[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.14.00 PM.png]

[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.15.41 PM.png]



[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.15.45 PM.png]

[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.15.48 PM.png]



[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.15.51 PM.png]
[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.15.54 PM.png]




[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.15.57 PM.png]



[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.00 PM.png]

[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.03 PM.png]



[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.06 PM.png]

[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.09 PM.png]


[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.12 PM.png]


[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.15 PM.png]



[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.18 PM.png]

[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.21 PM.png]

[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.24 PM.png]



[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.27 PM.png]


[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.30 PM.png]


[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.33 PM.png]


[image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.36 PM.png]


[bookmark: _GoBack][image: /Users/sergiodelcid/Desktop/Screen Shot 2020-06-24 at 7.16.39 PM.png]
image7.png
366 Chapter8 The Just Society

8 Do you think Hobbes

is right about humans
being roughly equal
physically and men-
tally? Why or why not?

It is better to lose every-
thing you have to keep the
balance of justice level,
than to live a life of petty
privilege devoid of true
frecdom.

—Bryant H. McGill

these tendencies are left unchecked by enforced laws or agreements, humans sink
into a “state of nature”—a “war of every man against every man.” In the state of
nature, there is no code, culture, or comfort. There is no justice. There is only
“continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man [is] solitary, poor,
nasty, brutish, and short.”

But, Hobbes says, humankind also has a strong instinct for self-interest and
self-preservation, and fortunately this impulse is coupled with the power of reason.
Through reason, he says, people see that the only way to escape this “war of all
against all” is to enter into a social contract with one another. In the name of self
interest, they agree to turn over much of their autonomy, freedom, and power to an
absolute sovereign that will forcibly keep the peace, restrain antisocial actions, and
compel people to keep their agreements. Hobbes calls this sovereign the Leviathan
(the name of a sea monster mentioned in the Bible), which symbolizes great power
and evil. Its authority over those bound by the social contract is absolute, its power is
fearsome (enough to deter any tendency to disorder), and its contractual agreement
with its subjects is irrevocable. Once power is given up to this despot, there is no
going back, and there is always the chance that the sovereign will create an environ-
ment worse than the state of nature. But that is the chance people must take.

So the state’s authority is justified by a social contract, and justice comes into be-
ing as the Leviathan assumes power. For Hobbes, justice is a matter of the keeping
of covenants (contracts), and the only way to ensure that covenants are kept is to let
the Leviathan reign. Without the Leviathan to enforce covenants, there is no justice.

As Hobbes says, “Where there is no common power, there is no law; where no law
3

no injustice.”
Here is Hobbes arguing for his theory in Leviathan:

Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan

CHAPTER 13. OF THE NATURAL CONDITION OF MANKIND
AS CONCERNING THEIR FELICITY, AND MISERY

Nature hath made men so equal, in the faculties of body, and mind; as that though
there be found one man sometimes manifestly stronger in body, or of quicker mind
than another; yet when all is reckoned together, the difference between man, and man,
is not so considerable, as that one man can thereupon claim to himself any benefit,
to which another may not pretend, as well as he. For as to the strength of body, the
weakest has strength enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machination, or by
confederacy with others, that are in the same danger with himself.

And as to the faculties of the mind (setting aside the arts grounded upon words,
and especially that skill of proceeding upon general, and infallible rules, called sci-
ence; which very few have, and but in few things; as being not a native faculty, born
with us; nor attained, [as prudence], while we look after somewhat else), | find yet a
greater equality amongst men, than that of strength. For prudence, is but experience;
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which equal time, equally bestows on all men, in those things they equally apply them-
selves unto. That which may perhaps make such equality incredible, is but a vain con-
ceit of one’s own wisdom, which almost all men think they have in a greater degree,
than the vulgar; that s, than all men but themselves, and a few others, whom by fame,
or for concurring with themselves, they approve. For such is the nature of men, that
howsoever they may acknowledge many others to be more witty, or more eloquent,
or more learned; yet they will hardly believe there be many so wise as themselves: For
they see their own wit at hand, and other men’s at a distance. But this proves rather
that men are in that point equal, than unequal. For there is not ordinarily a greater sign
of the equal distribution of any thing, than that every man is contented with his share.

From this equality of ability, arises equality of hope in the attaining of our ends.
And therefore if any two men desire the same thing, which nevertheless they cannot
both enjoy, they become enemies; and in the way to their end (which is principally
their own conservation, and sometimes their delectation only), endeavor to destroy, or
subdue one another. And from hence it comes to pass, that where an invader hath no
more to fear, than another man’s single power; if one plant, sow, build, or possess a
convenient seat, others may probably be expected to come prepared with forces united,
to dispossess, and deprive him, not only of the fruit of his labour, but also of his life, or
liberty. And the invader again is in the like danger of another.

And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for any man to secure
himself, so reasonable, as anticipation; that is, by force, or wiles, to master the persons
of all men he can, so long, till he see no other power great enough to endanger him:

and this is no more than his own conservation requires, and is
generally allowed. Also because there be some, that taking plea-
sure in contemplating their own power in the acts of conquest,
which they pursue farther than their security requires; if others,
that otherwise would be glad to be at ease within modest bounds,
should not by invasion increase their power, they would not be
able, long time, by standing only on their defence, to subsist. And
by consequence, such augmentation of dominion over men, be-
ing necessary to a man’s conservation, it ought to be allowed him.

Again, men have no pleasure (but on the contrary a great
deal of grief) in keeping company, where there is no power able
to over-awe them all. For every man looks that his companion
should value him, at the same rate he sets upon himself: and
upon all signs of contempt, or undervaluing, naturally endeavors,
as far as he dares (which amongst them that have no common
power to keep them in quiet, is far enough to make them destroy
each other), to extort a greater value from his condemners, by
damage; and from others, by the example.

So that in the nature of man, we find three principal causes
of quarrel. First, competition; secondly, diffidence; thirdly, glory.

The first, maketh men invade for gain; the second, for safety;
and the third, for reputation. The first use violence, to make them-
selves masters of other men’s persons, wives, children, and cattle;
the second to defend them; the third, for trifles, as aword, a smile,
a different opinion, and any other sign of undervalue, either direct

9 Does the existence of
stable democracies

in the twenty-first
century show that
Hobbes is wrong about
human nature?

Figure 8.7 Frontispiece to Leviathan or the

in their persons, or by reflection in their kindred, their friends, | matter, Forme and Power of a Common Wealth

their nation, their profession, or their name.

Ecdlesiasticall and Civil, 1651, by Thomas Hobbes.
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10 Suppose the world
is suddenly left with

no governmental au-
thority anywhere; no
formal restraints on
human behavior exist.
Speculate on how you
think people would act.
Would chaos and sav-
agery ensue, or would
people more or less live
in peace and harmony?

Hereby it is manifest, that during the time men live without a common power to
keep them all in awe, they are in that condition which is called war; and such a war, as is
of every man, against every man. For WAR, consists not in battle only, or the act of fight-
ing; but in a tract of time, wherein the will to contend by battle is sufficiently known:
and therefore the notion of time, is to be considered in the nature of war; as it is in the
nature of weather. For as the nature of foul weather, lies not in a shower or two of rain;
but in an inclination thereto of many days together: so the nature of war, consists not
in actual fighting; but in the known disposition thereto, during all the time there is no
assurance to the contrary. All other time is PEACE.

Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of war, where every man is enemy
to every man; the same is consequent to the time; wherein men live without other
security, than what their own strength, and their own invention shall furnish them
withal. In such condition, there is no place for industry; because the fruit thereof is
uncertain: and consequently no culture of the earth; no navigation, nor use of the
commodities that may be imported by sea; no commodious building; no instruments
of moving, and removing such things as require much force; no knowledge of the
face of the earth; no account of time; no arts; no letters; no society; and which is
worst of all, continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary,
poor, nasty, brutish, and short. . . .

To this war of every man against every man, this also is consequent; that nothing
can be unjust. The notions of right and wrong, justice and injustice have there no place.
Where there is no common power, there is no law: where no law no injustice. Force,
and fraud, are in war the two cardinal virtues. Justice, and injustice are none of the fac-
ulties neither of the body, nor mind. If they were, they might be in a man that were alone
in the world, as well as his senses, and passions. They are qualities, that relate to men
in society, not in solitude. It is consequent also to the same condition, that there be
no propriety, no dominion, no mine and thine distinct; but only that to be every man’s,
that he can get; and for so long, as he can keep it. And thus much for the ill condition,
which man by mere nature is actually placed in; though with a possibility to come out
of it, consisting partly in the passions, partly in his reason.

The passions that incline men to peace, are fear of death; desire of such things
as are necessary to commodious living; and a hope by their industry to obtain
them. And reason suggests convenient articles of peace, upon which men may be
drawn to agreement. These articles, are they, which otherwise are called the Laws
of Nature. . ..

CHAPTER 14. OF THE FIRST AND SECOND
NATURAL LAWS, AND OF CONTRACTS

The RIGHT OF NATURE, which writers commonly call jus naturale, is the liberty each
man hath, to use his own power, as he will himself, for the preservation of his own
nature; that is to say, of his own life; and consequently, of doing any thing, which in his
own judgment, and reason, he shall conceive to be the aptest means thereunto.

By LIBERTY, is understood, according to the proper signification of the word, the
absence of external impediments: which impediments, may oft take away part of a
man’s power to do what he would; but cannot hinder him from using the power left
him, according as his judgment, and reason shall dictate to him.

A LAW OF NATURE (lex naturalis), is a precept, or general rule, found out by rea-
son, by which a man is forbidden to do that, which is destructive of his life, or taketh
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away the means of preserving the same; and to omit that, by which he thinks it may be
best preserved. For though they that speak of this subject, use to confound jus, and lex,
right and law; yet they ought to be distinguished; because RIGHT, consists in liberty
to do, or to forbear; whereas LAW, determines, and binds to one of them: so that law,
and right, differ as much, as obligation, and liberty; which in one and the same matter
are inconsistent.

And because the condition of man (as hath been declared in the precedent chap-
ter) is a condition of war of every one against every one; in which case every one is
governed by his own reason; and there is nothing he can make use of that may not be
a help unto him, in preserving his life against his enemies; it followeth, that in such a
condition, every man has a right to every thing; even to one another’s body. And there-
fore, as long as this natural right of every man to every thing endures, there can be no
security to any man (how strong or wise soever he be) of living out the time, which
nature ordinarily allows men to live. And consequently it is a precept, or general rule of
reason, that every man, ought to endeavor peace, as far as he has hope of obtaining it;
and when he cannot obtain it, that he may seek, and use, all helps, and advantages of
war. The first branch of which rule, containeth the first, and fundamental law of nature;
which is, to seek peace, and follow it. The second, the sum of the right of nature; which
is, by all means we can, to defend ourselves.

From this fundamental law of nature, by which men are commanded to endeavor
peace, is derived this second law; that a man be willing, when others are so too, as
far-forth, as for peace, and defence of himself he shall think it necessary, to lay down
this right to all things; and be contented with so much liberty against other men, as he
would allow other men against himself. For as long as every man holds this right, of
doing any thing he likes; so long are all men in the condition of war. But if other men
will not lay down their right, as well as he; then there is no reason for any one, to divest
himself of his: for that were to expose himself to prey (which no man is bound to)
rather than to dispose himself to peace. This is that law of the Gospel; whatsoever you
require that others should do to you, that do ye to them. And that law of all men, [what
you would not have done to you, do not do to others]. . . .

CHAPTER 15. OF OTHER LAWS OF NATURE

From that law of nature, by which we are obliged to transfer to another, such rights,
as being retained, hinder the peace of mankind, there followeth a third; which is this,
that men perform their covenants made: without which, covenants are in vain, and but
empty words; and the right of all men to all things remaining, we are still in the condi-
tion of war.

And in this law of nature, consists the fountain and original of JUSTICE. For where
no covenant hath proceeded, there hath no right been transferred, and every man has
right to every thing; and consequently, no action can be unjust. But when a covenant is
made, then to break it is unjust: and the definition of INJUSTICE, is no other than the
not performance of covenant. And whatsoever is not unjust, is just.

But because covenants of mutual trust, where there is a fear of not performance
on either part (as hath been said in the former chapter), are invalid; though the ori-
ginal of justice be the making of covenants; yet injustice actually there can be none, till
the cause of such fear be taken away; which while men are in the natural condition of
war, cannot be done. Therefore before the names of just, and unjust can have place,
there must be some coercive power, to compel men equally to the performance of their

11 Is ceding all power
to a Leviathan the
only way for people to
achieve peace, security,
and cooperation in a
society? Explain.
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Why has government been
instituted at all? Because
the passions of man will
not conform to the dic-
tates of reason and justice
without constraint.
—Alexander Hamilton

covenants, by the terror of some punishment, greater than the benefit they expect by
the breach of their covenant; and to make good that propriety, which by mutual con-
tract men acquire, in recompense of the universal right they abandon: and such power
there is none before the erection of a commonwealth. And this is also to be gathered
out of the ordinary definition of justice in the Schools: for they say, that justice is the
constant will of giving to every man his own. And therefore where there is no own, that
is, no propriety, there is no injustice; and where there is no coercive power erected, that
is, where there is no commonwealth, there is no propriety; all men having right to all
things: therefore where there is no commonwealth, there nothing is unjust. So that the
nature of justice, consists in keeping of valid covenants: but the validity of covenants
begins not but with the constitution of a civil power, sufficient to compel men to keep
them: and then it is also that propriety begins.*

Locke

Locke’s social contract theory has some points in common with Hobbes’s—but also
much that Hobbes would have rejected outright. Both Hobbes and Locke assert that
(1) reason enables people to see the wisdom of forming a state through a social con-
tract, (2) people must freely consent to be bound by the contract (not be coerced into
accepting it), and (3) the state’s authority is justified by this consent of the governed.
Beyond these matters, Hobbes and Locke part company.

For one thing, they have very different ideas about the “state of nature,” the
world in which no civil society exists. For Hobbes, to be in the state of nature is to
be in a “war of all against all,” where morality is nonexistent, and the only laws are
commonsense rules for survival and self-interest. For Locke, on the other hand, the
state of nature is considerably less nasty and brutish, for even there, natural moral
laws apply and help to regulate people’s behavior. Those living in the state of nature
are free, sociable, equal, and (mostly) at peace.

Hobbes contends that, generally, justice and rights do not come into being until
the state is established. People surrender their lives and liberties to the Leviathan in
exchange for security and peace, and he can do what he wants with his subjects. But
Locke argues that humans have inherent, God-given rights whether or not a govern-
ment is around to guarantee them. Chief among these is the right to property—not
just land but your own body and any object that you change through work (with
which you “mix your labor”). These rights are inalienable: They cannot be trans-
ferred to the government or any other entity. Humans create the government and
cede some power to it; in return it protects their rights and liberties. The state serves
the people (not the other way round), directing all its power “to no other end but the
peace, safety, and public good of the people.”

But what exactly does the state do to preserve liberties and promote the com-
mon good? Locke identifies three functions that people need the state to perform.
First, citizens need the natural moral law to be set out in clearly expressed laws of
the land. Unwritten natural laws are clear to humans, but people are apt to mis-
construe them in line with their biases. Second, there need to be impartial judges
who can settle disputes concerning the application of the laws. Third, there needs

to be power in the state to enforce the laws. Otherwise, people
will be able to take justice into their own hands.

Suppose, however, that the state abuses its power by repeat-
edly and arbitrarily trampling on the people’s rights and liberties.
Hobbes says that once you cede power to the Leviathan, he is free
to treat you as he will. But Locke says if the government violates
the rights of citizens, it is no longer legitimate, obligations to it
are voided, and the people have a right to dissolve it—to initiate
rebellion. Locke’s insistence on the right to rebel against a govern-
ment that misuses its power is echoed clearly in the Declaration of

Independence:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are cre-
ated equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with cer-
tain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty
and the pursuit of Happiness.—That to secure these rights,
Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just
powers from the consent of the governed,—That whenever
any Form of Government becomes destructive of these
ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or abolish it, and
to institute a new Government. . . 5

The following passages are from Locke’s landmark Second Trea-
tise of Government:

©
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Figure 8.8 Title page of Two Treatises of
Government by John Locke, second edition,
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John Locke, Second Treatise of Government

CHAPTER VIII
Of the Beginning of Political Societies

95. Men being, as has been said, by nature, all free, equal, and independent, no one
can be put out of this estate, and subjected to the political power of another, without
his own consent. The only way, whereby any one divests himself of his natural liberty,
and puts on the bonds of civil society, is by agreeing with other men to join and unite
into a community, for their comfortable, safe, and peaceable living one amongst an-
other, in a secure enjoyment of their properties, and a greater security against any, that
are not of it. This any number of men may do, because it injures not the freedom of the
rest; they are left as they were in the liberty of the state of nature. When any number of
men have so consented to make one community or government, they are thereby pres-
ently incorporated, and make one body politic, wherein the majority have a right to act
and conclude the rest.

96. For when any number of men have, by the consent of every individual, made a
community, they have thereby made that community one body, with a power to act as
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an objective moral law.
Do you also believe in
it? Do you believe that
there are objective
moral principles that
are binding on every-
oone? Why or why not?

one body, which is only by the will and determination of the majority. For that which
acts any community, being only the consent of the individuals of it, and it being neces-
sary to that which greater force carries it, which is the consent of the majority: or else it
is impossible it should act or continue one body, one community, which the consent of
every individual that united into it, agreed that it should; and so every one is bound by
that consent to be concluded by the majority. And therefore we see, that in assemblies,
impowered to act by positive laws, where no number is set by that positive law which
impowers them, the act of the majority passes for the act of the whole, and of course
determines, as having, by the law of nature and reason, the power of the whole.

97. And thus every man, by consenting with others to make one body politic under
one government, puts himself under an obligation, to every one of that society, to sub-
mit to the determination of the majority, and to be concluded by it; or else this original
compact, whereby he with others incorporate into one society, would signify nothing,
and be no compact, if he be left free, and under no other ties than he was in before in
the state of nature. For what appearance would there be of any compact? What new
engagement if he were no farther tied by any decrees of the society, than he himself
thought fit, and did actually consent to? This would be still as great a liberty, as he
himself had before his compact, or any one else in the state of nature hath, who may
submit himself, and consent to any acts of it if he thinks fit.

98. For if the consent of the majority shall not, in reason, be received as the act of the
whole, and conclude every individual; nothing but the consent of every individual can
make any thing to be the act of the whole: But such a consent is next to impossible ever
to be had, if we consider the infirmities of health, and avocations of business, which in
a number, though much less than that of a commonwealth, will necessarily keep many
away from the public assembly. To which if we add the variety of opinions, and contrari-
ety of interests, which unavoidably happen in all collections of men, the coming into so-
ciety upon such terms would be only like Cato’s coming into the theatre, only to go out
again. Such a constitution as this would make the mighty leviathan of a shorter duration
than the feeblest creatures, and not let it outlast the day it was born in: which cannot
be supposed, till we can think, that rational creatures should desire and constitute so-
cieties only to be dissolved. For where the majority cannot conclude the rest, there they
cannot act as one body, and consequently will be immediately dissolved again.

99. Whosoever therefore out of a state of nature unite into a community, must be
understood to give up all the power, necessary to the ends for which they unite into
society, to the majority of the community, unless they expressly agreed in any number
greater than the majority. And this is done by barely agreeing to unite into one political
society, which is all the compact that is, or needs be, between the individuals, that enter
into, or make up a commonwealth. And thus that, which begins and actually constitutes
any political society, is nothing, but the consent of any number of freemen capable of
a majority, to unite and incorporate into such a society. And this is that, and that only,
which did, or could give beginning to any lawful government in the world. . . .

CHAPTER IX

Of the Ends of Political Society and Government

123. If man in the state of nature be so free, as has been said; if he be absolute lord of
his own person and possessions, equal to the greatest, and subject to no body, why will
he part with his freedom? Why will he give up this empire, and subject himself to the
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dominion and control of any other power? To which it is obvious to answer, that though
in the state of nature he hath such a right, yet the enjoyment of it is very uncertain, and
constantly exposed to the invasion of others. For all being kings as much as he, every
man his equal, and the greater part no strict observers of equity and justice, the enjoy-
ment of the property he has in this state is very unsafe, very unsecure. This makes him
willing to quit this condition, which, however free, is full of fears and continual dangers:
and it is not without reason, that he seeks out, and is willing to join in society with
others, who are already united, or have a mind to unite, for the mutual preservation of
their lives, liberties, and estates, which | call by the general name, property.

124. The great and chief end, therefore, of men’s uniting into commonwealths, and
putting themselves under government, is the preservation of their property. To which in
the state of nature there are many things wanting.

First, There wants an established, settled, known law, received and allowed by
common consent to be the standard of right and wrong, and the common measure
to decide all controversies between them. For though the law of nature be plain and
intelligible to all rational creatures; yet men being biassed by their interest, as well as
ignorant for want of studying it, are not apt to allow of it as a law binding to them in the
application of it to their particular cases.

125. Secondly, In the state of nature there wants a known and indifferent judge, with
authority to determine all differences according to the established law. For every one in
that state being both judge and executioner of the law of nature, men being partial to
themselves, passion and revenge is very apt to carry them too far, and with too much
heat, in their own cases; as well as negligence, and unconcernedness, to make them
too remiss in other men’s.

126. Thirdly, In the state of nature, there often wants power to back and support
the sentence when right, and to give it due execution. They who by any injustice of-
fended, will seldom fail, where they are able, by force to make good their injustice; such
resistance many times makes the punishment dangerous, and frequently destructive,
to those who attempt it.

127. Thus mankind, notwithstanding all the privileges of the state of nature, being
but in an ill condition, while they remain in it, are quickly driven into society. Hence it
comes to pass that we seldom find any number of men live any time together in this
state. The inconveniencies that they are therein exposed to, by the irregular and un-
certain exercise of the power every man has of punishing the transgressions of others,
make them take sanctuary under the established laws of government, and therein seek
the preservation of their property. It is this makes them so willingly give up every one his
single power of punishing, to be exercised by such alone, as shall be appointed to it
amongst them; and by such rules as the community, or those authorized by them to
that purpose, shall agree on. And in this we have the original right and rise of both the leg-
islative and executive power, as well as of the governments and societies themselves. . . .

CHAPTER XIX
Of the Dissolution of Government

222. The reason why men enter into society, is the preservation of their property, and
the end why they choose and authorize a legislative, is, that there may be laws made,
and rules set, as guards and fences to the properties of all the members of the society:
to limit the power, and moderate the dominion, of every part and member of the soci-
ety. For since it can never be supposed to be the will of the society, that the legislative

13 Do you agree with
Locke that the main
reason for people to
establish a government
is to protect property?
Explain.
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dizes them.

—Ronald Reagan

Liberalism is the political
doctrine that puts primary
emphasis on the liberty
and rights of individuals
against encroachments by
the state.

should have a power to destroy that, which every one designs to secure, by entering
into society, and for which the people submitted themselves to legislators of their own
making, whenever the legislators endeavour to take away and destroy the property of the
people, or to reduce them to slavery under arbitrary power, they put themselves into a
state of war with the people, who are thereupon absolved from any farther obedience,
and are left to the common refuge, which God hath provided for all men, against force
and violence. Whensoever therefore the legislative shall transgress this fundamental
rule of society; and either by ambition, fear, folly or corruption, endeavour to grasp
themselves, or put into the hands of any other an absolute power over the lives, liberties,
and estates of the people; by this breach of trust they forfeit the power, the people had
put into their hands, for quite contrary ends, and it devolves to the people, who have
a right to resume their original liberty, and, by the establishment of a new legislative
(such as they shall think fit) provide for their own safety and security, which is the
end for which they are in society. What | have said here, concerning the legislative
in general, holds true also concerning the supreme executor, who having a double
trust put in him, both to have a part in the legislative, and the supreme execution of
the law, acts against both, when he goes about to set up his own arbitrary will, as the
law of the society. He acts also contrary to his trust, when he either employs the force,
treasure, and offices of the society to corrupt the representatives, and gain them to his
purposes; or openly pre-engages the electors, and prescribes to their choice, such,
whom he has by solicitations, threats, promises, or otherwise, won to his designs:
and employs them to bring in such, who have promised before-hand, what to vote,
and what to enact. Thus to regulate candidates and electors, and new model the ways
of election, what is it but to cut up the government by the roots, and poison the very
fountain of public security? for the people having reserved to themselves the choice of
their representatives, as the fence to their properties, could do it for no other end, but
that they might always be freely chosen, and so chosen, freely act, and advise, as the
necessity of the commonwealth, and the public good should, upon examination and
mature debate, be judged to require. This, those who give their votes before they hear
the debate, and have weighed the reasons on all sides, are not capable of doing. To
prepare such an assembly as this, and endeavour to set up the declared abettors of his
own will, for the true representatives of the people, and the law-makers of the society,
is certainly as great a breach of trust, and as perfect a declaration of a design to subvert
the government, as is possible to be met with. To which if one shall add rewards and
punishments visibly employed to the same end, and all the arts of perverted law made
use of, to take off and destroy all that stand in the way of such a design, and will not
comply and consent to betray the liberties of their country, it will be past doubt what
is doing. What power they ought to have in the society, who thus employ it contrary
to the trust that went along with it in its first institution, is easy to determine; and one
cannot but see, that he, who has once attempted any such thing as this, cannot any
longer be trusted.®

Liberalism is the political doctrine that puts primary emphasis on the liberty
and rights of individuals against encroachments by the state. It is at the heart of po-
litical outlooks that today are given the vague labels of liberalism and conservatism,
for both ideologies take for granted that basic individual liberties and rights should
be protected against unacceptable government intrusion. They differ in how they de-
fine unacceptable involvement of the government. Locke’s theory of justice is a form
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of liberalism—classical liberalism, the view that the state should protect personal ~ Classical liberalism is the
view that the state should

freedoms as well as the right to pursue one’s own social and economic well-being in
protect personal freedoms

a free market without interference from others. In contemporary politics, classical """\ ", 7 FE
liberalism most resembles what is known as (political) libertarianism. Libertarians it Guiels o pecial
insist that government should be small and limited to night-watchman functions—  and cconomic well-being
the protection of society and free economic systems from coercion and fraud. All  in a frec marker without

other social or economic benefits are the responsibility of individuals. eriienuic fumadions.

Libertarianism (political)
Rawls is the view that govern-
ment should be small and
David Hume, whom we met in earlier chapters, was a severe critic of social con-  limited to night-watchman

tract theory as offered up by Hobbes and Locke. He declared thar social contracts  functions.
are historical fictions—no such contracts have existed in reality. Governments have
been established by conquest and force, not by agreements among equals in a state
of nature. This criticism did not matter much to many later theorists because they
viewed the theories of Locke, Hobbes, and others not as historical facts, but mostly

John Locke

The philosopher John Locke (1632-1704) is the

senior theorist among the British empiricists and per-

haps, as some say, the greatest English philosopher in

the early modern period (the first decades after Descartes).

Eventually he became the most renowned intellectual Figure 8.9 John Locke (1632-
in England and possibly throughout the Continent. 1708), empiricist philosopher and

He was born into a Puritan family, studied political theorist.
moral philosophy and logic at Oxford, and then set his sights on a career in medi-
cine. Like his fellow empiricist Thomas Hobbes, he rubbed elbows with many of
the great thinkers of the day. He knew the famous chemist Robert Boyle as well as
the physicist Isaac Newton and encountered other notables at the Royal Society.

For a while he was secretary to the earl of Shaftesbury, who became his patron.

This relationship involved him in Protestant politics and in talk of resistance to
Charles 11, the Catholic king. Consequently, Shaftesbury had to fiee to Holland,
and Locke followed him in 1683, returning to England in 1689.

Locke was not an academic who directed his writings at other philosophers. He
preferred instead to address important issues in contemporary society, aiming his
writing at an educated public. His best-known works include the Essay Concerning
Human Understanding, Second Treatise of Government, and Letter on Toleration, all
published in 1689.
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as explanations of how states could be formed and justified. Nevertheless, Hume’s
attack dampened interest in social contract theories of justice for two centuries—
until the work of John Rawls (1921-2002).

Rawls also thinks of social contracts as fictions—but very useful fictions. He
believes they give us a way to explore the requirements of distributive justice. He asks,
in effect, What kind of social contract would best ensure a fair distribution of rights,
duties, and the advantages of social cooperation? To answer this question, he proposes
an ingenious thought experiment. Imagine we are living in a state of nature and want
to devise a social contract that ensures that everyone is treated fairly. What kind of state
would we all agree to? Specifically, by what principles should our just society structure
itself? His response is that the required principles are those that people would agree to
under hypothetical conditions that ensure fair and unbiased choices. He holds that if
the starting point for the social contract is fair—if the initial conditions and bargain-
ing process for producing the principles are fair—then the principles themselves will
be just and will define the essential makeup of a just society. As Rawls says,

John Rawls, A Theory of Justice

[The] guiding idea is that the principles of justice for the basic structure of society
are the object of the original agreement. They are the principles that free and rational
persons concerned to further their own interests would accept in an initial position of
equality as defining the fundamental terms of their association. These principles are to
regulate all further agreements; they specify the kinds of social cooperation that can be
entered into and the forms of government that can be established.”

At the hypothetical starting point—what Rawls calls the “original position”—a
group of normal, self-interested, rational individuals come together to choose the
principles that will determine their basic rights and duties and their share of society’s
benefits and burdens. But to ensure that their decisions are as fair and impartial as
possible, they must meet behind a metaphorical “veil of ignorance.” Behind the veil,
no one knows his or her own social or economic status, class, race, sex, abilities,
talents, level of intelligence, or psychological makeup. Rawls thinks that since the
participants are rational and selfinterested but ignorant of their situation in society,
they will not agree to principles that will put any particular group at a disadvantage,
because they might very well be members of that group. They will choose principles
that are unbiased and nondiscriminatory. The assumption is that since the negotiat-
ing conditions in the original position are fair, the agreements reached will also be
fair—the principles will be just.

Rawls contends that given the original position, the participants would agree to
arrange their social relationships according to these fundamental principles:

FIRST PRINCIPLE

Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive total system of equal basic
liberties compatible with a similar system of liberty for all.
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SECOND PRINCIPLE

Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both:
(a) to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged, . . . and
(b) attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality
of opportunity.

The first principle—the equal liberty principle—says that everyone is entitled to
the most political freedom possible in exercising basic rights and duties (for example,
the right to vote and hold office and freedom of speech, assembly, and thought).
Each person should get a maximum degree of basic liberties, but no more than
anyone else. This principle takes precedence over all other considerations (including
the second principle), so that basic political liberties cannot be reduced or cancelled
just to improve economic well-being. This stipulation, of course, directly contradicts
utilitarian views of the matter.

The second principle concerns social and economic goods such as income,
wealth, opportunities, and positions of authority. Rawls recognizes that some social
and economic inequalities in society are unavoidable as well as beneficial. Those
who work harder or devise a better mousetrap deserve to reap greater benefits for
their efforts. Such inequality provides incentives
for extraordinary productivity, which in turn will
be to the good of society as a whole. (This kind of
unequal social arrangement contrasts with systems
that aim at a much greater degree of equality, as in
socialist societies.) So Rawls asserts in part (a) that
social and economic inequalities are not unjust if
they work to everyone’s benefit, especially to the
benefit of the least well-off in society. “[There] is no
injustice,” he says, “in the greater benefits earned
by a few provided that the situation of persons not
so fortunate is thereby improved.”? For Rawls, such
a policy is far more just than one in which some
people are made to suffer for the greater good of
others: “It is not just that some should have less in
order that others may prosper.”

But Rawls also maintains that although eco-

nomic inequalities are allowed, and not everyone
will obtain the greater rewards, everyone should
at least have an equal opportunity to acquire them.
This is the message of part (b). Every person is en-
titled to an equal chance to try to acquire basic
goods. No one is guaranteed an equal share of
them, but opportunities to obtain these benefits
must be open to all, regardless of social standing.

In Rawls’s program, the demands of the first

Giving moncy and power
to government is like
giving whiskcy and car
keys to teenage boys.
—P.]J. O. Rourke

15 Are you more
sympathetic to liber-
tarianism or welfare
liberalism? Why?

principle must be satisfied before satisfying the  Figure 8.10 John Rawis (1921-2002).
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Welfare liberalism is a
form of liberalism, the
aim of which is to preserve
individual libertics while
ensuring the general wel-
fare of the citizenry.

second, and the requirements of part (b) must be met before those of part (a). In any just
distribution of benefits and burdens, then, the first priority is to ensure equal basic politi-
cal liberties for all concerned, then equality of social and economic opportunity, then the
arrangement of any inequalities to the benefit of the least advantaged.

Rawls’s theory of justice has significant implications for the allocation of society’s
resources. Consider, for example, the hotly debated resource of health care. One
prominent line of argument goes like this: As Rawls claims, everyone is entitled to
fair equality of opportunity, and adequate (basic) health care enables fair equality
of opportunity (by ensuring “normal species functioning”). Therefore, everyone is
entitled to adequate health care, which includes all appropriate measures for elim-
inating or compensating for the disadvantages of disease and impairment.” In such
a system, there would be universal access to a basic level of health care, while more
elaborate or elective services would be available to anyone who could afford them.

Rawls’s proposal is a form of liberalism, what has been called welfare liberalism.
Its aim is to preserve individual liberties while ensuring the general welfare of the
citizenry. It requires the redistribution of resources (for example, taxing the better
off to provide benefits to the less well-off)—a scheme that libertarians would never
countenance. The libertarian says that government should not be in the business of
helping the socially or economically disadvantaged, for that would require violating
people’s liberty by taking resources from the haves to give to the have-nots.

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:

CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS SECTION 8.3

. Hobbes says that once people cede power to a strong governmental
authority, the authority wields total authority over them; the govern-
ment’s power is unalterable and absolute. Do you think such a govern-
ment is necessary for people to live in peace? Why or why not? What
states in the world today fit Hobbes’s description of the Leviathan?

. Hobbes believes that there is no such thing as justice until the Levia-
than is established. This means that justice does not exist independ-
ently of an authority to define and enforce it. Explain why you agree
or disagree with this view.

. Locke thinks that people have a right to rebel against a government
that abuses its power. Do you agree? If so, under what conditions
would you think rebellion is justified?

. Was the United States founded according to the principles of classi-
cal liberalism, welfare liberalism, or something else? Has the country
stayed true to its origins? Explain.

. Is classical liberalism a better theory of justice than welfare liberalism?
Support your answer with reasons.

8.4 SOCIALIST THEORIES

The prevailing theories of justice throughout the world are liberalism and social-
ism. Socialism is the political and economic doctrine that the means of production
(property, factories, businesses) should be owned or controlled by the people, either
communally or through the state. Socialism can accommodate liberal democratic
forms of government and can even retain some elements of market capitalism.
Communism usually implies socialism within a totalitarian system.

The guiding principle of the socialist view is equality: The wealth of society should
be shared by all. The ideal distribution of goods usually follows the classic formula
laid down by Karl Marx (1818-1883), the father of modern socialism: “From each ac-
cording to his ability, to each according to his needs.” People should do work that fits
their abilities, and they should reap rewards that match their needs. Generally, liberal
societies let the means of production accrue to fewer people through the workings of
a free market—that is, through capitalism. In such a system, wealth goes to anyone
who can acquire it in the marketplace, but in a socialist system, wealth is controlled by
the state, which allocates it for the good of the people generally.

Few philosophers have had as much influence on the world as Marx has—who,
ironically, did not consider himselfa philosopher and did not believe that ideas alone
could have much of an impact on history. He thinks that what drives philosophy,
history, society, law, government, and morality is economics. It is the dominant
system of economics in every age, he says, that determines how society is structured
and how history will go. A society’s system of economics is defined by its means of
production—by its economic and technological ways of meeting people’s physical
and social needs. The means of production, Marx says, shape social relationships,
class structure, technological tools, and political and philosophical ideas. Those who
own and control the means of production make up the dominant class, possess most
of the wealth, wield most of the political power, and exploit the lower
class. Their ideas—political, philosophical, or social—are the ruling
ideas. The rest of the people own no property and occupy the lowest
rungs of society, selling their labor to the ruling class, the property
owners. The two camps, then, are forever at odds.

Marx maintains that this pattern of opposition—this dass
struggle—repeats itself throughout history. It is inevitable and unalter-
able. In it he sees a dialectic process unfold again and again in society:

First there is a historical starting point (the #hesis), which eventually
produces a state of affairs directly opposed to it (the antithesis), the con-
flict being resolved by a new situation (the synthesis). Marx thinks the
dialectic struggle in modern times is between those who own the means
of production (the bourgeoisie, or capitalists) and those who do not (the
proletaria). The bourgeoisie are few but own all the factories and other
means of production (thesis); the proletariat are many but own noth-
ing, serving only as workers in the capitalist system (antithesis). To in-
crease their profits, the bourgeoisie hire more and more workers but pay
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1 am convinced that the
path to a new, better
and possible world is not
capitalism, the path is
socialism

—Hugo Chavez

Socialism is the doctrine
that the means of produc-
tion (property, factorics,
businesses) should be
owned or controlled by the
people, cither communally
or through the statc.

Communism usually
implics socialism within a
totalitarian system.

Capitalism is a political
cconomic system that lets
the means of production
accruc to fewer people
through the workings of a
free marker. In such a sys-
tem, wealth goes to anyone
who can acquire it in the

marketplace.

them less and less, replacing workers with machines whenever possible.  Figure 8.11 Karl Marx (1818-1883).
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Is the United States a Socialist Country?

To many Americans, socialism is a dirty word. Former President Obama was accused of trying
to turn the United States into a socialist country like those in Europe. To score points with
the electorate, politicians label their opponents socialists. Some political theorists say that a
lictle socialism won't hurt and might help, and a few declare that the debate is silly because the
United States is already a socialist country. Is it

It depends on your definition of socialism. Some people (including a few television com-
mentators) say that a government is socialist if it runs social programs that otherwise could
be left to the marketplace—programs like public education, prisons, aid to the poor, and
Medicare. By this standard, the United States is indeed socialist. But the traditional defini-
tion is more like the one given at the beginning of this section: Socialism is the doctrine that
the means of production (property, factories, businesses) should be owned or controlled by the
people, either communally or through the state. The programs just mentioned are generally
not considered means of production. Neither are such things as police and fire protection,
national defense, and income redistribution. Welfare programs are examples not of socialism
but of welfare liberalism. So even though the United States may have some socialist elements
(such as partial ownership and control of the banking industry), it’s not predominantly

such a society? Would your life be better
vould you like or dislike most about this social
ld people be better or worse off in a thor-

16 Is Marx correct in
saying that a society’s
means of production
shape its political

and philosophical
ideas? What about
religion, culture, social
reformers—can any

of these influence a
society’s thinking?

Capitalism is war; social-
ism is peace.

—Karl Liebknecht

17 Do ideas affect his-
tory? Marx says no. But
his socialist ideas seem
to have affected history
profoundly. Does this
fact disprove Marx’s
claim?

The workers™ wages decline, more become unemployed, and their exploitation by the
capitalists continues. As their situation worsens, Marx observes, they have an increased
sense of alienation: They are no longer valued as persons, for they have become mere
cogs in the capitalist machinery, and they can no longer take pride in their work, for it
has been downgraded into mindless assembly-line motions. But ultimately the success
of the bourgeoisie proves to be their undoing. They produce, as Marx says, their own
gravediggers. They unwittingly create a large, poor, angry proletarian class that has had
enough of capitalism and the woes that come with it. A proletarian revolution sweeps
the old order away and eventually ushers in a classless society (synthesis) in which the
means of production belong to everyone and wealth is shared equally among equals.

A frequent criticism of socialism is that a distribution of goods according to
needs and abilities would require coercion by the state. For socialism to work, people
must be forced to do the jobs that match their skills, not the jobs they prefer. And
they must be compelled to accept the benefits (monetary or otherwise) that match
their needs, not the benefits they most desire.

Critics also accuse socialist systems of providing no incentive for people to excel
at their jobs. Under socialism, people are rewarded according to their needs, not by
how well or how hard they work. So what inducement is there to be more ambitious
or efficient?

socialist—and calling it that would be an exaggeration.

Suppose the government owns and runs all technology companies, half
the farms, and the entire steel industry. Would the United States then be
properly called socialist? What would be the advantages or disadvantages

of such a scheme?

Marx conveyed his views over many years and in several writings, the most well
known being the Manifesto of the Communist Party (1848), which he coauthored
with his colleague Friedrich Engels:

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party

A specter is haunting Europe—the specter of communism. All the powers of old Europe
have entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this specter: Pope and Czar, Metternich
and Guizot, French radicals and German police spies.
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Democracy and socialism
have nothing in common
but one word, equality.
But notice the differ-
ence: while democracy
secks equality in liberty,
socialism sceks equality in
restraint and servitude.
—Alexis de Tocqueville

As with the Christian
religion, the worst adver.
tisement for Socialism is
its adherents.

—George Orwell

18 Many countries
have developed a
large middle class that
doesn’t seem to fit
into Marx’s two-class
scheme. Is this fact a
counterexample to his
theory?

Where is the party in opposition that has not been decried as communistic by
its opponents in power? Where the opposition that has not hurled back the branding
reproach of communism against the more advanced opposition parties, as well as
against its reactionary adversaries?

Two things result from this fact:

I. Communism is already acknowledged by all European powers to be itself a power.

I1. It is high time that communists should openly, in the face of the whole world,
publish their views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet this nursery tale of the spec-
ter of communism with a Manifesto of the party itself.

To this end, communists of various nationalities have assembled in London and
sketched the following Manifesto, to be published in the English, French, German, Ital-
ian, Flemish, and Danish languages.

The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles.

Free man and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild master and jour-
neyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one an-
other, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time
ended either in a revolutionary reconstitution of society at large or in the common ruin
of the contending classes.

In the earlier epochs of history we find almost everywhere a complicated arrange-
ment of society into various orders, a manifold gradation of social rank. In ancient
Rome we have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords,
vassals, guild masters, journeymen, apprentices, serfs; in almost all of these classes,
again, subordinate gradations.

The modern bourgeois [capitalist] society that has sprouted from the ruins of
feudal society has not done away with class antagonisms. It has but established new
classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the old ones.

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinctive fea-
ture: it has simplified the class antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and more split-
ting up into two great hostile camps, into two great classes directly facing each other:
bourgeoisie and proletariat. . . .

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionizing the instruments
of production, and thereby the relations of production, and with them the whole rela-
tions of society. Conservation of the old modes of production in unaltered form was,
on the contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier industrial classes. Con-
stant revolutionizing of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions,
everlasting uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier
ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices
and opinions, are swept away, all newformed ones become antiquated before they can
ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last
compelled to face with sober senses his real conditions of life and his relations with
his kind.

The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie
over the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, es-
tablish connections everywhere.

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market given a cosmo-
politan character to production and consumption in every country. To the great cha-
grin of reactionists, it has drawn from under the feet of industry the national ground
on which it stood. All old-established national industries have been destroyed or
are daily being destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries, whose introduction

becomes a life and death question for all civilized nations, by industries that no longer
work up indigenous raw material, but raw material drawn from the remotest zones;
industries whose products are consumed not only at home, but in every quarter of the
globe. In place of the old wants, satisfied by the productions of the country, we find
new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the products of distant lands and climes. In
place of the old local and national seclusion and self-sufficiency we have intercourse
in every direction, universal interdependence of nations. And as in material, so also in
intellectual production. The intellectual creations of individual nations become com-
mon property. National one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and
more impossible, and from the numerous national and local literatures there arises
a world literature.

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the
immensely facilitated means of communication, draws all, even the most barbarian,
nations into civilization. The cheap prices of its commodities are the heavy artillery with
which it batters down all Chinese walls, with which it forces the barbarians’ intensely
obstinate hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, on pain of extinc-
tion, to adopt the bourgeois mode of production: it compels them to introduce what it
calls civilization into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one word, it
creates a world after its own image.

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns. It has created
enormous cities, has greatly increased the urban population as compared with the ru-
ral, and has thus rescued a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of rural
life. Just as it has made the country dependent on the towns, so it has made barbarian
and semi-barbarian countries dependent on the civilized ones, nations of peasants on
nations of bourgeois, the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the scattered state of
the population, of the means of production, and of property. It has agglomerated
population, centralized means of production, and has concentrated property in a
few hands. The necessary consequence of this was political centralization. Inde-
pendent, or but loosely connected provinces, with separate interests, laws, gov-
ernments and systems of taxation, became lumped together into one nation, with
one government, one code of laws, one national class interest, one frontier, and
one customs tariff.

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created more
massive and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding generations to-
gether. Subjection of nature’s forces to man, machinery, application of chemistry to
industry and agriculture, steam navigation, railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of
whole continents for cultivation, canalization of rivers, whole populations conjured
out of the ground—what earlier century had even a presentiment that such productive
forces slumbered in the lap of social labor? . . .

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to itself; it
has also called into existence the men who are to wield those weapons—the modern
working class—the proletarians.

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same proportion
is the proletariat, the modern working class developed—a class of laborers, who live
only so long as they find work, and who find work only so long as their labor increases
capital. These laborers, who must sell themselves piecemeal, are a commaodity, like
every other article of commerce, and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of
competition, to all the fluctuations of the market.
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19 Marx lists the many
technological and civic
innovations brought
about by capitalism,
things that seem bene-
ficial to society. Do they
counterbalance the
many bad things about
capitalism that Marx
details?
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20 For capitalist
societies, Marx predicts
worker alienation,
oppression and exploit-
ation of workers, and
general misery among
those who do not
control the means of
production. Many so-
cieties today, including
the United States, are
capitalist, but they do
not seem to be
following Marx's
pattern. Does this
show that Marx’s
views are wrong?

Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division of labor, the work of the
proletarians has lost all individual character and, consequently, all charm for the work-
man. He becomes an appendage of the machine, and it is only the simplest, most
monotonous, and most easily acquired knack that is required of him. Hence the cost
of production of a workman is restricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence
that he requires for his maintenance and for the propagation of his race. But the price
of a commaodity, and therefore also of labor, is equal to its cost of production. In pro-
portion, therefore, as the repulsiveness of the work increases, the wage decreases.
Nay, more, in proportion as the use of machinery and division of labor increases, in
the same proportion the burden of toil also increases, whether by prolongation of the
working hours, by increase of the work exacted in a given time, or by increased speed
of the machinery, etc.

Modern industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal master into
the great factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of laborers, crowded into the fac-
tory, are organized like soldiers. As privates of the industrial army they are placed under
the command of a perfect hierarchy of officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves
of the bourgeois class, and of the bourgeois state; they are daily and hourly enslaved
by the machine, by the overlooker, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois manufac-
turer himself. The more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim,
the more petty, the more hateful, and the more embittering it is. . . .

The proletariat goes through various stages of development. With its birth begins
its struggle with the bourgeoisie. At first the contest is carried on by individual laborers,
then by the workpeople of a factory, then by the operatives of one trade, in one locality,
against the individual bourgeois who directly exploits them. They direct their attacks
not against the bourgeois conditions of production, but against the instruments of pro-
duction themselves; they destroy imported wares that compete with their labor, they
smash to pieces machinery, they set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by force the
vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages. . . .

But with the development of industry the proletariat not only increases in num-
ber; it becomes concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, and it feels that
strength more. The various interests and conditions of life within the ranks of the
proletariat are more and more equalized, in proportion as machinery obliterates all
distinctions of labor and nearly everywhere reduces wages to the same low level. The
growing competition among the bourgeois and the resulting commercial crises make
the wages of the workers ever more fluctuating. The unceasing improvement of ma-
chinery, ever more rapidly developing, makes their livelihood more and more precari-
ous; the collisions between individual workmen and individual bourgeois take more
and more the character of collisions between two classes. Thereupon the workers
begin to form combinations (trade unions) against the bourgeois; they club together
in order to keep up the rate of wages; they found permanent associations in order to
make provision beforehand for these occasional revolts. Here and there the contest
breaks out into riots.

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real fruit of their
battles lies not in the immediate result, but in the ever expanding union of the workers.
This union is helped on by the improved means of communication that are created by
modern industry and that place the workers of different localities in contact with one
another. . ..

This organization of the proletarians into a class, and consequently into a pol-
itical party, is continually being upset again by the competition between the workers

themselves. But it ever rises up again, stronger, firmer, mightier. It compels legislative
recognition of particular interests of the workers by taking advantage of the divisions
among the bourgeoisie itself. . . .

Hitherto every form of society has been based, as we have already seen, on the
antagonism of oppressing and oppressed classes. But in order to oppress a class cer-
tain conditions must be assured to it under which it can, at least, continue its slavish
existence. The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised himself to membership in the
commune just as the petty bourgeois, under the yoke of feudal absolutism, managed
to develop into a bourgeois. The modern laborer, on the contrary, instead of rising with
the progress of industry, sinks deeper and deeper below the conditions of existence of
his own class. He becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops more rapidly than popu-
lation and wealth. And here it becomes evident that the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer
to be the ruling class in society, and to impose its conditions of existence upon society
as an overriding law. It is unfit to rule because it is incompetent to assure an existence
to its slave within his slavery, because it cannot help letting him sink into such a state
that it has to feed him instead of being fed by him. Society can no longer live under this
bourgeoisie: in other words, its existence is no longer compatible with society.

The essential condition for the existence, and for the sway of the bourgeois class,
is the formation and augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage labor.
Wage labor rests exclusively on competition between the laborers. The advance of in-
dustry, whose involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the
laborers, due to competition, by their revolutionary combination, due to association.
The development of modern industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the very foun-
dation on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates products. What the bour-
geoisie, therefore, produces, above all, is its own gravediggers. Its fall and the victory
of the proletariat are equally inevitable. . . .

All property relations in the past have continually been subject to historical change
consequent upon the change in historical conditions.

The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal property in favor of bour-
geois property.

The distinguishing feature of communism is not the abolition of property
generally, but the abolition of bourgeoisie property. But modern bourgeois private
property is the final and most complete expression of the system of producing and
appropriating products that is based on antagonisms, on the exploitation of the
many by the few.

In this sense the theory of the communists may be summed up in the single sen-
tence: Abolition of private property. . . .

We have seen above that the first step in the revolution by the working class is to
raise the proletariat to the position of ruling class, to win the battle of democracy.

The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wrest, by degrees, all capital from
the bourgeoisie, to centralize all instruments of production in the hands of the state,
i.e., of the proletariat organized as the ruling class, and to increase the total of produc-
tive forces as rapidly as possible.

Of course, in the beginning this cannot be effected except by means of despotic
inroads on the rights of property and on the conditions of bourgeois production; by
means of measures, therefore, which appear economically insufficient and untenable,
but which, in the course of the movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further
inroads upon the old social order, and are unavoidable as a means of entirely revolu-
tionizing the mode of production.
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21 Many Western
countries have been
strongly committed
to private property
for decades, yet no
proletarian revolution
has erupted or is likely
to erupt. Why is this?
Does it show that
Marx’s socialist ideol-
ogy is mistaken?
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These measures will of course be different in different countries.
Nevertheless, in the most advanced countries the following will be pretty generally
applicable:

1. Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of land to public
purposes.

. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

. Abolition of all right of inheritance.

. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.

. Centralization of credit in the hands of the state, by means of a national bank
with state capital and an exclusive monopoly.

. Centralization of the means of communication and transport in the hands of
the state.

. Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by the state; the
bringing into cultivation of wastelands, and the improvement of the soil gener-
ally in accordance with a common plan.

. Equal liability of all labor. Establishment of industrial armies, especially for
agriculture.

. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries; gradual abolition
of the distinction between town and country, by a more equable distribution
of the population over the country.

. Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of children’s factory
labor in its present form. Combination of education with industrial produc-
tion, etc.

When, in the course of development, class distinctions have disappeared and all pro-
duction has been concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole nation, the
public power will lose its political character. Political power, properly so called, is merely
the organized power of one class for oppressing another. If the proletariat during its con-
test with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the force of circumstances, to organize itself as
a class, if by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling class and, as such, sweeps
away by force the old conditions of production, then it will, along with these conditions,
have swept away the conditions for the existence of class antagonisms and of classes
generally, and will thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes and class antagonisms, we
shall have an association in which the free development of each is the condition for the
free development of all. . . .

The communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly declare that
their ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social condi-
tions. Let the ruling classes tremble at a communistic revolution. The proletarians have
nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to win.

WORKING MEN OF ALL COUNTRIES UNITE!"
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WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:

CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS SECTION 8.4

. A classical liberal might say to a Marxist that liberty and rights are
the most important values in a society, and Marxist societies have
few, if any, liberties. The Marxist might reply that liberties and rights
don’t mean much if people are too poor and oppressed to enjoy them.
Which view seems more reasonable to you? Which society would you
be willing to live in—classical liberal or Marxist> Why?

. Does alienation as described by Marx exist today in modern capiralist
societies? Explain.

. Suppose all resources in the United States were distributed according
to Marx’s dictum: from each according to his ability, to each according
to his need. What would such a society look like? Would it be better
than the system that exists now? Why or why not?

. Suppose the state compelled you to work in a factory for the rest of
your life, and it arranged for your salary to be based solely on what
the state thinks you need. Would these actions be a violation of your
autonomy? If they would improve the general welfare, would they be
morally justified?

. Assess socialism: Is it a good theory of justice? Is it better than liberal-
ism? Explain your answer.

8.5 FEMINISM AND SOCIAL JUSTICE

Many feminists assert that the traditional theories of justice (as developed by their
theorists) have a fatal weakness: They are blind to injustice. Specifically, the theories
are blind to the injustice that befalls women. The problem arises, these critics say,
because the theories are based on a false assumption about society, one that most of
us simply take for granted. Most people—including Locke, Hobbes, and other tra-
ditional theorists—have assumed there is a strong wall of separation between private
and public life, and that only public life is the proper concern of political theory.
Private life is about personal and family life, about raising children and shouldering
other domestic responsibilities. Public life is the realm of politics, careers, econom-
ics, and law. Throughout history, women have largely been relegated to the private
sphere, where issues of rights and equality are not supposed to apply. Consequently,
feminist philosophers contend, women have been left out of traditional theories of
justice, an omission that ensured women would not be treated as the moral equals
of men. The result has been unjust treatment of half the population—millions of
women who have historically been denied the political, economic, and social power
that men have enjoyed.

Ofall the nasty outcomes
predicted for women's lib-
cration . . . none was more
alarming, from a feminist
point of view, than the
suggestion that women
would eventually become
just like men

— Barbara Ehrenreich
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22 Why does the
unequal treatment of
women seem to contra-
dict principles laid out
in the U.S. Constitu-
tion? Is the problem
with the principles or
with society?

This view has been argued vigorously by the philosopher and feminist Susan
Moller Okin (1946-2004) in her book Justice, Gender, and the Family:

Susan Moller Okin, Justice, Gender, and the Family

We as a society pride ourselves on our democratic values. We don't believe people
should be constrained by innate differences from being able to achieve desired posi-
tions of influence or to improve their well-being; equality of opportunity is our pro-
fessed aim. The Preamble to our Constitution stresses the importance of justice, as
well as the general welfare and the blessings of liberty. The Pledge of Allegiance asserts
that our republic preserves “liberty and justice for all.”

Yet substantial inequalities between the sexes still exist in our society. In economic
terms, full-time working women (after some very recent improvement) earn on average
71 percent of the earnings of full-time working men. One-half of poor and three-fifths
of chronically poor households with dependent children are maintained by a single fe-
male parent. The poverty rate for elderly women is nearly twice that for elderly men. On
the political front, two out of a hundred U.S. senators are women, one out of nine jus-
tices seems to be considered sufficient female representation on the Supreme Court,
and the number of men chosen in each congressional election far exceeds the number
of women elected in the entire history of the country. Underlying and intertwined with
all these inequalities is the unequal distribution of the unpaid labor of the family.

An equal sharing between the sexes of family responsibilities, especially child care,
is “the great revolution that has not happened.” Women, including mothers of young
children, are, of course, working outside the household far more than their mothers
did. And the small proportion of women who reach high-level positions in politics,
business, and the professions command a vastly disproportionate amount of space in
the media, compared with the millions of women who work at low-paying, dead-end
jobs, the millions who do part-time work with its lack of benefits, and the millions of
others who stay home performing for no pay what is frequently not even acknowledged
as work. Certainly, the fact that women are doing more paid work does not imply that
they are more equal. It is often said that we are living in a postfeminist era. This claim,
due in part to the distorted emphasis on women who have “made it,” is false, no mat-
ter which of its meanings is intended. It is certainly not true that feminism has been
vanquished, and equally untrue that it is no longer needed because its aims have been
fulfilled. Until there is justice within the family, women will not be able to gain equality
in politics, at work, or in any other sphere. . . .

[T]he typical current practices of family life, structured to a large extent by gender,
are not just. Both the expectation and the experience of the division of labor by sex
make women vulnerable. As | shall show, a cycle of power relations and decisions per-
vades both family and workplace, each reinforcing the inequalities between the sexes
that already exist within the other. Not only women, but children of both sexes, too, are
often made vulnerable by gender-structured marriage. One-quarter of children in the
United States now live in families with only one parent—in almost go percent of cases,
the mother. Contrary to common perceptions—in which the situation of never-married
mothers looms largest—65 percent of single-parent families are a result of marital
separation or divorce. Recent research in a number of states has shown that, in the
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average case, the standard of living of divorced women and the children who live with
them plummets after divorce, whereas the economic situation of divorced men tends
to be better than when they were married.

A central source of injustice for women these days is that the law, most notice-
ably in the event of divorce, treats more or less as equals
those whom custom, workplace discrimination, and the still
conventional division of labor within the family have made
very unequal. Central to this socially created inequality are
two commonly made but inconsistent presumptions: that
women are primarily responsible for the rearing of children;
and that serious and committed members of the work force
(regardless of class) do not have primary responsibility, or
even shared responsibility, for the rearing of children. The
old assumption of the workplace, still implicit, is that work-
ers have wives at home. It is built not only into the structure
and expectations of the workplace but into other crucial so-
cial institutions, such as schools, which make no attempt to
take account, in their scheduled hours or vacations, of the
fact that parents are likely to hold jobs.

Now, of course, many wage workers do not have wives
at home. Often, they are wives and mothers, or single, sep-
arated, or divorced mothers of small children. But neither
the family nor the workplace has taken much account of this
fact. Employed wives still do by far the greatest proportion
of unpaid family work, such as child care and housework.
Women are far more likely to take time out of the workplace
or to work part-time because of family responsibilities than
are their husbands or male partners. And they are much
more likely to move because of their husbands’ employ-

ment needs or opportunities than their own. All these ten- | Figure 8.12 Susan Moller Okin (1946-2004).

dencies, which are due to a number of factors, including the
sex segregation and discrimination of the workplace itself, tend to be cyclical in their
effects: wives advance more slowly than their husbands at work and thus gain less
seniority, and the discrepancy between their wages increases over time. Then, because
both the power structure of the family and what is regarded as consensual “rational”
family decision making reflect the fact that the husband usually earns more, it will be-
come even less likely as time goes on that the unpaid work of the family will be shared
between the spouses. Thus the cycle of inequality is perpetuated. Often hidden from
view within a marriage, it is in the increasingly likely event of marital breakdown that
the socially constructed inequality of married women is at its most visible.

This is what | mean when | say that gender-structured marriage makes women
vulnerable. These are not matters of natural necessity, as some people would believe.
Surely nothing in our natures dictates that men should not be equal participants in the
rearing of their children. Nothing in the nature of work makes it impossible to adjust it
to the fact that people are parents as well as workers. That these things have not hap-
pened is part of the historically, socially constructed differentiation between the sexes
that feminists have come to call gender. We live in a society that has over the years
regarded the innate characteristic of sex as one of the clearest legitimizers of different
rights and restrictions, both formal and informal. While the legal sanctions that uphold

23 Do you agree that
typical family practices
are largely structured
according to gender? If
so, are these practices
unjust? Why?
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male dominance have begun to be eroded in the past century, and more rapidly in the
last twenty years, the heavy weight of tradition, combined with the effects of socializa-
tion, still works powerfully to reinforce sex roles that are commonly regarded as of un-
equal prestige and worth. The sexual division of labor has not only been a fundamental
part of the marriage contract, but so deeply influences us in our formative years that
feminists of both sexes who try to reject it can find themselves struggling against it
with varying degrees of ambivalence. Based on this linchpin, “gender”—by which |
mean the deeply entrenched institutionalization of sexual difference—still permeates
our society.

“The personal is political” is the central message of feminist critiques of the public/
domestic dichotomy. It is the core idea of most contemporary feminism. Though many
of those who fought in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries for suffrage and
for the abolition of the oppressive legal status of wives were well aware of the connec-
tions between women’s political and personal dominations by men, few pre-1960s
feminists questioned women'’s special role in the family. While arguing for equal rights,
such as the vote or access to education, most accepted the prevailing assumption that
women'’s close association with and responsibility for the care of the family was natural
and inevitable.

Thus feminists have turned their attention to the politics of what had previously
been regarded—and, as | have shown, still is seen by most political theorists—as para-
digmatically nonpolitical. That the personal sphere of sexuality, of housework, of child
care and family life is political became the underpinning of most feminist thought.
Feminists of different political leanings and in a variety of academic disciplines have
revealed and analyzed the multiple interconnections between women’s domestic roles
and their inequality and segregation in the workplace, and between their socialization in
gendered families and the psychological aspects of their oppression. We have strongly

Figure 8.13 Are the power relationships and decisions within typical families political?
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and persistently challenged the long-standing underlying assumption of almost all po-
litical theories: that the sphere of family and personal life is so separate and distinct
from the rest of social life that such theories can justifiably assume but ignoreiit. . . .

The interconnections between the domestic and the nondomestic aspects of our
lives are deep and pervasive. Given the power structures of both, women’s lives are far
more detrimentally affected by these interconnections than are men’s. Consider two
recent front-page stories that appeared on subsequent days in the New York Times. The
first was about a tiny elite among women: those who work as lawyers for the country’s
top law firms. If these women have children with whom they want to spend any time,
they find themselves off the partnership track and instead, with no prospects of ad-
vancement, on the “mommy track.” “Nine-to-five” is considered part-time work in the
ethos of such firms, and one mother reports that, in spite of her twelve-hour workdays
and frequent work on weekends, she has “no chance” of making partner. The article
fails to mention that these women’s children have fathers, or that most of the men who
work for the same prestigious law firms also have children, except to report that male
lawyers who take parental leave are seen as “wimp-like.” The sexual division of labor in
the family, even in these cases where the women are extremely well qualified, success-
ful, and potentially influential, is simply assumed.

The next day’s Times reported on a case of major significance for abortion rights,
decided by a Federal Appeals Court in Minnesota. The all-male panel of judges ruled
7 to 3 that the state may require a woman under eighteen years who wishes to ob-
tain an abortion to notify both her parents—even in cases of divorce, separation, or
desertion—or to get special approval from a state judge. The significance of this article
is amplified when it is juxtaposed with the previous one. For it shows us how it is that
those who rise to the top in the highly politically influential profession of law are among
those who have had the least experience of all in raising children. There is a high inci-
dence of recruitment of judges from those who have risen to partnership in the most
prestigious law firms. Other judges are often drawn from the equally highly competi-
tive field of academic law, which also places its greatest demands (those of the tenure
hurdle) on lawyers during the child-rearing years, and therefore discriminates against
those who participate in parenting. Those who are chosen, therefore, would seem to
be those least well informed to make decisions about abortion, especially in cases in-
volving relations between teenage girls and their parents. Here we find a systematically
built-in absence of mothers (and presumably of “wimp-like” participating fathers, too)
from high-level political decisions concerning some of the most vulnerable persons
in society—women, disproportionately poor and black, who become pregnant in their
teens, and their future children. It is not hard to see here the ties between the suppos-
edly distinct public and domestic spheres.”

Few thoughtful people would argue that women have achieved equality in every
aspect of their lives. In fact, it seems clear that in politics, the workplace, and the
household, women do 7ot have equal freedom, rights, and opportunities. On this
score, Okin is surely right. But some philosophers have drawn different conclusions
from these facts. They insist that the feminist critique of these inequalities does
not show that the “personal is political” or that the traditional theories of justice
are seriously defective. The critique suggests that the principles embodied in these

theories—liberty, equality, and rights—are as relevant as ever but have yet to be
fully applied to private life. This is how David Miller explains the point:

O

T)he Ru aturally
falls to the man's share, as
abler and stronger [than
the Woman

—John Locke
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24 Do you agree with

Miller’s assessment of
the feminist view of
the traditional theories
of justice? Why or why
not?

David Miller, Political Philosophy

[W]e live in societies that are founded on commitments to freedom and equality but
that have failed so far to live up to these commitments in the case of women and people
from minority cultures. It is one of our deepest beliefs that each person should be able
to live life in the way that he or she chooses, subject to certain limits. . . . [I]t is another
deep belief that each person is entitled to be treated as an equal, either by being given
equal rights, or by being given equal opportunities. Given these beliefs, it becomes a
matter of great political concern if one section of society enjoys only a smaller area of
personal freedom, or receives less than equal treatment at the hands of existing social
and political institutions. So, for instance, when women are denied the option available
to men of harmoniously combining a career with family life, or when members of ethnic
minorities have fewer opportunities in the job market than others, this means that they
are not being treated as fully free and equal members of their society. . . .

What feminists are pointing out about relationships between men and women is not
so much their inherently political nature as the failure of politics to address them. Political
authority, in the form which it has been constituted up to now, has not set adequate par-
ameters for the peculiarly intimate relations that exist between the sexes. It has failed in a
number of ways: it has not given women adequate physical security, especially protection
against domestic violence, it has not ensured that women enjoy equal rights with men in
a number of important areas of life, and it has not provided women with sufficient per-
sonal freedom. . . . It is these political failures that have allowed men to exercise power
over women in their personal lives, and one obvious reason is that women have for cen-
(@) turies been almost entirely excluded from politics in the conventional sense.”

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:

CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS SECTION 8.5

. Does Okin’s claim about the injustice of current practices of family life
coincide with your own observations of family life in our culture? Explain.

. Okin says that the gender roles of American men and women are not
the way they are by necessity but are “socially constructed” (based on
variable social conventions). Do you agree? Are gender roles established
by natural or divine law?

. Should the laws of a society reinforce currently accepted family
practices—or should laws set the standard for just family practices?

. Are the traditional theories of justice (social contract theories, for
example) irredeemably flawed because they were devised by white men
who thought of women as second-class citizens?

. Miller says that what feminists are pointing out about relationships be-
tween men and women is not so much their inherently political nature
as the failure of politics to address them. Do you agree? Why?

Review Notes
8.1 OVERVIEW: JUSTICE AND POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY

* Political philosophy is the study of political societies using the methods of
philosophy—critical reasoning and careful analysis.

* The issues of political philosophy raise questions about the moral and nonmoral
goodness of whole societies, which largely determine the moral and nonmoral
goodness of our lives.

* Distributive justice is about the fair distribution of society’s benefits and burdens
(its material and nonmaterial goods). How these goods are distributed among the
citizens of a state is a function of how the state is structured, how its social and
political institutions are arranged.

8.2 PLATO’S THEORY: JUSTICE AS MERIT

* In The Republic, Plato argues that the only kind of society that can ensure that
people get their due is a meritocracy. In a just society, the producers and auxiliaries
perform their proper functions while being led and controlled by the guardians.
The just state is a harmonious community governed by reason, just as a virtuous
person is a tripartite being presided over by the rational faculty of the soul.

* Plato’s ideal state rests on inequality among citizens who are sorted into three
classes marked by unequal shares of power and privilege. People are assigned to
different classes according to merit, but inequality is still the rule. Plato maintains
that equals should be treated equally, but to him the classes deserve different treat-
ment because they are different. In Plato’s republic, no one gets to choose his or
her own role in life.

* Meritocracy is a system of rule by those most qualified to govern, democracy is rule
by the people as a whole, and aristocracy is a society ruled by the best citizens.

8.3 SOCIAL CONTRACT THEORIES

* In Leviathan, Hobbes contends that a social contract is necessary in human affairs
because living without one would be a horrific nightmare of existence. Through
reason, people see that the only way to escape this “war of all against all” is to
enter into a social contract with one another. In the name of self-interest, they
agree to turn over much of their autonomy, freedom, and power to an absolute
sovereign—the Leviathan. Locke argues that humans have inherent, God-given
rights whether or not a government is around to guarantee them. These rights are
inalienable: They cannot be transferred to the government or any other entity.
Humans create the government and cede some power to it; in return, it protects
their rights and liberties. The state serves the people (not the other way round),
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directing all its power “to no other end but the peace, safety, and public good of
the people.”

 For Hobbes, in the state of nature, there is no code, culture, or comfort. There is
only “continual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man [is] solitary,
poor, nasty, brutish, and short.” The Leviathan is an absolute ruler whose authority
over those bound by the social contract is absolute. Its power is fearsome (enough
to deter any tendency to disorder), and its contractual agreement with its subjects
is irrevocable.

* Rawls says the just state is based on principles that people would agree to under
hypothetical conditions that ensure fair and unbiased choices. He holds that if the
starting point for the social contract is fair—if the initial conditions and bargaining
process for producing the principles are fair—then the principles themselves will be
just and will define the essential makeup of a just society.

* Liberalism is the political doctrine that puts primary emphasis on the liberty and
rights of individuals against encroachments by the state. Classical liberalism is the
view that the state should protect personal freedoms as well as the right to pursue
one’s own social and economic well-being in a free market without interference
from others. Libertarianism and classical liberalism are essentially the same. Welfare
liberalism is the view that a just society aims to preserve individual liberties while
ensuring the general welfare of the citizenry.

8.4 SOCIALIST THEORIES

* Marx’s political theory is a form of socialism, the political and economic doctrine
that the means of production (property, factories, businesses) should be owned or
controlled by the people, either communally or through the state. The guiding
principle is equality: The wealth of society should be shared by all. The ideal distri-
bution of goods follows the classic formula: “From each according to his ability, to
each according to his needs.”

* Socialism emphasizes equality and the distribution of goods according to need and
ability. A frequent criticism of socialism is that such a distribution would require
coercion by the state. Critics also accuse socialist systems of providing no incentive
for people to excel at their jobs.

8.5 FEMINISM AND SOCIAL JUSTICE

* Susan Moller Okin says traditional theories are based on the assumption that there
is a wall of separation between private and public life and that only public life is the
proper concern of political theory. But women have largely been relegated to the
private sphere, where issues of rights and equality are not supposed to apply. Con-
sequently, women have been left out of traditional theories of justice, an omission
that ensured women would not be treated as the moral equals of men.

 David Miller argues that the feminist critique of inequalities in private life does
not show that the “personal is political” or that the traditional theories of justice
are seriously defective. The critique suggests that the principles embodied in these
theories are relevant but have yet to be fully applied to private life.

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:
ARGUING YOUR OWN VIEWS CHAPTER 8

. Which theory of justice do you think is more plausible—Rawls’s wel-
fare liberalism or Nozick’s classical liberalism (libertarianism)? Give
reasons for your choice.

. Would you prefer to live in a state like Plato’s meritocracy or in a
democratic capitalist society like the United States? Why?

. What are the weaknesses and strengths of Hobbes'’s social contract
theory? Would Hobbes’s state protect your rights? Under what cir-
cumstances would you consent to live in his state and be ruled by the
Leviathan?

. Compare Locke’s social contract state with a modern socialist society.
Which one does a better job of protecting individual rights? Ensuring
equality among citizens? Providing for the needs of every citizen? In
your opinion, which theory of justice is better? Why?

. Have women in this country been systematically treated unfairly or
unequally? Are they currently being treated unfairly or unequally? If
50, how? What do you think are the chief causes of such treatment?

Key Terms

aristocracy A society ruled by the best market without interference from others.
citizens. (361) (375)

capitalism A political economic system communism Commonly, socialism
that lets the means of production accrue  within a totalitarian system. (379)

to fewer people through the workings of
a free market. In such a system, wealth
goes to anyone who can acquire it in the
marketplace. (379) distributive justice (or social justice)
P U e The fair distribution of society’s benefits
state should protect personal freedoms

as well as the right to pursue one’s own
social and economic well-being in a free

democracy Rule by the people as a
whole. (360)

and burdens—such things as jobs, in-
come, property, liberties, rights, welfare
aid, taxes, and public service. (357)
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8.1 OVERVIEW: JUSTICE AND POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY

Political philosophy is the study of political societies using the methods of
philosophy—namely, critical reasoning and careful analysis. It is essentially moral
philosophy applied to government and political life. Like moral philosophy, it is a
normative endeavor, concerned with standards or principles for determining how
political systems ought to be structured. To do its work properly, political philosophy
must also take into account how political systems are in fact structured, but this is a
descriptive task that is secondary to the normative one. Political science, on the other
hand, is mostly a descriptive enterprise dedicated to uncovering the empirical facts
of political systems past or present.

The issues of political philosophy are large, important, and personal. They raise
questions about the moral and nonmoral goodness of whole societies, which largely
determine the moral and nonmoral goodness of our lives. We can, of course, try to
ignore these issues, but that is like a fish trying to ignore the water. The questions
press us from all sides. What is justice, and what constitutes just and unjust treat-
ment of the members of society? How should the political and material goods of
society (wealth, property, liberties, rights) be distributed among its citizens? Should
these goods be allotted according to need, utility, merit, desert, equality, or some
other principle? What theory of political society should rule the distribution? Is de-
mocracy really the best form of governmene? Is socialism? Libertarianism? Do well-
off citizens have a duty to provide goods to the less well-off? What is the morally
right (just) balance between the state’s control of its people and the people’s liberty
and rights? What is the moral justification for the state’s exercise of power and au-
thority over individuals? Is the state necessary at all—or is it better to live in small
communities without state authority?

Suppose someone fails to see the need to study political philosophy or even to
think much about the government under which she lives. Political philosophers can
make several replies to this attitude, but let us focus on just two. First, whether you
are just beginning to form your ideas about politics and government or you are al-
ready a veteran of many political discussions (and proudly call yourself 2 Democrat,
Republican, socialist, libertarian, or something else), political philosophy can help
you more than you may realize. A good dose of political philosophy can clarify
your thinking, introduce you to new perspectives, acquaint you with arguments for
and against political theories (including your own), and help you arrive at informed
opinions. The result is greater understanding acquired through critical thinking and
reflection—not through prejudice or unsupported presumption.

Consider, for example, this issue: the pervasiveness of government. The state’s
fingers are everywhere, revealed through levied taxes, a welfare system, the con-
struction of roads and dams, the treatment of prisoners and patients, vast armies
of government employees, declarations of peace and war, subsidies for homeowners
and corporations, and the regulation of everything from hamburger to baby cribs.
How do you feel about such omnipresent governance? Would you like to see more
of the same, much less, or some other political system altogether? Such questions
are flashpoints in contemporary debates about the proper role of government in our

Political philosophy is
the study of political soci-
etics using the methods of

philosophy.

Injustice anywhere
is a threat to justice
everywhere

—Martin Luther King, Jr.





image2.png
356 Chapter8 The Just Society

In the absence of justice,

int Augustine

Figure 8.1 Signing of the Dedlaration of Independence: “We hold these truths to be self-
evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.” What
philosopher inspired these words?

lives. How would you go about getting some answers? An offhand, party-line reac-
tion to these questions may provide some temporary satisfaction or assurance. But
if you want better understanding and well-supported views, your best bet is to take
the philosophical approach.

Second, political philosophy may not bake bread or sell widgets, but it does
sometimes change the world. You will see several examples in this chapter of po-
litical theories that affected history, but for now let’s ponder this one. John Locke
(1632-1704) argued that through a social contract between government and the
governed, the authority of the state could be justified. The state exists by the consent
of the governed and is the guarantor of the people’s inalienable rights of “life, liberty,
and estate.” The state serves the people, and the people have the right to challenge it
through revolution if it violates the terms of the contract. Locke’s ideas (shockingly
radical when first introduced) were familiar to American colonists, and they heavily
influenced the framers of the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, and
the Bill of Rights. (Other nations took notice of Locke’s thinking as well.) Even
the language in these documents reflects Locke’s thinking. This famous sentence
in the Declaration, for example, is almost pure Locke: “We hold these truths to be
self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator

with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit

of Happiness.” Political theory in the seventeenth century thus affects twenty-first-
century Americans (and the rest of the world).
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The topic that gets most attention in political philosophy is justice. In its broad-
est sense, justice refers to people getting what is fair or what is their due, and the core
principle that defines a person’s due is equals should be treated equally. The idea is
that people should be treated the same unless there is a morally relevant reason for
treating them differently. Justice by this definition comes in two forms, and each is
profoundly important in a society. Retributive justice has to do with the fair meting
out of punishment to citizens for wrongdoing. Distributive justice, or social jus-
tice, is about the fair distribution of society’s benefits and burdens (its material and
nonmaterial goods)—such things as jobs, income, property, liberties, rights, welfare
aid, taxes, and public service. How these goods are distributed among the citizens of
a state is a function of how the state is structured, how its social and political institu-
tions are arranged. It’s this kind of justice that is the focus of political philosophers
and their theories of justice.

Theories of justice embody principles that define fair distributions, that explain
what people are due and why. A utilitarian theory of justice, for example, says that
the distribution of goods should be based on the principle of tility. Society’s insti-
tutions must be arranged so that its benefits and burdens are allocated to maximize
some measure of society’s welfare (total happiness, for example). This is a popular
scheme of distribution, although some think it is inconsistent with our common-
sense notions of justice and equality. As you might guess, the utilitarian philosopher
John Stuart Mill favors the view.

Some theories of justice insist on distributions according to merit, or desert (what
people deserve). Plato (c. 427-347 BCE) took this tack, arguing that because people
differ in their talents and achievements, they should be given a station in life that
reflects this difference. Some people have superior capacities and therefore should
receive a superior share of society’s goods; some possess few capacities and should get
a smaller share. As you can see, Plato’s view is strongly antidemocratic.

In other theories, merit and utility mean little, while equality means (almost)
everything. The thoroughgoing egalitarian maintains that, contrary to Plato, there
are no morally relevant differences among persons, so everyone should be appor-
tioned an equal share of society’s benefits. After all, don’t we believe that all persons
are created equal? John Rawls (1921-2002) argues for this kind of rigorous equality
in his theory of justice. He contends that since people’s character and behavior are
accidents of nature, no one really deserves any particular allotment of benefits or
burdens—and so equality is the most reasonable basis for distribution of goods. A
staunch egalitarianism demands that the supposedly deserving, undeserving, needy,
and self-sufficient receive the same size slice of society’s pie and the portions cannot
be adjusted on grounds of utility.

An important theme of some theories is that society’s wealth should be allocated
according to need. Allotments of goods based on people’s hardship or indigence are
common elements in many societies, often combined with other distribution prin-
ciples. Welfare programs, lower tax rates for people with low incomes, disaster re-
lief, low-interest loans to the disadvantaged—such programs are strictly need-based.
Some thinkers hold that meeting the needs of society’s worst off should be a major
concern of the state. But others argue that assisting the needy is nof a requirement of

Justice is the idea that
people should get what is

fair or what is their due.

Distributive justice (or
social justice) is the fair
distribution of society’s
benefits and burdens—
such things as jobs,
income, property, libertics,
rights, welfare aid, taxes,
and public service.

1 Would a society
structured entirely on
the principle of utility
be just?

e virtue of justice
consists in moderation, as
regulated by wisdom

—Aristotle

2 Are the principles
of desert and equality
in conflict? Tha

is it possible to have

a society that treats
everyone with strict
equality while ensur-
ing that everyone gets
what they deserve?
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Figure 8.2 More Americans are shunning
political parties and migrating to the polit-
ical center.

Mostly Republican

Political Views in Flux

The Pew Research Center, which conducts opinion surveys
to gauge political attitudes, reports that, “With the economy
still struggling and the nation involved in multiple military
operations overseas, the public’s political mood is fractious.
In this environment, many political attitudes have become
more doctrinaire at both ends of the ideological spectrum, a
polarization that reflects the current atmosphere in Washing-
ton. Yet at the same time, a growing number of Americans
are choosing not to identify with either political party, and
the center of the political spectrum is increasingly diverse.”
Here are the results from a recent Pew survey of Americans.

Percentage of. ..

Staunch Conservatives

9 n

(Highly engaged Tea Party supporters)

Main Street Republicans

(Conservative on most issues)

Mostly Independent

14

Libertarians

(Free market, small government seculars)

Disaffecteds
(Downscale and cynical)
Post-Moderns

(Moderates but liberal on social issues)

Mostly Democratic

New Coalition Democrats

(Upbeat, majority-minority)

Hard-Pressed Democrats

(Religious, financially strugeling)

Solid Liberals

(Across-the-board liberal positions)

Bystanders

Young, politically disengaged

10 0

Total

100 100

“Beyond Red vs. Blue: The Political Typology™ Pew Research Center, Washington, DC (May, 2011) hesp://
www.people-press.org/2011/05/04/beyond-red-vs-blue-the-political-typology!.

Do you see yourself in these numbers? If not, how would you characterize

your political views?

justice; helping unfortunates is a job best left to voluntary
charity, not government.

Many who resist the idea of distributions based on
equality or desert do so by appealing to a principle of
entitlement. They argue that even if people don’t deserve
the goods they have, they nevertheless may be entitled to
them. We are entitled, for example, to self-ownership of
our own bodies even though we have done nothing to de-
serve having them. Perhaps the most famous entitlement
theory of justice is that of Robert Nozick (1938-2002).
He argues that if we rightfully possess any goods, they
are ours only because we are entitled to them—entitled
because we acquired them legitimately, not because we
got them through appeals to equality or desert.

The most influential theories of justice have incorpo-
rated some or all of these principles, emphasizing some
of them, downplaying others, and arriving at distinc-
tive sociopolitical models that we can use to judge the
worthiness of real-world systems. It is difficult—perhaps
impossible—to fully fathom our own political system
without knowing something about the theories of justice
that preceded it. The following sections should help you
understand what those predecessors are like.
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Figure 8.3 Is the state obligated to help the poor?
Is it morally permissible for the government to tax the
rich to guarantee the poor a basic minimum of welfare
assistance?

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:
CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS

SECTION 8.1

justice is at faule?
Why or why not?

lar distribution of benefits or burdens? Explain.

. Imagine you are convinced that the way your own society is structured
is better than that of other societies. How could you argue for such a
position?

. Do you think a society based entirely on equality would be juse?
. Do you think, as Rawls does, that no one really deserves any particu-

. In your view, what would be some of the beneficial or harmful effects
of a society based solely on merit, as Plato proposed?

. Suppose you think your country’s form of distributive justice is ser- prop
iously flawed. How could you argue for your view? What principle of

—Frederick Douglass
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Meritocracy is a system
of rule by those most
qualified to govern.

Democracy is rule by
the people as a whole.

3 How would you
defend democ-

racy against Plato’s
criticisms?

What do [ care about
Jupiter? Justice is a human
issuc, and I do not need a
god to teach it to me.
—Jean-Paul Sartre

Figure 8.4 Plato’s Academy at Athens. In Plato’s
republic, all people are not created equal. Does this
fact invalidate his theory of justice?

8.2 PLATO’S THEORY: JUSTICE AS MERIT

About twenty-five centuries ago, Plato proposed in his masterwork The Republic
a theory of justice that has challenged thinkers and stimulated debate ever since.
He argues that the only kind of society that can ensure people get their due is a
meritocracy, a system of rule by those most qualified to govern. He contrasts meri-
tocracy with a form of government he strongly opposes: democracy, rule by the
people as a whole. In his view, democratic rule is mob rule, the reign of a rabble
too easily swayed by emotional appeals and bad arguments. Plato had plenty of
experience with democratic rule, for in his day Athens was a democracy in which
governmental decisions were made by direct vote of adult male Athenians. (Greek
democracy was far from rule by all the people, for only free men were full citizens,
and women and slaves were excluded.) He never forgot that it was a democratic vote
of his fellow citizens that committed the ultimate injustice by condemning to death
his teacher and role model, the venerable Socrates.

Plato’s theory of justice dovetails with his theory of mind, as well as with his epis-
temology and ethics. He argues that the makeup and functioning of society is directly
analogous to the makeup and functioning of the person (or soul). In his philosophy
of mind, every person is composed of three fundamental components: (1) appetite, or
desires; (2) spirit, or drives (including motivations and emotions); and (3) reason (the
intellect). The just, or virtuous, person will be a well-balanced composite of these, each

performing its own distinctive function in harmony with the
others, with the appetites and spirit ruled and coordinated
by reason. In similar fashion, Plato says, a society consists of
three types of people, each one identified according to which
of the soul’s components predominates:

. Those who are moved by their appetites (producers—
laborers, carpenters, artisans, farmers)

. Those who are moved by spirit (auxiliaries—soldiers,
warriors, police)

. Those who are moved by reason (guardians—leaders, rul-
ers, philosopher-kings)

In a just society, these three perform their proper func-
tions while the producers and auxiliaries are led and controlled
by the guardians. The just state is a harmonious community
governed by reason, just as a virtuous person is a tripartite be-
ing presided over by the rational faculty of the soul.

Plato says citizens are assigned to one of the three func-
tions based on their aptitude and performance, and once ap-
pointed, they are expected to remain in that class and not
try to cross over to another. This scheme reflects his theory
of ethics. To be virtuous and happy, he says, we must act ac-
cording to our talents and aptitude, striving for excellence in
the endeavors nature has chosen for us.
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Plato, then, envisions an aristocracy (a society ruled by the best citizens)—
not an aristocracy of the rich, landed, or well-born, but of the intellectual. The
guardians are true philosopher-kings. They wield all the political power by virtue
of their greater talents and intelligence. In the ideal republic, the guardians—
contrary to the usual custom—cannot own property, for owning property might
tempt them to govern for personal gain rather than for the good of society. This
powerful elite can include women and anyone from the lower classes, because the
only qualification for becoming a ruler is simply to be of superior intelligence and
character.

To modern minds, some of the elements of Plato’s society may sound both wrong
and alien. His ideal state rests on massive inequality among citizens who are sorted
into three classes marked by unequal shares of power and privilege. Granted, people
are assigned to different classes according to merit, but inequality is still the rule.
Plato maintains that equals should be treated equally, but to him the classes deserve
different treatment because they are different. All men are not created equal. Then
there is the authoritarianism of Plato’s republic, in which no one gets to choose his or
her own role in life. In general, once assigned to a social role, citizens cannot jump to
another. There is no social mobility, except within a class and in the case of guardians
being chosen from lower classes.

In the following selection from 7he Republic, Plato (through the character of
Socrates) is explaining his concept of justice to companions. The discussion is nar-
rated by Socrates.

Plato, The Republic

Well then, tell me, | said, whether | am right or not: You remember the original prin-
ciple which we were always laying down at the foundation of the State, that one man
should practise one thing only, the thing to which his nature was best adapted;—now
justice is this principle or a part of it.

Yes, we often said that one man should do one thing only.

Further, we affirmed that justice was doing one’s own business, and not being a
busybody; we said so again and again, and many others have said the same to us.

Yes, we said so.

Then to do one’s own business in a certain way may be assumed to be justice. Can
you tell me whence | derive this inference?

| can not, but I should like to be told.

Because | think that this is the only virtue which remains in the State when the
other virtues of temperance and courage and wisdom are abstracted; and, that this is
the ultimate cause and condition of the existence of all of them, and while remaining in
them is also their preservative; and we were saying that if the three were discovered by
us, justice would be the fourth or remaining one.

That follows of necessity.

Aristocracy is a socicty
ruled by the best citizens.

4 To determine cit-
izens’ aptitudes and
talents (and thus their
place in society), Plato
favored testing them
while they are young.
Is it possible to discover
the best career for
someone this way?
What about people
who discover or de-
velop their true talents
late in life—those, for
example, who are poor
students but turn out
to be geniuses in adult-
hood like Einstein? Is
Plato too optimistic
about the ease of
discovering a person’s
true calling?

Justice in the life and con-
duct of the State is possible
only as first it resides in
the hearts and souls of the
citizens

—Plato

5 Don’t we reward ath-
letes, doctors, lawyers,
and business executives
according to their merit
and not by democratic
vote? Should our lead-
ers be chosen the same
way, as Plato suggests?
Why or why not?
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6 Do you think Plato
exaggerates the conse-
quences of allowing a
person to abandon his
own career path and
do another person’s
job? Explain.

If we are asked to determine which of these four qualities by its presence contrib-
utes most to the excellence of the State, whether the agreement of rulers and subjects
or the preservation in the soldiers of the opinion which the law ordains about the true
nature of dangers, or wisdom and watchfulness in the rulers, or whether this other
which | am mentioning, and which is found in children and women, slave and freeman,
artisan, ruler, subject,—the quality, | mean, of every one doing his own work and not
being a busybody, would claim the palm—the question is not so easily answered.

Certainly, he replied, there would be a difficulty in saying which.

Then the power of each individual in the State to do his own work appears to com-
pete with the other political virtues, wisdom, temperance, courage.

Yes, he said.

And the virtue which enters into this competition is justice?

Exactly.

Let us look at the question from another point of view: Are not the rulers in a State
those to whom you would entrust the office of determining suits at law?

Certainly.

And are suits decided on any other ground but that a man may neither take what
is another’s, nor be deprived of what is his own?

Yes; that is their principle.

Which is a just principle?

Yes.

Then on this view also justice will be admitted to be the having and doing what is
aman’s own, and belongs to him?

Very true.

Think, now, and say whether you agree with me or not. Suppose a cobbler to be
doing the business of a cobbler, or a cobbler of a carpenter; and suppose them to ex-
change their implements or their duties, or the same person to be doing the work of
both, or whatever be the change; do you think that any great harm would result to the
State?

Not much.

But when the cobbler or any other man whom nature designed to be a trader, hav-
ing his heart lifted up by wealth or strength or the number of his followers, or any like
advantage, attempts to force his way into the class of warriors, or a warrior into that of
legislators and guardians, for which he is unfitted, and either to take the implements
or the duties of the other; or when one man is trader, legislator, and warrior all in one,
then | think you will agree with me in saying that this interchange and this meddling of
one with another is the ruin of the State.

Most true.

Seeing then, | said, that there are three distinct classes, any meddling of one with
another, or the change of one into another, is the greatest harm to the State, and may
be most justly termed evil-doing?

Precisely.

And the greatest degree of evil-doing to one’s own city would be termed by you
injustice?

Certainly.

This then is injustice; and on the other hand when the trader, the auxiliary, and the
guardian each do their own business, that is justice, and will make the city just.

| agree with you.’

Plato’s Theory: Justice as Merit

Merit or Equality: Who Gets to Live>

Organ transplant operations are incredibly expensive, organs are in very short supply, and
transplants are desperately needed by far more people than can be accommodated. The wait-
ing list for transplants is long, and thousands die every year for their lack. Screening commit-
tees at transplant centers decide whether someone should be placed on the waiting list and
what ranking he or she should receive. They use
various criteria to make these decisions, some
explicit, some informal or unspoken, some
plausible (such as the patient’s need and likeli-
hood of benefit), and some controversial (such
as ability to pay, social worthiness, and health
habits).

Among  these, social or moral
worthiness—merit—is probably the most
contentious. Here the questions are: Which
potential recipients—if given the chance to
live—are expected to contribute most to the
good of society? Or which possible recipients
do not deserve transplants, because they have
indulged in habits (like excessive alcohol use

sue concretely: All things being equal, should  the hospital, the priest, or the homeless child?
the medical student or priest get the transplant
instead of the prostitute or alcoholic?

Many reject such appeals to merit and insist that the proper criteria are egalitarian—a
matter of justice and the moral equality of persons. They argue that all persons have equal
worth. Morally, the medical student is not worth more than the prostitute or alcoholic, and
vice versa. Education, achievement, occupation, and the like are not morally relevant.

Nevertheless, while generally taking the egalitarian approach, some philosophers main-
tain that in very rare cases, social worth can outweigh egalitarian concerns. It seems reason-
able that in a natural disaster involving mass casualties, injured physicians or nurses should
be treated first if they can aid the other survivors.

Should social or moral worth ever be taken into account in deciding
who should get a transplant? Suppose the question is whether to give a
transplant to a Nobel laureate or to a hard-working, honest truck driver.
Assuming that all other factors are equal, which one should get the
transplant? Why?

Figure 8.5 Who should get the only available liver
or dangerous activities) that contributed t© o heart—the person chosen by lottery, the upright
their impending organ failure? To state the is-  citizen, the man who donates thousands of dollars to
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Social contract theory
is the view that justice is
secured, and the state is
made legitimate, through
an agreement among
citizens of the state or
between the citizens and
the rulers of the state.

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:

CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS SECTION 8.2

. Plato thinks democracy is no better than mob rule. Do you agree?
What are your reasons?

. Plato believes that it’s possible for a society to be just without equality
amonyg its citizens. Do you agree? Why or why not?

. Plato believes his just society to be well ordered, rational, and harmo-
nious. But are these traits sufficient to ensure justice in a society? Can
we plausibly call such a society just when the state decides what kinds
of lives its citizens must live? Give reasons for your view.

. In Plato’s republic, the guardians deserve to be rulers because they are
the most intelligent and intellectually gifted. But do such attributes
guarantee wisdom? Are intellectually superior people always good
leaders?

. Would you want to live in a state patterned after Plato’s just society?
Why or why not?

8.3 SOCIAL CONTRACT THEORIES

In the seventeenth century, philosophers defied tradition by defending a new kind
of theory of justice and a novel way of justifying the existence of the state: social
contract theory. This view says that justice is secured, and the state is made legiti-
mate, through an agreement among citizens of the state or between the citizens and
the rulers of the state. The people consent explicitly or implicitly to be governed—to
be subject to the dictates and the power of the state—in exchange for the state’s
providing security, rights, and liberties. The state’s existence is justified by the bind-
ing contract that all parties accept. This understanding of the role and justification
of the state was incorporated into the Constitution of the United States, and in the
twenty-first century, this idea of a social contract is now taken for granted by much
of the world.

Nevertheless, when fully formed social contract theories were first introduced,
they were thought by many to be radical, scandalous, and wrong. In medieval Europe,
the prevailing view had been that states are supposed to be dominated by monarchs
who rule by the “divine right of kings.” God sanctions the monarch’s authority and
ordains that society be ranked in a hierarchy of positions, from the king or queen

down to the poorest serfs, with each performing his or her preordained function. As
in Plato’s republic, people have their proper place in society, and no one is permitted
or expected to deviate from it. The governed cannot consent to anything, and monarchs
have absolute power over all their subjects.
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Among the most influential social contract theorists are Thomas Hobbes (1588—
1679), John Locke (1632-1704), and John Rawls (1921-2002). We take up their
views in the following pages.

Hobbes

Hobbes was the first philosopher in modern times to systematically articulate a social
contract theory. It was a major departure from received views about society, and that
fact alone was enough to infuriate many. It also contained a rejection of both the
divine right of kings and the notion of a divinely established moral law—points that
gave his critics even more reasons to attack him.

In his famous Leviathan, Hobbes contends that a social contract is necessary
in human affairs because living without one would be a horrific nightmare of ex-
istence. He begins by assuming a pessimistic view of human beings: At their core,
he says, they are selfish, treacherous, dishonest, and violent. He argues that when

Thomas Hobbes

Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) was more than an em-
inent English philosopher whose theories influenced
future generations. He was also a linguist, poet, classical
scholar, translator, logician, critic, and mathematical tutor

Charity begins at home,
and justice
door.

—Charles Dickens

7 Hobbes is a pessimist
about human nature;
he thinks people

are basically greedy
and treacherous. Do
you think he’s right
about this? Or are
people fundamentally
sociable, cooperative,
and benign? Explain
your reasoning.

to Charles II. Figure 8.6 Thomas Hobbes
He was born into a poor religious family and  (1588-1679), political theorist

liked to say that when his mother was pregnant with  and polymath.

him, she went into labor on hearing that the Span-

ish Armada was threatening England. He joked that “fear and I were born twins
together.” He was educated at Oxford and spent most of his years as secretary and
tutor to the family of the third earl of Devonshire. During this employment, he
met the foremost European thinkers (Galileo and Francis Bacon among them) and
wrote on a wide range of issues, both scientific and philosophical. Many of these
works were extremely controversial. His political philosophy was offensive to both
sides in the English Civil War; the Roman Catholic Church and Oxford Univer-
sity forbade the reading of his books; and he went against the grain of his era by
advancing materialism, egoism, and (what some considered) heresy.

His most famous creation is Leviathan (1651), which has had an enormous in-
fluence on English moral and political thinking. His other writings include Philo-
sophical Rudiments Concerning Government and Society (1651), On the Body (1655),
and On Man (1658).









