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Liberalism in political thought

1. freedom and equality
-   Rawls (1970) liberalism bible of contemporary liberalism; allows for concern of equality and justice

2.     Individual

3.     rule of law (having law rule individuals instead of people ruling in the community)

4.     right to property (private)

5.     limited government

-       Distinction between political and economic liberalism

-       So one can have some of these values and be a political liberal but doesn’t necessarily have to be economic liberalism

6.     positive and negative freedoms (you have some freedoms are negative in sense that they prevent gov’t encroachment on your private space/choices; neg- no one will bother you in your private sphere;; positive freedoms, sometimes gov’t can intervene to help the individual)

 

-       all of these values that help political liberalism that make way for economic capitalism; but others say vice versa, capitalism makes ppl think in terms of exchange , individuals, success in private lives, therefore don’t want gov’t to encroach about their successes

-       no necessary link between capitalism and political liberalism; not automatic; can be political liberal but not be a fan of capitalism/free market

-       but in history, we can see that one can facilitate the other

-       what is this link of facilitation between the two? Which one is prior?

 

 

Liberalism in the History of Political Thought

-       The contrast between Ancient and Modern Thought can be subsumed under two main points:

o   The modern idea of liberty (constant)

o   The key-role of ideas in modern political life (Manent)

-       Thesis of class: The contrast btw ancient and modern pol thought can be subsumed with the previous two points

 

Background

1762 Rousseau Social Contract (died before french revolution)

1784 Kant What is enlightenment (few years before French rev)

1816 Constant LALM

France-

-       Louis the 16th ended 1789 (was not interested in politics)

o   Ridicule (french movie) aristocracy corrupted, not interested in politics, balance of power btw two worlds.
-       1789 revolution 1792

-       1792 1st republic was not a positive experience;

-       regime of terror; does not recognize minority, fall into violence quickly, towards the end Naploean rises

-       1804 reign of Napoleon
-       1814 Restoration of monarchy, different kings, not quite a parliamentary monarchy, but not a monarchy of absolute divine rights; constitutional monarchy;;; restoration doesn’t work that well, second republic

 

Germany/Prussia

-       Frederick the Great (enlightened Absolutism) king powerful but wants to put forward more modern ideas about reason/enlightenment/rule of law/allowing more villagers freedom than in other places in western Europe;; liked the company of philosophers like Voltaire Rousseau etc… this type of regime is not that free/democratic but gave impression of opening up

-       1786 F willliam II (more conservative)

-       1797 Frederick William III

 

US

-       1776 US becoming independence

-       1787 US constitution

 

 

Benjamin Constant

Main Points

-       speech, under the restoration of monarchy, looking back at French revolution and empire

1) Key-Distinction:

o   liberty of the ancients versus liberty of the moderns

 2) This distinction is linked to representative gov’t ; presence or absence of rep gov’t

o   modernity has rep gov’t; ancients did not and they could not even imagine such thing

o   in ancient Greece, the magistrates were just there to get the job done, but didn’t have representing constituency

o   representing constituency is modern

3) Commerce / Capitalism has changed our social environment and our own personal lives (making the political values of the Ancients anachronistic)

o   with capitalism, the world we live in has changed thus the way we think and practice politics has changed as well

4) Rousseau and the French Revolutionaries, by taking the Ancient Republics as models, were misguided and led to despotism

o   error of matching system with the wrong context (Eg. Arab spring, Egypt, worry of corrupt gov’t, Islamic gov’t)
5) Instead both liberties should be combined

o   liberty of modern is important and fits at the time but we should not forget liberty of ancients

 

Liberty of Moderns: “The right to be subjected only to the laws” (and not to the personal will of one or several individuals)

-       Includes:

o   freedom of opinion

o   freedom of profession (choose job)

o   freedom of movement

o   freedom of religion

o   freedom of association

o   right of property

o   right to influence gov’t (does not say the right to participate in gov’t)

 

Liberty of the Ancients: “direct exercise of sovereignty”

-       includes:
o   deliberating

o   voting laws

o   judging

o   holding magistrates accountable

o   yet complete subjection of the individual to the authority of the community (the way you live your life/education of children/etc. regulated by city state)

 

Compares situations

 

1)   Sovereignty: public (A- full, M- Almost none) private (A- almost none; M- full)

o   One key figure of liberalism is that individual is free to choose what is good life for them, state should not impose the idea of good life for individuals; state is neutral on the idea of the good; individual responsibility

o   Ancients- good life was not for you to decide, plato Aristotle spent lots of time explaining to you what good life was

2)   Relations: A-war, M-Commerce

o   Way individuals/community relate to one another

o   Communities/city states in ancient world was through war; conflict; aggressive relations; threat of war, tense diplomatic relations of alliances etc

o   Moderns, not about conflict but about commerce; wealth is more effective that getting wants than war (capitalism/trade better diplomatic tool than conflict)

3)   States: Size (A- small, M-big)

4)   Slavery: A- Extensive, M-limited

5)   Leisure: A-extensive, M-limited

o   M, say we live in a world where we work to have money/fulfill themselves in their work

o   Linked to slavery, when you don’t have slavery you’re working

o   A, work was frowned upon, not valued, thus had slaves, if they weren’t working they had a lot of time so leisure

6)   Pleasures: A-public, M-private

o   Happiness linked to above

o   M, ppl find happiness in private life (family/work etc)

o   A, ppl find happiness in public life/participation of politics that gave you happiness

7)   Values: A-Political rights, M-individual independence

o   Makes sense according to above “pleasures”

 

-       point to show that modern liberty is very different from ancient one; we should care about modern liberty bc it fits the world we live in and ppl care about

-       can be dangerous as well to focus too much on modern liberty/individual independence

-       if we care so much about happiness in private life, we may forget about politics; when moderns execise sovereignty in rep gov’t do it to suspend your sovereignty/give it away for a while; but be careful not to give away completely and to care only about private life (eg. Right to vote, giving away sovereignty to assembly)

-       if you give up on the public side of affairs, your individual independence will be lost bc the gov’t is going to think they know what makes you happy

-       Constant sees these types of problems; the two have to be combined, liberty of moderns is important but cant forget liberty of ancients (can’t be priority bc leads to despotism, BUT want to keep political right aspect of it, don’t want to fully give up your sovereignty)
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Pierre Manent: Wrote an Intellectual History of Liberalism – 1987

· He looks at studying the key authors of the modern period, investigating their contribution to liberalism.  

· Authors studied: Machiavelli, Hobbes, Locke, Montesquieu, Rousseau, Constan, Guizot.

Modernity = Liberalism

His main thesis as proposed in the preface: Liberal political thought and political life are in modern times, intimately and immediately linked. 

· SO this is actually combined in two points the first one is the heading of the slide, for him modernity is characterized by liberalism. VS. Liberty is the key thought of modernity. 

· Second Aspect: in modern times, political philosophy, political thought is intimately and immediately linked to political life. Political events of the period are directly linked to ideas of political philosophy. This leads us to the distinction between idealism and materialism. Of course those are two terms we have encountered already, but also sometimes in other philosophical meaning. Idealism here does not mean optimism, abstract ideas here, similarly materialism does not mean accumulation of things and so on (in this scenario), what he means by ideas, is ideas come first, then we have political events, things going on in reality (material changes, institution, political, economic changes), pretty much people come up with the ideas first then we find a way t o make it happen. That’s the idealism perspective. The materialist perspective( we already think of things in advance – economic configurations, geographical conditions, material conditions. 

· Manent gives the ideas of a material thesis, saying there is a link (he is saying that political thought comes first, particularly liberalism , and that’s what drove modern history). He is mentioning that people that may be opposed to his argument are saying well pretty much you are using the idealist perspective, but he is saying no he isn’t an idealist because he does not maintain that this is the case all the time that ideas come first always he is saying that this is characteristic of modernity and liberalism. 

· He establishes a contrast between ancient political thought and modern ones. Ancient Greece – political philosophy came after political innovations. Aristotle, for him was writing in reaction to something that already happened. 

Activities:  

Pierre Manent: Transcendent moral good not a ____ anymore (Machiavelli) ( no transcendence moral good. 
( ordinary morality superseding in politics. 
( politics is about making people sophisticated ( no more grandiose project). 

· Following Pierre Manent’s approach, what do you think the main contribution to liberalism of the following authors: 


· Machiavelli – Separation between Church and State.  No Morality in Politics if you are going to be a dictator. Ideal form of government is democracy. – On Republic: separation of power, politics = arena to deal with conflict. 
· Hobbes – importance placed on the individual, self interested (modern idea of individual ( abstract),  more rational, importance of rights/ separation of good/power
1) Individuals Bearer of rights – rights of nature (inalienable?). 
2) Politics is separate from God. 
3) Social Contract – way out? Pursuit of what is best for themselves, because they are so free.  Natural Rights in Hobbes. Leads to modernity. Whole idea of human rights, attached to their person. 
· Locke- Property, Individual Rights. Negative freedom. ( government is meant to protect your rights, representative government, rule of the majority. 
1) Consent and Change of Government, linked to the idea that you have to consent in order to govern. 
2) Natural Rights/ Natural Law in the state of nature. 
3) Human Beings have Reason. 
4) Definite inalienable rights including the right to property, right to life, right to liberty.
· Rousseau – Idea of the General Will, everyone’s equal deciding what is good for the community, positive freedom. Equal participation. 

· Montesquieu ( Separation of powers (executive/legislative ). 
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Rousseau – Liberal or Republican? 

Contribution to liberalism: men having rights, general will?, alienation. 
( people not connected enough/ loss of human relations
( problem with human connection in society
( liberalism does not worry about that
( in the social contract: positive form of alienation by participation in general will. 

Monent Critique:
Double critique ( political and social 

1) political: similar to the liberal one.
- critique of monarchy
- wants more democratic, more inclusive, modern, rational government

2) social critique: inequality is justified by rational law ( moral and political inequality is not linked to rational inequality. Rational inequality has little to do with political/moral inequality where based on appearances. Opinion and credit to hypocritical system (social status) i.e aristocracy not better than others. 
( social comparison: explains to what happened to human society. People compared to each other, what counts is appearance in the end. 
Social comparison becomes more important in democratic society (outside rousseau). In more traditional society (class society), status is accepted. In democracy you have to give a status in society. 

Rousseau attacks liberalism: 

- A bourgeois society (rousseau not really saying bourgeois but can be seen that way) 
- Economic grounds (trading/commerce) interaction with other ( always dependent on others. 
(traditional society is dependent on this as well) but what new Is in political grounds, limited government that does not intervene in your private space. 

Rousseau’s contradictions: 
“Rousseau is not a liberal but his individual is free” (Manent) 
( Rousseau’s individual: a split personality.
* Common Good vs. One’s own good( interest share by the collectivity vs. private interest. Liberal answer ( private interest more important. In republican tradition, more importance is placed on the common good. 
* Hobbes and Locke’s Solution( political system in change of common good and exterior to the individual (manent).  Rousseau not _____. He argues that both public good and personal good is inside you. 
* Bourgeois vs. Citizen
- Rousseau’s government opposition to private property makes him not liberal. He is concerned about freedom, the free individual. 
- two sides of you ( modern democratic condition. 
- We need to have the citizen part. Rousseau were of the split problem. 
- Asking to move the citizen side 

Manent : [ For Rousseau ] 

“ Human nature consists in not having any”
- If the natural man is social how can he flourish in society? 
1) Men’s perfectability ( characterize human being/human nature as improvable, but also people are easily corrupted ( what happened is civil society. But in social contract, turning man into a good citizen. 
2) New found unity in civil society – one with the collectivity (brotherhood). 
3) New man, new society? Can easily become dangerous if you think you can change people many people will be bad.  Rousseau is not quite clear on this one thing, civil/secular religion keeping some forms of dishonesty. 
- Rousseau shows the contradictions inherent to liberalism and cannot in the end retain a liberal conception of human nature. 

January 23 and 26 - Kant: Enlightenment and Republicanism

KANT'S ROUSSEAUISM

•
The importance of individual self-determination or autonomy - this is also found in Rousseau's ideas 

•
The categorical imperative (types of moral maxims that Kant sets up, basis of most of his moral and political theory): General will( idealized and rationalized

○
When people become part of a larger community, they are making laws for themselves •
An "inexistent" social contract (pure possibility)

○
Idealizes the social contract just as he did the general will 

○
The social contract (just like the maxims people are forming in their mind to guide their behaviour), the legislature has to think about the law they are making as if the

government system would be the result of a legitimate social contract- important that it becomes AS IF (no need for reality of system, idealized)

 •
Three key political concepts and values: freedom, equality, and independence

○
These value seem to be quite similar to what Rousseau put forward in his political thought

 ○
Rousseau - difference between natural freedom and civil freedom

 ○ The type that Kant is talking about is civil freedom or liberty

 ○
Equality before the law - this makes you a citizen equal to other citizens

○
Independence - very Roussesauonian, idea that through politics you will find a sense of wholeness that is good for you as a human being and in more political terms, you won't be subject to the arbitrary decisions of others (participating in the general will and self-legislating)

AUTONOMY 

•
General definition: self-governing, independent, self-legislating

○
Idea that you're giving law to yourself 

•
Very important - already found in Rousseau, this is what the General Will is about

○
When participating in the General Will, you are giving law to yourself- civil liberty 

•
Autonomy of the will is the property of the will by which it is law to itself (From Kant's Practical Philosophy) 

•
Doesn't equal heteronomy of the will (where our actions are determined by the outside influences or causes) 

•
Politically, this takes the form of co-legislating

○
Collective equivalent of the self-legislating

CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE

•
You are to "act only in accordance with that maxim through which you can at the same time will that it became a universal law " (Universal Law formulation) 

○
Kant is saying that Rousseau's system is not going to work- but you do have to use reason as part of a bigger community, it has to be a decision that is rational for everyone as

a body-making decision (universal law)

 ○
It won't be a universal law but you have to act as if it will be

•
We should never act in such a way that we treat Humanity, whether in ourselves or in others, as a means on but always as an e nd in itself (Humanity formulation) (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy )

○
Idea that human beings are special, rational and therefore cannot be treated as things or animals or means to an end 

○
Important in Kant - always distinguishes between instrumental rational and another form of higher rationality that gives you principles on whichto act - also gives you the

basis of any ethics (the way you should related to others)

KANT'S REPUBLICANISM

•
Can include a monarchy - very generous and uncritical of Frederic Crusher (an emperor may actually govern in a republican spirit)

 •
Kant might seem naïve, trusts people too much to do the right thing

 •
We could also have a more optimistic viewpoint - not so much as it's naïve, but he wants to consider human beings first and foremost as rational

○
We have to think AS IF human beings are rational - true to Kant's thought 

•
Laws as the embodiment of the united will of the people 
•
Representative government (even if only theoretical representation) - remember Rousseau doesn't believe in representation, makes him closer to Ancient Republicanism

○
Kant is a modern republican 
○
The legislator has to think of themselves as part of the people but they don't have to be elected- symbolic representation (you have a duty to represent the interests of your

people but nothing forcing you to do so)
 •
Citizenship as freedom (liberty and independence)

○ Difference between liberal view of citizenship and republicanism
 Locke - citizenship is a natural right, you participate in government because it benefits you somehow

Strict separation between political and individual realm You participate in political realm to check that government is doing its job However, this participation is not making you a better person - not making them more rational and reasonable

Key distinction is that republican tradition is more demanding on citizen 
□
Your participation in politics is actually important as an individual
 □
Citizenship actually allows you to be free and fulfill yourself as a human being

The republicans and liberals may not be so far away from each other in terms of policy- but if we follow with that there are differences between these two traditions, citizenship is probably the biggest difference (the way people support the ideas and policies, not reflected in policies themselves)

•
Public/political life has a role to play in individual's emancipation/fulfillment as rational human beings
 ○
Being part of political life allows you to fulfill yourself as human being- more to life than just making money and your family
 ○
Actually being part of the community, important feature of human beings 
○
If you have a regime that doesn't allow for that, that regime is putting limitations on human being's potential- this is why such a regime is not legitimate (even if it's not violent

or restrictive and even benevolent) 
○
Paternalism attitude- making decisions for people, for "their own good" (monarchies, more traditional systems)

Thought people were not enlightened enough 
Kant is opposed to this because he thinks that the exercise of your reason that is being made through your freedom of expression, in the public space, is important for

you as a human being 
Difference between liberal and republican view on this

□
In liberal thought, paternalism is a problem as well - don't like it because they think it's government interference (government cannot impeach on that) 

John Stuart Mill - famously argues against this, people have areas of freedom and they have to decide what is good for them

◊
if government is interfering it's not justified 
□
For Kant, exercise of public reason is fundamental for you as a human being

Opposition is the same, reasons for them are different
Republicanism: (Rousseau)
- As equivocal as liberalism (more labels).

Definition: its “hallmark” = the subordination of different interests to the common whole, or what is in the interests of all citizens. – (Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy). 

- Key Value: Citizenship
Republicans tend to prioritize public good vs. private. 
Do not want to create a split community. In Rousseau’s social contract, there should be no party telling you what to do. 

Republicanism Definitions: 

- Preliminary Remark: as equivocal as liberalism.
- Definition of Republicanism: its ‘hallmark’ = the subordination of different interests to the common wealth or what is in the interests of all citizens. 
- Attempts at overcoming societal conflicts and risks of factioanislism (see federalist papers)
*Key Value: citizenship 
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Jurgen Harbermas ( On Liberalism and Republicanism


How do we justify democracy?
How do we justify liberal democracy, why is it rational/good thinking to have a democratic system? 

· Habermas isn’t satisfied with taking democracy for granted, wants to see why its important and also what type of democracy is best. 

· Idea of human rights and popular sovereignty as things that are important to democracy. 
* Individuals have rights
* Liberal democracy would be best suited. 
* Which aspect gives validity? Is it human rights or what eminates from popular sovereignty? 
* Habermas suggests that liberals vs. republicans have different ways of articulating human rights and popular sovereignty. 
* Habermas suggests deliberative democracy = his own model that will articulate human rights and popular sovereignty. ( also known as three normative models of democracy.

Habermas Arguments: 
1) the distinction between liberals and republicans in political thought is of utmost significance today. 
2) this is because it highlights a tension between human rights and popular sovereignty, the 2 pillars of contemporary democratic practice. 
3) both traditions fail to show their co-originality while the (procedural) deliberative model can. 

* Defending his own version* ( says that liberal and republican tradition have it wrong because they don’t fully articulate human rights and popular sovereignty together. 
* Rousseau ( says that Rousseau did a good job at articulating but his deliberative model is better. 
* Co –originality idea: something that has a common origin, existing together from the beginning, applies to human rights and popular sovereignty, Habermas shows they are born together, cant have one without the other. 

Organization of the argumentation: 
1) why are human rights and popular sovereignty essential to contemporary democratic practice?
- positive law = democracy, liberal democracy. 
- Two things (popular sovereignty and human rights) to be good liberal democracy must hve this because the type of values we live by in modern society are used to ideals of justice and autonomy. 
- We cant rely on external justifications like Aristotle does. 
- Says we cant rely on religion, higher truth, external things has to come from inside us, about human dignity, etc…

· Habermas says if we rely on whats inside us without having recourse from higher recourse to explain higher truth, then we need Human rights and popular sovereignty. (Bottom of Page 5). 
* Freedom
* Justice
* Autonomy
* Idea Individuals have to figure out how to fulfill themselves, pressure on individuals to find self realization, try to act and behave according to whats good for them. This goes back to Rousseau being receptive on human lifestyle ( social comparison. 

3) How and why are liberals and republicans articulating these two ideas differently? 
- Liberals give priority to human rights. Republicans give priority to popular sovereignty. Each tradition has a set of ideas differently because they fail to understand these ideas properly. 
- Page 10 “ both paradigms engage modern ethical ideals…”
- Habermas is saying that for liberals the way they set up politics is by having human rights that some how gets to popular sovereignty. Republicans do it the other way. To both its important but idea of whats more important is different. 
3) How can we reconcile these 2 ideas and overcome the distinction between liberal – republicans?
- Look at page 13. 

Understanding Habermas: 
I. Normative self understanding of constitutional thought (1)

- idea you need civil liberties not just democratic system
- basic definition : has to do with the way things should be = normative self understanding, addresses how liberal democracies legitimize themselves. 
II. Post- metaphysical thought
Post metaphysical legitimation (2) – as a philosophical meaning of metaphysics – things hard to define, we live in a metaphysic world – associated with ontology, study of being. Metaphysic – whats outside of physics. Habermas says we live in a world without metaphysics anymore. In a post metaphysic environment, we cant use the “higher truth” argument. Means we cant publically call upon religious justifications, natural law (Aristotle / Plato). Cannot call upon the post traditional level of justification. Hes not saying were not religious anymore, he says we cant call upon religious texts as justifications to what we will do or higher truth to defend democracy. 
Post traditional level of justification (5) 




III. Rationalization of our life world (3) – idea of background we live in has become rationalized. Similar to Webers Idea of disenchantment of life = bureaucracy = rational = legal environment, world of bureaucrats, losing our sense of meaning, too rational, etc… This is something Habermas touches upon. The way we interact with one another becomes more rational, may become too bureaucratic, too meaningless. 
IV. Distinction between moral and ethical (3)  - Value judgment is more collective. Interactions with others has to do with environment. Habermas: relationship with others, types of things we want to achieve, ethics is individual on his/her idea of the good life. Inter-personal conflicts = has to do with issues of justice, moral issues =justice.
V. Discursive Process of opinion and will formation (12) 
 - how do we get a position of a collective issue? How do we choose a leader?
- includes process of decision making and the result 
- Habermas says decision making is a discursive process not alone, you interact with others. 

