Poli 100: Mid-term quiz study guide

The mid-term quiz (Thursday, October 11, in class) will be a combination of multiple choice and short answer questions. If you understand the following ideas and concepts, then you will be well-prepared. If we do not get to certain of these topics by the time of the quiz they will not be on the quiz, but they may be on the final exam.

If I don’t get to some of these topics, then I won’t put then on the quiz.

1. Aristotle


a.
polis

All associations are formed with the aim of achieving some good. The Greek city-state, or polis, is the most general association in the Greek world, containing all other associations, such as families and trade associations. As such, the city-state must aim at achieving the highest good
The polis is the end of both the household and the village, providing both with their completion in the fullest sense. The polis allows for man to reach his end, or what is best.  Aristotle states, “Again, that for the sake of which [a thing exists], or the end, is what is best; and self-sufficiency is an end and what is best.”[1] Because the polis allows for self-sufficiency it is best above the other two. The polis is superior to the household and village because, “the whole must of necessity be prior to the part…”[2] The household and village are not capable of aiming at the highest and comprehensive goods since they only look and aim at the daily and non-daily needs of life. Since the polis aims at the highest and most comprehensive good, and the others do not, the polis must be superior to them both. Unlike the village, within the polis one can commit the great and noble deeds. Yet our modern understanding of state is a partnership that provides for the common defense, ensures domestic tranquility, observes contracts, promotes the prosperity of the people, and provides for the execution of justice. The idea of self-sufficiency or the end of human life are not a concern of the modern state.

The modern understanding of the purpose of the “state” is that it should secure one’s ability to be happy, along with provide for common defense, ensure domestic tranquility, observe contracts, secure the prosperity of the people and provide for the execution of justice.  Yet the state, unlike the polis does not actually go so far as to ensure man reaches his end. The main purpose of the modern state is to “enable its members to exchange goods and services by protecting them against violence among themselves and foreigners….”[5] The modern state has very little interest in the moral condition of the citizens. We therefore see that the modern state differs most drastically from the polis on this matter. The ancient polis was aimed at the happiness of individuals, and the people believed in an ultimate good; although this ultimate good may not be the same for all, Aristotle believed there was not much difference to matter.

The natural state of man can be said to be the polis. The political rule of the polis is the rule among equals. Within the polis everyone ought to be capable of ruling and being ruled. This is the fundamental aspect of the polis, that it is the partnership among equals. Other such partnerships that Aristotle mentions later in the Politics are the tribe and empire, which both of these has a rule other than that of equals. Modern states are typically either nations (in a much more modern sense of the word) or empires. The understanding of state then is actually not political at all since the rule of the empire is that of master-slave and the tribe lacks civilization or a regime. Thus the alternatives to the polis are in fact non-political.

Aristotle believes that man cannot strive for his ultimate good outside of the polis. Man outside of the polis is not complete and therefore not a man living to his end. The purpose of the politics is to complete or create the good life, or human. The purpose of the polis is to allow man to achieve his ends, thus the political and polis goes hand in hand. The end of human existence, according to Aristotle, is happiness. By allowing man to be fully self-sufficient the city also allows man to strive for what one considers to be happiness.

Aristotle’s understanding of the political comes with his discussion of man as a political animal. Man enters into household and village to provide for his daily and non-daily needs and into the polis to provide for self-sufficiency. From Aristotle’s quote of Homer we find that the political provides from clan (family, household), law (moral virtue, justice and the good), and the hearth. As for Aristotle, man outside of the political is either below man (thus not comprehending justice, injustice, good and bad) or superior to him.

Man’s own nature is what pushes him into the polis, the polis as defined by Aristotle is the only institution that can allow man to be truly happy.  Man by nature strives to be happy, outside of the polis man cannot achieve the natural ends of man and thus man must live within the polis to be truly happy.     

            And yet finally Aristotle asserts the superiority of the polis over man himself. The polis is superior to the individual because household is superior to the individual and the polis is superior to the household. Aristotle states, “For if the individual when separated [from the city] is not self-sufficient, he will be in a condition similar to that of the other parts in relation to the whole.”[14] The relationship between the man and polis for Aristotle is that of the non self-sufficient and the self-sufficient, and the part and the whole. Man’s relationship to the polis as Aristotle sums it up, “One who is incapable of participating or who is in need of nothing through being self-sufficient is no part of a city, and so is either a beast or a god.”[15] The political, therefore, is the relationship between man and the polis. The partnership within the polis, or the regime, sets down the laws, and provides for family life. Without the regime the polis cannot exist, within the polis every person is capable of ruling or being ruled and thus the regime is the rule between equals. This type of rule is the most political of all rules.

            The modern conception of the state differs greatly from that of the polis. The polis is aimed at the complete life; the polis is the means of reaching the highest good or ultimate happiness. The state on the other hand is only concerned with the external; it is limited in the aspects of life. As a result, the word state cannot be used for polis and such the word polis has no English meaning. Political is the total relationship between people, and between men and the polis.

b.
people as “political animals”

Aristotle’s discussion of politics is firmly grounded in the world of the Greek city-state, or polis. He assumes that any state will consist of the same basic elements of a Greek city-state: male citizens who administer the state, and then women, slaves, foreigners, and noncitizen laborers who perform the necessary menial tasks to keep the city running. Citizenship in the Greek world was a much more involved responsibility than it is in modern representative democracies. All citizens in a Greek city-state take part in government and hold various public offices, which is why Aristotle takes public office as a defining feature of citizenship. Because citizenship involves an active role in running the state, a citizen identifies strongly with the city-state to which he belongs, to the point that the Greeks consider exile to be a fate worse than death. The tight bond between citizen and city-state also explains why Aristotle considers active citizenship as a necessary feature of the good life. He insists that we can only fully realize our rationality and humanity as citizens of a city-state, and so he concludes that fully realized humans are, by necessity, political animals.
Aristotle calls humans “political animals” because we cannot be fully human without active participation in a city-state, and his recommendations regarding justice and education bear in mind only what will make for the strongest state. Absent entirely is the concern of modern liberalism with individual freedoms and the protection of a citizen’s private life from the public eye. Aristotle does not fail to discuss the tension between individual liberty and the demands of the state so much as he does not live in a world where this tension exists. The idea of a private life would seem absurd in a Greek city-state. All the highest aims in life, from political debate to physical exercise, take place in the public sphere, and there is no conception of a “private persona,” which differs from the face people present in public. Consequently, the interests of the individual and the interests of the state are equivalent in Aristotle’s view. His prioritizing of the community above the individual, as well as his warnings about the dangers of unrestrained capitalism, had a strong influence on the work of Karl Marx.
Aristotle describes man in “Politics” as “zoon politikon” or “politikon zoion”" which literally means “a living organism which exists in society”/”a social animal” or a “a being which lives in the polis”. However, it’s important to know that the old Greeks distinguished between “zoe” (the simple act of living or being, “life” in a rather biological sense for our system of meaning) and bios (which is the specific way life can take in the case of a group or and individual). Thus for, instance, man was not the only zoon, the Gods were also zoe, a form of life, just like the rocks, the mountains, the rivers, the mythological centaurs and so on were also zoe. The concept converd both organic and inorganic lifeforms, human, divine or mithological creatures.

The referent of the “zoon politikon” definition of man is not politics in the modern sense, but rather society, the social sphere in its broad meaning. Moreover it isn’t even a definition whose referent is politics in the broad meaning it had for the old Greeks, which covered most of what we consider to be a separate social sphere today. Zoon politikon it’s simply a definition in which the attribute politike is the differencia specifica which distinguish man-as-zoe from the broader zoe genus.

The same is true for the other defition of man given by Aristotle in “Politics” and the “Nicomachean Ethics”, namely “zoon logon echon”, translated in Latin as “animal rationale”. It’s just a way of logically distinguishing the specie man or human being from the genus “zoe”, through a differencia specifica, in this case “logon echon” (open to the use of language/reason) or, in the previous case, polike (existing in society, in the polis).

But the political man for Aristotle is not simply the zoon politike. The goal of political life, of the polis, is not simply living (zen), but a certain form of living (bios), more precisely, lliving according to what is Good. Thus, in “Politics”, Aristotle directly contrasts the simple fact of living (to zen) with living politically (to eu zen – “to live according with good). The political man, the man who lives in the polis, is neither the “oikonomos” (the chief of a clan) nor the despotes (the chief of the familly) since both are simply concerned with natural living, with “zoe”.

2.
Plato

a. Thrasymachus’s view that “justice is nothing other than the advantage of the stronger” (p. 14, 338c).

Plato felt that he had to defend justice against these onslaughts. The Sophistic challenge is represented in The Republic by Thrasymachus, who declares that justice is nothing but the advantage of the stronger. Since this statement motivates the entire defense that is to follow, it deserves analysis. What exactly does Thrasymachus mean by claiming that justice is the advantage of the stronger? Who are the stronger? What is their advantage?

On the first reading, Thrasymachus’s claim boils down to the basic Sophistic moral notion that the norms and mores we consider just are conventions that hamper those who adhere to them and benefit those who flout them. Those who behave unjustly naturally gain power and become rulers and strong people in society. When stupid, weak people behave in accordance with justice, they are disadvantaged, and the strong are at an advantage. An alternate reading of Thrasymachus’s bold statement makes his claim seem more subtle. On this reading, put forward by C.D.C. Reeve, Thrasymachus is not merely making the usual assertion that the norms and mores of justice are conventions; he is further claiming that these mores and norms are conventions put in place by rulers to promote their own interests and to keep their subjects in a state of oppression.

This second reading is interesting because it challenges not only our conception of right and wrong, but Socrates’s usual way of finding truth. Socrates’s method of elenchus proceeds by building up knowledge out of people’s true beliefs. If Thrasymachus is right, then we do not have any true beliefs about justice. All we have are beliefs forced on us by rulers. In order to discover the truth about right and wrong, we must abandon the old method and start from scratch: building up knowledge without resting on traditional beliefs. In the next book, Plato abandons the method of elenchus. and begins the discussion from scratch
Thrasymachus defines justice as the advantage of the stronger; what he means is that injustice always involves acting so as to benefit whoever is in power. (His evidence for this is that things that benefit the majority are called “just” in a democracy, while things that benefit the elite are called “just” in an aristocracy.) His claim is easily misunderstood. Since he thinks that the ruled act justly whenever they benefit the rulers, one might suppose that he will also think that the rulers are acting justly when they benefit themselves -- if the standard of justice is “benefit to the rulers.” But in fact Thrasymachus thinks that rulers who benefit themselves are acting unjustly. The secret to understanding his view is this: there’s a reason he describes his view in comparative terms (“the stronger“) rather than absolute terms (“the strong”). To act justly is to benefit a stronger-than-oneself. In other words, justice is always a matter of subordinating your own interests to the interests of someone in authority over you. So when the ruled act to benefit the rulers, they are acting justly, but the rulers themselves are not subordinating their interests to anyone else, so they are acting unjustly. (If rulers were to act in the interest of the ruled, they would be subordinating their interests to those of the ruled, and so would in effect be putting the ruled in the position of authority and so would not themselvs be genuine rulers any more. Hence one cannot genuinely exercise the art of rulership without ipso facto behaving unjustly.) Like Callicles, Thrasymachus believes that only a fool would sacrifice his own interests to those of others, so Thrasymachus rejects justice as a con game for suckers.
b. Explain the main way that Socrates counters this claim.
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One of Socrates’ strategies is to try to show that an expertise by its nature always acts to bring whatever it operates on into a better condition; hence rulership too must act to benefit the ruled rather than exploit them. Another is to show that someone who possesses an expertise does not have a comparative notion of success. That is, an expert does not measure his own success by whether he is outdoing other people, but rather by whether he is living up to objective standards of what is best. (Compare Mikhail Baryshnikov’s remark: “I do not try to dance better than anyone else. I only try to dance better than myself.") The nonexpert, however, has no knowledge of the objective standard and so can only estimate his success in comparative terms. Since it is the unjust rather than the just who seek to gain an advantage over everybody, it is justice rather than injustice that has the most in common with expertise. The dialogue ends with an argument that anticipates Aristotle’s appeal to the human function.
So Socrates tries to refute Thrasymachus by proving that it is justice rather than injustice that has the features of a genuine expertise
3.
Machiavelli

a.
political virtu as distinct from everyday moral virtue

Machiavelli defines virtues as qualities that are praised by others, such as generosity, compassion, and piety. He argues that a prince should always try to appear virtuous, but that acting virtuously for virtue’s sake can prove detrimental to the principality. A prince should not necessarily avoid vices such as cruelty or dishonesty if employing them will benefit the state. Cruelty and other vices should not be pursued for their own sake, just as virtue should not be pursued for its own sake: virtues and vices should be conceived as means to an end. Every action the prince takes must be considered in light of its effect on the state, not in terms of its intrinsic moral value.
Machiavelli's idea of virtu' is not of moral character then, but of what is best or the utilitarian needs of the country. For Machiavelli virtu' out weighs virtue in times of need while Plato believes a just ruler must behave the same all the time. Salmon says: Machiavelli critically analyzes the crucial characteristics of successful rulers, distinguishing, for example, between standards of discipline appropriate for military campaigns and for rulers when they are not commanding armies. Similarly, when Machiavelli discusses the concepts of cruelty and mercy, he presents examples to show that actions which might seem at first glance to be cruel are merciful in the circumstances, and vice versa.

 

Machiavelli is naive, and in many ways promotes violence, if it justifies the ends to a means, "virtu". However, in so doing, he also exposes Monarchy as a fraud, and offers a way of separating morality or religion from politics. Politics is a cruel game, and sometimes politicians must lie in order to ensure the utilitarian good. Machiavelli warns that total honesty is not always what a good Prince needs to hear, but is a type of flattery that should be shunned. He writes: For there is no way to guard against flattery but by letting it be seen that you take no offence in hearing the truth: but when every one is free to tell you the truth, respect falls short. Wherefore a prudent Prince should follow a middle course, by choosing certain discreet men from among his subjects, and allowing them alone free leave to speak their minds on any matter on which he asks their opinion, and on none other. But he ought to ask their opinion on everything, and after hearing what they have to say, should reflect and judge for himself. (Machiavelli, The Prince. The Rennaissance Man, Edited by Daniel Fader, Gorlier: New York P. 113)

Machiavelli greatly admires the works of Plato and other sophists.

 

Machiavelli employs the conditional patterns of argumentation developed by the Stoic logicians. He frequently uses the dilemma form since this is useful for presenting alternative courses of action along with their consequences. He skillfully avoids being caught in false dilemmas, however. For example, when considering whether it is better to be loved or feared, he first points out that it is desirable--though not easy--to be both loved and feared. Plato believed that the ruler without moral virtue was unjust. A true ruler was just regardless of the circumstances. By doing evil to those evil men, are we not adding to their evil, making them more evil? It follows that justice involves the actual creation of evil.

Yet no art can deliberately aim at a negative result. The death of a patient is not a triumph of medicine but a failure. The creation of evil is not an accomplishment of justice, but a failure of justice. (335 D, P. 15-16)

Therefore, according to Plato, a just ruler should not seek war, because war is unjust. War is evil, and "The creation of evil is not an accomplishment of justice, but a failure of justice." For Plato, a just ruler, an ideal ruler would be just. He does address war, and feels the Republic should have a standing Army of trained soldiers in order to defend the Republic. Machiavelli believes the state exists to make war, and a good ruler exists for only one purpose to make war, this is his only concern.

 

Machiavelli are writing in two different eras. In Plato's era, man based philosophy on utopian ideals and principles. They were concerned with how things should be, not how they were. If we all behave this way, we will have a perfect society.

 

 Machiavelli, however, was a realist. He was concerned with how things were in reality, not how things could be if the world was perfect. He was greatly influenced by his failures in public life. He had served as head of the second chancery of the Florentine republic, but was dismissed after it fell in 1512. The Medici family was again ruling Florence, and a Medici also sat on the papal throne in Rome. The Prince was an attempt to prevent form those failures being repeated in the future. Machiavelli tried unsuccessfully to use this treatise to gain an advisory appointment either to the papacy or the court of the Duke. He was not concerned with moral virtue, if it meant the destruction and defeat of his state
b.
“cruelty well used”

Machiavelli says, “Cruelty can be described as well used (if it is permissible to say good words about something evil in itself) when it is performed all at once, for reasons of self-preservation; and when the acts are not repeated after that, but rather are turned as much as possible to the advantage of the subjects. Cruelty can be considered well-used if carried out in one stab, the wicked deeds executed all at once, and if it can be interpreted as necessary for self-preservation. This distinction leads Machiavelli to the following argument: “We may add this note that when a prince takes a new state, he should calculate the sum of all the injuries he will have to do, and do them all at once, so as not to have to do new ones every day; simply by not repeating them, he will then be able to reassure people, and win them over to his side with benefits.”
Particularly relevant to our country’s present difficulties is Machiavelli’s notion of “cruelty well used.” As a realistic observer of the human condition, Machiavelli realized that any political ruler would have to impose policies that many subjects would experience as painful. Machiavelli’s advice is that a prudent leader will not shrink from imposing this pain when it is truly necessary for the state, but will do it all at one stroke at the beginning of his rule in order to get it over with. Such a course of action will give the people time to forget the pain they have endured, especially as the benefits arising from the initially painful decisions ripen and grow, crowding the pain of the past from the popular mind.
c.
cruelty abused

Actually the actions of the Prince do fit into one of the above categories of cruelty. His actions can be placed under the cruelty well used although the approach which is used can not bring clear distinction. According to Machiavelli, “Rulers,’ he declares, “should delegate responsibility for unpopular actions, while taking personal responsibility for those that will win favor” (pp, 43). The reason behind his words is to use the possible means to gain power of which the actions will result to some useful aspects there after. By the use of cruelty well used, any leader according to Machiavelli’s word to Prince is that although the short run activities are tough, the end results should bring the state at a better position than before, (Niccolò, 1996).
4.
Gaventa’s 3 dimensions of power

NOTEBOOK

The power cube, developed by John Gaventa of the Institute of Development Studies (IDS), Sussex, UK, has three dimensions: spaces, places and the ‘faces’ of power mentioned above. The power cube framework offers a way to examine participatory action in development and changes in power relations by and/or on behalf of poor and marginalised people. It does this by distinguishing participatory action along three dimensions:      
· at three levels (or ‘places’): global, national and local (or other levels that may be relevant);

· across three types of (political) ‘space’: closed, invited and created (or others that may be relevant); and

· among three ‘faces of power’ in place within the levels and spaces: visible power, hidden power and invisible power.
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The idea of ‘spaces’ is important. According to Gaventa, these are ‘opportunities, moments and channels where citizens can act to potentially affect policies, discourses, decisions and relationships that affect their lives and interests’. The framework looks at power in relation to how spaces for engagement are created, the levels of power (from local to global), as well as different forms of power across them. Looking at citizen action through this lens, for example, enables strategic assessments of the possibilities for transformative action by citizens, and how to make them more effective.
5.
Foucault’s view of the relationship between truth and power. (In part, this is his idea that “truth isn’t outside power. … Truth is a thing of this world” (p. 379).)

Each society has its regime of truth, its 'general politics' of truth; that is, the types of discourse which it accepts and makes function as true" [Quoted in Stuart Hall & Bram Gieben (Editors), Formations of Modernity (Cambridge, 1992) p. 295]. If this is so, it implies that knowledge and power create what Foucault calls "rules of formation" [See David Owen, Maturity and Modernity (London, 1994), p. 144], an epistemological form which he calls a dispositif or apparatus which, as Lowith says, "lays open reality while at the same time constructing it" [Quoted in Owen (London, 1994), p. 149]. The effect of constructing reality in this way is to apply artificial limits to discourse. Foucault can be seen partly as an archaeologist in that he attempts to uncover these "configurations of knowledge and to highlight the epistemological breaks which mark the movement from one episteme to another" [Owen (London, 1994), p. 144] yet it is just this role that identifies the problem that such analysis is only possible from an historical perspective. In other words (for example), while a Marxist analysis of the mass media might be that it is being used by dominant groups to mask a reality that at least they are aware of, Foucault's ideas imply that at least some of the parameters which define the present day are hidden from all.
Consequently, as a result of the pervasive influences of radical power, many social theorists have argued that individuals are incapable of observing truth. That is, if every cognitive reference point has been manipulated by cultural power, then any “truths” an observer might identify must be either partly or wholly the product of manipulative social power
Thus, Foucault maintains that in every circumstance truth is an instrument of power. From this perspective, truth is a mechanism that is employed to achieve the “positive” goals of a political regime: truth encourages those it influences to "do the right thing", i.e., conform to the will of established authority.
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existence of classes, but he was strongly opposed to this powerful element of
economic or class reductionism in the Marxist theory of ideology. Secondly, he
argued that Marxism tended to contrast the ‘distortions’ of bourgeois knowledge,
against its own claims té6 ‘truth’ — Marxist science. But Foucault did not believe
that any form of thought could claim an absolute ‘truth’ of this kind, outside the
play of discourse. A/l political and social forms of thought, he believed, were
inevitably caught up in the interplay of knowledge and power. So, his work
rejects the traditional Marxist question, ‘in whose class interest does language,
representation and power operate?

L.

What distinguished Foucault's position on discourse, knowledge and power
from the Marxist theory of class interests and ideological ‘distortion”? Foucault
advanced at least two, radically novel, propositions.

1 Knowledge, power and truth

The first concerns the way Foucault conceived the linkage between knowledge
and power. Hitherto, we have tended to think that power operates in a direct
and brutally repressive fashion, dispensing with polite things like culture and
knowledge. Foucault argued that not only is knowledge always a form of power,
but power is implicated in the questions of whether and in what circumstances
knowledge is to be applied or not. This question of the application and
effectiveness of power/knowledge was more important, he thought, than the
question of its ‘truth’.

Knowledge linked to power, not only assumes the authority of ‘the truth' but
has the power to make itself true. All knowledge, once applied in the real world,
has real effects, and in that sense at least, ‘becomes true’. Knowledge, once used
to regulate the conduct of others, entails constraint, regulation and
the disciplining of practices. Thus, ‘there is no power relation without the
correlative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that does
not presuppose and constitute at the same time, power relations’ (Foucault,
1977: 27).

According to Foucault, what we think we ‘know’ in a particular period about,
say, crime has a bearing on how we regulate, control and punish criminals.
Knowledge does not operate in a void. It is put to work, through certain
technologies and strategies of application, in specific situations, historical contexts
and institutional regimes. To study punishment, you must study how the
combination of discourse and power — power/knowledge — has produced a
certain conception of crime and the criminal, has had certain real effects both for
criminal and for the punisher, and how these have been set into practice in certain
historically specific prison regimes.

This led Foucault to speak, not of the ‘Truth’ of knowledge in the absolute
sense — a Truth which remained so, whatever the period, setting, context — but
of a discursive formation sustaining a regime of truth. Thus, it may or may not
be true that single parenting inevitably leads to delinquency and crime. But if
everyone believes it to be so, and punishes single parents accordingly, this will
have real consequences for both parents and children and will become ‘true’ in
terms of its real effects, even if in some absolute sense it has never been
conclusively proven. In the human and social sciences, Foucault argued:




1. Claims for a neutral, objective pursuit of knowledge that culminates in truth independent of the pursuit and exercise of power is an illusion.

                        2. The separation of truth from power is suggested by the nature of physical science as the model for all science. When we turn to the human (social/behavioral) sciences, however, the relation between truth and power becomes much clearer.

                        3. Power and Truth are interchangeable: "Each society has its regime of truth, it 'general politics' of truth; that is, the types of discourse which it accepts and makes function as true; the mechanisms and instances which enable one to distinguish true and false statements, the means by which each is sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the acquisition of truth; the status of those who charged with saying what counts as true" (P/K, p. 131).

                        4. Truth is produced under the control of political, cultural, and economic dominating forces (e.g. the universities, army, writers, or the media).

                        6. The Task: We cannot separate truth from power; but we can liberate truth from the presently dominating powers.
He suggests the following: “’Truth’ is to be understood as a system of ordered procedures for the reproduction, regulation, distribution, circulation and operation of statements. ‘Truth’ is linked in a circular relation with systems of power which produce and sustain it, and to effects of power which induces and which extend it. A regime of truth. This regime is not merely ideological or super-structural; it was a condition of the formation and development of capitalism” (133).

The key is to divine how to produce new truth. You can not escape power, for truth is always power. It is a matter of discovering how to find emancapatory truth/power, knowledge/power.
6.
Mill

a.
principle of liberty (the gist of it)
The key concept in On Liberty is the idea that liberty is essential to ensure subsequent progress, both of the individual and society, particularly when society becomes more important than the state. This state of affairs would be attained in a representative democracy in which the opposition between the rulers and the ruled disappears, in that the rulers only represent the interests of the ruled. Such a democracy would make the liberty of the individual possible, but it would not guarantee it. When society becomes free of the constraints of government, it begins to entrench the interests of a select and powerful few, which threatens individual liberty in a new way. Mill grapples with the problem of envisioning society progressing in such a way as to prevent the repression of the individual by the ever more powerful and confident majority. Social progress can only take place if limits are placed on individual liberty, but it also necessitates the freeing of the individual from such limits.

The only important thing is the happiness of the individual, and such happiness may only be attained in a civilized society, in which people are free to engage in their own interests, with all their skills and capabilities, which they have developed and honed in a good system of education. Thus, Mill stresses the fundamental value of individuality, of personal development, both for the individual and society for future progress. For Mill, a civilized person is the one who acts on what he or she understands and who does everything in his or her power to understand. Moreover, individual action advances the mental education of that individual, something that government action cannot ever do, for government action always poses a threat to liberty and must be carefully watched. However, individual liberty must always be expressed in order to achieve social and personal progress
b.
political tyranny

describing the tyranny of government, which, in his view, needs to be controlled by the liberty of the citizens. He divides this control of authority into two mechanisms: necessary rights belonging to citizens, and the "establishment of constitutional checks by which the consent of the community, or of a body of some sort, supposed to represent its interests, was made a necessary condition to some of the more important acts of the governing power".Because society was—in its early stages—subjected to such turbulent conditions (i.e. small population and constant war), it was forced to accept rule "by a master."However, as mankind progressed, it became conceivable for the people to rule themselves. Mill admits that this new form of society seemed immune to tyranny because "there was no fear of tyrannizing over self."Despite the high hopes of the Enlightenment, Mill argues that the democratic ideals were not as easily met as expected. First, even in democracy, the rulers were not always the same sort of people as the ruled.[ Second, there is a risk of a "tyranny of the majority" in which the many oppress the few who, according to democratic ideals, have just as much a right to pursue their legitimate ends.

In Mill's view, tyranny of the majority is worse than tyranny of government because it is not limited to a political function. Where one can be protected from a tyrant, it is much harder to be protected "against the tyranny of the prevailing opinion and feeling."The prevailing opinions within society will be the basis of all rules of conduct within society; thus there can be no safeguard in law against the tyranny of the majority. Mill's proof goes as follows: the majority opinion may not be the correct opinion. The only justification for a person's preference for a particular moral belief is that it is that person's preference. On a particular issue, people will align themselves either for or against this issue; the side of greatest volume will prevail, but is not necessarily correct. In conclusion to this analysis of past governments, Mill proposes a single standard for which a persons liberty may be restricted:

J.S. Mill concludes the Introduction by discussing what he claimed were the three basic liberties in order of importance:

· The freedom of thought and emotion. This includes the freedom to act on such thought, i.e. freedom of speech
· The freedom to pursue tastes (provided they do no harm to others), even if they are deemed "immoral"

· The freedom to unite so long as the involved members are of age, the involved members are not forced, and no harm is done to others

While Mill admits that these freedoms could—in certain situations—be pushed aside, he claims that in contemporary and civilized societies there is no justification for their removal.
c.
social tyranny

It soon became clear that the suppression of liberty was present not only when the interests of the people were conflicted with the interests of the ruling few, but when conflicting interests were present among the people themselves.  “The ‘people’ who 

exercise the power, are not always the same people with those over whom it is exercised, and the ‘self-government’ spoken of is not the government of each by himself, but of each by all the rest.  The will of the people, moreover, practically means, the will of the most numerous or the most active part of the people; the majority, or those who succeed in making themselves accepted as the majority: the people, consequently, may desire to oppress a part of their number; and precautions are as much needed against this, as against any other abuse of power” (426).  The rights of the people did not need to be protected only from their leaders, but from The prevailing opinions of the society in which they lived.
This present state of affairs leaves us with a kind of “social tyranny” which Mill states is even more formidable than many kids of political oppression, as while the penalties for violating the social standards might not be as extreme as they are under a dictator, there are fewer means of escape.  Social tyranny penetrates even more deeply into everyday life, into the soul itself.  “There is a limit to the legitimate interference of collective opinion with individual independence; and to find that limit, and maintain it against encroachment, is as indispensable to a good condition of human affairs, as protection against political despotism” (426).  Mill believes that democracy in itself is insufficient to guarantee human liberty, but that freedom must be safeguarded against popular will just as much as it is against the will of a despot.

Mill acknowledges that some rules are necessary, as the well-being of any society depends at least to some extent on the enforcement of restraint upon the actions of some people who would threaten it.  However, aside from a few very basic rules like those against theft or murder, there is no universal agreement on what they should be, nor 

even what form they should take.  Moreover, the people do not question whether the laws of their society are justified unless they are apt to break these rules themselves, and the influence of custom gives rise to the illusion that all laws are self-evident and self-justifying.  A law against homosexuality, for instance, will seem perfectly reasonable to anyone who does not engage in homosexual behaviour.  Most people will not try to discern the logical reasoning behind such a law or determine whether its enforcement is justified, but will rely only on their inner feeling that homosexuality is an abominable act and therefore should be outlawed.  

The prevailing moral sentiments of a society depend on a number of things.  In cases where there is an ascendant social class, the morality of the country usually emanates from the interests of the upper class and justifies their sense of superiority.  In the other extreme, when a formerly ascendant class has lost its supremacy, the prevailing moral sentiments tend to reflect a dislike of superiority.  But the most influential determiner or the rules of conduct usually lies in the tendency of mankind towards servility of their temporal masters or their gods.  Laws that arise from this last circumstance have led to some of the worst abuses of power, such as the burning of magicians and heretics.  “Among so many baser influences, the general and obvious interests of society have of course had a share, and a large one, in the direction of the moral sentiments: less, however, as a matter of reason, and on their own account, than as a consequence of the sympathies and antipathies which grew out of them” (428).  Mill sees personal preference, as opposed to reason, as the underlying force behind most of society’s laws.
d.
Mill’s utilitarian case for individual freedom (i.e., to what other end does individual freedom contribute?)

 (1) Utilitarianism contains two essential components: (a) an axiology, i.e. a theory of intrinsic value (a theory of what we’re to take as good in itself or good for its own sake, and (b) a consequentialist ethical theory. The two components link as follows. Actions are morally right according to their consequences for maximizing the occurrence of intrinsically valuable states of affairs.  
The classic utilitarian formula tells us to promote “the greatest happiness of the greatest number”. That is, happiness is the intrinsic value, and this is what we have to maximize. Bentham, one of the early utilitarians, thought of happiness in terms of pleasures. Mill did too, and his own utilitarian formula is that we should promote “the greatest amount of happiness altogether” (Utilitarianism, Chapter 2). There are obvious problems about the scope of the principle; it apparently should cover animal as well as human welfare, if happiness (= pleasure) is the sole intrinsic good. Animals can experience pleasure just as we can. There is also the point that Mill complicates his account of happiness by distinguishing between “higher” and “lower” pleasures. But happiness, analysed into experience of pleasure, remains the touchstone. These are issues in ethical theory which I cannot address here (see note 1).

The Liberty Principle
 Mill’s basic formula in On Liberty is “one very simple formula, as entitled to govern the dealings of society with the individual in the way of compulsion and control, whether the means used be physical force in the form of legal penalties or the moral coercion of public opinion” (On Liberty, Introduction). This is “the liberty principle” as everyone calls it. There are problems in the interpretation of this principle. One difficulty is whether Mill is trying to draw a sharp line where none is sustainable, between actions that have consequences purely for oneself and actions that have consequences for others. Rees’ view is that Mill is not committed to this distinction but rather to the possibility of actions which do not affect (do not harm) the interests of others (see note 2).  Obviously this invites questions about the concept of interests; suffice to say that Mill’s principle cannot quite straightforwardly be dismissed as resting on an untenable idea of actions that simply have no consequences for other people. Such problematic actions are not likely, from the texts, to be what he’s really concerned with.

The Materials
(3) So Mill defends liberty in the sense of this principle; and he argues for non-interference (within the limits of his principle) in two main spheres – (1) thought and discussion, and (2) action. Mill says in the Introduction that he will argue as a utilitarian. The question is whether, in his defence of liberty, he violates his utilitarian starting-point. The key texts are On Liberty chapters 2, 3 and 5.
In On Liberty, chapter 2, Mill argues for freedom of thought and discussion: his main claim is that this freedom will have the best utilitarian consequences. What this means essentially is that freedom of thought and discussion will most likely bring truth to light and keep fresh our perception of truths already known. But – other points aside – it’s not obvious that this discovery will necessarily increase happiness.
Chapter II examines the question of whether one or more persons should be able to curtail another person’s freedom to express a divergent point of view. Mill argues that any such activity is illegitimate, no matter how beyond the pale that individual’s viewpoint may be. We must not silence any opinion, because such censorship is simply morally wrong. Mill points out that a viewpoint’s popularity does not necessarily make it correct—this fact is why we must allow freedom of opinion. Dissent is vital because it helps to preserve truth, since truth can easily become hidden in sources of prejudice and dead dogma. Mill defines dissent as the freedom of the individual to hold and articulate unpopular views.
7. Ulrich Beck


a. world economy “as a kind meta-power” in relation to the state 

Meta-Power is a concept of having control not simply of individuals, but of the social structures themselves.
Beck is a celebrant of the Enlightenment, which he sees as a potent combination of secular ideals and rationalist epistemologies that came to be articulated through scientific inquiry and technological development. Collectively, these enabled revolutions in thinking and social, political and economic organisation, and in so doing laid the foundations of the modernist project—the quest to conquer nature, rid humanity of the pernicious edge of scarcity whether in food, shelter or basic needs, and to fight disease. Consequently, the project has delivered unsur- passed progress, betterment, technological breakthroughs, and material improve- ments that, while not equally distributed, are now enjoyed by increasing numbers of humanity.3

Ironically, however, it is at this point where Beck believes industrial modernity has reached its limits and is undergoing a period of transformation, moving irreversibly to a new historical epoch that Beck labels “reflexive modernity”.5 This transformation is propelled by industrial modernity and represents a natural outgrowth of its success rather than any sys- temic crisis or contradiction.6 Rather, for Beck, the fact of industrial modernity’s success and the near ubiquitous spread of industrial capitalism produce global outcomes that are undermining their own material benefits. “[B]y virtue of its inherent dynamism, modern society is undercutting its formations of class, stratum, occupation, sex roles, nuclear family, plant, business sectors and of course also the prerequisites and continuing forms of natural techno-economic progress.”7 What are the elements that undermine modernisation and modernity? According to Beck they are inconsequential considered in isolation, but collec- tively significant. They comprise five interrelated processes:
(1) globalisation; (2) individualisation; (3) gender revolution; (4) underemployment; (5) global risks (e.g. ecological crisis and the crash of global financial markets).8
Each process challenges the spatio-political “simple, linear, industrial moderniz- ation based on the nation state”.9 Each detracts from the traditional socio- political institutions on which industrial society relies for its reproduction, and each sets in motion consequences that increase the exposure of individuals and society as a whole to risk. Through a diverse collection of writings, Beck explores these processes and constructs his thesis of the risk society.

b. deterritorialization of power
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c. Idea that “the retreat of investors is what constitutes the nucleus of global 
economic power.”

The novelty of Beck's argument is that he does not fall into the trap of arguing that the second modernity simply supersedes the first - which would lead to the conclusion that national sovereignty is a thing of the past. Rather, he sees the advent of the second modernity signalling the beginning a "meta-game" of power, in which national power continues to play an important role, and the rules of national sovereignty remain operative, while, at the same time, the players are now able to play by the free-wheeling rules of the second modernity if they choose.
He points out that so far, the primary player in the meta-game has been corporate capital, and notes that capital and its political allies would like us to think that that is all there is to globalization - that globalization puts us all in the position of being forced to accept the hegemony of capital. Or, in his words, "The neo-liberal agenda is an attempt to capture the momentary historical gains of globally and politically mobile capital and fix them institutionally." (p. 5) The notion that national sovereignty is a thing of the past is implicit or explicit in the arguments of such commentators as Strange, Monbiot, Hertz, and Hardt and Negri.

But, in Beck's conceptual universe, anyone - not only capital and finance, but civil society, and even national states themselves - can play the meta-game. At this point, I take leave of Beck's argument, not only because I do not altogether buy it, but also because he may not wish to have my ruminations attributed to him. In my version of Beck's argument - which may not differ greatly from his, at least initially - the first modernity includes, not only national sovereignty, but also a conventional division of powers among levels of government, with municipal government subordinate to senior governments.
In short, Beck's concept of the meta-game opens the way to a much more satisfactory account of the politics of globalization than we can gain from either panegyrics to the wonders of globalization or conspiratorial accounts of corporate dominance. Beck's formulation tells us that we are witnessing neither the demise of the nation-state, nor its total subordination to international capital. The nation-state is still there, it still wields power, it commands massive resources, and the political games that are played by nation-state rules are still enormously significant.

For Beck, an obvious outcome of the success of industrial modernity has been its wide spatial distribution and its ability to cross borders and infiltrate cultures. At the same time, however, globalisation is not a benign process. For Beck, the advent of globalisation challenges the territoriality and sovereignty of the state, reduces the authority of the state and its citizens to act unilaterally or independently, and compromises economic autonomy by forcing states to act in ways and adopt policies broadly commensurate with the whims of highly mobile capital. Further, it de-nationalises markets, creates international patterns of competition for foreign investment and forces the state to respond to an international rather than purely domestic constituency. The state’s source of legitimacy is primarily internal, yet much of its material needs can be realised only through external econ- omic interaction. The democratic authenticity of citizenship is thus eroded under conditions of reflexive modernity, and the mechanisms of accountability and probity that underpinned modernity and industrial society are compromised by the increasingly influential role of transnational actors and processes.

Globalisation thus results in “a power-play between territorially fixed political actors (government, parliament, unions) and non-territorial economic actors (representatives of capital, finance, trade)” and results in the “political economics of uncertainty and risk” where capital flight, capital strikes, relocation, offshore production and outsourcing can challenge the economic security of the state and its citizens. For Beck, the effects include rolling back the welfare state as a result of budget constraints caused by a diminishing corporate tax base (itself the outcome of polices enacted by the state in its attempt to compete for foreign investment and capital) that, in turn, erode the state’s ability to support idle labour, the destitute, the physically disabled, or the provision of extensive and costly public goods like education and health. A “domino effect” follows as the state retreats from its traditional responsibilities and downloads them on to its citi- zens, in the process increasing the risk individuals face by making their welfare the preserve of individual responsibility through self-provision (such as private disability, unemployment and life insurance).


d. state autonomy versus state sovereignty, as beck uses these terms.

Sovereignty is governing without outside control. autonomy means you make your own decisions though you may be part of a larger state and subject to their ultimate rule

Commensurate with the processes observed above under globalisation, Beck also observes the historically dynamic role of the welfare state and the way in which it has changed social relations, in part providing individuals with greater choice and freedoms, in part insulating them from the vestiges of personal risk. The provision of public goods like education, social support services and economic subsidies, for example, have, for Beck, increased what he terms “individualisation” and, in the process, helped to break down the modernist-industrial clans of family, the tra- ditional social institutions of marriage and the familiar support mechanisms on which modernity relied for its social and economic reproduction. Freed from these constraints by greater choice, social mobility through public education, travel and relocation through globalised work practices and migration, modernist-industrial institutions like the nuclear family are now threatened. While many sociologists have traditionally seen this process as emancipatory (liberating individuals from the constraints of clanship, tribalism, or religious feudalism), for Beck liber- ation from the constraining and social ordering techniques of industrial society only frees individuals into “the turbulence of the risk society”.11 The support net- works of family, for example, Beck sees as being replaced by reliance on one’s own ingenuity to develop a personal support network, while the economic security provided by the nuclear family is replaced by individual responsibility and is subject to the vagaries of employment prospects, underwritten by the individual procurement of employment insurance entitlements.

Greater individualisation is thus accompanied by greater individual risk. Indeed, this is what Beck means by individualisation, “the disintegration of the certainties of industrial society as well as the compulsion to find and invent new certainties for oneself”.12 While modernity structured social orders in terms of class, gender roles and employment patterns, and controlled the relation- ship between capital, class and the welfare state, under reflexive modernity these structures and controls break down. Most disturbingly, many individuals are now essen- tially disenfranchised by the process of individualisation and unable to take responsibility for their economic security. In the post-corporatist era with the retreat of the welfare state, structural unemployment has returned to many of the world’s developed societies (particularly in Europe), with economic growth and corporate profitability coexisting alongside high levels of structural unem- ployment and or underemployment. Without access to stable or sufficient employment, many individuals experience greater vulnerability, and are unable to gain access to education that is increasingly provided through user fee- paying delivery models, or medical services based on private insurance systems.
Collectively, processes of individualisation generate winners and losers. The former consist of individuals able to provide for themselves, form social networks, achieve educational attainments, procure wealth and ensure their personal secur- ity. The latter are exposed to increased risk, diminished long-term economic secur- ity, restricted access to educational opportunities and the labour market. According to Beck, this emerging cleavage affects the broader collectivity through socially undesirable consequences, increases in nefarious social activities and criminally deviant behaviour, the breakdown of civil society, the creation of socially dysfunctional classes and increasing levels of aggregate risk in terms of rising crime rates or risks to personal security.

IIn all, Beck sees reflexive modernity as a systemic transformation of great magnitude, a mechanism that “detraditionalises” industrial social ordering systems while, on the other hand, producing a “social surge of individualisation”. Rather, we are “eye witnesses to a social transformation within modernity, in the course of which people will be set free from the social forms of industrial society—class stratification, family, gender status of men and women”.17 The outcomes of this transformation remain opaque in terms of the specific ways in which radicalised modernisation and individualisation might be articulated and the various socio-political structures they might evolve. The structural consequences of radicalised modernisation, however, are all too apparent for Beck and involve the construction of new forms of social risk, the outcomes of which make social security and individual well-being more problematic than they have been hitherto.
8.
Milton Friedman


a.  view that economic freedom promotes political freedom

In his classic work, Capitalism and Freedom, Milton Friedman (2002, 7) discuses the very subject of democracy and economic freedom. He starts out in his first chapter by saying that, “It is widely believed that politics and economics are separate and largely unconnected...” While the masses may not believe that the two factors are linked or even think about the connection, according to Milton Friedman these two factors are not at all disconnected. Friedman (2002, 8) believes that you cannot have one without the other. He states that “Economic arrangements play a dual role in the promotion of a free society. On the one hand, freedom in economic arrangements is itself a component of freedom broadly understood, so economic freedom is an end in itself. In the second place, economic freedom is also an indispensable means toward the achievement of political freedom”.
Friedman (2002, 9) believes that economic freedom (capitalism) leads to and maintains political freedom (democracy). Economic freedom is impor- tant for democracy because it is “Viewed as a means to the end of political freedom, economic arrangements are important because of their effect on the concentration or dispersion of power. The kind of economic organization that provides economic freedom directly, namely, competitive capitalism, also pro- motes political freedom because it separates economic power from political power and in this way enables the one to offset the other.”
The reason that economic freedom leads to and maintains political free- dom, according to Friedman (2002, 13) is because:
Fundamentally, there are only two ways of co-ordinating the economic activities of millions. One is central direction involving the use of co- ercion ñ the technique of the army and of themodern totalitarian state. The other is voluntary co-operation of individuals - the technique of the market place... Exchange can therefore bring about co-ordination without coercion. A working model of a society organized through voluntary ex- change is a free private enterprise exchange economy - what we have been calling competitive capitalism.
Therefore, “So long as effective freedom of exchange is maintained, the cen- tral feature of the market organization of economic activity is that it prevents one person from interfering with another in respect of most of his activities” (pg. 14).
Economic freedom allows for political freedom because (as we have all heard) money is power ñ what a free market and economic freedom does is to remove “...the organization of economic activity from the control of political authority....It enables economic strength to be a check to political power rath- er than a reinforcement” (pg. 15). When kept separate from political power, economic power serves as a check and balance to government and those in power.

b.  Friedman’s negative conception of freedom.
Like other libertarians, Friedman favored a strictly negative concept of freedom. Political freedom means the absence of coercion of a man by his fellow-men12 says he, reminding us of Hayek’s view: liberty is the absence of restraint and constraint13 by the will of others. Both Friedman and Hayek insist that, so long as we individuals are not obstructed by other people (including those people who govern us), we are free.

Defined in this way, freedom has no moral implications; it is amoral. Friedman leaves us in no doubt about that: freedom has nothing to say about what an individual does with his freedom.14  
What is wrong with that definition? After all, it is obvious that too much restraint (prohibition from doing things) or too much constraint (compulsion to do things) can impair our freedom. Nevertheless, the libertarian conception of freedom is, in my view, far too narrow and seriously inadequate. There are many other obstacles to the attainment of freedom.

A person may lack freedom because he is constrained by forces other than the will of other people; by impersonal forces.  Most of us, surely, would say that a mountaineer who finds himself accidentally trapped in a crevasse, from which he cannot escape by his own efforts, is not free so long as he remains in that position. 
This narrow, negative concept of freedom is not just a curiosity of Hayek’s and Friedman’s economic theories. It has nasty practical consequences. For in free-market economics, market forces are considered to be always impersonal. It follows that they cannot damage our freedom. Since libertarians regard individual 'freedom' as far more important than anything else, they do not care about the harm that impersonal market forces may inflict upon us. Unemployment, inadequate pay, excessive hours of work or unhealthy working conditions? These do not reduce our freedom, so why complain about them? 

A person may also lack freedom because he is ‘enslaved’ by his own bad habits or vices. This idea is fundamental in Christian moral theology; the New Testament speaks of the slavery of sin and uses the word redemption (which originally meant buying a slave out of bondage) to mean forgiveness and purification. On this view, freedom is the opposite of sin. It is not simply lack of restriction; it is a positive moral quality achieved through the pursuit of virtue;
Libertarians, with their amoral notion of freedom, fail to understand that, if we want to be truly free, we must all strive for moral goodness. They think freedom can be achieved simply by demolishing constraints and cutting back the powers of government. It does not occur to them that regulations designed to prevent misbehaviour may actually help us to be more free, by keeping us in the paths of righteousness. 
9.
Locke

a.
natural rights

According to Locke there are three natural rights:

· Life: everyone is entitled to live once they are created.

· Liberty: everyone is entitled to do anything they want to so long as it doesn't conflict with the first right.

· Estate: everyone is entitled to own all they create or gain through gift or trade so long as it doesn't conflict with the first two rights.

The social contract is an agreement between members of a country to live within a shared system of laws. Specific forms of government are the result of the decisions made by these persons acting in their collective capacity. Government is instituted to make laws that protect these three natural rights. If a government does not properly protect these rights, it can be overthrown.
b.
view of the right to accumulate property (possessions, wealth) in an world with money

Labour creates property, but it also does contain limits to its accumulation: man’s capacity to produce and man’s capacity to consume. According to Locke, unused property is waste and an offence against nature.[25] However, with the introduction of “durable” goods, men could exchange their excessive perishable goods for goods that would last longer and thus not offend the natural law. The introduction of money marks the culmination of this process. Money makes possible the unlimited accumulation of property without causing waste through spoilage.[26] He also includes gold or silver as money because they may be “hoarded up without injury to anyone,”[27] since they do not spoil or decay in the hands of the possessor. The introduction of money eliminates the limits of accumulation. Locke stresses that inequality has come about by tacit agreement on the use of money, not by the social contract establishing civil society or the law of land regulating property. Locke is aware of a problem posed by unlimited accumulation but does not consider it his task. He just implies that government would function to moderate the conflict between the unlimited accumulation of property and a more nearly equal distribution of wealth and does not say which principles that government should apply to solve this problem. However, not all elements of his thought form a consistent whole. 
Locke starts by stating that, whether by natural reason or the word of the Bible, the earth can be considered the property of people in common to use for their survival and benefit. He then posits a key question: if the earth and everything on it is the common property of humankind, how does one come upon individual property?

For individual property to exist, there must be a means for individuals to appropriate the things around them. Locke starts out with the idea of the property of person--each person owns his or her own body, and all the labor that they perform with the body. When an individual adds their own labor, their own property, to a foreign object or good, that object becomes their own because they have added their labor. He uses the simple example of picking an apple--the apple becomes mine when I pick it, because I have added my labor to it and made it my property. This appropriation of goods does not demand the consent of humankind in general--each person has license to appropriate things in this way by individual initiative.

Locke then places a bound on this type of acquisition--a person may only acquire as many things in this way as he or she can reasonably use to their advantage. To continue the apple example, I can only take as many apples as I can eat before they go bad; if I take too many apples and some of them rot and go to waste, I have overextended my natural rights of acquisition. One can only take so much as one can use. Locke applies these rules to land: a person in a state of nature can claim land by adding labor to it--building house on it or farming on it--but only so much as that person can reasonably use without waste. Locke then defines labor as the determining factor of value, the tool by which humans make their world a more advantageous and rewarding place to inhabit.
Locke finishes the chapter by tracing the genesis of money. He notes that all useful goods--food, clothing, and so on--are generally of short life span. However, if one collects too many apples, one can then trade them for nuts with someone who has too many of those, and thus barter develops. Money fulfills the need for an imperishable valuation of worth, rooted in the property of labor.

Commentary

Locke's premise in this section is quite simple: people have the right to appropriate goods by adding their labor to that good, thus making it their own. This right goes for all sorts of things, including land itself. This right is bounded by what one might call the law of subsistence--people do not have the right to take more than they can use. Money, backed by labor and the natural rights of people, becomes the basis for expansion beyond the subsistence level of property.

Once trade is established, it is logical for people to want some good of common value to trade for all goods--this need leads to money. The limitations that Locke places on property in the state of nature without money are as follows: one must put one's labor into something to claim it; one cannot take more than one can use (rule of subsistence); and money subsumes both.
c.
state of nature      

Locke addresses the natural instincts of people, or the state of nature, in order to define political power. In Chapter 2, Locke explains the state of nature as a state of equality in which no one has power over another, and all are free to do as they please. He notes, however, that this liberty does not equal license to abuse others, and that natural law exists even in the state of nature. Each individual in the state of nature has the power to execute natural laws, which are universal. Locke then posits that proof of this natural law lies in the fact that, even though a person cannot reasonably be under the power of a foreign king, if a person commits a crime in a foreign country they can still be punished. Locke states that natural law simply demands that punishment fit the crime--a person in the state of nature can redress any crime to discourage the offender from repeating it. Locke concludes by noting that all people are in a state of nature until a special compact or agreement between them (which he promises to describe later) makes them members of a political society.

In Locke's state of nature, no person has control over another, natural law governs and renders all people equal, and every individual holds the executive power of natural law.

Locke's theory includes many assumptions. First is the assumption of a system of morality--the natural law derives from a theory of justice, a set of rights. No one would have any "rights" at all in the absence of a moral code applicable to human actions, nor would there be any standard of "just" punishment. Locke frequently uses the term "rights" and appeals to conscience and "calm reason", all of which reflect his assumptions about justice and morality.
  d.
state of war

The difference between war in Society and war in Nature depends on when they conclude. In Society, war ends when the "actual force is over," because both parties can then resort to the common authorities for arbitration of past wrongs. In Nature, war does not end until the aggressive party offers peace and reparations for the damage done; until then, the innocent party has a right to try to destroy the aggressor. Locke notes that in the presence of a common authority that fails to act justly, the only possible state is a state of war, because the arbitrating power in place to stop war is itself in violation of the laws of nature and justice. Locke ends the chapter by noting that one of the major reasons people enter into society is to avoid the state of war, for the presence of a supreme power limits the necessity for war and increases stability and security.
We should note that Locke's use of the term "war" really means "conflict," since he addresses clashes between individuals rather than nations. In the state of nature, the absence of authority requires individuals to protect themselves. In society, victims can appeal to a common authority for the resolution of disputes, when possible (there are times that this is impossible, as in Locke's justification for killing the thief). Locke's definition of what constitutes, justifies, and ends a state of war continues his explication of the natural foundation of government. We can see more and more how fundamentally all of Locke's ideas rest on the right to personal liberty, and in the next section we will see that he directly equates that libertywith property, making property the Treatise's most important subject.
10.
According to Michael Walzer, what is the problem of “dirty hands” in politics?

     Dirty-hands politics is particularly predominant in democracies.
     Democracies are supposedly based on the rule of law and morals.
     In non-democratic countries, moral and legal codes are more relaxed.
     Machiavelli: “The ends justify the means” – People act badly for good reasons.
     This is “dirty-hands politics.”
     People elected into positions of power often have to choose between “whether to take an action that might benefit many but would constitute an improper or even immoral act.”
     Belief that democracies have to accept dirty-hands politicians.
     Moral politicians (those who do not practise dirty-hands politics) are dangerous.
     Dirty-hands politics is a “moral Machiavellianism”
     It is difficult/impossible for a politician to live a perfectly moral life.
     This is the same for most people.
     An action might be right in utilitarian terms, but the person who does it will have a guilty conscience.
     After making a dirty-hands decision, innocent man is not innocent any more
     If he stays innocent, he did not do the right thing (in utilitarian terms) and might fail to measure up to the duties of his office.
     Most often, politicians choose the utilitarian option!
     Dirty-hands politics comes from an effort to refuse “absolutism” without denying the reality of the moral dilemma.
     Basically, politicians refuse to be “absolutist” but will acknowledge the moral problems.
     Business is know to be dirty, so why is politics different?
     Politicians act on our behalf!  (Not just for themselves.).
     Politicians say that their dishonest actions are for us.
     We know that politicians act for themselves too! (They can’t serve us without serving themselves.)
     It is necessary for the people who act on our behalf to sometimes act dishonestly.
     Because power and glory are widely desired.
     The politician has to win by any means necessary.
     There are times when it is necessary for a politician to direct the affairs of other people and to put them in danger.
     Politicians seem to have a confidence in their own judgments. (This makes them seem strong and often intimidating.)
     The victorious politician uses violence and the threat of violence against us and other nations.
     For our greater good.
     Many good and decent people enter politics aiming at some specific reform or seeking a general reformation.
     They enter with “good intentions.”
     Machiavelli: “how not to be good”
     New politicians forced to learn this when they enter the world of politics.
     They will not succeed unless they learn.
       They entered the power and glory competition (struggle).
     They can do no good if they are unable to win the struggle.
       Unlikely to win the struggle if they are not willing to by any means necessary.
       To win the struggle, dirty hands are often required.
     Three reasons why dirty hands are so predominant in politics:
· Politicians claim to act for others, but also serve themselves.
· Politicians rule over others.
· Politicians use violence over others.
     Dirty hands politics recognizes that good people will be put into positions where they have to take difficult action.
     In a perfect world, politicians would be moral and obey laws.
     Politics is not a perfect world!
     It is easy to get one’s hands dirty in politics and is often right to do so!
     No one succeeds in politics with out getting his hands dirty!
     It is necessary to do good, but to do good it might be necessary to do bad.
- Two Examples of when dirty hands are necessary (according to Walzen):
 
· A politician is entering politics. 
     Wants to win the election with clean hands. (Do good only by doing good.)
     He is moral.  He has principles and sticks to them.
       That is why he gets our support.
     When he refuses to get his hands dirty, he could be staying the man he is.
       That should be the kind of person we want representing us.
     What if, to win the election, the candidate was forced to make a deal with a dishonest “ward boss”?
     Should he make the deal? He should not be shocked by the offer.
     He should make the decision based on what is best for the election.
     Candidate is reluctant to even consider the deal.
       Why?  His supporters support him because he would never make those kinds of deals.  He also might question his own motives for considering the deal.
     His decision to run was a commitment to try to win, to do whatever is necessary to win.
     Without taking the deal, he might not win.  He would be unable to achieve the things that the campaign promised.
       If he took the deal, would he corrupt everything and everyone around him?
     Because he is reluctant to take the deal, we know he is a good person. (He has scruples.)
     We know he is doing right when he takes the deal because he knows that he doing wrong.
 
· A politician has come into a power during a time of national crisis.
     He wants to starts negotiations to end the civil war.
     He is asked to authorize the torture of a rebel leader who knows where a number of bombs have been hidden around the city.
     Politician orders the man tortured even though he knows it is wrong.
     But the politician believes he has to do so for the sake of the people.
     During his campaign, he talked about his feelings with regards to torture.
       He knows it is wrong.
     Politician expressed this belief during his campaign.
       Voters took it as a good sign, that he is moral!
       What should voters think now?
     When he ordered the prisoner tortured, he committed a moral crime.
       Has accepted the moral burden.
     Because he shows his guilt, he shows that he is not too good for politics and that he is good enough.
     If he were a moral man and nothing else, his hands would not be dirty; if he were a politician and nothing else, he would pretend that they were clean.
     He is a moral politician.
11. T. H. Green: 


a. “positive” conception of freedom 
b. “positive” role for the modern state 
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