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POL2108 – Introduction to Modern Political Thought	 Thursday, January 12 2012
· For final exam you can bring 1 page of notes 12 p font single sided. 
Classical Period
· Plato and Aristotle are the building blocks of western political thought.  Critics say that’s its lack of being able to look outward. 
· But once empires expand the ideas of Plato and Aristotle become irrelevant and distant from the task at hand of expansion.
· Plato didn’t want the city-state to become too large because you cannot provide harmony to your people and it becomes harder to rule.  The interests of the small leisure class also become irrelevant. 
· Its important to remember as we look at modern developments that some of these criticisms fail to realize the essential questions asked by them are very important. Ex. 1. How far can a political space be expanded before you can no longer govern it form the center. 2.how much dilution by numbers can the notion of citizenship can stand. At what amount does the population expand so much that they loose touch with one another 3. How minor need be the political before the political association ceases to be political.
· A healthy political association is a world where people pay attention to politics.  How do we reengage people into associating people with politics. 
· The association they had in mind was political was very defined. They served needs that no other political work gave notice to. Notions of morality ethics etc. 
· The political for Socrates was only something you could live and share with one another. 
· Why then did Socrates accept his sentence? He believed in the laws of Athens whether they were correct or not. And loosing connection with his people and home made it worse then death, so he didn’t want to be exiled to another state. 
· The society is no better and no worse then its citizens because society reflects its people. 
· The interests of the individual become important. The interests of the economic man. In works of Hobbes, Smith and the modern era. 
· Even before the death of Aristotle in 322BC politics was already being associated with different ideas with the rise of Macedonia. And then Rome. Rome would be equivalent to the British Empire and later the American empire. 
· Although the perspective becomes altered the legacy of Plato and Aristotle still exists. 
· There is a revolutionary challenge. Because the polis begins to change.
· New empires begin to form but they lack political society, but they compensate for that with bureaucracy/organization.
· Organization becomes increasingly important which comes with justice, jurisprudence etc.
· This provoked an intellectual crisis. Attempt was constantly made to change political thought in some precedent situations. 
· Society then becomes heterogeneous. Romans allowed foreigners to become citizens. If you fought in a roman legion you could become a citizen and have all their rights.
· The more diverse a society the more conflict become prevalent. 
· There is a role of an institution in mediating these conflicts. 
· Now it isn’t possible for everyone to just go to the agora and talk about the problems within the city. But rather you need to discuss issues that are taking place miles away you got to have institutions that mediate conflict. 
· The role of interest becomes important. The romans were dealing with practical problems so they’re political problems were focused on issues that needed immediate attention.
· The philosophical issues that concern both the relevancy and the validity.
· Excessive expansion was a moral warning from Plato. To be cautious because it could lead to downfall.
· Federal arrangements as the romans discovered called for knowledge to govern your self with certain principles. 
· How to govern foreign policy. Some states have that problem today.
· Different regions have different expectations. 
· Multi fassided politics
· 3. How to proportion taxation fairly to manage the political state. 
· What is the nature and quality of life that a man can attain in political life. So it was assumed that the question of techniques could be attained without disturbing the first of morality and such 
· The basic reality from the death of Alex to the power shift to Rome the basic political thought had changed. Because of the enormity of the empire. How would they attain the loyalties of certain distant colonies? By dividing and conquering AND giving symbolic responsibility.  How did Britain keep Indian loyal with the small army that was there
· In times of crises people rallied around the symbol of the monarchy. Symbolism is important for siring.
· This helps to provide a sense of community as well but it also means the locus of power and decision has become removed from the people.
· The rise of Roman Empire brought about jurisprudence and principle foreign administration.
· Leadership military organization and civil organization
· Romans understood that constitutions developed over generations they must NOT be the product of great men. They must develop slowly and be perfected gradually. They don’t come outside the political processes. 
· Everything was a product of reason.
· On the other hand you can understand that the process of politics and living changed. With the act of governing to regulate people. Edmund burke. 
· Ciciero understand that private citizens had a right to their private land and property. 
· The highest form of virtuous action is not longer located in philosophical contemplation but rather governing a state. 
· The Philosopher king can be trusted because he does not want to rule. Now the situation is different you need people that have experience and know what they are doing. 
· You cant be a successful politician by reading a rulebook. 
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Machiavelli
· Urban legend has it Stalin use to sleep with a copy of Mach’s book.
· He was an Italian patriot. Italian culture very regional.
· Italians believe if the south wasn’t incorporated with them then they would have been a lot better off
· One of the most ethnically diverse in all of Europe. 
· During Mach’s time Italy’s principalities never could get together. Very unstable during the time of Mach
· Renaissance period of creativity, age of Da Vinci Michealangelo etc. idea of life was to create something do something
· Works of the renaissance motivated by three things; naturalism – men of renaissance turn for their inspiration to secular pagan models. They weren’t Christianity controlled. They really underplayed the Christian themes of sin and damnation. Placed there faith in human potential, and it was this world where they abandoned the afterlife. Excellence – all these main strived to be individuals. Wanted to actualize as much of there human potential as possible. Human kind stood at the peak of creation. Creativity – not only art objects but also human actions how one behaved politically socially etc. if your gunna kill someone there’s an artful way of doing it. In Mach you see all these aspects, his models are pagan his ideas are naturalistic and he’s concerned with effective human and political action. He’s concerned with the consequences of action. 
· Modern theory begins with Mach’
· In his Prince we see the picture of the political figure of the renaissance a new kind of political man. This individual is cruel and detached.
· Devoid of morality and eternal truth nor any particular scruples. He seeks not justice with politics but rather glory and will seek any mains not matter how antagonist they may seem.
· He presents us with the model of the condo tierra the warring prince. He does not establish is rule by hereditary or anything but rather guile and skill. He is seen as a dramatic figure in politics as an adventurer and not a sober leader. Did not rule by force but rather influence
· He must be able to manipulate the forces around him. He had to control the fluid and changing nature of politics. 
· The prince is confronting the fluidity of ruling. 
· Do cruelty with a sense of grace. 
· Appreciation of the graceful art of politics. And what we find is that the aesthetic of politics is lined with the real world. The beautiful and ugly are lined together. 
· Political practice. Renaissance taught us political theory had to become the form of knowledge that pays close attention to the aesthetic and creative side of politics and to the context in which politics takes place.
· You had to know what evil entailed. 
· In terms of Mach’s personal life; he was tortured for his ideas and worked with the Borgia’s and he didn’t really lead a good life. 
· Fortuna – Greeks saw history as there was no permanent in Greek thinking however good your city-state was established your state was scheduled for decline because it was part of the timeline. There was no end state or finality/
· To Mach’ history was seen as a solution. 
· Plato also understood that his state would come to an end.
· Mach sees corruption in church, clergy etc.
· He also believed the people around him weren’t willing to do their civic duty. He also says if you do not have a good population then you do not have a good government the nature of the citizenship is necessary for having a stable political regime
· The quest for power that Mach talks about is; in his quest to find power the Prince must dislodge the current leader in any way possible to upset the present political order to refashion it
· Quest for Glory- motivated by fame glory and recognition – this is seen in ancient time ex. Achilles. All characters seek recognition because it grants them immortality.  New politician should as well.
· Fear – he wasn’t to be hated but not thoroughly but has to understand power is something that has to be used when required and ruthlessly
· Quest for style – something to be sought. Politics is suppose to be reveled in and enjoyed. Break from tradition. 
· Mach’ work is both naturalistic and prescriptive. No belief in god or teleology. Quest to understand certain laws. And prescriptive different from Plato and Aristotle. Because his prescriptions are not moral but rather technical. 
· Political science becomes a technique for the successful manipulation of power in the service of positive ends who’s value is not examined. Test of means based on efficiency not legitimacy.
· For Mach the only the individuals really want and what determines their behavior is material goods. There desire for these things is insatiable it never ends; the problem is that our desires outrun our ability to attain them. People egotistical. 
· Mach gives a very pessimistic view of humans. Just as Hobbes sees it. Until the day we die we are running after some sort of goal. 
· What Mach hopes doing is showing a way out of the dilemma wants prince to be successful. This involves showing us someway of increasing benefits without changing our selfish nature. Wants to be able to deal with that. No matter how we manipulate the environment its not gunna change our nature. 
· Plato thought its important to present individual with a choice of good things. 
· Mach believes good things are what yu take pleasure in. You can manipulate it but you cannot change it. 
· For Mach its not only natural forces to work on the destiny of man. 
· The prince’s discourses become casebooks or collections that illustrate certain principles. Prince a manual for rulers. Chapter 6 Alto de fermo became ruler by killing off all the leading citizens at a banquet. Uses this to illustrate two things 1 – a new a n illegitimate government can be made secure if all power groups likely to be dissatisfied with new rule should be annihilated. Ex. Stalin and kind of Hitler. Get rid of opposition immediately 2 – cruel measures to establish a new illegitimate government wont be a threat if they are not overdone. Only fail if they are extended for a long period of time do not torment kill. Quick and no hesitation. 
· History a interpretive art. Understanding. 
· The few and the many. Population as a matter the matter on which you build city.
· The society is composed as two kinds of people the few and the many. 
· These terms refer to two social classes. Nobles, princes, aristocrats vs. the commoners. Divided among class lines. The few want to dominant and driven by power. Power of other citizens. And are more intelligent. The many on the other hand seek security and freedom from domination of others. Although we desire power is dormant in the many. The many will exchange freedom for economic security. Ex China
· Every matter is deemed as either virtuous or corrupt. It will be the virtue or corruption of the matter that will determine what kind of regime is needed to satisfy the citizens. With virtue you cannot instill a republican government. If the matter is corrupt then absolute government is necessary. But both books are concerned with the establishment of stable political order. 
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Machiavelli Cont.
· Two major works the Prince and the Discourse
· The prince is generally a book of precepts of guiding principles to gain authority and to maintain it. 
· Virtu is absent is absent from the general body politic. So the ruler must have the princely virtue of foresight and courage and intelligence. What Machiavelli thinks is unhealthy is a inherited monarch. These are principles for people who are actually engaged in politics. 
· Virtu and fortuna. Fortuna; is the aspect of human life that cannot be controlled. Connection between two is virtue may affect the states positively and move the state in a certain direction. 
· If you have an intelligent leader they can instill virtu in the general public and that outcome can be good fortuna.
· Citizens are those who had property or were educated in the early republic of the United States. 
· If you can adapt then you can have the pleasure of fortuna. But fortuna is unpredictable no matter how smart you are. Because all the evil that befalls of man is the result of fortuna and all god results are caused but virtue. Fortune is fickle you cannot control your fate. 
· Empires will come and go each man has certain characteristics we cant change therefore we cant keep in step with ever changing fortune.
· Politics is a matter of chance. 
· The world isn’t complete chaos there is a certain amount of control and that there is a sphere of commonality. 
· You can effect the world around you. 
· What us Mach’s purpose. On the basis of knowledge of how men do live, you can teach princes how they ought to live. EX. What hes saying is you need to understand human nature their wickedness what motivates them in their most carnal sense. Then you can live appropriately as a prince and you will survive.
· If you don’t understand this you are doomed from day one. You have to have all these characteristics in order to be a successful prince. 
· Those who rely chiefly on their own talents will be more successful then  if they are creatures of fortune or rely on the goodness of others. Because people cant be trusted. 
· What must a prince rid himself of first; You have to rid yourself of traditional morals and scruples, basically you gotta put your conscious in your back pocket and you will eventually get used to doing that.  Prince should display virtue in public but when it comes down to behaving you gotta be completely self centered. Be able to break promises. You have to choose between being feared and being loved. You should not become hated, problem with being loved is that your good fortune will rely on others and you don’t wanna have to depend on others while being feared depends on strictly yourself. Don’t need others, behave good in public but you don’t want to be COMPLETELY hated. 
· The emphasis now shifts to the moral character of an individual; the persona. The persona you present to the public isn’t reflection of who you are you want them to think you are good and that you’re working on their behalf. This means what people think of the world is important because what they think of him allows him to stay in power. So they must think he is working on their behalf. 
· Prince must be willing to be able to descend to the level of the subhuman. Must be able to play the beast and the man. Must be able to be brutal and cunning.
· In a corrupt state the few are always plotting for power should never be trusted. The many on the other hand seek to not be oppressed. 
· The prince should seek the support of the many and offer them the guarantees they seek and as the dominate group is the army and should always seek their support as well. 
· Katerina brought reform to Russia. Autocrat
· The prince can be regarded as a book of techniques for political success. 
· Political process stands outside the realm of morality a different kind of reality
· And a political actor is concerned with dilemmas and not guided by any type of realties. 
· The function of political theorists becomes the attempt to specify the knowledge related to dilemmas. 
· Task of theorist is to point where our dilemmas exist and to highlight the consequences. 
· Themes of the work deal with the social and political conditions in which political virtue is formed and rid of in a republic. 
· To Mach’ republican governments are all governments that aren’t monarchies. The aristocratic republican rule; limits participation of public affairs to the upper class. The well to do people/citizens. Not hereditary. The Popular republic; gives a share to lower class as well. 
· During this time in Italy power isn’t based with owning land anymore but rather investments, trade, manufacturers etc.
· Politics is often reflection
· Mach is not only concerned with individual deeds but the problems endured by entire states. One can learn about modern affairs through ancient history, and the best way to instill rules is by juxtaposing ancient times. 
· How Rome had developed into the most stable polity. Two assumptions about discourse; History remains the same throughout all ages, because it is compounded of the deeds of men who have always had the same desires and ambitions. 2, the greatest example of politicians is the Roman Empire. Because of the military and the civic virtue. Roman law very striking. Combo of these two allowed them to have a good time era during the republic
· Rome had 1 a balanced constitution 2 sound military organizations 3 intelligently planned expansion 4 respect for religion and the laws 5 liberty understood as government for the whole rather then a select few. And the collapse came from greed of people. The roman plebes were not content with their position, so constant conflict. Conflict between Ceaser and Pompei triggers the slow decline
· The creation of the republic presents a paradox; because it can only be implemented by an absolute ruler. (Solon and Lycurgus)
· Don’t repeat historical failures. 
· Ex Romulus had to kill brother to create an absolute regime.
· The tyrant’s organized will not last long with the power lying on one individual.
· Moving away form the rule of the prince 
· The founder has to delegate power
· So the legislators’ power becomes two fold. The prince must channel the intellectual power of the few and the physical power of the many must be channeled into the state. He needs people’s brains to govern the state. 
· Mach finds himself forced to choose between aristocratic and popular order. Mach chooses popular order.  Con de tierri
· Large army is needed; and the aristocrats could never arm their plebes. – Kind like Sparta. Which would only arm the elite because the lower class could become a threat. 
· So general public must be given a share in authority so they can be present in the army
· This tension could be beneficial because the opposition of interests. 
· A sound popular government  
· The problem of the few. The elections can produce good leaders with a virtuous public. As well if they elite is virtuous it will be rewarded by the public. 
· Here religion becomes important the elite can manipulate the minds of others and elite might not even believe in it. Mach believes in using religion as instrument. Religion is the opiate of the people – marx
· Public opinion needs to be guided;
· Government based on moderation. Not one based on success
· Political fragmentation. Need to get in touch with our foundation. 
· In another twenty years America can be called as an underdeveloped nation with its economic problems. - Winner take on all politics
· Mercenaries are used and then disbanded according to Mach
· Mach’ understands that the use of mercenaries are scattered. 
· Not used anymore much 
· Next week Hobbes. 
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Read chapters 10, 13, 14, 17, 21. 
So Machiavelli taught us that the manifest that he grew up simply reflected the belief that before political events could be analyzed they had to be freed from the illusions of the past whether religion etc. so he believed that the concepts of previous political thought were no longer meaningful. They could no longer deal with the phenomenon he wanted to deal with. Echlesiasical regimes were not political enough; they kept their princes regardless of how he ruled. Under this rule theres really no way for the leader to shine and nothing for them to achieve. Other thing that influenced him were the scientific developments of the renaissance cause now there’s developments of human thought. So politics for Machiavelli becomes another way for discrete investigation to contribute to this system. So for him, his ledarnity is a result of the follwownng factors 1) break from medevil modes of thought. 2) his rejection of traditional norms such as traditional law. 3) his pragmatic method of analysis which is almost exclusively focused on power.  4) his attempt to exclude from political theory what ever did not appear to be strictly political. He wasn’t interested in the notions of harmony, only power. What he clearly understood was that a political world had emerged where the hereditary principles were now losing their roles. 
Thomas hobbes:
· Theres an influence of Machiavelli on hobbes. U have a whole different approach to politics. He also lived in a time of political upheaving. What he wanted to do what find a grounding for political obligation. What hobbes didn’t do was really look to the old traditions. He was not yet a liberal, his solution was more authoritarian. He called his ruler a leviathan. Individual citizens give up their rights to this figure to have security. Hobbes pscychological egoism. Also, questions of property become important. Were moving out of futile period where everything is predictable and u get what u deserve and into that hobbes isn’t a liberal but he lays the foundations for subsequent liberal thought. Whats also imp is individual become important. Liberal individualism. Although he tries to describe human kind in the state of nature as self serving, what he in fact does Is take economic man of adam smith, and reascribing the psychological attributes of that already social individual back to the original state of nature. 
· So Machiavelli then tried to reshape the concept of political authority so they may better grasp..
· Formulation of political theory is to draw 
· What he does is establishes interest as departure point for most subsequent theorizing which is what he shares in common with Machiavelli
· How can we structure society so as to accommodate this constant striving for interest. 
· Hobbes doesn think were ever gonna become nice people
· Other question is what rules need to be put in place to control the inevitable struggle between rival groups and individuals. How can the state mediate the conflict between different states and groups. 
· They now create their own laws and have to figure out what sorts of social mechanisms we have to find to control this new system
· Its no longer sufficient to resort to coercion when not satisfied
· Machiavellis prescriptions were lacking in one vital element.:  whats the one principle that we can all in the end agree on? Stability, property rights, to survive (protection of individual)
· So imp question is if the identity of the individual and groups and classes derived from their different interests, how is it possible to establish a set of restraints which could be in the interest for each and all of us to observe. It was a sense of a common life that was completely absent in Machiavelli. M’s actors take decisions but no reflection in an ordered set of relationships among men of the same social grouping, no sense of shared loyalties.
· Machiavelli never managed to explain how civic virtue alone accomplish a sense of community. 
· For hobbes u need some kind of stability and harmony, predictability within civil society which if u don’t have that u cant have a functioning market economy. 
· So hobbes lived from 1588-1679. What he does represent is a very pragmatic and purely oriented version of English thinking
· Hobbes basic intention was two fold, 1) he wanted to put moral and political philosophy on a scientific basis for the first time. So psychology and nature of man and woman become important. 2) he wanted to contribute to the establishment of civic peace. And what he wanted to do here is encourage individuals to fulfill their civic duties. That is to be responsible citizens. 
· So 2 important considerations emerged from his writings 1) his theory of state of nature 2) his assumptions concerning human nature which are also important. One of the questions on exam**although hobbes isn’t liberal he lays foundations for liberal thought**
· His assumptions come to directly influence his political theory. So what does he mean by the state of nature. In hobbes whats important is that the state of nature is a pre social as well as a pre political condition. Not only does it have functioning political as well as social institutions. Theres no real human industry/ economy in the state of nature. In the s.o.n life is nasty, poor, brutish and short. Constant striving for goods, and this only stops when u die. So the elements od civilized life is missing in the state of nature. But why does he start with the s.o.n? he has no where else to start, needs starting point. So what he needed is a starting point from which to deduce the requirements of civil society. What it should be and how it can be maintained. Secondly, theres assumptions he makes about human nature. And here hs basic theory concerning human nature can be summed up in 2 principles. 1) theres the idea of the belief of natural appetite. Secondly there is the belief that man, human kind has reason. And it’s the elemnt of reason that separates us from animals otherwise were pretty much the same. So he presents us with a psychological egoism. And we differ in terms of reason because man is not simply concerned with present hunger but also future hunger. For this reason we need some kind of stability and predictability in our lives. So simple animal hunger desires only finite objects as such, animals react to environment: eat and drink, make babies etc. 
· According to hobbes what we humans have is infinite appetite. Is this by nature true or is this something that’s instilled by us by society?
· Now obessesive and constant accumulation becomes justified, before it was always expected to be controlled. 
· So were seen as having infinite appetite. 
· And the individual he says necessarily comes to possess this infinite appetite because they need an ever increasing amount of power to protect present goods. 
· So what you need if ur going to survive is power or laws or institutions to protect what you have accumulated.  Question is how do u get to these means? and whats the origin of this natural appetite?
· What hobbes says is that this is basically due to our vanity. He sees us as being vain and someone always telling us how good we are. What we like to do is take pleasure in ourselves. So the dominant principle guiding human action is self preservation because without this none of this stuff really makes sense. So for hobbes, man wants ultimately to avoid death. And the most feared death according to hobbes is a violent death. Everyone dies, but natural death isn’t really to be feared. But we fear violent death at the hands of others. 
· So the preservation of life is the condition for the satisfaction of any appetite as the primary good and avoiding death is what we all want to do. And this desire or fear of death is product of the passions because we feel death more than we feel life. So this is what hobbes says and we feel death more. 
· So we may desire life because rational thought tells us its condition of life but it may be the fear of death..
· So its this fear of death that may become the origin of law and state. From this is what he comes to draw all his conditions 
· Other thing that hobbes talks about is the notion of natural man and its because of this fear that natural man desires ever increasing power over others. Its this that leads u to want to acquire power over others. But in the first instance here obbes shows individual as living in dream world of ever greater triumph. Its only the evading of death that awakens the individual from dreaming
· Why do we step out of this imaginary dream world? Because he needs the recognition of his superiority by others. Hes vain. The need to be recognized by others. Its also due to the fact that this recognition is the only way that individual can gage his superiority over others. Now were all competitive and comparing to others. In society of aristocracy, the lower classes don’t do this. Now, ever individual compares himself to every other individual. Social norms are becoming fundamentally different
· Everyones life is worth same as others, what u need to do to make it worth more is to make ur superiority recognized.
· The making of this claims leads to protect on the rights of others. Having being slated, individual seeks revenge. The struggle between men now moves from initial desire for simple dominance to one of life and death struggle. 
· So in order to safeguard his life, the individual now necessarily needs others to help u, laws and state. This can only be accomplished by force or brutal. And estabilishment of covenant that prevents others from killing you. 
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Hobbes
· What’s important in his school is that he cannot provide for ultimate security but what he develops is how we see the state.
· Hobbes creates an artificial type of state and it arises when people are in fear for their lives.
· The artificial state is there for predictability. Men overcome their vanity. Its not something individual fears but its one thing that everyone has in common this fear of death and this common enemy which helps for this union and creation of protection. Rallying the people. 
· Is to provide safeguards to the right to life, and put vanity aside
· And men slowly see the benefits of living together
· Human kind lives in the imagination and the start of knowledge comes with the violence of death and then entering society and we need to abide the law simply because it’s the law.
· And the state of nature just and unjust action depend wholly on the individual.  In the state of nature every action in principle is deemed allowable as long it is for self-preservation and it is not permitted if it doesn’t help that. And the law becomes an obligation. An obligation comes only on the basis of a covenant and this takes place on a former league of free unbound men. 
· What Hobbes does is identify conscious with the fear of death and it is only with knowledge from danger is that we stop living in vanity and a fake world
· In order to be governed we must agree to be governed 
· So what you find is that the world is originally revealed to us not by detached analysis and observation but the involuntary experience of resistance.
· Hobbes is basically a Machiavellian
· Appetite and passion determines what we consider to be good. He believes we are very much aggressive
· He is also influenced by new science, he develops theory on a new premise
· But his theory isn’t empirical observation but a deduction from a general theory of reality where all his political theories precede
· What he essentially does is embraces the theory of space mass and motion. He thought he could use these principles to understand the natural world and the human world
· This new way could explain everything our thoughts hopes and fears could be reduced to internal emotions and brought into play by a stimulate of an external agent.
· Fear of death; either attracted or repelled by certain things
· Humans a bundle of sensation, emotions and spirituality just like the other animals except with more bigger brains
· We are only aware of our feelings 
· We live in a world that has stimuli that makes us do what we do. 
· We cant intuit what the ends of humanity should be 
· Hobbes says this is false there are no essences behind these feelings
· The same object will provide different desire to different men, because there are a variety of passions.
· But all of us are never really satisfied. Were always seeking further objects and this is a pursuit that only stops with death.
· So now it is reasoning that is about intuition. Reason is understood as reasoning about causes and affects. Understanding and contemplating causes and effects. Reason is and tool for manipulating the world of sense. So for Hobbes the usual conditions are absent form the state of nature so we need to leave this state of nature.  
· The idea that it is a presocial and prepolitical period in this state of nature. Although with reason we can come to learn certain laws of nature.
· Reason can help us with certain laws of nature and along with reason come certain passions that lead to the same end. 
· The emergence of the state of nature comes from the development of passion and reason and understanding through reason of fundamental laws of nature. 
· The passions that incline men to peace or fear of death and desire for such things to live commodiously and a hope to attain them with the industry.
· And reason suggests convenient articles of peace. 
· Reason can tell us certain things
· First laws of nature every man should endeavor to seek peace if possible. Passion wants, if not possible men should be permitted to use any measures for security and comfortably by using war.  One may do anything that is required for self preservation
· Hobbes very scared of civil war. 
· And from this premise he forms laws to constitute 
· These laws should be obeyed only if certain validating conditions are held true. Notions of stability and government 
· And although laws of nature should be obeyed they should only be acted if there is security and if there’s no security we are not bound.
· In Foro Interno…. Externo…  if you’re the moral individual no one else is behaving as the moral sense then you are opposing laws of nature because you are not self preserving but if there’s security and you can seek peace but go to war then you are seeking destruction and infringing a law of nature. 
· In a state of nature we want laws to bind us and secondly they cannot be obeyed if doing so puts one in mortal danger.  Following the laws of nature should not lead to death
· Someone who doesn’t reciprocate good behaviors but is secure puts himself in a state of nature to others so others can seek to kill you. 
· The laws of nature in a state of nature cannot be obeyed if security is not ensured
· If were in constant conflict and we don’t adhere to certain……
· Right is now defined as a liberty. We all have the right to be free.  *state of the union Obama speech*
· Rights and freedoms; …..
· Rights and laws become distinction; prior definition of a right of nature and liberty 
· The right of nature to Hobbes; is a liberty each man has to use his own power as he has for the preservation of his existence.
· Liberty is the absence of external impediments that often takes away what a man were to do without it. Notion of negative liberty 
· Liberty today is the ability to do what the law doesn’t forbid it. 
· Law of nature is a precept of general rule that we find out by reason.
· Right and law are distinguished from each other. Because right consists of liberty to do or forbear. While law obliges it prevents you to do what rights allow you to do. These to be inconsistent to Hobbes
· Also the natural laws of individual cannot be abolished.
· What Hobbes then does is he introduces concept of contract. When the concept of contract is introduced we find that the individual is now required to give up a natural right for a civil right because the society an law prescribes certain behaviors. Ur required behaving a certain way but life becomes safer. The Hobbesian laws of nature r then drawn up to constitute a digest of rules of conduct appropriate those who are members of a system of agreement. First most fundamental law of nature: men should seek peace because peace forms end of system of rules. It’s for end of peace that rules are established. Other laws of nature may prescribe civil manners so on. Aim for this set of rules is to fashion governable men whose goodness was politically relevant only so far as it affected their role as rule observers. 
· There’s no notion here in the notion of goodness,. 
· Now good society may produce individuals that may behave so
· For him it was emergence of.. brought about any form of society
· Therefore, he does not recognize any pre-political order of society based upon kinship, religion or other associations. State of all against all
· Sociability is nurtured within society after the contract. 
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· This is when society begins when the instrument of contract begins.
· Within society our sociability is entered.
· No middle ground
· Each individual is guaranteed basic equality. The 2nd law of social contract. Each man ought to be contented with so much liberty that he would allow other men against himself. I would grant you as much freedom and power as you would grant me
· No one should have more rights then another each is equally subject to the law. 
· Leviathan (leader) doesn’t contract he stays in the state of nature.  And is political obligation 
· Duty of ruler to justify inequality.
· In contracting men come together and authorize one to represent them all and that is the leviathan. To be their representative. 
· Representation gets us out of the state of nature. 
· Anything done by the sovereign should be taken as decided by the subjects.  Anything he chooses to do binds his subjects as though they did it themselves
· The Leviathan is bound by the state of nature. And has a responsibility to do right by his subjects
· Specific parts of covenant important to remember his duties aren’t representative but rather….
· Sovereign has no obligation to subjects. But has a covenant…?
· The decision to be bound by the leviathan is his decision 
· The command of the sovereign is law. The worst disease is that each individual could be judged by good and bad actions. 
· Leviathan is never looking for support
· Democratic theories believe government should reflect a variety of interests in government but Hobbes believes a variety of interests can only be represented in a variety of wills and several wills can not make reflective political control. 
· The contract signified an agreement of everyone with everyone to agree with common authority. The common authority is not a medium to represent the mediums of the covenant. 
· Hobbes the one common interest is that of peace because without peace nothing is possible. The sovereign representativeness was authorized to act in the name of society cus each agreed to own and be the reputed author of all the sovereigns’ decisions. 
· For Hobbes liberty does not require any rights against the sovereign cus you have willed and decreed that everything they do you will do as well. 
· Liberty also consists of what cannot be given up….. One liberty sovereign cannot take away from you and that is your life.
· You give up most of your rights to create this sovereign nature
· The idea of justice was first examined. Then rational grounds of private interest.
· Political society had to create a form of association; 
· Community is artificially created according to Hobbes
· If a community is not natural could it be constructed through human art. 
· This instability provided writers to exert their creativeness. 
· The excitement of the age of the state was showed in the expressions of the sciences.
· Hobbes wrote in the midst of the scientific revolution and with Hobbes the break becomes complete as Machiavelli started it. 
· Hobbes believed scientific method and he believed this could be applied to politics. It was Hobbes belief in science that led him to adapt his psychological egoism.
· When armed with the right method and proper time we can create a political order 
· Chaos was a material of creativity, there’s another side to the dream of creativity, which was fear. This was a natural reaction to the conditions of the 16th century any form of political stability was tenuous. 
· Anarchy=non being
· The political void inspired the notion of the state of nature the condition of the political nothingness. And this condition is very real for Hobbes and Locke this nothingness and this was a contrast with their belief of political construction
· Their irregularities could be brought to order through action brought through by knowledge.
· Political nature was to be shaped to the models of scientific thinking 
· Important to remember that for Hobbes the state of nature did not belong to the remote past nor was it strictly designed to represent absolute sovereignty
· The state of nature was a timeless model built on political breakdown. 
· The political order that Hobbes talks about was about recapturing social relations 
· Hobbesian society wasn’t meant to overcome particularity but rather designed to guarantee the pursuit of the individual. To satisfy particular claims by protecting each man. So in the end he remains alienated and alone in society.
· The individual in Hobbes lacks particular…?
· So what you also find is when he looks at man and the state of nature he describes man as he sees it. 
· Individuals are now seen as possessive, and if we behave we are also good citizens and our self-satisfaction is our egoism.
· Leo strauss. CB. Adam smith
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LOCKE
· Lived in Holland for a long time to protect himself due to his political theory
· Whole notions of justifying property the notions of possession are very important even in the sense. 
· Hobbes lays foundation Lock gives them substance. 
· The idea of politics becomes less important. The natural relations of politics become more important. 
· His political thinking for the most part can be summarized in; FIRST He argues all government is limited in its powers and it exists only with the consent of the governed. SECOND all men are born free. the major purpose of his treatise is to understand political power and explain the proper end of politics. Government need to be limited to create freedom
· Political power the right of making laws…. The regulating and preserving of property and employing the force of community in executing all this for the public good. Public good only becomes good for a select few. 
· To engage in politics one must have reason. Mans natural condition, the state of nature to Locke if very different from Hobbes. For Locke it is initially seen as a state of freedom and equality the natural freedom of men is derived from their natural equality.  For Locke the state of nature is pre-political but not pre-social. That’s a key difference
· Freedom is the consequence of political arrangements. We cant stay in the state of nature we need to improve our lives
· The state of nature is a state of liberty and not license has a law of nature that obliges everyone you cannot do, as you will. The natural liberty of mankind is ruled by
· To have no laws in state of nature would mean that there would be no equality and freedom.
· You need laws for true liberties… no notion 
· Locke legitimizes capitalist relations and property.
· How do you determine an individual has reason if you can accumulate property you have reason if you don’t then you’re stupid. 
· The early stages of liberalism arguments were fairly conservative. Everyone cannot be equal because everyone has different talents and some will prosper more than others and if you try to put everyone in an equality then it will…..
· Some people will be better than others whether they were born with it or born into it they will be better off. 
· Society can do with losing certain individuals, but other individuals you may need there are individuals that are important with their innate talents. Presently this is true but politically incorrect. This is what liberalism has in common with conservative
· So the state of nature is the state of liberty and not license. 
· …..The dictates of the law of nature in the state of nature shows us there are three things 1; no one ought to harm another 2 one should not take another possessions 3 men are equal and independent. 
· Unlike Hobbes he does not equate the state of nature with the state of war
· The state of war can exist at any time when there are no common superiors that can differentiate between individuals…. Because then you don’t have law.
· The state of war exists when arbitrary force is used
· The opposite of state of nature is civil society. Characterizes civil society is the rule of law which is the common superior. 
· Doesn’t apply to women as all works really do. 
· Bryson “at home” how people lived.
· The opposite of state of nature is civil society
· The characteristic in civil society……. one has an independent authority to instill the law. And the state of war is distinguished from state of nature and civil society that it consists of the use of force without right without justice and without authority. The state of war can come about in both state of natue and civil society. When power is used illegitimately (Hobbes this cant happen cus you give all power to leviathan) then you are in a state of war. 
· State of nature state of war, and civil society differ in following 1 state of nature is characterized by absence of common judge and by absence of any law but the law of nature 2 civil society is characterized by the presence of a common judge with the authority to enforce civil law and 3 in addition either in state of nature or civil society the state of war exists if force is used without right and the state of peace is the opposite, it exists with no use of force without right. Not enough to simply have tranquility what he wants is legitimate rule, and one that represents individuals. 
· The question that we then have to answer is how can a state of war exist in civil society when you have a common judge with the authority to prevent the use of force without right. Locke says even in civil society the power cannot always be operative. For Locke war itself is more likely to occur… because in state of nature conflicts cannot give way to fairness. Society can revert to state of nature with war. 
· State of nature is not to be endured cus of the problems that arise when we al try to be our own judge cus we need the independent arbitrator, 
· Every individual can judge for himself or herself in state of nature. 
· What are obligations of law of nature 1 he argues every man is obliged to preserve himself 2 and the law of nature teaches every man is obliged to preserve all of mankind.  And lock says the first and strongest desire god planted in man for self preservation
· For Locke a course of conduct that tends to self-preservation is the very definition of reasonable behavior. Because you have to be able to accumulate property food clothes etc and even though he realizes the means in which the desire of self-preservation is fulfilled. 
· … therefore behave contrary to dictates and contrary to nature. Men must discover and contrive the conditions that will enable them to fulfill their natural desire for self-preservation.
· Should be interested in self perseveration so we should search for institutions
· Law od nature aims for peace and preservation
· 1. State of nature is the home in the state of war.  2. civil government is proper remedy for problems in state of nature. Locke’s state of nature is not as violent as Hobbes. And Locke doesn’t speak of man as a murderer in state of nature. Main threat of Locke is poverty and hardship that a man must endure 3. Locke’s government is far less absolute and he pats much more attention to property,
· The beginning of his discussion 3 elements; 1 assertion of the divine donation to man a divine grant 2 he asks where does private property come from 3 answer; divine donation of world to mankind we got here somehow. Where does private property come from? Locke makes some arguments fairly similar to Adam smith and Marx. In the original common no one owned anything a state of universal property the answer is that anyone who came to own anything is that man the proprietor of himself, man owns his own labor. Read section where he talks of govern authority state of nature and common
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Locke
· Theory of labor; man possesses his power through labor
· Property that we all have in our own person is the original and natural property. This cannot be taken away from you.
· This is the foundation of all property in the state of nature
· All other property is derivative from this type of property. Through this the individual is able to produce the original 
· In the state of nature everything’s is owned in common. But what happens is that you are obligated to leave enough for others. You cant take more that you can use. There is a limit. 
· Property is acquired with mixing labor with the environment which no ones else has a right. So if someone would wanna claim it then they would be trying to take your labor. 
· The private component labor constitutes to the value of the product. 
· Lock provided three reason why the natural provisions are almost useless 1 an apple can provide no benefit to another until it is picked but you cant pick more apples than you can eat need to get around spoilage 2 there is a great abundance of things there is a surplus when the number of humans is less. Spoilage is an acquisition of property; land that is left alone is the same as waste and through agriculture the problem of spoilage can be overcome and because of this productivity others will benefit as well but with increased productivity you have to figure a way to dispose of the surplus so you need a invention that would make it reasonable to produce what is more than necessary for your wants and he is trying to justify the market by the invention of money. Money comes into being through mutual consent now ppl can exchange their perishable good for something permanent and doesn’t spoil.
· This agreement with money and the common does not establish civil society but it does hasten the mood out of civil society.
· The more produced there is more to share. You see now this is how you get the foundations of a civil society
· What Locke does is justify private property and the inequality of possession. Which is possible for most people
· The sovereignty of nature begins to dissolve and men institute the new form of rule. And the rules governing the state of nature. 
· Locke you can see is becoming revolutionary. Society is not ordained by god but rather created by society. The idea of a non-personal god. You can pray but that doesn’t mean things will get better because you do. God put certain things in motion and then stepped aside. 
· What happens now is that men are driven into society to protect their property and accumulate it unlike Hobbes who believes they enter for protection and survival. 
· 1 There is no judge with the authority to determine all difference according to the established law. 2 in the state of nature there is not established known law 3 no power to back up the sentence. These problems can only be solved with civil society and as with Hobbes we enter civil society with a compact. 
· Men enter into civil society into a compact. Any number of individuals can form a compact and those who don’t join then you don’t reap the benefits of civil society and you stand in nature as though you are still in the state of nature
· The natural power of men in the state of nature are transferred by compact into the political society. These powers are limited by the purpose for which they were made. 
· So here there is no such thing as absolute political power. Powers were there for stability and for protection of property. So what has political society become a human invention and contrivation
· How do we know someone’s reasonable? The better you are at accumulating property the smarter you are
· This law dictates 1 all of the rights of its members must be consistent with the preservation of society. 2 the commitment made by members must be permanent. 3 the power of society must be all inclusive 4 the final law that is applicable to the body politic which is the law of the greater force and simply forms the basis of the rule of the majority. 
· Forms of government distinguishes between different forms on the basis of how and in whose hands is the legislative power placed; Democracy; the situation where the majority retains legislative power Oligarchy; in a oligarchy legislative power is retained by a few individuals and isn’t really a pervasion of democracy Monarchy; legislative power is retained by one person. IN ALL only majority consent can establish government. He preferred democracy but doesn’t have to choose one over the other. 
· The supreme power to preserve themselves remains always with the people they cannot give it away. Because they empower them to rule
· When the legislative power is established it is and remains as he supreme power as long as the government continues to exist and function. The ruling power is placed with the legislator and if they cant legislate the authority is reverted back to the people.  
· Under government that supreme power of people is completely laden and cant be exercised till the government ceases to exist. 
· The important thing is that right cannot be taken away. 
· Locke talks about the separation of power those who make the laws should not be able to execute them. And that power rests with the heads of state. 
· And lock also says the exec also has the power of war and peace and to make alliances. The function of presidents and governments
· The reason why this notion of the compact
· For Hobbes a solution is a political solution. 
· That those who make the laws should be the ones to execute them the legislative is superior to executive cus it generates the laws. Doesn’t have to be the supreme branch of laws. 
· Because the law cannot foresee everything some instances of extreme emergency the executive might act contrary to the law. 
· Sometimes the government may have to suspend civil liberty this is the essential and initial idea of the executive prerogative. The prerogative acts the best when acting for the common good but the problem is that prince have successors who may not have as good intentions. 
· Even if you have the prerogative you are still making the decisions. 
· You have the right to resist unjust laws. You have the right to rebel and change the ruling authority and the ppl have to decide whether they should take back the supreme power if it is failing and infiltrated. 
· So when the prince acts against the interest of the people he is then placed outside of society and in a state of nature in relation to them. They aren’t allowed to exercise it till society becomes dysfunctional. 
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Locke
· Certain changes take place like how we find how society gradually seemed to be an entity separate from political change. 
· These developments left little scope to the political. For Hobbes society only exited if society had a political solution
· Political identified with narrow set of institutions known as the government so you have governing institutions and market and government is suppose to stay away form marker this government maintain orderly social transaction
· Not the betterment of humankind but rather that these interactions occur peacefully. 
· The maintenance of order. Peace and orderly society. 
· So English liberalism argue that it is characterized by timidity and not master. 
· Lock not tempted by the precepts of social engineering. He was far more pragmatic that philosophy had its limits it wasn’t all encompassing we enter the world without any ideas and through sensation and reflection that ideas are formed within our minds. We are born with Tabula Rasa a blank slate. We learn of the world through sensation. He is empirical and this comes a from a circumscribed world which we cannot escape. 
· We have no choice but to labor with the materials given to us by the senses. 
· We can never break outta world of a tangible world. 
· Stuart mill argued the same position. Senses this how we learn etc. A reductionist argument we are simply matter. Creation is using those building blocks, no absolute harmony. Here we see the pragmatism of British imperialism.
· Most liberalist bought into this. Plato said that the perfectibility of man is highly possible but liberals don’t buy into this. Locke confined us in a condition were he regulated us to a state of mediocrity, 
· Lock philosophy best suited to man ability is the twilight of probabillity between spectacle despair and proud position
· This approach influenced future thought
· Locke says you can’t govern responsibly that way cus your bound by the empirical world in that sense. 
· Locke; there will always be things we cannot understand or control. 2 more radical conditions are found in the aftermath of French revolution redefine everything. Locke’s warning against absolute truce was introduced to mainstream thought
· Erode the consequence of political philosophy providing knowledge for pragmatic advances. For reforms or changes in institutions 
· Political thought more limited role, but it is also important to remember the shift was gradual it didn’t happen overnight. Locke argued philosophy (oriented to Christian values) should surrender its traditional concern of mans fate and Christian virtue. 
· Philosophy can’t help you with your inner state of anxiety. 
· What philosophy should do is turn to the examination of the real world to explain the natural world the world we inhabit. 
· Lock; argued we are not born in heaven but here and where our being so preserved with food that must be got and kept with forcasts care and labor so then we cannot be in the vision of things above at all times. Ex of why government in that time wasn’t happy with Locke
· Adam smith made similar point; the sublime contemplation of god should not be the divine occupation of our laws. 
· SO according to Locke, smith and Hume; philosophy should promote advantages and conveniences of human life its concern ought to be with the everyday life with individuals of the world. Modest improvement. The other stuff built on speculation wont help
· Practicality and action become watchwords of philosophy. Philo began to doubt its own enterprise. Locke; its more important to take care of little details of life then contemplate eternity 
· Its now accepted as a given susceptible 
· This further employed further political knowledge for early liberals the certain truths resulted form human manipulation 
· But in political philosophy human realm what your dealing with is tentativeness
· In this tentative world we cant control everything we lack predictability and control. 
· According to Locke political knowledge is similar to prudence and its similar because it is indemonstrable. You learn Prudence through experience long life and long lasting institutions. Not radicalism it exists on humors and capacity of men and not severed ideas. 
· Prudence doesn’t give you set of preconceived rules and ideas. 
· The idea of prudence in politics we don’t talk about it much anymore. 
· So now what we now see is that what Hobbes had done is assert the importance of the political. Between naturalism and artificial 
· Hobbes emphasized the political passed identity of its own political authority was not to be confused with some religious or social authority. Locke rejects these distinctions because he read back into the state of nature as a benign political condition. A political society and none of its drawbacks. Locke: all offences in a state of nature is punished equally and the law of nature is treated;
· TO obscure identity of the political for Locke the state of nature was a condition of perfect freedom unmarred but legislate authority and a state of equality with all power reciprocal and equal. Subject only to the moral law of nature.  And it was present and dispersed among men living in the state of nature.
· What this meant is that political power lacked determent political protection’
· State of nature was a social order where man lived in one community of nature 
· The political order can never be invention but rather a discovery of the natural. For Hobbes without that authority there is no society. So here political power looses its authority and conveniences of the natural state. 
· So at the same time Locke argues that there existed a state of war. State of war destroyed distinctive element of community common to both for Locke. The agreement to live by a common law and of positive law. 
· If political society improvement what would we do as Lockes idea of state of nature. Why leave state of nature if it isn’t all that horrible and can overcome anarchy and dissent. What Locke interjects is a third condition: a plausible context; the natural condition is full of fears and continual danger and its greater part of rational interpreters are now described as no strict observers of equality and justice. We are uncertain about our rights and fears. 
· It represents norms that allow men for efficiencies of a fallen state. And the remedies are common law and enforcing power. What we have here is a restoration rather than and innovation.
· Locke initiated a way of thinking in which society rather than political order becomes predominant influence. Instead of asking traditional question what type of political order is required if society is to be maintained. 
· Locke turned the question around to reap what social arrangements will ensure the continuity of government so the traditional model of society was based on order social relationship and intuitions were sustained with the direction imparted by political institutions and in opposition to this Locke sees the conception of society that is capable of a common will. 
· So now when a arbitrary government triggers revolutions is faced by a coherent group. Revolt becomes a social act and this comes with the majority when the majority is upset then you can bring out change
· So the majority exists independent of political institutions
· U need then the contract to provide that stability he’s really justifying the new bourgeois society you need a government but it must be limited it shouldn’t establish rank and privilege. If you cant accumulate property you are not intelligent individual. 
· Conscious is not long a authority.
· Importance of protection of interest  and wealth
· What motivates you is your interests the ability to accumulate them. SO interests gradually play same role that conscious play in religions given the same sanctities and immunities. 
· So interest is now important and defines you and your personal needs . Comes to be given a central place in liberal theory. And what’s most important is what each individual believes is important to them.
· So now conscious become equated with your particular interests
· The core of every man souls belongs to himself each has a supreme and absolute authority to judge for himself cus no one else is concerned.
· This has led to the problems of alienation.
· A major shift from the ancients, 
· Now we see Rousseau; the individual 
EXAM question chose 2 outta three
1. With Machiavelli political theory becomes a technique for the successful manipulation of power in the service of positive ends whose values is not examined. His work represents a definite break with the classical tradition. Discuss. 
2. Although Hobbes’s political theory is in many ways autocratic, he lays the foundations of liberal thought. Discuss.
3. Although both Hobbes and Locke begin their analysis with the conception of a prepolitical society, a state of nature, they came to draw differing conclusions as to the appropriate form of government. Discuss.  
5 pages each double spaced
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Class questions for midterm: 
· Machiavelli:  posited ends not positive ends!
· Can do a comparisons, might be more difficult 
· About 5 pages double spaced per question
· Handed in at the start of class 
 
Rousseau 
 
· Often called the pre curser and the most important theorist in the French revolution
· Not have agreed with the successes in the French revolutions as they had worked themselves out
· Was not wealthy, in some aspects had a "miserable life"
· Always had contentious relationships with other philosophers, with the founder of the encyclopedia as an example
· Spend time with intellectuals in France and then he would leave, he was always on the go
· People confused him to a coward, mostly his colleagues would 
· A self indulgent individual, most important thing in his life was HIMSELF - came from a poor family in Geneva - lived from 1700 till 1778 
· Before Rousseau appeared in Europe critics of the existing order had expanding their orbit interests to include political reform to the wider population - for most of the reformers the people still meant the discriminative third estate, third estate of the prosperous, intellectuals etc… "the people" - the ones the reformers talked about
· Rousseau the first of the modern writers on politics who was OF the PEOPLE - and wrote FOR them
· Working people, small presents "the working bougiousis" working towards the social latter - today we call them the working class and the marginal members of society
· Roseau his early childhood his mother died a few days after his birth
· His father was a watch maker who didn't make most money and used most of his time giving dancing classes
· At the age of 16 he moved away and never had a permanent place of residence - often on the run from the authorities for his political thinking more importantly since he owed people debts - people like Voltaire and Montisque 
· Rousseau lived a hand to mouth existence
 
 
Life for Rousseau:
 
· His poverty is what drove him to commit so many crimes from a young age and he accepted charity but he didn't like to do it - he detested the fact he had to live this short of live and felt he was entitled to a better life
· He made most of his money on woman when he would give dancing lessons and such… his writings was what made his reputation towards the end
· He did maintain close ties with some of these encylopediasts and intellectuals 
· His longest relationship was with a woman named Lavasour who was a servant and working girl
· She worked in Roseau's small hotel that he lived in
· Rousseau had 3 to 4 children from her and wanted to give them up to adoption and wouldn't allow her to keep these children because he said he "needed peace and quiet" children were too noisy for him
· This hurt her, having to give up her children - but she stayed with him until she died and they maintained their relationship
· His reputation was made in 1749 - the academy of Dejeau announced it for the best essay for that season and would get a fair sum of the money - the question the academy gave was "has the science and arts contributed to corrupt or purify morality?" what is in the influence of the arts and science towards morality? Has it been positive or not?
· Rousseau submitted his essay the following year and won the first prize in 1750 
· What Rousseau did was gave an argument that went against most peoples believes and he expelled natural man - the virtues of natural man at the expense of civilized man and human kind - Rousseau argued that the arts and sciences had in fact corrupted us and continues to be a corrupting force
 
The virtues of natural man at the expense of civilized man 
 
· Argued that the arts and science had corrupted us and were a corrupting influence on society and saw a direct cause and relation between luxury constantly expanding needs and the rise in arts and size
· Rousseau saw society as imposing on the individual and putting before the individual a whole variety of needs but it lead to nice buildings, nice things, a variety of things but also made for the disposition for a large amount of people in society 
· Rousseau utilizes Sparta as an example and citizens Athens since Athens went through this exhibit of culture, art etc.. And went into decline and he argued that the Romans were a good culture while they were poor - the days of the Republic and when their power expanded was a power of degeneration and his own society by having achieved much in the arts lacks citizens in the true sense - we are not really criticizes in the true classical sense - commitment to the community - because they are always chasing goods - there is always something else that you want, one always wants more - these artificial needs that are not necessary are the consequences for society that become possible within society
· Rousseau offers us a fairly insightful critic of civil society and also understands that civil society is necessary and that human kind can't just stay in the state of nature - if we become human in the end we need civilized society and he recognizes their other side their corrupt against it and we see this in contemporary writers 
 
· Rousseau recognizes the other side and the corrupting influence
· We see this contemporary writers - Human Marcouzen (the new left in the 1960s) - (capitalist societies understood this and was able to create a series of artificial wants and needs - in the interest of production and of the system to encourage it) 
· Internal morality doesn't become as important AT 23 Listen
· A lot of ideas were from Rousseau 
 
· What Rousseau does is he suggests the revolutionary principle that almost all existing regimes are illegitimate - according to him man was born free but civil society enchains him and it is civil society that makes us slaves to others
· Whether it is to the owners or whoever - in a sense we are all slaves
· Rousseau had notions about the worth of private property
· Private property to him is not always good but it is something we can't escape
· Rousseau sees the defects of civil society and understands that civil society can in fact corrupt us and create artificial wants and artificial needs
· Civil society as it is now constituted has no claim on the moral adhesion of its subjects because it is unjust and therefore can't have any moral claim on the obligation of its moral subjects 
 
In a general sense Rousseau's political thought points in two directions: 
 
1. To mans happy freedom of the past - the state of nature 
1. Points to the establishment of a future regimes - that can appeal to the will of those under its authority
0. Solution at the end is authoritcratic 
0. Rousseau wants everyone to feel apart of his society 
 
The task of the philosopher:
 
· The task of the philosopher is to make clear that our nature truly is what it really is
· What is our human nature
· Once it is established one must define to conditions of a good political order and what constitutes a good civil society on the basis of understanding this human nature
· What Rousseau does argue then, modern politics have really been based on only a partial understanding of man kind and human kind
· This partial understanding of modern states and their survival is meant that political systems can only take into account the condition of happiness… survival is the condition to happiness
· But they haven't come to an understand to what happiness really is
· There is a difference between provide to the condition of happiness and happiness itself 
· This point has a provided a degree of security - but people are still miserable 
· Rousseau understood this since he had already lived this poor life - other writers saw and recognized it but hadn't lived it to the extent that Rousseau did
· To Rousseau he sees the state as completely negative at this point - the idea of negative freedom
· The state only keeps us from eachothesr throat - it does impose order and laws but the idea we don't deal with the true problem
· Hobbes and Locke doesn't really deal with happiness either…. 
· Rousseau argues that the preoccupation of the modern state in survival leads to the contrary to what would provide to happiness - the state becomes restricted - utilitarian approach to law 
 
Human relations being private interest: 
 
· Distinction between the rich and poor the basis of human relations becomes a calculation of private interest - exactly what it was for Locke - human relations being private interest 
· According to Rousseau, money now becomes the standard of human worth - what's forgotten? No human virtue! Virtue becomes forgotten! - no longer interested if the individual is a moral one or not anymore… money is a corroding influence - each individual is expected to peruse his or her gain in the framework laid down by the state
· Referring to Hobbes and Locke - the state sets the laws, behaving is all that is expected - religion becomes instrumental 
· Also works because if they believe in it, they are less likely to examine the society they find themselves in
· One of the presets that helped society regulate itself 
· Civil society according to Rousseau is a state of mutual interdependence 
· But within the modern state - men lack virtue
· As a result of this the majority of men are forced to give up their own wills in order to work for the satisfaction of the few
· Have to give up your own WILL
· It is the FEW who control the LAW
· As a consequence the MANY do not even enjoy the projection for which they have entered in civil society - permits society to develop culture, the arts, etc… but Rousseau is pointing that he sees society as class based and that injustice is not the result of individual failure and the unwillingness of people but is a result of societies laws and the system 
· The result of the over simplified and one sided preservation is the destruction of the good life, according to Rousseau - the good life is the only purpose to the preservation to the good life 
 
The good life becomes impossible in this sort of political system (butting heads with Hobbes) 
 
· Living the poor, nasty, brutish life that Hobbes sees in the state of nature
· For Rousseau the rich are protected and the poor are oppressed - because of the fact of scarcity - scarcity does not permit for the satisfaction for all needs and desires - the basis of Rousseau's attack on the enlightenment of his day
· In society we have scarcity - a function of society not just  a state of nature 
 
1. Rousseau first denies that progress in the arts and sciences improves morality 
1. Second he asserts that in fact, such progress always leads to moral corruption - because the arts and sciences require an atmosphere of luxury to flourish - emerge from vices of the soul <-- the desire of luxury
 
Remember for Rousseau: 
 
· He contradicts himself all the time! Fun and interesting… he doesn't worry about it. He is insightful and offers solutions 
· Is it idle curiosity that is their source, most often luxury and leisure come from the desire for unnecessary comforts and these unnecessary comforts weaken us since they don't fulfill certain needs of happiness
· For Rousseau a society dominated by the arts is one full of inequality - but Rousseau doesn't tell us is the certain concentration of power and wealth when the culture in Europe flourished at that time 
· Believes in inequality but he treats men and woman totally different 
 
· Today we don't talk about the inner character of the individual to be virtuous but we talk about obeying the law in order to be virtuous … In our current society. 
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Rousseau continued..
· Has a more critical perspective of society in his day compared to Locke and Hobbes
· He sees society as developing a host of artificial needs and wants
· Sees this as detrimental, the goodness of not only the individual but of the society as a body whole
· Inequality - the arts, critical thinking, the enlightenment before - this equality is due to the fact that the talents needed to pursue the arts become grounds of distinction - some are left behind
· That because great sums of money are needed to support them as well as workers to mend the implements this also breeds inequality - for him the enlightenment would be the value to an almost luxury - a luxury that society can't always afforded
· According to him - society has transformed to support the arts and the sciences and the products and this very transformation creates a life that he calls "a life full of vein, self regard and injustice" helps produce vanity - we look for attention, we want to attract others - he wants to be the iconic
 
First stage - he stands back and looks at society - he wants to be positive - but says the way we are headed will not let us come to that place
· The culture has a heavy price - without having paid this price we wouldn't have had a lot of the arts that came in the enlightenment period - most importantly, not everyone benefits from this!
1. First stage leads to an admiration to the past - yarning for the past
0. He admires the polis and the ancient Greece
0. Men were free and governed themselves 
0. So, why is this? The polis was founded on justice and virtue 
3. It is not founded on comfort! 
3. Virtue meant good citizenship and the qualities that accompanied with citizenship to provide good citizenship
3. Rousseau turns out to be a republican and that he believes individuals to be naturally free and equal 
0. Only a civil society that is a reflection of that nature which can hope to make man happy
0. A society that believes that we are all naturally free and happy and a society in which we do feel comfortable in will reflect these basic principles
0. The rule of law is necessary to civil society according to Rousseau 
0. Just laws are for him and are moral laws and want to promote the virtue of the individual
· Not the protection of property of land but the prime function of government and primary consideration should be the virtue of the citizens - this is what government should be about
· Private citizens will be required to give up private wishes for the good of the whole
· (Locke would have said screw you and not agreed to this) 
· Rousseau is different, he is in a sense aligned with continental thought - Rousseau had a different version of liberalism
· For him society can't be conceived as a balance of conflicting interests - if we are to be free and not the pawns of interest groups in society then our contract has to be more - we can't simply see society as a balancing of conflicting interests - it is a severe moral education that is a prerequisite of civil society 
· Rousseau says you need a stern moral education and individuals need to be educated to be good - can't be to the competition and the negative freedoms that Locke talked about 
· For Rousseau, political theory has to do more than simply describe how to construct the stable order - or it has to be more than simply teach us how to make citizens content - in the end Rousseau is not a resurrection of Plato he looks to the ancients but also adds stuff that we didn't know 
· Must also legitimate the authority exercised by the government and must be able to state the grounds of the citizens and the duties and rights 
 
· Central question for Rousseau is: WHAT IS JUSTICE?
· This leads to the question of what is natural?
· The central questions Rousseau looks at… For Rousseau this is so because outside the limits and clause of law when the problem is to found or reform a regime the only standard can be nature and more specifically the nature of man 
· So what is the nature of the individual? Man is by nature, political. Man is a political animal - it is our nature to be political (not really the case with Hobbes and Locke) 
 
The city or state for the moderns (for Locke and Hobbes) 
· If we are not by nature political well then civil society and government is an artificial construct and is purely a human construct and it originates in the desire for self preservation 
· As regards justice, as its practice in modern states all it does is legitimate inequality 
· There is no true justice in modern society as Rousseau sees it
· Consists of maintain the privileges of those who are in positions of power, all known states are full of inequality of birth and wealth and inequalities of honor 
· Can't determine what levels of society your born in for Rousseau 
· If there are unnatural inequalities then the inequalities existing in states it doesn't reflect them or those inequalities! 
 
· Born into the right families, no control over it
· Inequality is an aspect of our society and Rousseau doesn't say this is a natural inequality
· There are inequalities and if they are in fact natural inequalities these inequalities exiting in states do not reflect 
· Inequalities in established society are simply the result of human beings 
· Inequalities we suffer from are inequalities we have created as Machiavelli calls FORTUNA
· These inequalities may be the result of the inequality of birth and Rousseau doesn't like neither
· The natural inequalities that are assumed to exist in society can't be morally binding on the oppressed - can't be imposed on the poor
 
· The inequalities that we suffer from are inequalities that we ourselves have created (listen at 18)
· These inequalities may be interpretations of rules or may a result of the inequality from birth 
· Rousseau wants to get rid of these inequalities and doesn't believe hem
· These conditions created by those who made the laws and who run the society 
· Because of these inequalities Rousseau suggests… The right to revolt. 
 
The right to Revolution
· Rousseau the founder of the French Revolution
· Rousseau is saying if you live in a condition where the inequalities imposed on you and press you and don't offer you advancements and opportunities that others have then you are NOT bound by these laws since these laws are not in your making and you didn't vote for these laws
· The condition is so structured that you may not have a choice
· The right to revolt comes to play! To make a basic structural change… 
· Understanding the situation in which you live in from a perspective requires thinking and requires the courage to maybe make some changes
· Everyone lives their lives in fear of something with the notion that things are not always quiet right but individuals keep working hard to get he best in life - private troubles - we suffer these things in private on our own (Rousseau understands this) as long as we suffer in private we will never come to a proper solution until matters are taking into your own hands
· Matters of public concern that you can hope to understand the citation which you find yourself in - one thing the most important thing for social scientists to do 
· If civil society is not natural then what do we have to do to discover what is natural? We have to go to a time before its foundation and in order to discover humans as they naturally are before we have the creation of society and therefore the legitimacy of the laws in civil society and its conventions have to be founded on that first nature - can't be founded on man or human kind as we exist in civil society - find out what we were like before we got involved in it 
· Rousseau attempts to provide a distinction of man in the state of nature and tries to find out how we naturally are 
· He argues that those who have tried this before him had in fact 
· The aggressive individual who wants to accumulate as much as possible is not natural man that is civil man and man in civil society 
· For Rousseau the  movement from primitive to now is not a necessary one, and what is required is a history of the human species 
· Follows primitive anthropology 
· Through introspection he believes he can find the first move and human 
· To find this individual - human kind as it was before the problems of the state and the creation of the state - one way to do this is to divest him or her of all their socially acquired habits and if we do this we can understand man as he naturally is in the state of nature 
· Although Rousseau recognizes that man is different in culture and different periods of time b but he still sees us as having a primeval nature and this dominates all transformation in given time - Rousseau believes we have a basic human nature that we all have in common in which we find ourselves 
 
 
 
One thing we cherish as humans: Reason
· Have to divest ourselves from reason since reason depends on our speech and speech implies social light 
· If we don't interact with others from the time we are born we are never going to speak 
· Man is an animal like all others but again it is qualified since its not an animal like Hobbes described for Rousseau it is not an animal hostile to others and the mistake that Hobbes makes according to Roseau is he attributes this aggressiveness to first man and first individual to the unlimited desires of man in civil society - Locke's natural individual is also a construction from an already developed civil society for Roseau natural man has 2 fundamental passions and these we all share 
· First of all is the desire to preserve ourselves
· Second, a certain sympathy for the sufferings of others of his kind - pity for other human beings - believed that there is no God of absolute morality but for whatever reason we have sympathies and it is because of these sympathies since we can develop morality and basic sympathy that all individuals have 
· For Roseau the desire to preserve and the sympathy for the suffering of others
· Basically, natural man doesn't have any virtues - according to Roseau - since virtues are a product of society - we can't say that natural man has morality - whatever he or she does in the state of nature they do because it pleases them - natural man does whatever makes him happy - he has a certain goodness since he does not intentionally do harm to others 
 
· All man in the state of nature are made equal
· Therefore, differences in strength don't make that much difference - not a lot of contact with others  as individuals 
· Differences in strength don't make a huge difference, the strongest have to be careful since others will gang up on the strongest - the way the state of nature works to Hobbes
· To Rousseau it is more simple than that… from mans natural state we can derive no man to rule another - no rules of subjection - no ground for one individual to legitimize another individual for Hobbes the state of nature was a reason - the righter the stronger is no right since the enslaved can always revolt! 
· No moral obligation is established by a stronger man subjecting a weaker one 
· Rousseau also argues that individuals will not enslave individuals or dominate them in that fact since individuals don't have any need of others - impossible to enslave someone in the state of nature - state of freedom! 
· Two characteristics that distinguish man from the other animals and that take the place of rationality as a defining quality of humanity - has to be something else - if its not reason it has to be something else - freedom of the will - according to Rousseau 
· We have the ability to choose and accept what is governed by the instincts and it is this ability to choose refuse and accept that allows us to defy nature and he also says that the individual is also aware of his own power so he is different here again and for Hobbes what motivated the individual was the psychological make up the individual in the state of nature was different man is the only being who can improve our faculties and impasse these improvements 
 
· Man has no determination and therefore no ends but only possibilities as human beings and it is this constitution or characteristic that leads us away from our original contentment towards the misery of civil life but it also renders us capable of mastering natural and mastering ourselves 
· We have possibilities to exercise and the movement towards the civil life state is the result of unforeseen accidents he says leave on alterable marks on man and again examples such as contact by natural catastrophes to develop speech and begins to maintain a permanent establishment with a wife and children for instance… there is a protective role for man and at this stage the individual is still free but e is slowly starting to develop the conscious of moral obligation and he says man now also begins to proactive vengeance 
· Natural pity that is the route of humanity is weekend by the conflict of self love and pity but in the final analysis it is a foundation of private property that causes us to enter civil society and this stems from the cultivation of soil and this cultivation is a foundation of private property and with this foundation forethought also arises in order to increase your property and you need forethought since you need to protect your property
· The origin of inequality lies in the foundation of private property and Rousseau also goes on to discuss the state of war in civil society 
· Attempt to provide civil society in which we are all equal legislatures the notion of the general will and this is central to Rousseau's work in the state of nature 
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Rousseau
· Scar city is the direct result of our increasing wealth 
· We need the recognition of others 
· He says society as a source of artificial needs
· Man no longer lives for himself but also lives for others in civil society cus he is no longer depended physically but learns to compare himself to others and his status is dependent on what it is he wants to own.
· Status = money and honor…. And then man becomes vain
· Vanity leads to conquering, a prince wants respect
· Vanity is a natural condition and wants a way to overcome this and vanity takes the place of original self-love.
· And instead of physical desires that must be appeased an infinite yearning possesses the individual.
· Seeks the glory that he despises as soon as he gets it. 
· As opposed to Hobbes their difference of insatiable desire is that for Rousseau its not natural is emerges in society with Hobbes its in pre-civil society in the state of nature.
· Now that rich become endangered of their property is then that they present a contract for civil society 
· The only sub for new conditions is a morality defining our duties that are backed up by a recognized authority i.e. A contract,
· The rich suck everyone into this contract. And they just make their property seem legit. 
· The inequality that has come gradually is now made lawful and the impression of the poor is now maintained by the state. 
· So even though civil society has no natural ground to legitimate the natural right of equality
· It is no natural right that subjugates individuals. There’s no natural law for this. 
· Natural right cannot be their legitimizing
· No man is free by nature and we now need government but it is precisely because we have developed passions that render a just government difficult. Because we have formed them within civil society. 
· The man who form the laws are directed by these passions and in a state of self satisfaction. 
· Also civil society; man by nature is a selfish creature therefore civil society cannot be grounded on natural rights. 
· In civil society matters become somewhat different. The study of nature cant comprehend civil society there’s a fundamental distinction 
· This is what Locke ,Hobbes and others don’t understand what civil society needs is morality because our natural character doesn’t bind us,
· And our newly acquired passions make us unfit for society; we have to create it in such a matter that everyone benefits so morality is something we create according to Rousseau. 
· Rousseau sets down the social contract (he constantly contradicts himself)
· He tries to resolve problem of self-interest and duty with the social contract he forms. 
· The act of establishing morality is the same as establishing the state
· Nature does not provided the nature of what is right good and just. 
· Rousseau says he wants a society that you agree to and participate as a citizen but also makes you feel and accepted and NOT bound. 
· For Rousseau representative government has a lot of drawbacks and the solution is that every man gives himself entirely to the community with all his rights and property so identifies himself as part of the community. 
· Similar to Marx somewhat?
· The deposit is made with a whole and no individual you are not given to anyone. It is a common interest
· The social contract forms a artificial person and that person is the state. And that state
· What is willed by the whole becomes the law and the general will. 
· What appears necessary to a person becomes the general will and that general will becomes the law. Thus the individual must make laws that must be applied to all members of the community 
· So the individual makes his will into law and must generalize his will so as a legislator the individual can only will what all can will. He obeys what he himself 
· The intention here is to have a system of laws that he can achieve ideally 
· You can only will what all others can will
· None can impose will on others unless they will what you do 
· You must constitute a regime to establish a form of government that can express the general will and civil society is the agreement that each can become a part of this general will. 
· So as a result each remains as free as he was before cus he obeys nothing but his transformed will each man have his own judgments based on his personal experience and affected by his own particular will. 
· This factor is reflected in the idea of the general will. 
· So what a free individual really amounts to is a individual acts on…?
· The general will of such contain no specific direction. The general will is the pure will and is empty so the general will change. 
· So the general will is formal 
· And the only thing that distinguishes it from the particular will is that it can only conceivably will??????
· This sets the limits at what the government can do or what society can do
· The generalized will can in fact produce what is moral .
· Man’s freedom is opposed to moral rule and our freedom which is the sole source of our morality
· The movement of the natural and civil state 
· All of our capacities come into play and choice and freedom come into play
· A man in civil society can degrade himself to the level of an animal and if he does so he gives up his freedom becomes a tool of his passions and a just society can punish you for that
· Society is not justified in forcing the individual to be free. 
· Man can be forced to be free
· Human dignity emerges over the general will over the private
· What happens then is that he says that the social contract constitutes the sovereign and the government can become anything after this 
· The law is the will of the people and the government in turn is obedient to the law in turn. 
· We have something to say as lawgivers and we are subject to it as well
· So several consequences come form the fact that the sovereign is the legitimate government
· Sovereignty is the only source of legit 1 sovereignty is unalienable we cannot give it up representative government is necessary for large states the representative should be elected locally and given specific direction and instruction 3 Rousseau ends up despising democracy as it is practiced because it becomes a wild anarchy of self interest a formal insistence of the vote of the people the expression of the general will should not have competing interest. Always a tension between the stability the law requires 4 the social contract is a agreement to form civil society and establishes a sovereign only sets up a legitimate organ of society and must have sanctions to general will whatever doesn’t touch the needs should be left to the citizens. But of course there is no means 5 the quote of law itself requires certain sophistication the quote of law needs a educated people establishing it.  6 the formation of a real civil society a legislator is needed and this legislator must discover the laws appropriate to civil society the legislator himself should not be part of the state and must be approved by the general will of society. Rousseau makes distinction between executive and legislator that the main power belongs to the executive government is the intermediary between sovereign and government. 
· And here Rousseau makes a distinction between the moral man acts from a sense of duty and has a character of a trustworthy citizen and the good man follows his natural instinct his first nature that was uncorrupted by passions
· Rousseau is thought to be sentimental and is part of being a good man.
· There are two roads from the state of nature one leading to civil society and the other is where Rousseau was. 
· The one man looks to the future and the transformation of an individual 
· There is no harmonious solution only satisfactory conclusion. 
SHERRYS
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-Jacques Rousseau continued 
· Margin of inequality begins with the origin of property (private property)
· And this is so because different men have different skills and talents that enable them to increase their possessions, so they’re always completing among themselves for possessions, and some end up doing better than others
· And the result of that is the state of war. He says what this leads to is the state of war between the have’s and the have not’s. 
· The state of war ensues because some men have more than others and recognize property as something real something they must obtain
· In the son, property wasn’t relevant, now in civil society, with the creation of property, property takes on a value 
· Because there’s no judge to choose between them and no law of nature to rule, the situation now is one made by human kind its no longer a natural one therefore the result is conflict over scarcity, which is the direct result from our increase in want. 
· So with property, our insatiable desires and needs begin to increase. So we’re no longer satisfied with just living a comfortable life
· And this also leads to notion of Vanity: we want recognition from others which we get if we have property/ wealth and this creates vanity
· Sees society as source of artificial needs and desires. 
· Now, man no longer lives for himself but also for others. (Civil society)
· This is because he’s not only dependent on them physically but also because he’s learned to compare himself to others 
· His soul has become enslaved to other men. 
· We now seek money and honor instead of real wishes that we need.
· Men become vain. 
· This argument was also proposed by Machiavelli (vanity leads u to want to conquer, prince wants respect of others)
· Rousseau says vanity is natural condition in civil society wants to find how to over come this
· Vanity has taken place original of self-want. 
· Instead of physical desires, the individual is now possessed by an infinite yearning of possessions he or she can never really use. (status symbol)
· He seeks glory that he despises as soon as he achieves it so this quest is never ending. It is an insatiable desire. As opposed to Hobbes insatiable desire which is inherent in man in state of nature where as  for Rousseau for Rousseau it emerges in civil society 
· Rousseau sees society as corrupting the individual
· Now that rich become aware of wretched condition around them that they suggest contract for establishment of society to protect themselves. You need morality that defines our duties as civil individuals. This for Rousseau the contract is a swindle. The rich just suck everyone else into this contract. They’re thereby able to enjoy their own protection of property peacefully.
· The inequality which was gradually come into being is made lawful and oppression of poor is now enforced by state
· So even though civil society has no natural ground to legitimate or justify command of natural right of equality, it never the less issues such command.
· This legitimacy is what u now has to create for Rousseau. 
· Though man was free by nature, Rousseau recognizes that we now need government, some authority.
· It is now precisely because we develop certain passions that require government but because we developed these passions in civil society proper government is now difficult to attain.
· These men have every interest in altering government for the sake of their own satisfaction 
· Also, civil society demands a devotion to the common good but man by nature is a selfish creature. Therefore, civil society cant be grounded on natural right. 
· The study of nature for Rousseau cant comprehend civil society
· This he says is what his predecessors hadn’t understood
· What civil society requires is morality. This is so because our natural character does not suffice to bind us internally to the more stringent demands of political life. 
· Therefore, since morality is not natural to man we have to create it but in such a manner that everyone benefits. 
· So it’s the basis of this project that Rousseau sets down n the social contract. Rousseau contradicts himself all over the place but he is insightful with respect to the human condition
· So in this treaties, he tries to resolve the problem posed by conflict of individual and the state (self interest and duty)
· So the act of establishing morality is the same as that of establishing the state
· This is so because nature does not provide the basis for the agreement of what is right good or just, it has to be a convention
· : The difficulties to find a form of association which defend and protect… by which each uniting himself to all obeys never the less only himself and remains as free as before” (Rousseau)
· Rousseau here is being idealistic and saying we want a society. With a common relationship that u agree to and participate in as a citizen but also makes u feel free. 
· The implication here is that we have to have some serious role in establishing these precepts. 
· For Rousseau, he wants something better than (government?)
· Solution: every man give himself entirely to the community with all of his rights and property
· So every individual comes to identify with the whole community. 
· The deposit is made with the whole/community/common interest. That is with no individual and in this way; no one puts himself into the hands of another. 
· So contract is equal for each his all. 
· The social contract forms an artificial person that is the state. The state has a will like the natural person. That is what appears necessary for desirable for the person wills that individual and what is willed by the whole becomes a law. 
· So always try to act in a manner that your doing right by everyone, not just yourself
· Thus the individual in his role as legislator must try to make laws that can be applied to everyone.
· The individual makes law now but as opposed to state of nature he must generalize his will.
· The individual must only will what all would will. 
· The intention here is to have a system of rules or laws to which all could adhere without coercion 
· And none can impose their will on others unless the others could have willed it themselves
· So the primary function of social contract is to constitute a regime that can expresses general will. 
· So civil society is agreement upon individuals that they will become part of this general will. What general will wills is what they accept.
· So as a result, each remains as free as he was before because he obeys nothing but his transformed will. Each man has his own judgment based on his personal experience and affected by his particular will. This fact is reflected in idea of general will 
· What a free individual really amounts to is one who could act independently, freely and to the needs of those around him
· General will however contain no specific direction. Its empty/ pure will. Its consequence of what happens when people come together and agree to enter into that contact. There’s no sense of morality etc. 
· General will is formal. The only thing that distinguishes it from particular will is it could only will what everyone could conceivably will. 
· What everyone could will comes to set limitation to what society as a whole could do as opposed to a license. 
· What he hopes to establish then is the fact that the general will in the end is in fact moral. Rousseau leads himself to discover the true principle of morality: mans freedom which 
· So the movement from natural to civil state produces a change in human kind. Originally man was beast and now we become moral beings. 
· So independent of civil society these notions don’t really matter much.
· Man in civil society continues to act in particular will he continues to degrade himself to level of animal and if he continues to do so he takes away his freedom in that he is tool of his private will and he is opposing good of all society
· Society is now justified in forcing individual to be free by constraining him to exercising the general will. “man can be forced to be free”
· So truly human dignity emerges in the conscience of the general will over the private (if ur a moral human being)
· What happens then, is he then argues that the social contract comes to constitute the sovereign. The source of all legitimacy is in the people at large. The government itself can be monarchy democracy etc., but the right to rule is derived from the people and can be exercised on so long as it pleases the people
· Each citizen is constantly a member of the law making party as a lawmaker and as a subject of the law.
· He however understands that society is no longer like this where everyone has input but also believed this is the case to be sought
· Several consequences from fact that sovereign is only source of legitimacy
· Sovereignty is inalienable. We can’t give it up. This means that representative government is in fact not all desirable. Because a group would be acting in basis of personal will rather than general will. 
· E.g. unfortunate necessity in a state that is too large for everyone to meet as a body. (Rome) the rep then in this case should be elected locally and given direct and explicit direction. So rep should do what he’s instructed to do.
· Rousseau ends up despising democracy as it is usually practiced because it comes to be anarchy of self-interest. This is to say that informal systems on vote of persons are meaningless with out establishment of moral condition. (He doesn’t want competing interests striving for power) there’s always tension between stability society requires and..
· The social contract is an agreement to form civil society and establishes instrument of society character or law is undetermined by contract. Laws themselves must have sanction opposed by men.  What ever doesn’t touch the needs of civil society should be left to citizens. But of course he also recognizes that there’s no means of establishing an advance for 
· The quote of law itself requires a certain sophistication from public before it can be established (educated people) people need to live together for extended period of time before rule of law and general will can begin to make sense
· The formation because of this problem of need to develop education, for formation of real civil society, a legislator is needed. It’s this legislator who must discover laws of cosiety in question. This legislator can enforce or persuade people to accept laws. Legislator himself cannot be member of state. He proposed laws which are willed by everyone. 
· Rousseau also makes distinction between executive and legislative. 
· Government is intermediary between sovereign and individual
· The government occurs when the particular wills substitute themselves for the general will, govt will slowly disintegrate
· Here, Rousseau makes distinction between moral and the good man. Moral man acts from a sense of duty and has character of trust worthy citizen. The good man follows his natural instincts. That is he follows that first nature which was uncorrupted by vanity. Good man is sentimental friend. Rousseau puts himself as good man. He accepts that he’s not a good citizen, solitary walker. He goes away to live in the country. This is another solution to the problem: just leave. Live ur life to your own. What this means is that there’s 2 roads from state of nature and they don’t meet. One leading to civil society and other to men like Rousseau. 
· So one man looks to future and transformation of individual and other longs passionately to return to nature. There’s no harmonious solution to Rousseau to condition of human, there’s only unsatisfactory turnouts. 
· 
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DIANA’s
Rousseau
· Few writers have spoken so powerfully for the need of community like Rousseau does.
· For Rousseau the human condition wasn’t a pleasant one. 
· “a thinking man is a depraved animal”
· he despairs that the fact of society could attract man into making a social self and stifle the natural self. And Rousseau hates this social self.
· Our wisdom is slavish prudence
· When it comes to politics political arrangements are designed by the rich to keep the poor is perpetuated subjugation
· “all ran head long to their chance…..”
· You need to be able to reform institutions in civil society 
· We can never gain our natural self
· Savage men and politicsed men are so different that what gives happiness to one may give sadness to another. 
· The necessary condition for morality and rationality 
· The interdependence of society forms the basis of complex structure and division of labor
· Life wasn’t possible without society
· Society is based upon the division of labor and we have to be able to…
· What he did do is question whether reason questions morality, productive power etc. 
· So for Rousseau something important had been lost could at least a part of it could be regained
· Social evolution helped society but depraved the as well
· So the question Rousseau asks; 1. What was it that society did to man? 2. What moral wound did it inflict on mans nature to cause him to employ reason in the service of deception and make conscience and accessory to pride? (The misery we find around us is much of our own doing, why is society exploited) 3. Why was man depraved and perverted by society? Mans nature, as it existed in the state of nature and not how it was shaped by society.
· In the state of nature man can be at peace with himself. In he state of nature we are in a state of equilibrium and we have enough to survive in civil society we get greedy and we start to want artificial needs and wants. 
· Part of society endowed imagination and rationality to make his condition difficult; reason and imagination used to make our lives miserable. 
· What societal man has done is he destroyed the balance of needs and desires and by living in close proximity with one another he multiplies his wants. 
· Were never happy or satisfied.
· Man must now compete with others for his objects of desires in a system of accumulation and hypocrisy 
· Men is then led to the discovery that other men can be used to satisfy his wants and the other men notice their use for them to and then the web of interdependence is created with soothing phrases like cooperation independence and interdependence this is all euphemisms. An interdependent society triggers inequality. 
· State of war is found in civil society according to Rousseau
· But his solution was to propose a paradigm; what Rousseau wanted was create a society where men became closer to one another so close that each member would be made dependent on the whole society so there would be no personal dependency.
· Rousseau proposed something that was constantly rejected. He demanded more than the conditions of normal life more than material necessities. That the community must be designed to satisfy his emotional needs. The quest for personal identify was formed with a corporate identity 
· Each individual discovered himself with a closest possible relationship with others.
· The loss of community was a theme for many post war writers. 
· A eutopian socialist. A corporation replaces 
· Rousseau was critical and as an individual would have been shocked at the excesses of the French revolution
· His writing are very much paradoxal. 
· He is a radical thinker worried about the institutions of society 
Edmund Burke
· He was a conservative. Mostly wrote pamphlets not really treatises.
· He is not opposed to reason but rather against rationalism
· His thought is found in large pamphlets and letters and almost everything he wrote on politics was on something that was happening immediately 
· Made a formal political theory about the French revolution
· Was born Irish was against the British in Ireland
· Conservative Whig
· What’s fundamental to burke is politics like morals is not a subject to be l3earned it needs the company of others and society
· And proper political understanding comes with experience and wisdom through a long period time of practical activity there is no rational playbook.. 
· Those constitutions have stability w
· What’s particularly interesting is that although he’s a conservative he dedicated his career to reform such as; American separatism, religious toleration, opposed African slave trade, against quick change, he fawned against corruption and mismanagement in the midst of British India. He also attacked the aristocracy he wanted a natural aristocracy based on merit rather then a aristocracy of birth.
· He also the predicted the rise of bona partism (a popular military leader who is seen as the people as taking them out of their misery) Napoleon? Reestablishing order.
· Napoleon came to power soon after Edmunds death
· French revolution was an attack on European civilization
· What the revolutionaries had done was take those aspects out of context like the belief in the absolute reign of reason independent of tradition and this resulted in the idea that reason could be self sufficient and that the fist step to tyranny. 
· Didn’t oppose reform but wanted well measured reform 
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Rousseau continued… 
 
· Alienation from society and for him it really extended to all levels of existence. To quote Rousseau: “we no longer live in our home place, we live outside it. Man is now beginning to be at war with himself”
· So for Rousseau, the human condition wasn’t a pleasant one. There are necessary aspects we can’t escape. Civil society: man has to enter society cause if he stays in the son, he can’t really become human. 
· But Rousseau saw this as somewhat more conflictual. Man he says has turned his whole mind against himself. “the state of reflection is a state contrary to nature and the thinking man is a depraved animal.” 
· So why does Rousseau feel so alienated, why is he so pessimistic?
· What he despairs of is the fact that society with its inducements to rivalry and ambition could really trap man to adopting a social life / self which stifles his authentic. Natural self
· And its this social self that rousseau has problems with but ofcourse with time he also recognizes that theres some necessity to having a social life or a social realm. 
· So instead of helping man develop his capacities, what society does is it really stunts and leaves behind the character term of human dependency. So society for rousseau saw it could not provide for the fulfillment of individuals and human potential in any real sense. And to quote rousseau, he says “ our wisdom is slavish prudence. Our customs consist of control, constrain, composure. Civilized man is born and dies a slave. .. All his life long, man is imprisoned by institutions.”
· So when it comes to politics, we find that political arrangements are so designed by the rich and powerful to keep the poor in perpetual subjugation. This is what rousseau says. “all ran head long to their chains. They had just enough wit to perceive the advantages of political institutions without experience enough to see the dangers”
· So rousseau wants to point out the dangers of politics, liberal society, as he finds it. 
· Civil society becomes necessary and a natural consequence of our society. Culture is not to be found in son. 
· Rousseau looks at the negative side of society (poverty, limited people who can enjoy the benefits of culture because of the exploited relationship – doesn’t quite see it like marx just yet) 
· He sees the artificial nature of the wants that individuals are enthused to want, and he wants to correct that
· For him the society he wants to see is that in which all partake in an equal measure
· The injustices u find in civil society are greater than those in son cause in son everyone has equal access to what is there, until u develop private property cause in civil society u need to protect that 
· So we run head into civil society, accept private property then realize maybe we need reform and this is where rousseau tries to revolution. U need to be able to reform civil society if ur going to grant people their humanity.
· What’s sad for rousseau is that we can never regain our natural self. We can never return to comforts, the innocent state of nature even though they may not have been that comfortable, one wasn’t exploited. He says that savage man and politicized man are so fundamentally different by heart and in inclination that what gives happiness to the one reduces the other to despair. 
· So hes talking about kinds of individuals. And the gulf that separated rousseau from his own century was most exemplified by his rejection of the uncritical worship of society. 
· The interdependence of individuals provided by society also furnished the basis for the complex nature of cooperation and the division of labor which had extended opportunity. 
· For the natural economists, life wasn’t possible without society, there was no going back to the son 
· So Rousseau hadn’t really denied that these developments had enhanced mans power, and undoubted with conscience and rationality, it didn’t completely deny that. But what it did do was to question whether reason, conscience, morality, productive power, and so on are they really on the expression or is there a downside to them? 
· So for Rousseau, something important had been lost. Could at least a part of it be regained? Cause if could social revolution could improve human understanding while depraving the species, and if it made men wicked by making them unsociable, then there must be a radical ambiguity that goes with these benefits and that forbade society as a whole. So rousseau is not willing to accept the benefits of society straight forward. 
· So the question rousseau then puts before us:
· What was it that society did to man?
· What moral wound did it inflict on mans nature to cause him to employ reason in the service of deception and make conscience an accessory to crime 
· The misery we find around us is of our own reason. Our reason leads us to particular choices. There’s something wrong with the nature of society
· Why was man perverted by society? Why was he depraved, why was he made bad?
· One could only arrive at an understanding if one understood mans nature. 
· This would be man stripped of all his socially acquired habits and desires and morality
· In the son , man could be at peace with himself becaudr life had been reduced to the essentials of desire. What he needed he desired and what he desired he needed. So in son, this meant were in a state of equilibrium. we have what we need and we don’t desire more than what we need. What happens in civil society is that we desire more of those things we don’t need. 
· So in contrast, civilized man had fabricated endless complications to existence. As part of society, he was now a creature endowed with imagination and creativity but he uses what he has acquired to make his condition miserable. So we have reason and imagination but we use these things to make us and others miserable.
· So man is now cursed with the ability to imagine new artificial means. 
· And by the ability to turn reason into cunning and place it at the service of desire. So what societal man has done is he has basically destroyed the balance between needs and desires.
· So by living in close proximity with others, he multiplies his wants and makes comparisons with them. 
· And existence has now turned into a running sort of discontent. 
· Were never satisfied, we’ve become vain, we want recognition which we get in terms of wealth.
· Other thing; man must now compete with others for the objects of themselves. He has to adopt systems of dissimilation and hypocrisy. He says in this race of excessive accumulation we become in a sense perverse and insincere. “to be and to see become 2 totally diff things. “ man is then soon led to the discovery that other man can use to satisfy their own lives. And others in turn realize that he can be useful to them. This is where the web of interdependence begins. It’s a web born of desire. 
· The web is justified with soothing phrases like “co-operation” “interdependence” “division of labor”
· For Rousseau, these are all euphemisms. They all merely consume the fundamental moral problems posed by an interdependent society which necessarily presupposed inequality.
· “from the moment one man began to stand in need of help of another, equality began to disappear. Property was introduced, work became indispensable and vast forests became smiling fields which man had to water with the sweat of his brow and slavery and misery were soon to germinate and grow out of the crops. So human needs instead of uniting men, divide them.
· The so war for rousseau is to be found in society, not in the son 
· His solution for this was not to have us return to the woods (Impossible) and he also didn’t want to advocate the destruction of all social interdependencies. 
· So in conclusion, he proposes a paradox. What rousseau wanted was to make a society which would make men grow together. To become so close and solidarity that each member would become dependent on the whole society. And this very fact would release the individual from personal dependence. 
· Rousseau depended from society something that has never been voiced before but that has been repeated ever since. That there is a common good and we can all become sharers on collectivity rather than certain individuals or ourselves 
· He demanded more than the conditions for moral life. He demanded more than that opportunity for self-development. More than material necessity. What he demanded was that the community must be designed to satisfy mans field. To fulfill his emotional needs. 
· So the quest for personal identity was to be one where each individual simultaneously discovered himself in the closest possible relationship with others. And rousseaus call for community has reappeared since. 
· So we find him also a utopian socialist  
· So rousseau is critical but doesn’t want to throw out the baby with the bathwater. 
· The worth of the individual for rousseau is existential worth. 


· Rousseau's insists are in respect to the alienation that people come to feel in civil society and to him it is inevitable
· We accept private property and then realize maybe we have made a mistake… so then comes reform!
· Need to reform civil society if your going to grant people their humanity
· Sad for Rousseau, that we can never regain our natural self and we can never return to the innocence of the state of nature - one wasn't exploited before hand…
· What gives happiness to the one reduced the other to despair - two kinds of individuals 
· Social life: the highest form of social achievement 
· The interdependence of individuals provided by society the basis of the complex structure and the division of labor that extended productivity 
· For Humm and Adam Smith: life was impossible without civil society
· We have to be able to perform these functions for humanity to progress
· Questioned whether reason, conscious, morality wither they are all central means or unmixed lessons
· All of these things are told to be good or is there a down side to them
· For Rousseau something important has been lost, and the question was could at least a part of it be regained - he wanted to regain a part of it - if social revolution had improved social understanding while depriving the species (us) and if it made man wicked by making him sociable then there must be a radical ambiguity to raise society as a whole - Rousseau is not accepting the benefits of society
· The question Rousseau puts before us are: "what was it that society did to man? What does it still do to us" 
· "What moral wound did it inflict on his nature to cause him to employ reason in the service of deception and make conscious and accessory to crimes" Why is society exploiting our fellow man and woman? Why was man made bad and depraved in this sense? 
· He is saying the misery we find around u is due to our own actions, our reason, how we make these particular choices… there must be something wrong with society 
· Life had been reduced to the essentials of survival - what he desired he needed - in the state of nature for the individual this means that we are in a state of equilibrium - we have what we need and we don't desire more than what we need - in civil society we desire what we don't need and more of what we don’t need  - ARTIFICIAL NEEDS!
 
· We have complicated endless complications and he is now a creature of imagination and rationality but he uses what he has acquired to make his condition miserable - we have reason and imagination (we didn't have in the state of nature) to make the lives around us miserable also - man is now cured by the ability to imagine more artificial needs - the ability to turn reason into cunning - what social man has done is he has destroyed the balance between needs and desires 
· He multiplies his wants and makes comparisons with them, a running sore of discontent we are never happy and we are never sad - we become vein our vanity requires recognition - in turns of accumulation of property
· We become in a sense perverse and insincere to be and to be seen we become two different things - man is lead to the discover that other men can be used to satisfy his own laws - he can be useful to them - the web of interdependence and a web born of despair - why we become dependent on others 
· The web is made to look good by phrases like "cooperation" "interdependence" and "division of labor"
· For Rousseau these are al euphemisms posed by an interdependence society and interdependence presupposes dependence and inequality
· "from the moment one man began to stand in need equality disappeared, work became indispensible which man had to water with the sweat of his brow"
· Human needs instead of uniting man, divide them
· The state of war for Roseau is to be found in civil society - the state of war is to be found in civil society not in the state of nature 
. His solution for the ills of society is he proposes a paradox and what Rousseau wanted was to create a society that would man grow closer to each other - so close that each member would be made dependent on the whole society - notion of the common good - would release the individual from personal dependencies interdependency - something that had never been voiced before…. 
. We all want to become part of a common good that we can all share the wealth of society on our collectivity rather than on certain individuals - revolutionary tradition 
. He demanded more than the opportunity for self develop and more material necessity - what he demanded was that the community must be designed to satisfy mans feelings and to fulfill his emotional needs - a corporate community (almost a contradiction)
· Where each individuals sees himself in a close relationship with others - where individuals come together - Rousseau's call for community appears time and time again when there is a call for social solidarity 
 
· Rousseau is critical but is not saying we have to completely overturn society
· Rousseau as an individual would have adhered by the successes' of the French revolution 
 
 


 
Edmund Burke 
· Never thought himself as writing a philosophical treaties
· 
· A conservative and felt comfortable with English society at that time
· Talked about the American colonies but never did he think that these institutions should be replaced
· Important to remember: Burke is not opposed to reason what Burke is opposed to is rationalism 
· Almost everything he wrote about politics was about recent issues to that day
· Liberalism and conservatism in the English speaking tradition are opposite sides of the same form and don't really contradict each other
· Burk teaches that Politics like morals is not a subject to learn alone; you need society, experience and wisdom - can be developed over a long period of time through practical activity and experience 
· They evolve over long period of times and these constitutions need stability
· Although he is very much a conservative he devoted his political career to political reform and supported American interdependence, he defended religious toleration and believed that in England of his day that Catholics and Others should be regarded the same, and opposed the African slave trade and always spoke out against it and we see this in his arguments 
· He was always about doing away with gradual processes - with slave trade he wanted to approach it slowly and not dramatically - problems of property rights also (same deal)
· He fought against corruption and mismanagement in the government of British India
· Believed in British imperialism but if you have a relationship with other colonies you have an obligation to treat them equally and in a certain way
· Often attacked aristocracy, Burke wanted a natural aristocracy based on merit (like Thomas Jefferson) 
· Rather than an aristocracy of birth 
· Napoleons rise of power was 2 years after Burke’s death. He predicted rise of Bonapartism which is when a popular military leader takes over and is looked to by the population as someone who leads you out of your misery and once they have power they don't like to give it up
· Charismatic military leader and reestablishing order 
· What Napoleon did
· Burk came to see French revolution as an attack on civilization but it was an attack based on some of the best aspects of their own civilization, the revolutionaries took these aspects out of context and transformed them into the belief in the absolute rein of reason independent of tradition of reason this resulted in the naïve believe that reason could be self sufficient - when you buy into this notion you have taken the first step to tyranny 
· He didn't oppose political reform but he wanted well measured reform within the traditions of its own society 
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Burk:
· He seems straight forward but there are nuances to his work
· Someone who had fallen out of favor. With the revival of conservative thought he made a comeback
· He’s a very commonsense philosopher. He doesn’t tell u how to solve problems but tells u how to avoid serious pitfalls
· He’s opposed to all forms of revolution unless it’s used as a last resort. 
· For him it was always important to know or have an understanding of what kind of reforms could be successful possible. And because of this he was able to defend the American Revolution which was built on British tradition. Problem with French revolution was they wanted universal restructuring of their society. They wanted to wipe everything aside whether good or ill. 
· Ideology of French revolution was an offshoot of the enlightenment.
· Among these principals was; 
· Mankind had natural rights and All men are equal
· The reason with which man was endowed was sufficient to solve his problems. Through rational thinking, everything is possible. 
· If men understood what was right, they would do it. Because no one willed evil. And if everyone understood what was right, they would do it. How do u understand what’s right? Through reason and rational persuasion. Its assumed that one can in fact persuade majority of citizens over to reasonable side
· Through reason we can solve all our ills. So we can build a new and establish a just society. This is what the enlightenment taught.
· Enlightenment also characterized by a lot of optimism, people started putting faith into new discoveries of science. 
· Burk’s attack on aspects of enlightenment was not a defense of history against reason. 
· Burk places a lot of emphasis on history and tradition 
· His critique of enlightenment is not an attack against reason. Despite that he says tradition is important, he did have a problem with 1 thing: with rationalism, no problem with reason though. 
· What is rationalism? 
· The attempt to find principles (whole system of ideas from opriory or postulated grounds)
· So you make assumptions then reduce consequences.
· Burk says applying principles of rationalism to society has very detrimental facts. Burks didn’t think were all rational beings with reason and everyone is made equal. 
· So then how would u characterize burke?
· He was an empiricist. What he demanded as a social philosopher is that social principles be grounded in social experience and that includes the experience of past history. He doesn’t want to abandon/ transcend past history. He wants to take history into account, understand how we developed our social moray because for him those morays develop from us acting and participating in a particular form of social organization, in a particular kind of history. 
· He wasn’t an enemy of generalization but believed constant concern with abstract was lazy way of avoiding reality. If u want to understand social problems, u have to understand history from which u come. 
· For burk, he was opposed to abstraction because its led to fanaticism. He sees French revolution and these individuals wanting to create revolution on the basis of abstraction. He thinks people think they can re-make society in their particular view. If you rely too much on tradition you’ll become a reactionary which Burk wasn’t.
· The danger with excessive abstraction is that it leads to bloodshed. It classifies men and forgets they are human.
· So the danger of rationalism is that one confronts experience with aniseed principles that are soon priory. And in no way which improves past experiences. So his concern with history then was based on the understanding of the relations between theory and practice. 
· What burk wanted was theory based on practice and practice guided by theory but only theory that had itself been tested and practiced. So Burk was interested in knowing what worked and for this u had to have experience etc. for burk the area of social and political tests should only be history
· So in guiding and reforming institutions we have to be guided by reflection on history. And that’s simply to say the way we can learn the lessons of the human race by keeping a close eye on history. Nd he says the French rationalism simply refused to do this because it denied that there was reason in history and it found reason solely in the human mind.
· So for the revolutionaries in the French revolution, they didn’t care about maintaining certain institutions because they thought these could be rebuilt from scratch. 
· So they didn’t have any worth other than the one one could assign them. They were there to fulfill the utopian greed. So the rationalists then believed very little of everything could be learnt from history. In terms of history providing principals of guidance. In terms of history teaching us how we should behave as good legislatures.
· So according to Burke, man is not an original creature who moved from his original state of nature into society because he found it advantageous.
· On the contrary our nature can only be fulfilled in civil society. We can’t exist in any sense outside of civil society. So Burke doesn’t care about the state of nature. 
· So this pre civil state that Rousseau and Hobbes and Locke talk about isn’t something burke worries about too much.
·  Were simply product of societies we were born.
·  While burke was reticent about change, he didn’t oppose it in the same way that the absolutists or political romantics did. nor did he ever yearn for the resurrection of a reminiscent past. what he wanted was slow and imperceptible change. The absolutist said “well our society is structured in this certain way, it has served us well, if we change the relations of this, (social and political), we will destroy our society.”
· The romantics argued and yearned for pre-industrial past, the agricultural society, etc 
· Burk realized that’s all nonsense, u can’t turn back the hands of time realized the progress of history was relevant and we cant turn that around 
· Slow and imperceptible growth is the best but when necessary governments have to be willing to accommodate themselves to the changing time as well as to the newly emerging needs of their populous.
· So governments have to be willing to compromise and the adjust.
· The worst thing that a government can do is to become obstinate. And to raise an issue before its time. 
· Burk would say about abortion etc if its not a huge issue, leave it alone. Until it becomes a public matter where there is a demand then the gov’t should get engaged. Its not the function of gov’t to set out agenda for the public, it’s their role to tend to the public. 
· Cause what u then do is set expectations that u cant fulfill. 
· So wise government according to burk is one which does not become obstinate
· 1780, Burk gave a speech in house of commons on economic reform
“if there is anyone imminent criteria which above all distinguishes a wise government, from an administration lean and improvident, it is this: well to know the best time and manner of yielding what it is impossible to keep, … bla bla”
· So he says to the government: don’t wait too long. When necessary, governments have to be willing to accommodate themselves to changing times and the needs of their constituents. 
· He recognized that when governments stop being responsive to the needs of the public the result is often social unrest and revolution. At the same time it’s always the interests of the public that change itself not be radical. 
· Moderate reform has a lasting validity.
· Radical reform often leads to further and greater injustice. 
· In trying to bring in wholesale change, radical reformers lose sight in what history and experience and history has taught u. and when u lose sight of this, you’re going to be a poor leader. its especially problematic when legislators try to perceive according to a pre-conceived all embracing plan. 
· So major social/ political reform according to a pre-conceived plan is recipe for disaster
· What burk is telling is that there is an accumulated wisdom in social reason 
· This wisdom cannot be found in any one single individual. 
· The problem is we never understand it completely 
· So there’s a wisdom that’s interned in long standing institutions that we can’t in a sense really even articulate.
· So burk then doesn’t believe in adherence to the status quo but the experience of history is important. he kind of knowledge he alludes here can’t be captured in intellectual abstraction. 
· There are things that these institutions learn that us as individuals can’t really comprehend.
· So for him the human mind is such that it doesn’t reason reliably about society and its institutions in the abstract. 
· There’s something’s no matter what discipline u may be working in that we understand but really can’t explain so that other individual understands the same way
· For burk what’s needed for political wisdom is time. Its time and the knowledge of successive generations. 
· With their models the one thing they ignore are the important empirical circumstances under which we govern ourselves and which have helped us to govern. 
· Ruling wisely always involves more than being conversing with the logical principles between abstractions. If u rule wisely u have to take into account historical circumstance and not look simply to deductive reason.
· So burk realized that social values are very dependent on the actual social order of which they are a part
· Order is primary to liberty because without order, political freedoms aren’t possible. Rights and properties can only be achieved by a society that is structured by a certain degree of rank and property.
· Burk understands not everyone can achieve the same thing and has the same capabilities.
· Burk then also believes in the least government principle
· Also, Burk spent a lot of time criticizing the British for their behavior in India but he also recognized that u can’t take ur political and social values and impose them on another society unless u have other things already involved 
· Its important to have a proper relationship with foreign cultures or governments etc
· The individual will act rationally if he refers to the society which he lives as it expresses itself over time
· And statesmen are properly concerned with situations and objectives in regard to which he can act.
· Here he’s saying don’t take on more than u can chew. 
· Wise statesmen will deal with issues that he can handle, not visionary schemes. 
· So the good of the statesmen should always be a concrete good. Their role is solving everyday problems, and to ensure that the institutions of the state are run properly
· He also argued the true purpose of the representative is to represent the interests of the nation at large. 
· They should always know and stand at awe with his or her constituent.
· BUT you are never a delegate.
· Interests of nation at large should take care
· Representative should always be guided by view of national verdict
· So then, role of institutions, history.
· Burk says u have to be grounded with politicians to be successful and in that sense he makes a good bit of sense
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· For him, love of ones country was second only to love of ones family. And he never apologized for any of this. And for burk, patriotism was more natural than humanitarianism. We are naturally inclined to favor our own family than to extend humanitarian concerns elsewhere. So the state as burk understood has a duty to care for itself and this was a matter of expedience and prudence. And prudence for burk was the highest of the virtues (even more than reason) and the regulator, the standard in a sense for all the other virtues. 
· Because of their imprecision, rules of prudence can never be universal. U find them within a particular community
· Also, he believed a state must have interest in regard for formulating policy, but should not be dictated to by the merely poroquial and short term. So a wise state and government looks to the long term. 
· So for him, noting in morality for politics can be asserted as universal 
· There are always exceptions that call for modifications and not by the application of logic but by the rules of prudence 
· Wise government is prudential government
· The british gov’t should not be guided by abstract principals. Irrespective of whether the British government had the right to tax American colonies, it was stupid to do so. 
· Look at ur situation, Think about what your doing, think about the situation ur finding yourself in and be prudent about ur behaviors
· Commercial and practical considerations should influence governmental decisions
· One should leave Abstract theorizing to the metophositions and philosophers, it is not something politicians should waste their times on
· So Britain’s interests were simply not being served by refusing to appeal the t-tax in America. 
· When burk condemns Irish persecution, and pleads for toleration and the extension of civil liberties for Catholics, when he argues on behalf of rights of Catholics, he appeals to civic utility, not universal precept or justice.  
· So to the fundamental governing principles as understood by Britain 
· He believes in basic details of human decency. There’s certain things you do not do but he always says you adjust yourself to the circumstances
· His argument against persecution is not based on natural rights.
· He believed no good reason could be given to penalizing justification of citizens
· He believed it was in the interests of the state to port the support of the citizens and port reward them
· There’s no universal that tells us we should deny the irish their rights 
· So what burk did was he understood that Ireland was an important strategic part of the empire and should be kept mollified and nothing should be done to promote political instability
· So hes saying prosecution of irish was not a wise choice on the part of England
· So voluntary cooperation would lead to much greater stability in the british empire than continued oppression 
· So oppression wasn’t so much unjust for him as it was futile. (Stupid)
· He would be in favor of distinction between church and state. For Burk religion is something you use in an instrumental sense to behave properly if they believe in it, he doesn’t think it’s a necessary part of your human dignity. He separates religion from politics. But he understands that role of religion to encourage people to behave like good citizens. 
· We in our sense of morality is derived from the situation and culture and country we live in and we can’t always understand it rationally. 
· The traditions of rights were demands made against a ruling authority, that’s how conservative would see development of rights. 
· Burk believed that necessity and expedience forced institutions to adapt to certain instances
· So the needs of the state may override other seriously important considerations
· And that is it may be justifiable in order to conceal the true motive or ground for a public actions
· (Sometimes its ok to hide your intention as ruler )
· In that case, silence is manly and it is wise
· So public disclosure may not always be the reasonable thing to do.
· Bad side of it: today government has become so secretive you have no idea what they do.
· The great interests of the state must occasionally take precedence over all considerations and it’s therefore that truth may at times become a casualty in the coincidence of unwanted political consequences.
· Including war and especially war
· Sometimes it may be necessary to lie in order to do the right/ good thing at the same time though although we cannot lie, a certain economy with the truth may be wise. 
· He’s not saying politicians should be deceitful or lie or do things and claim they’re doing the opposite. 
· So Burk then, is quick to argue that there could be no rigid principal or cases where necessity arises.
· So you may do something that you may not morally approve of but you shouldn’t take that as a precedent.
· Burk understands sometimes u got to do shitty things in life and politics but just because u do it once or twice doesn’t mean it should set a precedent. 
· “Because we have done one humiliating act we ought with infinite caution to admit acts of the same nature”
· Burks most vehement denunciation of the principles of the need of the state are the raison d’etat. warren Hastings was the first governor..g of British India. British impeached him on grounds of corruption and cruelty. he was tried by British, which lasted 7 years then he was acquitted but everyone though he was guilty. In his critique on Hastings, burk maintained that hastings exceeded the authority invested in him by the british government and the east india.. he deliberately subverted the traditional laws of Indian which it subverted in trust when it entered in a virtual act of union with the Indian people. 
· Burk believed that even here there’s some basic standards of decency. He believed hasting wasn’t being punished for breaking british laws, he was being punished for breaking traditional laws of india
· Burk also charged hastings with conduct in variance with the fundamental principals of humanity
· Hasting; india was throughout history subjected to rule outside and he had merely inherited that tradition. So according to hastings European standards were inapplicable to a country to which they were so alien
· So what hastings does is he justifies his methods by appeal to the methods of the raison d’etat
· He’s saying I had the interests of Britain at heart, I didn’t have much of a choice in the matter I was simply following practices already established 
· Burks case against hastings was important because it showed the extent to which he wasn’t willing to separate politics from morality 
·  And burks view, the rule of law is a principle that can never justifiably be subverted. 
· It is the security of the people of england, and india, and every person that is governed and of every person that governs
· So hastings didn’t apply the rule of law, he substituted his own will and gov’t by force rather than govt by justice and authority 
· So for burk, all powers limited by law and ought to be guided by discretion and not by arbitrary will.
· So in fact, burk refuses to identify the will of the sovereign with law. They’re not the same.
· Nor does he condone the fundamental maxim of doctrine of the needs of state (the raison d’etat) “the ends justify the means”
· So the fact that burk appealed to a universal moral law, has led some to argue that burk’s stance is based on natural law and a belief in god. 
· Burk argued that by systematically imposing hardship on the bulk of the population, the laws depress both morals and industry. These laws are in variance with the principle of natural justice from which no human positive law should deviate. And in this respect he contends that human laws are strictly speaking not made but are declaratory. And declaratory laws are laws that you come to and they’re there. These laws make explicit and have no power to alter the substance of original justice. So burk contends that the laws of morality are the same everywhere. And that there is no action which would pass as an act of extortion, speculation, stealing, bribery and oppression in England that is not an act of the same things in all other countries in the world
· So he does believe in a certain basic sense we all have an inkling of what is right and wrong by virtue of the fact that we’re all human beings
· And its not reason that necessarily tells us this 
· The source of all authority is god and those who exercise the authority are subject to the eternal laws of him that gain it with which no human authority can dispense
· So human positive laws are declaratory in so far as a mirror the eternal laws of justice, humanity and equity which are prime evil 
· Justice humanity and equity are prime evil. These laws are “imitable, independent of human laws... Society and are destined to survive its destruction” but his appeal to natural law here is a little puzzling.
· In fact, while there is no reason to accuse him of disbelieving, his attitude to religion is very much like that of Thucydides, Machiavelli, etc. it’s the social utility of religion that interested burk.
· Not its truth.
· So for burk, religion is a source of energy in the people and is a foundation of society
· “ Religion promises salvation to the victims of injustice and is a source of happiness and consolation. In this sense it acts as an opium.”
· So what this means then is that social stability and cohesiveness requires tolerance 
· People believe in religions so let’s not get rid of it. Let them have their beliefs.
· So the institutions that serve religion are pragmatic and useful
· Our natures are god given” god willed the existence of the state to the perfection of our virtuous natures. The state and religion are therefore inseparable, toleration is a matter of expedience whereas atheism must be suppressed with the full weight of the slaw because it strikes at the foundations of the state” 
· So burk here is rationalizing the authority if the state but at the state time he understands the dangers of religious fanaticism
· Basically, burk had an instrumental view of Christianity. It was politically and socially useful irrespective of its illogical truth.
· So when he talks about god being foundation of state etc he needs something to justify traditions, etc.
· So our moralities developed over time. So they’re good. Whether god exists or not at this point may be completely irrelevant for burk
· Similarly, he uses natural law for political ends. His appeals to a higher authority are often simply there to reinforce principles that in different circumstances might be supported ny prescriptions (laws/ prescriptions long term use of customs) so when u cant justify ur laws on the long use of prescription that maybe u have to refer them to natural law so he uses it for rhetorical purposes (remember he just wants political stability)
· So he’s quite happy to let authority of british constitution rest on prescription when advocating caution for parliamentary reform. And the same ground can be extended to the conduct of war and Hastings. In this later instance, prescription is reinforced with the rhetorical weight of natural law. 
· So Burk on the other hand may have believed that god sets us out on our journey on the world but the destination of our own choosing. 
· So for Burk what is important then Is that man is a creature of his own making and god remains shrouded in mystery. He’s the governor of universe and the governor of world who burk invokes to explain the inexplicable 
· Burk contends that we cannot rely upon god’s interventions to rescue a nation from ruins. You can’t rely on divine interventions. 
· Burk argued that atheism shouldn’t be promoted because people would then lose touch with those basic traditions that have guided their lives but if he was alive today he himself might be an atheist. If u allow the promotion of atheism your encouraging disbelief in institutions etc. 
· For him, tolerance can at times be a matter of political expedience in smart decision-making so you allow certain things (freedom of religion). Burk wouldn’t believe that, he believed in limit of government but he wasn’t that kind of conservative. So Burk would argue on the importance of maintaining institutions to regularize our behaviors. 
· Conclusion:
· Its important to point out the power of individual reason was a central tenant in. Postulating the trans historical code of conduct for the enlightenment which believed that right reason could discover the true principals upon which to base our laws institutions without the slightest regard for historical precedent or traditional practices was merely an extension of the rationalism of the natural law theorists. 
· Burk as we’ve seen wasn’t that kind of theorist. 
· Burk was very much contentious of this kind of individual reason. Reason itself could provide us with the kind of rules by which we should govern ourselves.
· He rejected the applicability of abstract principals such as the right of man 
· “the individual is foolish, the multitude for the most part is foolish when they act without deliberation but the species is wise.  When time is given to them as a species, it almost always acts right”
· Burk always maintained that its sheer folly to deduce practical policies from abstract principles.
· As he rather contentiously noted, “in crackling about the rights of men will not be accepted In payment for a business or pound of gun power.
· So politics again is a practical activity that requires an enormous amount of experience, more than any of us can acquire in a lifetime. And because of this, it’s always reckless to dismantle and establish constitution and base it on the metaphysical right of man.
· Burk also imparted from utilitarian expediency and the abstract moral certainty of natural law and trying to overcome their deficiency by developing a criterion whose development is social and historical. 
· But Burk also understood that to deny theory completely was to deny reason. He wasn’t against it completely, he just said let’s not go overboard.
· What he was against was ill founded theory: which had little basis in practice
· So the test of a good theory was its conformity with practice. That’s simply to say that it seemed ludicrous to him that a theory derived from an actual working of government should acquire the status of having informed the institution of government from which it was derived and in turn be used to criticize the government for not conforming to it 
· Here he’s saying that if were taking government, you come up with these theory then u assume ur theory informed the institution that existed all along then use those assumption to criticize the very institution. Again, he shows his pragmatisms. 
· Understand government, it works unless there’s a major problem don’t try any kind of overly enthusiastic reforms. So these circumstances that renders every sort of civil and political scheme beneficial or noxious to mankind. And these circumstances give rise to infinite variations and nothing can be settled among them by any variation of any abstract rule. So in terms of politics, u can’t predict. Not well, the kinds of predictions we want to make nowadays to make policies or programs. That’s not the way reality works. 
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· For him, love of ones country was second only to love of ones family. And he never apologized for any of this. And for burk, patriotism was more natural than humanitarianism. We are naturally inclined to favor our own family than to extend humanitarian concerns elsewhere. So the state as burk understood has a duty to care for itself and this was a matter of expedience and prudence. And prudence for burk was the highest of the virtues (even more than reason) and the regulator, the standard in a sense for all the other virtues. 
· Because of their imprecision, rules of prudence can never be universal. U find them within a particular community
· Also, he believed a state must have interest in regard for formulating policy, but should not be dictated to by the merely poroquial and short term. So a wise state and government looks to the long term. 
· So for him, noting in morality for politics can be asserted as universal 
· There are always exceptions that call for modifications and not by the application of logic but by the rules of prudence 
· Wise government is prudential government
· The british govt should not be guided by abstract principals. Irrespective of whether the brititsh government had the right to tax American colonies, it was stupid to do so. 
· Look at ur situation, Think about what your doing, think about te situation ur finding yourself in and be prudent about ur behavious
· Commercial and practical considerations should influence governmental decisions
· One should leave Abstract theorizing to the metophositions and philosophers, it is not something politicians should waste their times on
· So britains interests were simply not being served by refusing to appeal the t-tax in America. 
· When burk condemns irish persecution, and pleads for toleration and the extention of civil liberties for catholics, when he argues on behalf of rights of catholics, he appeals to civic utility, not universal precept or justice.  
· So to the fundamental governing principles as understood by Britain 
· He believes in basic details of human decency. There’s certain things you do not do but he always says you adjust yourself to the circumstances
· His argument against persecution is not based on natural rights.
· He believed no good reason could be given to penalizing justification of citizens
· He believed it was in the interests of the state to port the support of the citizens and port reward them
· There’s no universal that tells us we should deny the irish their rights 
· So what burk did was he understood that Ireland was an important strategic part of the empire and should be kept mollified and nothing should be done to promote political instability
· So hes saying prosecution of irish was not a wise choice on the part of england
· So voluntary cooperation would lead to much greater stability in the british empire than continued oppression 
· So oppression wasn’t so much unjust for him as it was futile. (stupid)
· He would be in favor of distinction between church and state. For Burk religion is something you use in an instrumental sense to behave properly if they believe in it, he doesn’t think it’s a necessary part of your human dignity. He separates religion from politics. But he understands that role of religion to encourage people to behave like good citizens. 
· We in our sense of morality is derived from the situation and culture and country we live in and we can’t always understand it rationally. 
· The tradition of rights were demands made against a ruling authority, that’s how conservative would see development of rights. 
· Burk believed that necessity and expedience forced institutions to adapt to certain instances
· So the needs of the state may override other seriously important considerations
· And that is it may be justifiable in order to conceal the true motive or ground for a public actions
· (Sometimes its ok to hide your intention as ruler )
· In that case, silence is manly and it is wise
· So public disclosure may not always be the reasonable thing to do.
· Bad side of it: today government has become so secretive you have no idea what they do.
· The great interests of the state must occasionally take presendence over all considerations and its therefore that truth may at times become a casualty in the coincidance of unwanted political consequences.
· Including war and especially war
· Sometimes it may be necessary to lie in order to do the right/ good thing at the same time though although we cannot lie, a certain economy with the truth may be wise. 
· Hes not saying politicians should be deceitful or lie or do things and claim they’re doing the opposite. 
· So Burk then, is quick to argue that there could be no rigid principal or cases where necessity arises.
· So you may do something that you may not morally approve of but you shouldn’t take that as a precedent.
· Burk understands sometimes u gotta do shitty things in life and politics but just because u do it once or twice doesn’t mean it should set a precedent. 
· “because we have done one humiliating act we ought with infinent caution to admit acts of the same nature”
· Burks most viament denunciation of the principles of the need of the state are the raison d’etat. warren hastings was the first governor..g of british india. He was impeached by british on grounds of corruption and cruelty. he was tried by british, which lasted 7 years then he was acquitted but everyone though he was guilty. In his critique on hastings, burk maintained that hastings exceeded the authority invested in him by the british government and the east india.. he deliberately subverted the traditional laws of Indian which it subverted in trust when it entered in a virtual act of union with the Indian people. 
· Burk believed that even here theres some basic standards of decency. He believed hasting wasn’t being punished for breaking british laws, he was being punished for breaking traditional laws of india
· Burk also charged hastings with conduct in variance with the fundamental principals of humanity
· Hasting; india was throughoyt history subjected to rule outside and he had merely inherited that tradition. So according to hastings European standards were inapplicaptle to a country to which they were so alien
· So what hastings does is he justifies his methods by appeal to the methods of the raison d’etat
· He’s saying I had the interests of Britain at heart, I didn’t have much of a choice in the matter I was simply following practices already established 
· Burks case against hastings was important because it showed the extent to which he wasn’t willing to separate politics from morality 
·  And burks view, the rule of law is a principle that can never justifiably be subverted. 
· It is the security of the people of englad, and india, and every person that is governed and of every person that governs
· So hastings didn’t apply the rule of law, he substituted his own will and gov’t by force rather than govt by justice and authority 
· So for burk, all powers limited by law and ought to be guided by discretion and not by arbitrary will.
· So in fact, burk refuses to identify the will of the sovereign with law. Theyre not the same.
· Nor does he condone the fundamental maxim of doctorine of the needs of state (the raison d’etat) “the ends justify the means”
· so the fact that burk appealed to a universal moral law, has led some to argue that burk’s stance is based on natural law and a belief in god. 
· Burk argued that by systematically imposing hardship on the bulk of the population, the laws depress both morals and industry. These laws are in variance with the principle of natural justice from which no human positive law should deviate. And in this respect he contends that human laws are strictly speaking not made but are declaratory. And declaratory laws are laws that you come to, they’re there. These laws make explicit and have no power to alter the substance of original justice. So burk contends that the laws of morality are the same everywhere. And that there is no action which would pass as an act of extortion, speculation, stealing, bribery and oppression in englad that is not an act of the same things in all other countries in the world
· So he does believe in a certain basic sense we all have an inkling of what is right and wrong by virtue of the fact that we’re all human beings
· And its not reason that necessarily tells us this 
· The source of all authority is god and those who exercise the authority are subject to the eternal laws of him that gain it with which no human authority can dispense
· So human positive laws are declaratory in so far as a mirroe the eternal laws of justice, humanity and equity which are prime evil 
· Justice humanity and equity are prime evil . these laws are “immitable, idependant of human laws.. society and are destined to survive its destruction” but his appeal to natural law here is a little puzzling.
· In fact, while there is no reason to accuse him of disbelieving, his attitude to religion is very much like that of thucidedes, machiavelly, etc. it’s the social utility of religion that interested burk.
· Not its truth.
· So for burk, religion is a source of energy in the people and is a foundation of society
· “ religion promises salvation to the victims of injustice and is a source of happiness and consolation. In this sense it acts as an opium.”
· So what this means then is that social stability and cohesiveness requires tolerance 
· People believe in religions so let’s not get rid of it. Let them have their beliefs.
· So the institutions that serve religion are pragmatic and useful
· Our natures are god given” god willed the existence of the state to the perfection ofour virtuous natures. The state and religion are therefore inseparable, toleration is a matter of expedience whereas atheism must be suppressed with the full weight of the slaw because it strikes at the foundations of the state” 
· So burk here is rationalizing the authority if the state but at the state time he understands the dangers of religious fanaticism
· Basically, burk had an instrumental view of Christianity. It was politically and socially useful irrespective of its illogical truth.
· So when he talks about god being foundation of state etc he needs something to justify traditions,etc.
· So our moralities developed over time. So they’re good. Whether god exists or not at this point may be completely irrelevant for burk
· Similarly, he uses natural law for political ends. His appeals to a higher authority are often simply there to reinforce principles that in different circumstances might be supported ny prescriptions (laws/ prescriptions long term use of customs) so when u cant justify ur laws on the long use of prescription that maybe u have to refer them to natural law so he uses it for rhetorical purposes (remember he just wants political stability)
· So he’s quite happy to let authority of british constitution rest on prescription when advocating caution for parliamentary reform. And the same ground can be extended to the conduct of war and Hastings. In this later instance, prescription is reinforced with the rhetorical weight of natural law. 
· So Burk on the other hand may have believed that god sets us out on our journey on the world but the destination of our own choosing. 
· So for Burk what is important then Is that man is a creature of his own making and god remains shrouded in mystery. He’s the governor of universe and the governor of world who burk invokes to explain the inexplicable 
· Burk contends that we cannot rely upon god’s interventions to rescue a nation from ruins. You can’t rely on divine interventions. 
· Burk argued that atheism shouldn’t be promoted because people would then lose touch with those basic traditions that have guided their lives but if he was alive today he himself might be an atheist. If u allow the promotion of atheism your encouraging disbelief in institutions etc. 
· For him, tolerance can at times be a matter of political expedience in smart decision making so you allow certain things (freedom of religion). Burk wouldn’t believe that, he believed in limit of government but he wasn’t that kind of conservative. So Burk would argue on the importance of maintaining institutions to regularize our behaviors. 
· Conclusion:
· Its important to point out the power of individual reason was a central tenant in .postulating the trans historical code of conduct for the enlightenment which believed that right reason could discover the true principals upon which to base our laws institutions without the slightest regard for historical precedent or traditional practices was merely an extension of the rationalism of the natural law theorists. 
· Burk as we’ve seen wasn’t that kind of theorist. 
· Burk was very much contentious of this kind of individual reason. Reason itself could provide us with the kind of rules by which we should govern ourselves.
· He rejected the applicability of abstract principals such as the right of man 
· “the individual is foolish, the multitude for the most part is foolish when they act without deliberation but the species is wise.  When time is given to them as a species, it almost always acts right”
· Burk always maintained that its sheer folly to deduce practical policies from abstract principles.
· As he rather contentiously noted “in crackling about the rights of men will not be accepted In payment for a business or pound of gun power.
· So politics again is a practical activity which requires an enormous amount of experience, more than any of us can acquire in a lifetime. And because of this, it’s always wreckless to dismantle and establish constitution and base it on the metaphysical right of man.
· Burk also imparted from utilitarian expediency and the abstract moral certainty of natural law and trying to overcome their deficiency by developing a criterion whose development is social and historical. 
· But Burk also understood that to deny theory completely was to deny reason. He wasn’t against it completely, he just said let’s not go overboard.
· What he was against was ill founded theory: which had little basis in practice
· So the test of a good theory was its conformity with practice. That’s simply to say that it seemed ludicrous to him that a theory derived from an actual working of government should acquire the status of having informed the institution of government from which it was derived and in turn be used to criticize the government for not conforming to it 
· Here he’s saying that if were taking government, you come up with these theory then u assume ur theory informed the institution that existed all along then use those assumption to criticize the very institution. Again, he shows his pragmaticism. 
· Understand government, it works unless there’s a major problem don’t try any kind of overly enthusiastic reforms. So these circumstances that renders every sort of civil and political scheme beneficial or noxious to mankind. And these circumstances give rise to infinite variations and nothing can be settled among them by any variation of any abstract rule. So in terms of politics, u can’t predict. Not well, the kinds of predictions we want to make nowadays to make policies or programs. That’s not the way reality works. 
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· if the civil social man has a certain stance with a certain type of behavior then not every government will agree with you 
· Because for burke there is no such thing as everyone agreeing to the same government then how can you have one perfect form of government
· Similarly it is the character of the states that their common heritage and resemblances lead them to associate and in turn rise to constraints that they feel obliged to acknowledge.
· The states that nevertheless have an infinity when they make peace they guide their conduct in a certain fashion but have certain affinities 
· There is some commonalties. Common sympathies are one thing we should not overly rely on either traits our relations with states refer to our stability 
· During Burkes time people were constantly in war with one another and it was common with humanity.
· Not just self interest, what sort of association 
· In terms of sovereignty and constitutionalism burke rejects abstract natural rights also reject the state of nature, natural liberty and the social contract this was all irrelevant to the idea of political obligation
· Never denied existence of pre-social state of nature and that its inhabitants and organic rights
· But this was a anathema of the civil social person 
· What Burke was concerned with was civil liberty as not solitary individual selfish liberty 
· The liberty is social freedom
· Did not need recourse to the standard social contract theory for him humans were social in nature and society is consistent with that nature
· Societies are not instituted by design 
· This image he connected to the idea of order, or what he called the great chain of being where everything has its place
· The institutions of a society therefore are made of religion and this gains stability and it serves a useful purpose and traditionally the idea of social contract. Hobbes: a compact of the inhabitant of the state of nature, which created society and government, you give up rights to leviathan and that moment you have order. Locke: state of nature social nature not pre-political BUT pre social. A condition where each individual can accumulate property and other such things and the compact is within families and this is concreted to create a government once you can do that you can establish a government.
· The will of the citizen is the same, as the general will. 
· Burke subscribes to some notion that the collective rationality plays some part in individual reason. 
· Burke first sees state as a whole encompasses any and every human activity but the state is also a historically dynamic station. Justice and history play an important place. 
· His idea of a social contract does not imply voluntary association
· Rather society is a permanent association where social coercion is not based on consent but rather moral relations of association pertaining to ones station and duties. The great chain of being
· The past permeates the present
· Society is hierarchal structure and nothing is wrong with that according to burke it is natural and healthy we all have different interests
· Aristocratic class was necessary for Europe to as as a safeguard against the monarchy and the people
· When burke talks about aristocracy he talks about a puffed up version and Benjamin franklin spoke the same way. 
· The revolutionary doctrine of natural rights constituted a threat as …….
· It exposed all societies to excess this is why you wanted the aristocracy
· Numbers of individuals have not collective capacity rights he says can belong to only a group of people as a result of political society.
· Civil social men
· We don’t get them on a slate and we don’t get them through reason 
· So for burke you have rights and power and obligation and this makes them far more concrete. And he understands that if you have political rights social rights etc, they don’t have to come from the outside. 
· The monarchy aristocracy and average men and women enjoy and this is conservation without excluding improvement.
· “Our constitution is a prescriptive one and its sole authority that it has existed time out of mind.” Something that’s been there so long we cant explain why its there and for what reason but there is a good reason for it. 
· What this implies is that an authority of a government that as long as you can remember rises its legitimacy prescriptively 
· A society is impervious to these types of attacks
· A prescript is an ancient custom used in legal practice and jargon. 
· Jurors didn’t sit around and establish this 
· Foe burke the situation would have to get very difficult 
· Reason argument that its based on a preconceived plan
· What this means for burke is that we should look favorably…….. to see whether reason or rationality is in repair and this is what burke calls prejudice for Burke individual reason wasn’t enough and prejudice wasn’t applicable to individual reason to sentiment and reason
· Howard zin “people system of the United States”
· It helps us guide ourselves to seek the appropriate type of action. Burke was opposed to slavery his approach is pragmatic that the institutions should be done away with slowly and peacefully. So stop importing slaves. Yes Burke was progressive but was different as well……..
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· Burk is making a comeback and he’s important to understand in terms of conservative thought. And what’s important for burk is always to have a combination of balance between circumstance and reason
· Statesmen never losing sight of principles are to be guided by circumstance. 
· Reason is important but its reason in light of circumstance
· The rights of man are not to be found in a pre-societal state of nature or any abstract speculations of metaphysics. 
· The rights of man are rather to be found in the set of middle incapable of definition but not impossible to be discovered. 
· So what this means is that the principals and rules that guide conducts are to be discerned in the historical process itself. So it’s a historical process one needs to understand. 
· This is a process from which these principals emanate and which our individual and national character Is formed. 
· Burk is a cultural relativist. 
· The civil social man that he speaks of is a product of both our own making and of circumstance. -And the societies which we live are not physical but moral entities
· They are the products not of nature but of the human mind. So burk isn’t a determinist either.
· Human beings are interdependent within the context of specific societies and their actions invariably have a bearing upon the lives of others. So when u become a citizen u automatically assume certain responsibilities. 
· So the conventions and constraints that modify our behavior come out of our social relations.
· This is why Burk prefers to speak not of the rights of man but of rights of Englishmen who enjoy these rights as an inheritance from their forefathers to which they’re entitled without any reference to any other general or priory right. 
· The rights we have are the ones we’ve inherited over generations through our institutions
· So if the civil social man differs according to circumstance then the type of gov’t appropriate to his character will not the same everywhere 
· So if we differ socially and morally, those institutions that govern us will also differ place to place
· For Burk, there can be no ideal form of government to which all states should conform cause we all live together differently. So how then can u have 1 perfect form of gov’t.
· “Similarly, it is the character of states, their common heritage perceived definitions and resemblances that lead them to associate and that in turn give rise to the constraints they feel obliged to acknowledge.”
· He concludes with:  
· “Common sympathies rather than formal legal requirements determine the nature of the historical relationships among states”
· States can come together and co-operate and make war but they never the less have a definite. 
· When they make peace they agree on certain principals. There is some commonality but this doesn’t exist everywhere. So common sympathies are one thing but we cant assume they pertain to everyone
· He argued that in our relations with other states we should not overly rely on either treaties or interests. So our relations with other states are also based on long-term developments and associations that provides for stability among states over a long while.
· Its not just self interest but also association that determine our interactions with other states
· So in terms with sovereignty and constitutionalism, Burk’s rejection of abstract natural rights led him to also reject the corolory doctrines of the state of nature, natural liberty, and the social contract. He considered all these as irrelevant to the matter of political obligation. Burk never explicitly however denied the existence of a pre-social state of nature nor that its inhabitants may have had original right but for burk the idea of naturalistic liberty was an athonem to his whole idea of the civil social person because its society that makes us what we are to a large extent. 
· What burk was concerned with was civil liberty, and he defines civil liberty as “not solitary unconnected, individual selfish liberty as if every man was to regulate the whole of his conduct by his whole will the liberty I mean is social freedom” so burk was an individualist 
· So because of the religious foundation in part, he didn’t need recourse in to the standard social contract theory that was based on consent of the protection of individual property
· For him, human beings are social in nature and society, although it may be somewhat artificial, is somewhat consistent with that nature. 
· Societies are not instituted: they arise ad develop form social interaction, they are not the product of the design. 
· He didn’t totally reject idea of social contract; he just had a diff image of it. This, he connected to the idea of order or what he called” the great chain of being”. In which everything has its place. 
· The institutions of a society therefore are related to religion which gives ..
· Hes using religion again in pragmatic sense. Traditionally, the idea of social contract took on variety of forms. 
· Hobbes; compact among inhabitance of the son which it at once created society and governance.  (prepolitical and presocial)
· Locke: the son is alreafy a social condition: its pre-political but not pre-social.  In which each individual excercises executive power. And the compact is among heads of family to .. governance.
· Here, the individual will of the citizen is the same as everyone elses will.  It can be argued that Burk subscribes to some notion of the general will when he suggests that the collective rationality of the people must count for much more that individual reason. This is often plaud as subject to the pressures of the moment. The contract of which burk speaks is much diff from that of others. He conceives state as a whole encompassing each form of human relation (science, arts, religion, etc). But the state for him is also a historically dynamic conception in which the notions of intergenerational justice also play an important part. In what we do now, we have past, present, and future responsibilities to weigh. 
· His idea of social contract doesn’t imply voluntary association, which determinate goals and purposes. Rather, society (contract) is a permanent association in which social cohesion is based not on consent but rather on moral relations of association pertaining to ones station and one’s duties. So he’s simply assuming as u pour into society, those institutions are there, ur obligations are known by virtue of ur station within society, (u need something to justify politics)
· Burk sees us as being born into society, rules develop over time. We make collective decisions which then come together and make institutions, family relations etc. So there’s no need for starting point the way there was for locke and hobbes. 
· What’s important is that there is continuity in the sense that past inheritance permeates the present.  And there relation in the sense that society is hierarchically structured and burk doesn’t see anything wrong with this he thinks that an element of a healthy functioning society
· So an aristocratic class was a necessary pillar of every society in Europe and the function of class was to act as safeguard against tyranny of monarchy and the people. So he believed u needed that balance. Again, when burk talks about aristocracy, he prefers to be talking about natural aristocracy.
· And Benjamin Franklin felt the same way. He was largely a self-made individual. 
· So the revolutionary doctrine of natural rights for Burk simply constituted a threat to the stability of ‘your’ because it would sweep away the moderating force in politics and expose all societies to excess. 
· So this is why u wanted the aristocracy: it’s a moderating force. So a number of individuals have no collective capacities and have no right to nature or to existence. Rights can belong only to a group of people as a result of political society. 
· Burk was only interested in understanding man in its social capacity “Civil social man”
· Burk says we can only have rights as a result of political society so the rights that Burk would encourage are acquired in opposition to the state. They’re things that are granted us, we don’t come to them simply through reason. 
· Burk understands if u have political or social rights, ur asking of those rights from that particular society, not from the outside. 
· So according to him then none of the rights that Englishmen claim are in need of prior title. They have existed since time immemorial and are embodied in the ancient constitution that is based on principle of inheritance, monarchy, aristocracy and privileges that the average man and women enjoy. This principal ensures conservation without excluding improvement 
· Burk didn’t want to exclude improvement. This allows for some degree of permanence without excluding development and change 
· “our constitution is a prescriptive constitution whose sole authority is that it has existed time out of mind. (Something that’s been there for so long that we really can’t explain its authority, the reasons for it being there etc.) its like a long term habit that we never really break. Assumption that there’s a good reason for it there. 
· This them implies that the authority of a gov’t that has organized affairs of a nation for as long as we can remember derives its legitimacy from prescription and is impervious to a tax invoking natural rights. And these are the kinds of rights we are said ot have possessed in the state of nature
· A society is based on prescript which is an ordinance: “ an uninterrupted use of possession from time of immemorial or for period fixed by law as giving right to law” ->ancient custom
· So burk, situation would have to get very difficult in order to justify any kind of upheaval. Reasoned argument for a better life, general improvement for anyone according to a preconceived plan is stupid 
· The principals underlying these institutions have been there for a long time and because they provide for stability, leave them alone. He doesn’t think society can be homogenized the way some socialists do. But when the time comes and some rights are denied then yes u have the right to either revoke or form some sort of government that suits u.
· So then u try as best u can to reflect the good of those traditional institutions within ur new system. In that sense, u have a new constitution but not entirely. 
· We should always look favorably on institutions that have stood the test of time , and this is so regardless of whether the reason or rational is apparent because if they’ve lasted for this long they must have served some useful social service. Burk calls this prejudice. 
· Prejudice as he understands it is superior to individual reason because it embraces sentiment and emotions along with reason. So it helps us guide ourselves and doesn’t always leave us wondering the appropriate course of action
· Burk was opposed to slavery. What u find in Burk is as he approached the abolition of slavery, he thought the institution should be done away with peacefully and slowly so u don’t divest slave owners of their holdings right away. So yes he was progressive but he was also high bound in that regard.  
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Utilitarian liberalism
· Big difference between Burke and utilitarianism
· Reason and rationalism is important to Burke
· Utilitarian tradition is a British tradition
· Influenced by Hobbes
· Development is a line to English empiricism
· Important thinkers: Hume, Bentham, Mill, Stuart Mill
· Asserts or assumes the truth of the following propositions

1. Pleasure alone is good
8. Desirable for its own sake
8. Men call only those things good that are pleasant or a means to what is pleasant
8. Mill wasn’t happy with the utilitarianism that was happening
1. Equal pleasures of any two or more men or women are equally good
9. Whatever makes you happy is good
1. No action is right unless it appears to the ancient to be the action most likely under the circumstances to produce the greatest happiness
10. Greatest happiness for the greatest number
1. Men's obligations to the government of the country which they live, and that governments duty to them have nothing to do with the way in which the government first acquired power
11. No notion of original contract
11. No notion of a state of nature

Bentham
· Greatest good for the greatest number
· Measure of right and wrong
· Argued that a society's laws should influence legislatures (greatest good for greatest number)
· The powers of lawyers and judges should be decreased because it is in their interest to keep the law understood
· System of minimal law that is intelligible to everyone (Bentham)
· Rejected the notion of an original contract (Bentham)
· Measure for obeying is that of utility and one should only obey if it is in one's interest to do so
· Government legislation should benefit the community as a whole
· Laws in respect to sexual relations and behavior were overly straightforward
· Utilitarianism is fairly wide spread
· Offers the following guidelines:
1. Nothing is in itself desirable except pleasure and the relief of pain
1. One man's pleasure is in itself as desirable as anyone else's
1. The right actions is always the one which the prospective ancient believes to be the one of the greatest happiness
1. Man is predominately selfish
1. Laws and punishments should be so adjusted that with the least possible restraint of liberty and pain ensure that men will with selfish motives will promote men's happiness and their own
· Hobbes remains total psychological egoism - greatest good of the many
· Purpose of government is to promote happiness of society - of the greater number

Government & Punishment
· Punishment isn't evil in itself and should only be permitted if it prevents a greater evil?
1. Punishment must outweigh the profit so that they don’t recommit the crime
1. Greater the mischief, the greater should be the punishment
1. The punishment should never be greater than the least amount required to make it effective
1. Sensibility of the offender must be taken into account
· Take circumstances into account
· Known as the principle of casuistry
1. If the offence is habituary, the punishment should be increased if offence is repeated
· Government is a necessary evil
· Argued on behalf of:
· an annual parliament
· House of lords
· Secret ballot
· Female suffrage
· Believed that one should have the election of the prime minister through parliament
· Mill is a crude utilitarian
· In private sphere, you should be allowed to do what you want

John Stuart Mill
· Contemporary of Marxist at the time
· Reformer
· Represents the other side of liberal tradition opposed to Burke
· A truly human existence is one where the individual has control over his or her affairs
· Individual is not subject to the despotism of custom and opinion
· Custom is something that prevents social progress
· Self interest and stability - individual is primary and should be given as much scope as possible to get their potential
· Individuals should be able to fulfill their potential
· Freedom: finds it in experimentation, not order
· Custom is no longer to the development of slow growth
· Susceptive to rational calculation and choice 
· Custom is not a ? To that which is beneficial
· It stifles individuality
· When it is stifled, progress is no longer available
· Individual is therefore primary
· Struggle between custom and individuality
· Once a culture ceases to possess individuality, it declines
· Mill considers custom to be the dominant hindrance of human development
· Progress and improvement: should always take a critical view of your government, etc.
· Social achievements are not the result of slow conscious growth, but rather result of effort
· Firm believer in advocate for superiority of individual intelligence to traditionally accepted norms
· Superior individual should always stand against the opinions [tyranny] of the masses
· Tyranny of the majority is something that you always have to stand against because it leads to authoritarian government
· Freedom of expression and ability to act on ones beliefs, necessary ingredient for human development
· Helps tyranny of opinion
· Exhibit and further mediocrity
· Counterpoint needs to be there
· Interest focuses on conflicts between society and the growth of civilization 
· Most interested in Britain
· Increasing social equality, which at the time changed point of reference
· Society was changing
· Interests had to be seen to and contribution to make for the betterment of society as a whole
· Isolates two elements on social affairs
· Property
· Powers and acquirements of mind
· Sees both of these as spreading more widely through society
· Tyranny that Mill worried about the most (which?)
· More people are acquiring property and becoming educated which to him should be furthered
· As you spread education, the education provided cant be as thorough, culture therefore also becomes more superficial
· Doesn’t want to lose the intellectual - society loses these kinds of individuals to detriment
· Exceptional individuals tend to disappear
· Society presents a more uniformed face - homogenized society
· Quickly losing too much of the other
· Having been furthered by the elite - can never be made available to everyone
· As majority becomes more powerful and coherent, less and less place is given to minorities and individuals
· Influence to minority is constantly ?
· Realization was important to Mills social and political thought
· What can a reformer do to counteract this tendency?
· Burke:
· Equalization - cant prevent the growing equality, shouldn’t prevent it, but the consequences need to be made aware of
· Mill emerges very suspicious of social democracy
· Social democracy means the government of public opinion
· Believes that egalitarian social conditions can bring about harmful effects
· Stands in opposition to Bentham because he understands that this can lead to mediocre democracy
While public opinion may be a check on what society sees as immoral actions, it cannot be seen as ?
· Experience suggests that it cannot
· May not be what we need or really want
Rule of public opinion is rule of the majority and the majority is tolerant of any but its own view
· Majority can be extremely intolerant
· Needs to be looked at carefully
· Mill argues that stagnation is the greatest of our dangers
· Only the civil war could bring an end to the intellectual and moral stagnation
· General torpidity
· Most serious danger is that the national mind should go to sleep
· Society stagnates, if it repels change, it cannot attain happiness
· Mill doesn’t uphold rights of individuals but refers all reflections to the ultimate principle
· Equality is good but relative, and justice as well, and liberty
· Believes that in most instances, liberty has a greater utility that either justice or inequality
· Practical application of truth
· Any society has only a partial glimpse of the truth
· Egalitarian democracy tends to perpetuate myth
· Public opinion prevents us from properly understanding social reality
· Freedom to develop judgments
· Silence opinion: perpetuate ignorance
· Mill is not looking for abstract principles of justice that can be discovered by reason, or justice system that Plato looked for. He is grounded in the society in which he lives
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March 26th 
· Mill: thinker, philosopher, utilitarian, modern liberal
· The ultimate view on all questions of ethics and of politics is utility. Principle of utility is a practical one and should always be interpreted according to actual situations. U have to have proper empirical understanding of whats going on around u to make proper judgments.
· He provides a guide to action and when subordinate lesser utilities conflict, he says they must always be judged in light of the ultimate principle “the sole end of which mankind warranted individually or collectively in interfering with the liberty of action of any of their number is self protection that the only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized community against his will is to not harm others his own good, either civil or moral is not a sufficient warrant. ” so u don’t interfere with other people in their sphere. So he does believe that within a properly functioning society we should be able to develop new anf functioning human characteristics
· The standard of utility here is utility in the larger sense and its grounded on the permanent interests of individuals as progressive beings 
· Mill also recognizes that the so called morality of the social order is the morality dominant of the ruling class.
· Here, this is the argument that Marx also makes. 
· So mill is trying to provide rational approach to individual rights and private actions are also moral actions
· He understands that opinion will intrude upon and affect men’s personal conduct (public opinion) 
· But only persons well acquainted with the exact circumstances of any situation are competent to judge. He wants to exclude ignorant public opinion from governing.
· To the extent possible, public opinion should not intrude in the way individuals want to live their own lives
· He wasn’t concerned just with the fact that we should be happy but also that they should be able to fulfill their individual potential he wants proof of better kind of society emerging)
· So he doesn’t leave the working class totally alone to vagaries of market place
· Mill takes more pro-active approach to these social aspects
· A (culturally) sophisticated individual is preferable of more benefit to society than of one concerned with immediate pleasures
· So it’s this individual that approximates mills idea of self-dependent individual who is cultured, learned, and can make a contribution to society. he sets his own course and sets his own faculties in pursuing it
· He also says that this self-dependent individual will always have problems with the common herd from whom he can expect very little sympathy because of their mediocrity. They don’t understand excellence or culture when they see it.
·  So mill does see general public as wallowing in intellectual mediocrity.
· In mill’s scheme of things, its important that there always be a degree of political and social antagonism which is required to prevent stagnation and also to correct false opinion. 
· So for him it’s obvious that one can never achieve absolute knowledge and must take in variety of opinions so theirs can be corrected
· This is where public debate comes in to correct these false opinions and to keep tyranny of public opinion at minimum 
· So the self-dependent man and best citizen is one that has control over his or her own affairs. And if one has no control over ones affairs one never becomes a first class citizen, rather a social reliability.
· Mill is saying there are diff degrees of social sophistication 
· The individual must be mentally and morally alert. In his response to experience and by allowing a free plate of thought on a wide variety of subjects; society ensures that its members will have the kind of belief required for stability and progress. You have to be willing to debate on a wide variety of subjects. 
· So governments should not control the entire ideology of society and if it does it should be recognized for what it is
· So truth then is something we all have to discover for ourselves and we must puzzle over our own experiences and figure stuff out. 
· This is where education becomes important for mill. 
· It’s through experience that we learn, there’s no absolute rules out there, no laws. Reason is important but it goes hand in hand with experience. In this exercise we can be guided by older and wiser men but we should never be controlled by them. Listen to people who are smarter but never allow yourself to be controlled by them.
· Mill says it’s impossible to learn vicariously, you need to experience events and feel the force of arguments for yourself.  Learning is more than listening. 
· So each generation needs to learn the history of their society and this is an ongoing process. Each successive generation will have a more sophisticated understanding of what came before. 
· The individual has to have the freedom to develop their own intellect and the institutions of society have to allow and try to promote that freedom
· The original thinker for mill is absolutely essential for social progress. 
· He also says that all new truths are first discovered by individuals and even as they develop usually come from minorities, never from masses, and therefore will take a while for these truths to be appreciated. 
· All new truths are first discovered by individuals and even after they develop, long remain the property of minorities. Never comes from masses or society as a whole.  And so in time the average individual will come to follow the lead of genius if society permits it. U see a similar theme in marx.  
· Mill then suggest varieties of measures to ensure that the antagonism that is a diversity of opinion not be subverted by the drift of uniformity. He sees need to ensure a degree of both intellectual and social antagonism. 
· Intellectual antagonism: 
· Retain both public and private education
· Leave private schools alone also cause they do provide something we might lose if u don’t permit them
· Its important to always have political parties with readily identifiable differences 
· A certain degree of interest group activity is also important but one group shouldn’t dominate
· U don’t want factionalism in society that can’t come to agree on anything 
· One should encourage public debate 
· So mills support for antagonism is an outgrowth of his demand for truth and politics and his belief that new ideas originate with the individual. Not the classes in society such as marx.
· Its important to cultivate the individuals
· As well, differences of opinion encouraged by antagonism are going to bring to light the mistakes. (poor arguments etc) and disagreements on what we experience are then also important.
· So liberty of thought and discussion should always be allowed for mill because 
· a suppressed opinion may be true and if its true it may be of obvious utility. 
· A suppressed opinion may contain some correct views
· Even though a new opinion may be false, the activity necessary to defend the old opinion against the new one will bring to light is also useful and will help more people understand the value of the true opinion
· So in a healthy society all opinions should be questions “they come to be questioned because the good of mankind requires that it should be so, the good of mankind requires that nothing should be believed until the question first be asked. What evidence there is for it, the very idea of progressiveness implies not indeed of rejection but the questioning of all established opinions. The human intellect is only in its right state when it has searched all things in order that it may hold fast to that which is good” 
· Here he shares with plato and bentham the view that morals and politics are subjects to be investigated by reason and not as subject tenants whose matter we accept as authority 
· So morals and politics should always be questioned. For this u use reason and theory
· When it comes to representative government, mill argues that one of the main functions of representative body is free representation of opposing opinions. “house of commons is not only the most powerful house of the legislature, it is also the great council if the nation. The place where the opinions of the public divide on great subjects of national interest meet in a common area, do battle and are victorious or vanquished. so its here that all shades of opinion meet on common grounds and where they have a chance to be aired. “
· So for mill its only parliament and courts where the value of debate manifest 
· So for him, social antagonisms are natural and necessary part of politics. He saw virtue in having both conservative and liberal/progressive element present in public debate. This makes for him better solution to problems.
· So both of these he believed bring positive elements to body of politics
· On other hand, while he believed conservatives are selfish, he did grant that they help to hold society together because they’re the ones who hold tradition. Mill rightly gave conservatives their due. 
· The liberals were the ones who were usually pushed to the side to look for critical solutions.
· So this antagonism promotes the greatest happiness by keeping all necessary considerations alive and in public view otherwise u lose much social progress. 
· When all interests have a voice, then power cannot become easily concentrated behind interest. 
· For him it’s important that no one power comes to dominate.
· So what mill is, he’s also skeptical of the value of second chambers as checks upon majority rules. 
· And he says that this is due partly to their past history and partly because over time they haven’t really been effective and he basically saw these second chambers as hindrances to .. 
· So for mill it’s important that no one power comes to dominate (including popular opinion)
· So mill is also skeptical of second chamber (senate)
· He says this is due partly to their past history and partly because over time they haven’t really been very effective
· He basically saw these second chambers as hindrances to positive social advancements 
· He also believed that system of proportional representation could be a better check on majority opinion: more accurate representation form diff areas of the country. 
· So proportional opinion wasn’t such a bad idea to mill, ESP if it included representation from the instructed classes. (Universities, etc)
· Whatever the mechanism, he believes government must be so structured as to institute constitutionally the guarantee of unpopular doctrine. U have to guarantee the toleration of unpopular doctrines. (the charter of rights)
· So in following mills discussion in importance of antagonism, it’s important to remember he’s not defending perversity and stubbornness for their own sake. Nor is he praising eccentricity or liberty in their own sake. He doesn’t mind them though.
· He says the interests of truth require a diversity of opinions. In utility, the interests of society requires truth. So freedom to act in diverse ways is essential. 
· That’s simply so because truth is not easy to find and even when we find it we don’t recognize it. 
· So it’s because of this belief that mill then argues in favor of freedom of speech and discussion, minority representation, free market economics (least government principle) also with respect to politics, free inquiry in matters of science, toleration for communal operations, religious tolerations and a free press. And these are all connected with his belief that the truth would make us happy. So the important thing to remember is mill is preaching more for the future than for the present. The air during which he wrote was largely one of toleration but Mills concern was with trends in society but he’s looking to the time when popular opinion can become too restricted, when politicians pander public opinion and this is what worries mill because the opinion of the masses isn’t really what he’s after. 
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· Mill (liberal)
·  He talks about the appropriate kinds and amount of government we should submit ourselves to
· He believes government should be suited to particular society
· In his writings, he deals with 3 questions:
· In what area for the furtherance of utility, is it right and proper for government to operate? So he believes there’s some areas governments should simply not interfere in so what’s the appropriate scope?
· In order that governments should promote utility in its own sphere, how is it best selected and composed
· Do the governmental institutions designed in answering the first 2 questions accord with the natural character and habits and character of the people 
· Mill does have the one size fits all mentality but then again his focus was on Britain, he didn’t do much comparison
· For mill, the problem with describing limits to government can’t be solved simply with reference to hypothetical or original contracts. Mill is interested in experience.
· Mill admits the Aristotelian distinction: men come together for mere life but they remain together for the good life. so the business of Government is to promote the good life but not to encompass it entirely. So government becomes the medium through which the good life can be achieved.
· The functions which are rationally ascribed to government in contract theories may remain valid, but the fiction of the contract bestows no validity on governance. So the contract really doesn’t legitimize government or their institutions to any great extent for mill.
· The minimal functions of government then can be easily decided on by a preliminary glance at the necessities of social existence 
· So in representative government he says that the security of person and property. And equal justice between individuals are the first needs of society and the primary ends of government. So ensuring government property, individual’s right to govern his own property etc
· In another essay he notes that the first and greatest duty of the state is to protect the weak against the strong. This is where he demonstrates he is interested in certain welfare functions of the state
· But these duties are only primary. And in that sense for mill, hobbes and locke are right as far as they go, that is to confine government actions to legal action is for mill to ignore the ethical basis of all institutional questions. So mill says theres more to it than simply the legal aspects of governmental institutions 
· The proper enquiry is how can government promote utility and if it promotes utility properly, its also dealing with the dispossessed. It also tries to bettwe the lives of those who r at the bottom of the social scale.
· For mill, there can be no final or absolute answer to the question of what should be the correct area of gov’t activity. U cant decide these things ahead of time. So answer depends on time and place and degree of social and political development. 
· Role of governments dependent on nature of society and the development of society. So have in democratic government is impossible if u have an ill-educated public. 
· The work of government includes both order and progress. While the necessities of order remain fairly constant through the various degrees of social development, the role of government in promoting progress changes. So here hes saying that as society changes or develops, how u manage society changes. 
· The more sophisticated a society becomes and the better the market functions, the less government intervention u may need.
· In an early state of society, government must be active in areas it can and will later relinquish to individuals. So the more educated they become the more decisions they can make themselves 
· So u can then relinquish these authorities to private individuals, markets, social groups etc. so gov’t never really becomes all encompassing and static so we also see constitutions as developing overtime 
· In the final state of society, gov’t bodies will be content not to impede progress and will in fact provide assistance to the private institutions in whose hands utility finally rests. 
· Government here for mill has a positive function in terms of promoting the betterment of individuals in society
· His reasons for this theory:
· Individuals intimately connected with activities are best able to perform functions of those activities and decide best means of control
· In advance state of civilization its preferable that individual manage his own business. So mill is in favor at times of government intervention but mill never saw it with socialist precepts. 
· This conclusion he argues is verified by experience in that government agencies are very seldom able to hold their own in equal competition with private enterprises 
· This is so because private enterprise individuals concern have sufficient control over enterprise and a real interest in its success
· The real interest in success never really applies to government run enterprises. Government run enterprises  are to be tolerated until they can be run privately “all the facilities which government enjoys and access to information, all the means which it possesses remunerating and therefore commanding the best available talent in the market are not equivalent for the one great disadvantage of an inferior interest in the result”
· “Although government may command the best available talent, it cant command all the talent of the community” so broad based nationalization is not something that mill encourages
· The total intelligence of any state is far greater than that in the government service.
· There’s a lot of talent out there in the private sphere that government alone cannot capture
· Because of this, gov’t should allow a great freedom to individual enterprise  (but not monopolies, hes talking about state run enterprises that should properly be run by the private sector)
· So he’s in favor of competition. We gain justification for the need for experimentation:
· What u find is that throughout his social philosophy he consistently argues that “only from the widest experience can the best be perceived  “
· so all individual endeavors that do not prejudices the social end and society as a whole should be encouraged
· Here we find meaning of essay on liberty : it’s not that eccentricity is a value in itself originality in conduct and thought should be encouraged for its own sake but rather its only in cultivation of all facets of human ability that the best means to the acknowledged and can be perceived. 
· U have to remember these arguments are made on the basis of utility which is measured by experience
· One can only come to understand how to pursue the objective if there is freedom of endeavor 
· the end is always the greatest happiness for the greatest number for mill
· According to mill, gov’ts are no more able to define the limits for individual capacity than they are able to assign correct employment for each citizen 
· Once again the individual is always a better judge of his talents and potentials etc
· Mill also recognizes that individual is not always infallible
· Further limitation on government is dictated by the educated values he argues of individual participation of political life. so individuals should be engaged in earning a living and voting in politics etc
· Both ones moral and intellectual faculties are best developed when their directly interest in ones concrete activities, and engaged in their conducts. 
· When ones interests are taken care of by someone else, one is simply like a child. And the guardian is likely to construe the interests of the ward as his own and so stupidity and immorality are the inevitable outcomes.   
· Under an authoritative regime, with freedom restricted or unrealized, the citizens are unable to help themselves and are therefore also unable to promote the social good. 
· In such a situation, people don’t fulfill any reciprocal functions. They don’t contribute to the community. They engage in certain activities, they keep the system going but no serious contributions. All of society is then weakened and only beneficiaries are those interests that are in control. So more pragmatic argument against extension of government is increasing taxation. More functions: more services: more taxation 
· The expansion of government into more and more areas simply leave governments becoming huge machines which according to him stifles individual initiative
· To summarize, Mills objections to government interference:
· Most operations are best performed by those who best know them and who have their interest most closely bound up with the success or failure of the operation
· Because no gov’t can possess all the wisdom of community, individuals should be encouraged to deal with their own concerns and not look to government 
· Only an active and self depending people can become morally and intellectually capable of advancing the community 
· The business of life regardless of the individuals pursuits is the best education possible and therefore the best developer of character. So being engaged in ur community is best.
· An authoritarian gov’t creates parasites, it destroys freedoms and therefore weakens the state
· More interference on the part of the state means more expense and more taxation and the enforcement of taxation means evermore expenses
· The multiplication of functions renders the government less capable of fulfilling its primary role
· Experience for mill warrants a general adherence to the least government possible but he’s willing to modify it for the sake of utility
· Mill does grant that there are areas and circumstances in which government activity is beneficial
· Education. Universal education is an absolute necessity if mankind is to attain utility. For mill it’s because cultivation of the intellect and the feelings is fundamental to morality
· “If society has neglected to discharge 2 solemn obligations. The more important and fundamental of the two must be fulfilled first. universal teaching much precede universal enfranchisement”
· He also believed while a state should help provide public education, it shouldn’t be involved in the day to day activities of education
· Public education is best when it’s in competition with private education 
· Mill was also the first who argued that universities should be funded by governments as well as cultural institutions and one can do this along with private institutions. 
· So apart from education, there’s a large feel for government operation and here mill modifies the rule that individuals know best and can best achieve their own ends.
· He mentions 7 examples 
· When persons enter into binding engagements but do not really know what they’re dong (cant decided their own interests- this includes lunatics and children) 
· The state may control contracts in perpetuity (marriage) making provision for termination for the contract, the purpose of the contract is not being fulfilled so state ensures contracts but it doesn’t mean they shouldn’t be broken
· The case where owners delegate authority to managers who no personal interest in the enterprise (large companies involved in price fixing)
· He also believed that it was appropriate for state to invest in large enterprises (railways, canals etc)
· The allowance for such things as trade unions where individual actions isn’t sufficient to bring about desired results.  He also believed that co-operatives should be allowed to establish themselves. 
· His sympathy is with the working poor because their share of interest always received less attention. He recognized this 
· He says the state should also act in cases of charity. He also recognized that advances in technology would result in dislocation and unemployment 
· Here he argues that the state may legitimately introduce legislation to slow this down 
· (he would be in favor of employment insurance)
· He says there are those enterprises that we can’t undertake individually and these are things like scientific investigation which over the long run will help benefit society and gov’t should invest in these kind of things
· Looking at role of state intervention:
· Is this an activity conducive to utility?
·  Can it and will it be performed by private individuals? 
· If the state can perform it better than private associations, will the state taking over the role be more efficient?
· In the end, general utility is the only ultimate justification 
· Mill also says when the government intervenes, it should have an idea when it can withdraw its interventions in the future
· For him, the only democracy that can work is one based on a broad inclusion of the people in their own government. Whether through municipal association or through they own voluntary co-operation
· In terms of the selection and composition of gov’t, the question is again one of utility: in order for governments to promote utility how is it best selected and composed?
· By whom / how/ who/ how should powers and functions of those selected in government be distributed
· He always believed Governments should always be suited to time and place and to the particular state of national interest and custom 
· Gov’t should be understood as means so its forms must be decided upon terms of social development. 
· Basically mill is a democrat. Theme of popular control runs through his writings 
· He believed Democratic reform is a chief instrument in social betterment
· Believed in universal suffrage
· While mill is in favor of representation and airing of interests, he doesn’t believe that special interests or sinister interests should receive institutional support 
· He argues universal suffrage shouldn’t be designed to give power to certain groups in society 
· Once selected, representatives should not be a mere delegate
· What he does in the end is he qualifies himself and his writings as a soft or qualified socialist. But basically mill is a liberal democrat. 
· And he has of course no use for the authoritarian desire for efficiency through central planning cause he doesn’t think that will lead to utilitarianism
· He has no use for revolutionary socialists
· He does approve of socialist schemes that would depend on voluntary organization in small communities
· He believes capitalism is good cause it’s still in a stage of development in his time
· If u wanna increase production, u need some degree of competition 
· Mill is progressive, he didn’t have much use for the landed aristocracy 
· He sympathized with the poor but believed while poor should perhaps inherit the earth, they needed to be educated first if they were allowed to do so
· He was an advocate of liberal democratic institutions. 
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DIANAS
· question 3; although stuart mill isn’t a radical he isn’t as traditional as burke… The importance of institutions. Burke says never raise an issues before it is brought. 
· A government should not become obstinate. Good government rests upon experience and an understanding oh history. Burke understands that a healthy society is based on rank and property. He believes that those born in certain places in society. His concern was with British society, also note that Burke is anti rational but not opposed to reason. How the government came into being doesn’t really matter. 
· So for burke what should guide some one is experience and prudence. So our moralities and sensed do not come to us through abstract reason. Burke is a bit of a relativist. 
· And tahts why tehres a collective reason that we cannot fully comprehend. Reform isn’t important. 
· Now John stuart mill. Becomes the base for all institutions. So mill finds the tradition or the argument for burke is important he wants to move the society forward. Utility is important. Public opinion around that opinion is beneficial in a false society all these opinions are questioned. 
· We should try and move society forward more quicly than Burke so by extending the franchise; voting, natural aspects for state intervention such as canals roads etc. He wants to ensure individuals can develop themselves to their full potential he doesn’t have a problem with that. The best citizen for mill is….. and his model include a self depended man. A man who is conscious independent, cultural, mill really belilves men should be cultured and theres nothting wrong with adjusting institutions that encourage that. The self-dependant man is important. He belives the imporatance of social antagonism. But that doesn’t mean one should not be critical of institutions. The private sphere of the individual. As long as it doesn’t harm another the state has no right to impose sanctions to stop whatever you are doing. The state can promotecertain goods but yur private opinions are up to and should be your own and not the governments. Now Burke is more realistic and Mill makes up a unrealistic little experience. Mill becomes a critique of Burk.. and theres nothing wrong with choosing sides in your answer for the exam.
· Mill is a social democrat. Mille doesn’t believe in natural heiarchy that Burke does. 
SHERRYS
April 2nd 2012 
Question 1) rousseaus general will: - evaluate rousseaus notion of general will and analyze to what extent it allows liberty, he thought modern society was corrupted. We were all free in the state of nature (describe state of nature) he sees society as necessary but wants to bring back some of the basic aspects from the state of nature. (give description of what rousseau means by this of wanting to create civil society where all can be comfortable) his solution to this problem is representation as well as general will.  So does the general will provide for this freedom? Rousseau was one of the first who stood for individuals. The problem with society is that it stalls the individual’s potential. Does the general will do this? Trick is to provide a good argument for your defense. What societal man does for rousseau is he destroys need (for man and society. )
The other problem is we have to compete with others for the objects of our desire. So civil society is a very competitive place. To be and to seem become 2 totally different things. As a consequence individuals see that others can be exploited in pursuit of others desires. So the interdependence within society isn’t really a positive interdependace. So te state of war for rousseau is to be found in society, not in the state of nature. Its society where competition, the destruction of social interdependence and the rest take place. So he demands in the final analysis not just social equality, material necessities, but also the principal that the community must be designed to fulfill the individuals feelings. And this call for community has been repeated consistently among writers since rousseau. (hobbes)
U can give ur opinion but u must give it with contrast to what the author says
2) opening para: some statement to the effect although he is not a revolutionary he is far more progressive than burk. .. for burk, good government rests upon experience and an understanding of history. So mill is not as interested as burk is in improving the law of society at large. Burk: good society is one structed on rank and () hes an elitist. Burk is anti rationalist but hes not opposed to reason. Hes not too concerned with how the government vame to be. What should guide political judgement is experience and prudence. So our moralities, ways, sense of doing things do not come to us through some sort of abstract reasoning. In that sense burk is a relativist because he doesn’t think theres one institution that fits all of society. 
3) whats the basic principal according to which we should judge institutions? (utility) mill finds the tradition or argument of burk to be stultifying. Mill wants to move society forward not according to some preconceived revolutionary plan so hes still relatively conservative. For mill, the preconception of .. utilitarianism is important. So in a healthy society, all opinions have to come to be questioned. And mill doesn’t believe that we can solve the problem of human kind all at once but he does say we should try to move society forward (extend franchise: voting, public education, infrastructure, and he also wants to ensure that individuals can develop themselves ot ther fullest potential. And so the best citizen is the self dependant man**. Mill really believes the fact that individuals should and can become cultured and theres nothing wrong with adjusting the institutions of ur society to make that happen. Mills not a radical, he beleves in the importance of social antagonism. That does not mean that one should not be critical of ones institutions. What u do in the privacy of ur own life, and as long as it doesn’t harm another the state has no right nor reason to impose sanctions. The individual is left to his or her devices. Burk was more experienced. So mill becomes a critique of burk but in ur answer theres nothing wrong to choosing sides. Mill becomes a social democrat. 
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