Liberty

Once again, political theorists like to deconstruct basic words, like liberty, and try to explain them rather than assuming that the word is widely understood.

· Constant, speaking to an audience to whom the French revolution was recent history
· This event was seen as a turning point in history
· It was a symbol of the change between the old world and the new world, the difference between a world ruled by arbitrary rule and a world with governments held more accountable for their actions
· Even if the revolution went horribly wrong..
· When the ancients (Athens) used the word freedom, they meant something entirely different from the contemporary use of the word freedom 
· Page 311, many similarities to Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms
· Ancients' ideas of freedom: The freedom of the citizens in the forum, the citizens who engage in governing, they would allow the subjugation of the individual
· Constant shows that the modern idea of a division between public and private life that did not exist in ancient times
· There is a controversy about what is public and what is private, but it all comes back to the idea that there is even a distinction between public and private life because that is a basic idea of liberal political thought
· We exercise our sovereignty only to dissolve it = voting
· How did freedom transform from this idea of exercising political sovereignty through voting to the private life and how did exercising your political sovereignty become merely a way to give up your power until the next election
· He says that in the past, states were small and homogenous. They also had slaves. Athens was often held up as the paragon of democracy when in fact it was a bunch of wealthy men deciding things while the women and slaves stayed at home and were told what to do. 
· That had entirely changed by Constant's time, modern states were larger, within the state there was much more diversity. They were no longer groupings of like minded families. They were very internally heterogeneous. People from different religious and cultural backgrounds. 
· But they also became more externally homogenous, bigger states became harder to distinguish from each other. As a result, wars no longer seemed logical or worth it. 
· Barbarian hordes actually were a problem to the ancients, because they were very different from their neighbours
· In Constant's time, war was a much bigger burden, you win some things and lose others
· Constant saw war as simply a way to get what you want, ie resources, access to things, but moderns had come up with a way to respond to that, COMMERCE AND TRADE
· The difference: War is all impulse, commerce is calculation, you figure out what you want, you figure out what the other country has, you figure out what you have to pay to get it. Much less bloody.
· Constant thinks it got to the point where it was not worth it to go to war, what you expended in human life, raising an army, munitions, you might as well just get together 
· Makes the point that because slaves were no longer the norm, free people had to perform jobs normally delegated to slaves
· By making a state bigger you decrease the power of the individual to exercise political sovereignty. In a very small republic, each individual's voice carries a lot of weight, as the state gets bigger, the political weight of any one individual is diminished 
· The voter paradox: Why do people vote? In a state like Canada, it's very difficult to make the case that you as a rational individual have an interest in voting
· If you look at election results, it's extremely rare that an election is decided by one vote.
· Whether or not you as an individual votes has no outcome on the election. So why do people vote?
· With this paradox increasing as the size of states increases, the ancient idea of liberty became less important. 
· The only reason that the Athenians were able to all deliberate in the forum, was because the slaves and women took care of all the important aspects of life. They could only exercise that freedom because they had no other jobs.
· War happens for a while, then stops and leaves long periods of inactivity, commerce is perpetual
· Commerce vs War: Commerce inspires a vivid love of independence, it provides a way in which you can satisfy your needs without authority dictating it. With war, you need authority to back you up to get what you want. Because it inspires people to love their independence, they will become much more protective independence. 
· Constant, because we can no longer enjoy the liberty of constantly being involved in politics of the ancients, we become more attached to personal independence 
· That is not to say that we don't have elements of ancient freedoms...
· Political rights offer some of the pleasures of their ancient freedoms
· We can't exercise real political power in a forum like they did (they were willing to make sacrifices for that), but we can use commerce as a difference source of power and we can take pleasure in that
· Commerce gives a different range of pleasures
· The moderns needed to be more protective of their individual independence because that is the way that they made their lives happy, through individual ventures in order to get what they need to live their lives. 
· Top of Page 317, very important. 
· Constant saw Rousseau as trying to impose ancient liberty on the modern world 
· Rousseau's idea of moral liberty was to live under laws given to you by yourself through the general will
· The ancients depended upon individuals being enslaved in order to maintain their political freedom and liberty
· Ostracism rests on the assumption that the society has complete authority over its members, but no one has the right to exile a citizen unless he is convicted formally under a known law which exile is known to be a possible punishment for contravening. 
· Political liberty is how we guarantee our personal liberty, it is an indepensible guarantee of individual liberty, but it is not a substitute
· Modern interests are different than ancient interests, commerce has changed things
· For the ancients, private property bound them to the state
· The more we engage in the private sphere and our own individual interests become tied to that private sphere, the more we want to defend our right to engage in that private sphere of life
· Without slaves, we have more of a need to actually do things to preserve our personal interests, which means that we have need of politicians to take care of governing for us
· But we have to make sure that we watch over them
· The great peril of the ancients was when the ancients were so concerned with preserving that political liberty that they are willing to intrude into people's lives 
· The danger in the modern world, is that we become so absorbed by preserving our individual liberties that we stop being concerned with preserving our political power
· This is the reason that we have to find a way to combine the two kinds of liberty, public/political and individual/social
· We must preserve our political liberty because it is our best tool to guarantee our individual liberties. You may not be able to guarantee good decisions through voting and regular elections, but you do guarantee that the populace has an option to change the course of their government at regular intervals if they wish to do so. 

This can all be tied to the way that we think about freedom today. There is a difference between having the right to vote and having the right not to have the state impose things upon you that infringe upon your individual rights. You can have malevolent democracies which infringe upon private rights or benevolent dictators, who prevent citizens from having a say in government, but leave their private lives up to them. Constant makes a distinction between the two types of freedom. 

What do we do when democratic states choose to infringe upon individual freedoms in various ways? 
If you were to ask many people, they would respond 
