is the time of the industrial revolution (1770s to the late 1800s). New means of transportation, automated production (quickly and in substantial amounts).
· Result: laissez-fair view of the government (vis-a-vis-economy) … leave alone
= minimum role for government, maximum for market/private enterprise
= classical liberalism/libertarianism: defence of capitalism.
· Similar to Marxist view - if you want to know the place of the government and how we should handle things, first look at the economy.
Human Nature and Human Relations
1. Basic tendency: "to truck, barter, and exchange" (people as dealmakers)
· Appeal to self-interest of others, not their good will; get what you need by offering something.
· In a Capitalist system there are people who own things and therefore are in a position to hire others to work for them (call them - owners, capitalists)
· Owners and workers are competing with each other. Owners want the maximum work for the least wage.
· Owners are competing with each other to sell their products
· Works compete with each other for employment.
· Why isn't employment at 100%? When this happens problems start occurring like inflation - a negative effect of ramping up employment towards the absolute maximum. The system only works efficiently and properly when there is a gap between people available to work, and the number of jobs.
1. Division of labour -> efficiency via: dexterity, transition time, expert knowledge, machines, inventions
· Assembly line production in a factory - each person does a very specific task and the point is that is a feature of mass production in factories that makes for efficiency.
1. The law of supply and demand; competition. Natural, optimal
· In all, humans are economic beings seeking to maximize interests. Rationality = economic rationality = using resources and personal abilities efficiently. The worst shame: bankruptcy
· Human beings must be rational: i.e. competition for a job/sales make sure that what you seek to do, you can do better than the next person in order to get the maximum return - all about efficiency.
· "Nobody but either a fool or a beggar would depend upon someone's charity. IF you want something from the baker/candle maker, offer them something - don't depend on their goodwill"
Society
· Bonds are not benevolence but self-love/self-interest
· Choice and free contract: obtain/become whatever you want by getting others to agree, no limitations by tradition/fixed status (birth, etc)
· Individual interests and social interest coincide = the theory of the invisible hand. This means when everyone is looking out for their own self interest, doing the job they're best at and will get the most wage for BUT this is also a positive effect on society - society as a whole is getting the most use out of everybody.
· This is merely the effect of people making choices for the things they won't. You get what people want in terms of overall productivity, satisfying their needs, etc.
· By the invisible hand he means that government shouldn't lay down all kinds of laws for what people should produce and how the economy should function. The government should set up certain basic elements to make the economy possible (like ensuring people entering new contracts keep them), and then assume a passive role.
· "Every individual is continually exerting himself to find out the most advantageous employment for whatever capital he can command. IT is his own advantage, indeed, and not that of the society, which he has in view. The study of his own advantage naturally, or rather necessarily leads him to prefer that employment which is most advantageous to the society"
· "…he intends only his own gain, and he is in this, as in many other cases, led by an invisible hand to promote an end which was no part of his intention. Nor is it always the worse for the society that it was no part of it. By pursuing his own interest he frequently promotes that of the society more effectually than when he really intends to promote it. I have never known much good done by those who affected to trade for the public good."
· If something is needed, people will step forth and provide it, and if they don't, it's not needed.
Functions of Government
1. Protect against foreign invasion (army)
2. Protect against internal force, fraud, etc (police, courts)
3. Create and maintain "public works/public goods", notion has technical meaning here: whatever not possible by voluntary cooperation; what private enterprise can't do; or any product or service which, if some pay for it, others can benefit without paying.
1. If A pays to build lighthouse to guide his ships, B's and C's (etc) ships can use it without paying.
· Why should I pay for things that others get to benefit from?  This is where the government must provide certain things.
· Bottom line - the function of government should typically be very minimal. Classical economics about the working of a capitalist system
· For Smith, workers' wages must be "sufficient to live"
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Federalist Papers (1787)

1. Context: 

Founding of U.S. 
“Publius” = Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, John Jay 
(Madison became 4th president of the U.S., 1809-17)

1776 American Independence from Britain 
Colonies united by “Articles of Confederation”
Insufficient unity, problems of divisiveness, local interest 

1787 New union proposed, i.e.founding of U.S.
Proposed constitution must be ratified by states 
Madison and other Federalists support it, in Federalist papers 
Opponents, anti-federalists, fear new centralized government: too big and powerful 

2. General Approach:

Strong, central government (new union) best answer to factionalism 
Factions = interest groups = persons, regions united by particular interest, vs. others

The issues that come with factions, are much easier to deal with when there is a central government.

3. Argument 
If liberty, then factions. Cannot, must not eliminate factions 

So, How control factions?
If faction is minority, then problem not serious; will be outvoted [True]
Real problem in democracy (author call it “republic”, i.e. not monarchy) is majority: by votes it can win and disregard, oppress minority.

So: Concern is like minded majority

The Federalist Papers suggest the problem lies within an interest group that is a majority.

REMEDY:

1. Large republic: i.e., territory, population, various regions, etc.: 
Number of interests multiplied, power of any one diminished neutralized by contending against many others 
(=fight fire with fire: more factions is (part of) remedy to problem of factions)

2. Representation not direct participation, i.e. not pure democracy:
a. Views refined; passion and intensity of local level diffused 
b. Reps. must synthesize views of constituents; seek to win over the reps.
Representative bodies are “filters”
- Representatives relieve the intensity of factions 

3. Although republic is large, still:
Divided functions: executive, legislature, judiciary (as in Locke);
Checks and balances, and rights (Bill of Rights soon added)
So government is not (thankfully one seamless whole)

4. Federal system:
Besides central government , separate lower level jurisdictions, allows some regional autonomy, etc.

What is better? A government that is centralized or decentralized?
- The Federalists don’t have an absolute answer. But they lean to a more centralized government

Next Class: Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) The Social Contract (1762)
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Jean Jacques Rousseau (1712-1778) The Social Contract (1762)
Born in Geneva; cherished ideal of village life 
Much of his life was in Paris, fled after publishing SC 
Associated with Enlightenment philosophes: Diderot, Voltaire, also Hume 

18th century enlightenment upholds:
· Reason and science vs. religion
· Republic and rule of law vs. monarchy and aristocracy 
· Progress and personal liberty vs. traditions and authority
But Rousseau..?

The criticism of the role of society and its effect on the individual. Rousseau saw society as stifling to the human instinct. Society sometimes restricts human nature, education should nurture the natural way of each person.

“Man is born free, but everywhere in chains” - How do we recapture that freedom that we were given at birth? he is saying we need to radically change society. React to what is and change it.

Social Contract Theory: 3 Elements 
A state of nature - The world as it was before politics sn society 
A transition out of state of nature 
A new state of the world and society 

Is Rousseau trying to return us to the ‘state of nature’? No. He is saying that we should change the existing order to less restrict humans 

The Social Contract 1762:

PROBLEM:
“Man born free and everywhere he is in chains”
How to secure liberty under law?..Answer: Social contract forming General Will 

Social contract establishes General Will, not Will of All.
(p.475, Broadview Anthology, right column, 2nd paragraph)
General Will: Point of view of whole community; people as citizens
Will of All: Mere aggregate (lumping together) individual interests/views 

Rousseau suggests that Hobbes’ ‘state of nature’ is in fact the current socialized, state that people find themselves in.

“….each uniting with all, nevertheless obeys only himself, and remains as free as before. ’Such is the fundamental problem to which the social contract gives the solution.”

“the total alienation of each associate, with all of his rights, to the whole community…”

“…each in giving himself to all gives himself to nobody…”
“…sovereignty is inalienable, it is indivisible. For either the will is general or it is not; it is the will of either of the body of the people, or only of a part.”

Rousseau makes a point out of calling people ‘citizens’, which implicitly addresses people as equal. A French revolutionary thinking that does not use labels to separate people by status. (no aristocrat, no peasant, just citizens)

Economic/social preconditions of General Will (vs. Will of All): 

1. Interest groups/ factions (Briadview Anthology pp.475-476)
“…it is therefore important that there should be no partial society in the state and that each citizen make up his own mind. If there are partial societies, their number must be multiplied and inequality among them prevented …”

2. Equality: No one is absolutely dependent on anyone else.
Law: Universal, applies to all equally; not specific to individuals 
“we need not mean that degrees of wealth and power are to be absolutely the same….[but] with regard to wealth, no citizen should be so rich as to be capable of buying another citizen, and no one so poor that he is forced to sell himself. This presupposes moderation in goods and credit…”
Broadview Anthology, pp. 484, right column (book 2 chapter 11)

General Will: Problematic implication

“…whoever refuses to obey the general will, will be forced to do so by the entire body; This means merely the he will be forced to be free…” (Broadview Anthology, p. 472, left column last paragraph
—> Forced to be free - Enabling someone to be a better ‘self’ 
Eg. I have an addiction to video games, i know that this is not rationally right thing to do. But I can’t stop. So if someone helps me stop playing these games it can help me be more free.

Berlin argues against Rousseau and his notion of freedom.

Rousseau is very different from Locke an Hobbes etc. in his approach to the Social contract Theory.
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Rousseau: democracy as deliberation toward common result —> “deliberative democracy”

The sovereign and the government

Sovereign Authority = People as a a whole, directly participating no representation or delegation of authority, makes basis decisions; defines fundamental principles
Government = In effect, executive branch: representatives and appointed officials, applies and administers fundamental laws and principles

Broadview pg 490. - “Taking the term to a a strict sense, a true Democracy has never existed and never will. It is contrary to the natural order that the majority govern and the minority is governed… (finish this paragraph)

Instruments of General Will/community/citizenship 
1. The Legislator (Broadview anthology, p.479) - Charismatic person who educated society about best laws
2. The Censor: decides public morals (p.514)
3. Civil religion: Common beliefs (not really religious) as a foundation of society (p.515). Patriotism, nationalism: identifying with the political whole, the community

Patriotism - Loyalty to your country 
Nationalism - Identifying with your countries attitudes, language etc.

The French Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen adopted August 26, 1789, becomes preamble to French Constitution in 1791 (contains much of rousseau’s thinking)
1. Men are born, and always continue, free and equal in respect of their rights. Civil distinctions, therefore can be founded only on public utility.
2. The end of all political associations, is the preservation of the natural and imprescriptible rights of man; and these rights are liberty, property, security, and resistance of oppression.
6. The law is an expression of the will of the community…

Simon Schama, Citizens; A chronicle of the French Revolution (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1989)


Isaiah Berlin, “Two Concepts of Liberty” 1958
(Only 796-810 required; but full essay, to page 823 strongly recommended)

Liberty- freedom FROM something 
Freedom - freedom TO something 

General:
1. Distinguish between two different concepts of liberty or freedom: negative vs. positive. Defend negative, reject positive. 
Negative conception is in Locke, John Stuart Mill, and other liberal individualists. Positive conceptions is in Rousseau, Marx, and others, 
2. Reject idea that all values/goods form a harmonious whole; as false, dangerous ideal. 
There are distinct values; conflicts of values unavoidable; so, need to weigh, decide, etc.

The essence of the Distinction:
Negative: Freedom from coercion by others; to act on your desires 
· Requirement: an area of non-interference, being left to do what you want 
· You can be free (neg) in doing foolish, destructive things; and when unable to achieve things
· Restrictions on freedom in the negative sense are forceful and coercive intrusion by others on one’s freedom. (eg. someone arrests you and puts you in jail)

Positive: Freedom to do or be some particular thing or kind of person; true self-mastery
· Lack of means or resources or rational control is lack of freedom 

For negative sense:
· Inequality is not lack of liberty. Sacrificing liberty of A for equality of B, can be justified; but liberty is being sacrificed (p.800, column 2)
· Coercing people for their own good may sometimes be justified (e.g. quarantine; lockdown) — But is coercion not liberation 
· No necessary connection between democracy and negative liberty (p.803, left column)
So we have to answer the question - Is it possible for someone other than myself to know what is best for me? Yes, at least sometimes (e.g. person with Alzheimer’s lashing out at family member)

For positive sense:
· Coercing A for his/her own good is enhancing freedom, liberating. Can ignore/ override what they want 
· Unable to do what you desire? Extinguish desires: become free(er) (808 left col.)
· False beliefs, myths, irrationality = lack of freedom. If you or others alter or suppress these, freedom is enhanced (812, left column; 813, right column)

Berlin is saying we need to distinguish between liberty and freedom. It comes down to rejecting freedom in the positive sense.

Summary p.814, left column (lines 6-19)
Rousseau and the French Revolution (p. 818 under “Liberty and Sovereignty”
Similarly (acc. to Berlin), Communist revolutions and the “people’s party” as instrument of liberation 

The Underlying False Ideal
Liberty, equality, fraternity, etc. all fully compatible, really the same: one whole, grand synthesis 
“Pluralism values” the unfortunate result
- Berlin disagrees with this ideal 
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Edmund Burke (1729-1797): Reflections on the Revolution of France (1790)

CONTEXT:

Member of Parliament 
Had supported various “liberal causes”, eg. American Revolution (1776)
Strongly opposed to French Revolution from outset - contrasts it with English Glorious Revolution 1688-1689 (often called the bloodless revolution)

GENERAL APPROACH:

Founding thinker of old style political conservatism 

Critic of equality and individualistic liberty 

For/Supports: 
· Established order, tradition, community —> But within framework of English parliamentarianism and limited government 
· Hierarchy, rank, status (including men vs. women) —> Burke 
· Gradualism 
· Rights and privileges established by history and custom (he questions notion of ‘natural’ rights, he is critical of abstract conclusions about rights and society)
· Religion 
· Society based on bonds of sentiment, duty, etc.

Against: 
· Liberty as a general fundamental value 
· Natural rights (for Burke: unfounded, unfocussed)
· Abstract reason, pure theory not based on experience 
· Remarking society from the ground up 
· Society as bargain or contract for individual interests 
· (See below for different historical, communal sense)

Reflections on the Revolution in France (1790)

(Broadview Anthology, p.606, column 2)
“The effect of liberty to individuals is that they may do what they please; we ought to see what it will please them to do, before we risk congratulations which may be soon turned into complaints.”
—> Critical of abstract ideals of liberty and defending more grounded ideas.

(p.607, column 1)
“…the gross error of fact, which supposes that hi Majesty…owes his crown to the choice of his people”)

(p.608, column 1)
According to “the barbarous philosophy” of the French Revolution:
“On this scheme of things a king is but a man, a queen is but a woman, a woman is but an animal,….All homage paid to the sex is general as such,…is to be regarded as romance and folly…”
—> Supports rank and label of a person as essential part of an identity.

(Not in the Text):
“The very idea of the fabrication of a new government is enough to fill us with disgust and horror. We wished at the English Revolution (1688), and do now wish, to derive all we posses as an inheritance from our forefathers. Upon that body and stock of inheritance we have taken care not to inoculate any cyon alien to the nature of the original plant.”

(607, column 2) 
“but the age of chivalry is gone. —That of sophisters, economists, and calculators, has succeeded; the glory of Europe is extinguished forever. Never, never more shall we behold that generous loyalty to rank and sex, that proud submission, that dignified obedience, that subordination of the heart which ket alive, even in servitude itself, the spirit of and exalted freedom.”

(608, column 2)
“Nothing is kore certain than out manners, our civilization, and all good things which are connected with manners and with civilization have, in this European world of ours, depended for ages upon two principles….: I mean the spirit of a gentleman and the spirit of religion…”

Argument against Burke - Just because something has been around until now, doesn’t mean it is a good thing, or the only thing.
Defending things on the basis that it has been around for a long time, and its longevity then speaks for its value —> Questionable

Mary Wollstonecraft (1759-1797) 
A Vindication of the Rights of Woman (1792), criticizing Rousseau 
Vindication of the Rights of Men (1791), criticizing Burke 

1. Endorses values of Enlightenment, against detractors like Burke
Burke appeals to tradition, custom. But Wollstonecraft supports reason analysis and judgement. 
Burke rejects natural rights, Wollstonecraft supports them.

2. Demands that Enlightenment values apply to women, against Rousseau 
Theme: identities are socially constructed, not “natural” as alleged 
Women who accept being subordinated to men are like men who accept being subordinated to nobles/aristocrats 
Th alternative to current roles is education and autonomy (education will even the playing field basically)

Wollstonecraft’s diagnosis (broadview Anthology, p.569, column 1):
“…a false sense of education, gathered form the books written on the subject by men who, considering females …..and by their abilities and virtues exact respect.”

Wollstonecraft’s remedy (Broadview Anthology, p. 570, column 1):
“I earnestly wish to point out in what true dignity and human happiness consists - I with to persuade women ……which has been termed its sister, will soon become objects of contempt.”
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· Key elements in Burke - emphasis on notions of community and tradition, an established order and hierarchy that’s been inherited from the past.
· Burke is for society based on bonds of sentiment, duty, etc. What should hold society together is something that's not a matter of reason and thought, but a matter on sentiment, emotions and feelings.
· Burke is in a way an anti-rationalist.
· As a founding thinker of modern conservatism Burke is not in love with enlightenment because enlightenment was all about change and progress, and anti-tradition.
· One more important element: Burke talks about social contract. Against it because in some versions the idea of social contract says that we should build society from nothing on the basis of natural rights. Or, a variant - Hobbes didn't start with natural rights he started with something called a right, but it was the right of nature (meaning, pure self interest).
THE TWO COMPONENTS OF A POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY
1. Prescription(s):
1. What system or principles, policies, etc, does the philosophy advocate?
Examples - liberalism: individual rights and liberties (Locke, Mill, Madison, Rawls)…conservatism: stability, established institutions, gradualism (Burke)…socialism: economic equality (Marx)
1. Justification/Foundation, underlying theory.
1. Why that system/those principles?
Examples - social contract/contractarianism (Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau, Rawls)…natural rights (Locke, Wollstonecraft)…utilitarianism (Adam Smith, Mill)…custom, tradition (Burke)…historical materialism (Marx)
John Stuart Mill (1806-1873)
Mill a popular writer, pamphleteer, member of Parliament.
On Liberty (1859)
Utilitarianism (1863)
The Subjection of Women (1869)
· Jeremy Bentham said natural rights have no foundation and are totally abstract. It's just nonsense. Bentham, like Mill, argued for important social change, for certain things that are very progressive, they just didn't want it to be based on something that is philosophically abstract. They wanted utility.
II GENERAL APPROACH
· Liberalism/liberal individualism:
· FOR individuals rights, freedoms choice. AGAINST oppressive traditions, customs, social constraints.
· Liberalism based on/justified by: utilitarianism: judge actions and policies by practical consequences.
· Utilitarianism: weigh up positive effect/benefit vs negative…i.e., happiness vs unhappiness; pleasure vs pain.
· When Mill says look at the consequences look at them including you, but you equal to everyone else. Nobody has a superior status in terms of thinking about the desirability of results. We judge things by their consequences for everybody that's effected.
· Mill: there is physical pain and pleasure (food, drink, sex), and intellectual/emotional pain and pleasure (being able to play an instrument well).
· Happiness must include both the physical pleasure and intellectual pleasure.
· People who've never read complex works or experienced sophisticated music or engaged in very intense relationships, are not in a position to judge because they have only experienced the lower pleasure. Socrates has experienced both and he chooses the addition of the higher.
· If you want to know what happiness consists of see which type of happiness people choose when they have both.
· Mill defends choice, limitations on government, based on utilitarianism - meaning look at the consequences of policies and see how they affect everybody.
Utilitarianism
· Figure net sum of this for all persons concerned. Thus, seek "greatest happiness for greatest number". Experimental, empirical approach to ethics. Rejects natural rights approach. As abstract, a priori; and too absolutist about rights:
· Example: you have many groceries person behind you has two. You give up a little (let them go ahead), they gain a lot.
· "I can show you that freedom of expression has social utility. Allowing people to freely express their views in politics, arts, is a good thing in overall consequences. Not saying they should be born with this right, but showing you that it is necessary."
· "You're worried about things that are false, let them be published and advocated. Let people argue about them and debate them and that's how they'll be rejected. Not by government forcing them off, but by people criticizing them and people showing what's wrong with them"
· Mill is assuming that the correct and true ideas will win out. And that's a faith that he has that may be questionable.
· If we're going to allow freedom of expression in writing, thinking, speaking. We must allow people to form groups and political parties in accordance with their views. If they can't act on their views they're useless.
· P.627 bottom, right column
· If it doesn’t harm others, government has to leave people alone to make their own choices. The government must never force people to do/stop people from doing something. Can't stop people from wasting their lives, doing drugs, drinking alcohol - let them live however they want to as long as they don't actively harm others. What's at stake is the most fundamental principle of the philosophy of liberalism.
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John Stuart Mill (1806-1873)
Mill a popular writer, pamphleter…

Utilitarianism:
Weigh up positive effect/benefits vs. negative
i.e. happiness vs. unhappiness; pleasure vs. pain 
Figure net sum of this for all persons concerned; 
=seek ?greatest happiness for greatest number”
Asses pleasure/happiness quantitatively and qualitatively 
Experimental, empirical approach to ethics
Rejects natural rights approach, as abstract, a priori; 
(628, column 1) “…I forgo any advantage which could be derived to my argument from the idea of abstract right as a thing independent of utility. I regard utility as the ultimate appeal on all ethical questions;…”

Rejects all absolutist, fixed principles:
Rights and other values must be balanced; trade-offs unavoidable 
Thus against Kant, and deontology

CRITICISMS:
Only consequences count, not intentions? (eg. why do people donate? Altruistic or for a tax break?)
Sacrifice individuals/ minority interests for majority, the overall welfare?
Promises, contracts too readily broken? Judge in each case if beneficial?
If welfare of everyone affected matters, no priority to family and friends?

3. On Liberty: Key Principle Mill’s “harm principle”

(627, column 2 - 628) “…the only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. his own good, either physical or moral, is not sufficient warrant…Over himself, over his own body and mind the individual is sovereign”

(629, column 1) “The openly freedom which deserves the name is that of purring our own good in our own way, so long as we do not attempt to ….lives as seems…”

So, Mill’s harm principle entails:
Government must not legislate, force people to act
a. For their own good (=anti paternalism); only to avoid harm to others 
b. “harm” means: physical or financial (by theft, fraud, slander); Thus: offence/ being offended by conduct of others is not harm

APPLICATIONS:
Defence of free speech and expression, by reference to consequences,
Suppose we censor someidea/view:
- If true, we lose benefit of it; also, can’t know for sure if false; 
- If false, useful to focus, test truth: avoids dogma, irrationality

So slo freedom of association, etc. 

Ideal society:
Many ways of life and diverse points of view, alternative views, enriched cultures.
Avoid intrusive government, avoid enforcing tradition, customs etc. 

CRITIQUE:
(a.1) Self-regrading actions vs. other regarding actions?
(a.2) Paternalism never justified?
(b) Harm too narrowly defined? Basis for government action too limited?

John Stuart Mill: The Subjection of Women (1869)

AIM: Argue for full legal equality of men and women 

Note: we only have Chapter 1 in Broadview Anthology.

Challenging inequality on its own terms; undermining the assumptions:
· What now seems “natural” is actually artificial. Cannot know nature of men and women from current circumstances 
· Alternative to status quo never been tried 
· Custome and tradition not valid reasons for continuation
· Legal inequality just based on superior force: might made into “right” (We should no longer accept the rule of physical ability as a form of authority)
· Acceptance by (some) women of inferiority just shows

Argument for equality using utilitarian reasoning, in three ways:
1. It will be beneficial to women
2. it will be beneficial to men 
3. It will be beneficial to society as a whole 

The ideal: “…the true virtue of human being is fitness to live together as equals…..can be alternate and reciprocal.)
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Karl Marx

Born in Germany, lived mostly in London 
Economic and philosophic Manuscripts (1844) - Theme of alienation 
The Communist Manifesto (1848)
Capital (Vol 1 1867; Vol 2, Vol 3, posthumous)
Much of work done in collaboration with Frederich Engels

Russian revolution 1917, led by Lenin and Trotsky 
Marxist- Leninism/Communism 
Chinese Revolution 1949, led by Mao Zedong 
Cuban Revolution 1958, led by Castro 
Note: All three revolutions occur in pre capitalist societies; not Marx’x scenario. The revolution Marx had in mind was one that would take place in a capitalist society. 

Originally the notion of alienation is rooted in one’s relationship with God. When Marx picks up on the topic of alienation, he is critical of its philosophical and religious attributes.

GENERAL PHILOSOPHICAL APPROACH
Opposite of “idealism”, as in Hegel
“Historical materialism”:

An idealist believes that ideas and the products of the mind are what makes people act. (look up Hegel’s modes of consciousness)
Hegel outlines historical ideas and the way that people think throughout certain eras. Marx says that Hegel is right in terms of the need to understand the history of human beings, but he disagrees that human history and change is driven by ideas, he argues that materials drive human action.

Marx: The driving force of history is the basic materials of life: People have to eat, drink, they have to have a place to live etc. This is the opposite of Hegel’s thinking who claims that ideas drive human life.

Marx=materialist 
Hegel=idealist 

History based on the development of economic systems/modes of production, and corresponding social structures, political systems, ideas, etc.
The dynamic: conflict and class struggle 
Base (the economy) determines superstructure (all else)
“Scientific Socialism”: not mere ideal, moral aim; real trend of history 
“agency” is proletariat, working class; interest

English Civil War, French Revolution = “Bourgeois revolutions”
Alleged about human/natural rights 
Actually about the interests of a particular class 

Government/ the state so far never “neutral”, not in the interest of all:
“Common interest” an illusion (=ideology/false consciousness) —> Common interest will continue to be an illusion as long as classes exist. As long as there is inequality there cannot be common interest
Capitalism conquers scarcity, produces material abundance: Creates precondition for classless society 

Karl Marx, in preface to A Contribution to the critique of Political Economy (1859) - Will be posted online
Chart: Marx’s historical Materialism: Stages and Development - ONLINE 
Chart - Shows how the changes in the mode of production is the catalyst for change in the way of human life.
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Marx is a critic of Capitalism, his argument relies on the link of historical materialism and capitalism.

Capitalism arises out of feudalism. The role of machines is one of the big changes during this transition. Machines used for manufacturing on a mass scale.
Capitalism brings about entrepreneurs, people who begin to acquire materials and get people to work for them. Than sell 

In capitalism: The role of government is to stand back and let people produce and sell etc. while providing a framework for the economic system that makes sure people honour the business agreements and contracts. Some people want the government to be less involved in the economy, while others disagree. 

Capitalism is part of a process, dynamic and not fixed, it will eventually evolve into something else.

According to Marx…

What defines Capitalism?
· A system of privately owned means of production. Raw materials, machines, means of transportation are owned by individuals who do not need any special identity or social status. This  draws power to individuals, and away from the community, before people owned things because they were a part of a community, not it cn be truly PRIVATE.
· Competition is part of capitalism: Owners of productive means vs other owners competing for profit, workers vs. workers competing for jobs, and owners vs. workers competing for maximum/minimum wages.
Private property and markets unique to Capitalism?
· In capitalism, almost anything can become a commodity (for sale), even people. If they have nothing to sell, they sell their labour because that is all they can offer. Different than before, because no one forces labour. 
· No, but private property and markets are the core of the system, unlike systems of the past.
· Ownership of things becomes more individualized. Eg. Money, exclusively yours as long as it is in your pocket, unlike property (not as portable and private)
What is distinctive about classes in capitalism?
· With capitalism, the secret of past class societies is exposed. Eg. Feudalism, your class is determined by birth.
· Capitalism: There are no fixed social categories. Determined by: Are you an owner of means of production? This question becomes exposed, while in the past this question was masked by things like right of birth, the ‘natural’ order of people etc.
· Marx: Anyone can become a capitalist, but not everyone.
· Over time, there will be more and more labourers and less employers
Why are  ‘free market’ and competition (i.e. capitalism) problematic?
· The market isn’t really ‘free’ because there are people in control. The workers’ freedom is limited. They must sell their labour in this system if they do not have means of production.
· System is irrational - Since it is based on pure individual competition, there is no sense of rational conception and control. The system will produce booms and busts as a result of the structure of the system. System often produces more than the market can consume —> irrational (no rational balance in the production)
Why is socialism the solution? Equality under socialism?
· Rationally controlled and regulated economy in socialism would help. Take the focus off competition and lack of regulation.
· Equality is not the mandatory thing
Why is capitalism historically necessary?
· Marx points out that before capitalism, the economic issue was SCARCITY, thats why everything was divided into classes etc. But Capitalism brought mass production etc. and solved the problem of scarcity which plagued systems of the past. He points out that Capitalism’s solution for scarcity will be an essential step for the an eventual classless society.
Collapse of capitalism inevitable? Why need revolution?
Why after capitalism not another class society?

Prof’s notes:

What defines Capitalism?
Private ownership of means of production (factories, transportation, resources, etc.) = apart from, unregulated by government and society 
Production and exchange by supply and demand = free market 

Private property and markets unique to Capitalism?
In the past, both in limited ways. In capitalism: pure forms, dominant features
Provate property: as purely individual and portable
Markets/competition: everything a commodity, including labour
No ‘natural prices’ intrinsic worth

What is distinctive about classes in capitalism?
All past societies based on class/class conflict 
But through force, status by birth, ideologies about natural hierarchy
Capitalism reveals “secret of all past history”: classes based on economics 

Why are  ‘free market’ and competition (i.e. capitalism) problematic?
In many ways, market not free: control by a few 
Anyway: “anarchy of production”, no overall conception, irrational 
Useless goods, waste, cycle “booms” and “busts”

Why is socialism the solution? Equality under socialism?
Public ownership of means of production, a planned “rational economy
Economic equality not the ideal
Equality is not the ultimate moral ideal, because it ignores the individual differences and needs of people. Person A has a family of 10 and Person B has a family of 3.
Marx: “FROM each according to ability, TO each according to need’

Critique of system other than capitalism: 
How does the system figure out who needs and what and how much and produce good ‘rationally’? The advantage of capitalism is the surplus of production, even though its wasteful it has an advantage. 
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Socialism vs. Capitalism:
Why is socialism a solution? Equality under socialism?
· Public ownership of means of production, a planned “rational economy”
· Economic equality is not the idea (different needs0
Why is Capitalism historically necessary?
· Creates abundance, conquers scarcity; creates economic production never before seen
Why after Capitalism not another class society?
· Classes/competition because of scarcity
· Capitalism conquers scarcity 
· Marx has a ‘faith’ in humanity to overcome the past 
Collapse of Capitalism Inevitable? Need Revolution
· Capitalism unstable, prone to crisis 
· Revolution/action itself is an outcome

Marx on the Future:
1. Dictatorship of the Proletariat:
· State still over and above society; enforce social ownership, planning 
· Remnants of Capitalist class and associated motivations 
· Principle of work and compensation → Equality: each contributes equal labour and receives equal compensation
     2. Developed or Higher State:
· State ceases to exist as separate entity: “withers away”
· Abolition of classes, division of labour; rotation of tasks, collective decision making
· Principle of economic contribution and distribution (i.e. of work and compensation)
→ “from each according to his ability to each according to his needs”
→ “Free development of each is condition of free development of all
Before any violent Revolution:
1. Circumstances have become very oppressive 
2. Circumstances are unalterable 

Critiques of Marx:
· What justifies violent/revolutionary change?
· End to classes and socioeconomic inequality? Why not more of the same or new forms?
· Is all social conflict rooted in economics? What about nationalism? Religion?
· Wrong to devalue “individual rights” (democracy etc.) as bourgeois, class based rule in “name of people” “community” = License for dictatorship 
· Non -market based economy possible without coercion? Individual incentives necessary?
· Is Non- market based economy efficient, productive?

Self interest is product of capitalism according to Marx view
Industrialization:
· Makes unskilled labour unnecessary
· Then makes skilled labour unnecessary

Fascism:
1920s-40s- Initially under Mussolini 
1930s-40s- In Germany under Hitler = Nazism → takes Mussolini and add element of race
· Against liberalism, individualism, democracy
· Against reason, enlightenment ideals
· For primacy of nation state
· For ideals of militarism, war 

Political Spectrum (continuum) 
<Communism-Socialism/soc. democracy-liberalism-libertarianism.conservatism-right fascism >

After WW2: (1939-1945)
· In Western thinking, both communism and Fascism
· Radical left and right are both seen as instances of: Totalitarianism→ anti democratic, absolute state, controlling all aspects of society
· Hannah Arendt - Extreme right and left are pretty much the same thing 

F. Nietzsche (1844-1900)
· Final years of ill health and madness 
· Writings not systematic, literary, rhetorical 
· Views welcomed by: Nazis (partly because of Nazi’s anti-semetic system). Various current philosophers (e.g. Rorty, Foucault, “post-modernists”) for relativism about value
· No real foundation for ethics in Nietzsche (i.e. relativity)

Orientation: (see page 747, column 2, middle)
Against: 
· Religion: belief in God, Judeo Christian heritage and value
· Enlightenment Ideals: Equality, human rights
· Liberalism: Socialism, democracy 
For:
· Return of “Heroic Virtues” conflict as creative,”supermen” of power, and dominance of basic motives

Genealogy of Morals:
Issue: Origins of morality based on equality, dignity of all, etc. (religious or secular) How & why?
Key: “slave morality” overtakes “noble morality”
· Initially, naturally: Strength and Superior types rule:\
· Heroes, nobility, aristocracy: By force, excellence, creative drive, egoism, domination is natural
· Others, the weak, submit esp. slaves 
· But resentment develops 
· Their interests require: Forsake violence; “turn the other cheek”; compassion for needy; dignity for all etc.
Nietzsche:
Jesus’ Sermon on the Mount promotes an “improper” way to be (i.e. weakness and humility).
Therefore, the weak use these values as means of disarming the powerful and taking power → “Intellectual trickery”
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Nietzsche:
· Says that people who are weak, preach ‘universal rights’ and equality because they are not strong enough.
· They have a resentment of the strong, and try to get everyone to live by this way so that the strong sort of relinquish their power
· The people who really have higher qualities don’t need to be resentful, they know they have what it takes. The weak need a target to criticize.

Critique:
· Why do the weak win out though? There could be something intrinsically right about protecting the weak?
· There is a validity to these ideas
· Why do the strong give way?

John Rawls (1921-2002)

Professor at Harvard
A Theory of Justice (1971)
Political Liberalism (1993)

CONTEXT AND CONCERNS:
· Restore political philosophy as rational and perspective 
· Defend liberalism but oppose utilitarian (Mill) version and foundations

Trouble with Utilitarianism:
Neglects justice, rights,; seeks maximizing overall welfare 
So, allows sacrificing welfare of some persons for that of others 
(Util. wrongly applies to society what may be sensible for individuals)
· It looks at the overall, without focusing on the needs and demands of each person
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METHOD OF JUSTIFICATION/FOUNDATIONS
Contractarianism/social contract theory; as hypothetical:
Procedure: 
· “Original position” requires a “veil of ignorance” (an imaginary device, by which you are to suppose that you don’t know who you are will be in the world [rich poor, male female, strong weak etc]) → Point is that Justice should be blind, and not favouring certain interests
→  Assures impartiality 
· “primary goods” “rational self-interest”
He says from a position of impartiality, we should try to figure out the Major values, rules that they want to govern their society by. Then live by these rules and values.

Thus, “Justice as fairness”
Fair, because:
· Rules (would be) freely agreed beforehand 
· Unlike Utilitarianism, guarantees rights and shares for individuals

CONTENT/PRESCRIPTION 
“Justice as Fairness”=

Two Principles of Justice
1. Equal basic liberties/rights: expression, association, vote, non-discrimination, etc.
2. “The Difference Principle”:
· Social-economic inequalities (via incentives, higher pay) only if:
· Results also benefit everyone, including the “worst off”
· Opportunities for higher paying positions are open to all. (because you don’t where you’re going to end up being placed in society “impartial veil”)


0. Method of Justification/Foundations
· natural rights of individuals: to life liberty and property
· Doesn’t give detailed foundation but indicates the following: get notes

Nozick rejects the assumption that gov has the power to decide who gets what. 
He says you start off with basic rights that people have, then whatever people make out of it is up to them.

Thus, “Justice in Holdings” or Principles of Economic Distribution:
1. Initial acquisition, legitimate if as in Locke (more or less)
2. Transfer, legitimate by gifts and free contracts 
3. Rectification, by government action, only when 1 or 2 are violated

Liberals vs Libertarians vs Conservatives:

Libertarians vs Conservatives:
Generally agree on economic issues: low tax, littel regulation of business 
Disagree on social issues: marriage, abortion. Conservatives to restrict; liberals and libertarians to want choice
→ They pretty much agree on economic issues and disagree on social issues

Liberals vs Libertarians:
· Generally agree on social issues;
· Disagree on economic 

Note: Nozick is not saying be cold hearted and to each his own, he just says don’t rely on government to have blanket policy that protects everyone. If you do care for the less fortunate, then donate.
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Next slideshow 

Since 1980ss, liberalism and libertarianism challenged by communitarianism and feminism and multiculturalism:

Michael Sandel “The Procedural Republic and the Unencumbered Self” (1984)
Professor of Government at Harvard:

General Approach:
Defends communitarianism 
Criticizes liberalism (Rawls) and libertarianism (Nozick)
“unencumbered self” = self detached from ideals and from community

Analysis:
Liberalism/libertarianism wrong to hold “right is prior to the good” i.r.:
· That can define rules of justice without vision of the good society 
· That can define meaningful self part from aims, ideals, social bonds, culture.

For Sandel:
Self is constituted by:
· Aims, ideals, family ties, social bonds, cultural background,
Rules for society/justice require notion of community, purpose of justice

· What communitarianism is arguing is that self cannot be, without the ingredients that are your surroundings.
· Liberal thinking reduces everything to a matter of choice. It is a misrepresentation to think of people as just ‘selves’ who make choices that determine who they are
· Liberals assume that the ‘unencumbered self’ is empty and not possible 
· You want to know the rights that people should have, then figure out what a good way to live is
· Communitarianism is about why and how people live together.

What is a parallel between communitarianism and feminism:
· Elements that are internal to the self and elements that bind you to others.

Will Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship (1995)
Canadian Philosopher, at Queens University

General Approach:
· Defends multiculturalism, special rights for cultural minorities (similarly: Charles Taylor)
· By extending ideas of liberalism/liberal individualism
· Key: Culture is a “context of orientation” for individuals, basis for assessing/choosing how to live a “primary right” neglected by Rawls, etc.
· Minority cultures/languages need special protection to survive, “special rights”
· This, to put them on equal footing with majority culture/language- i.e. for the sake of individuals 
· Culture is an ingredient of the individual 
The Essential logic/reinterpretation liberalism:
· Liberalism originated to uphold equality for all, universal rights, oppose discrimination 
· But: Treating people equally sometimes requires not treating as the same 
· Eg. Treat disabled equally by allowing special accommodations rights (building ramps instead of stairs, you make ramp instead of stairs, its different but helps make things EQUAL)
Same point as follows:
· Liberalism originated as demand for government neutrality vis a vis race, religion, gender, etc.
· But: In some way, re: culture, government/state is not, cannot be, neutral:
· Legal holiday based on majority culture/religion (You can get christmas off at work, but not all holidays for other religions)
· Language in schools, government based on majority language 
· Military etc., uniforms based on (eg. sikh man who has wear turban at work RCMP, conflict was because the uniform meant he had to wear a hat- they ended up changing the law, a special right that not other religions can’t)  
· Issue is presented when there is dispute between sikh and non sikh person, and then sikh officer comes along wearing the turban, there might some concern over fair treatment. 
· Basic approach is that one uniform way of treating all people the same does not always work.
Kinds of special rights/group-rights needed: content of multiculturalism:
1. For national minorities, eg. native peoples, Quebec francophones, etc. 
Partial self government: eg. veto over some policies affecting them, guaranteed representation in legislatures/on courts land claims 
0. For ethnic groups/immigrants (“polyethnic rights”)
Special accommodations/rights re: holidays, uniforms, etc.
Purpose: integration of fair terms
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