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TWO CONCEPTS OF LIBERTY!

IF men never disagreed about the ends of life, if our ancestors
had remained undisturbed in the Garden of Eden, the studies
to which the Chichele Chair of Social and Political Theory is
dedicated could scarcely have been conceived. For these studies
spring from, and thriye on, discord. Someone may qu_e‘stion this
on the ground that e\%ﬁ-in a society of saintly anarchists, where
no conflicts about ultimate purpose can take place, political prob-
lems, for example constitutional or legislative issues, might still
arise. But this objection rests on a mistake. Where ends are
agreed, the only questions left are those of means, an(_i these are
not political but technical, that is to say, capable of being settled
by experts or machines like arguments between engineers or
doctors. That is why those who put their faith in some immense,
world-transforming phenomenon, like the final triumph of
reason or the proletarian revolution, must believe that all politi-
cal and moral problems can thereby be turned into technological
ones. That is the meaning of Saint-Simon’s famous phrase about
‘replacing the government of persons by the admin?stration of
things’, and the Marxist prophecies about the withering away of
the state and the beginning of the true history of humanity. This
outlook is called utopian by those for whom speculation about
this condition of perfect social harmony is the play of idle fancy.
Nevertheless, a visitor from Mars to any British—or American—
university today might perhaps be forgiven if he sustained thg
impression that its members lived in something very like this
innocent and idyllic state, for all the serious attention that is
paid to fundamental problems of politics by professional philo-
sophers. . ,

Yet this is both surprising and dangerous. Surprising because
there has, perhaps, been no time in modern history when so large
a number of human beings, both in the East and West, have had
their notions, and indeed their lives, so deeply altered, and in

! This Inaugural Lecture was delivered before the University of Oxford on 31 October
1958, and published by the Clarendon Press in the same year.
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some cases violently upset, by fanatically held social and political

~ doctrines. Dangerous, because when ideas are neglected by those

who ought to attend to them-—that is to say, those who have been
trained to think critically about ideas— they sometimes acquire an
unchecked momentum and an irresistible power over multitudes
of men that may grow too violent to be affected by rational criti-
cism. Over a hundred years ago, the German poet Heine warned
the French not to underestimate the power of ideas: philosophical
concepts nurtured in the stillness of a professor’s study could
destroy a civilization. He spoke of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason
as the sword with which European deism had been decapitated,
and described the works of Rousseau as the blood-stained weapon
which, in the hands of Robespierre, had destroyed the old

- régime; and prophesied that the romantic faith of Fichte and

Schelling would one day be turned, with terrible effect, by
their fanatical German followers, against the liberal culture of
the West. The facts have not wholly belied this prediction;
but if professors can truly wield this fatal power, may it not be

~ that only other professqrs,' or, at least, other thinkers (and not

governments or Congressional committees), can alone disarm
them? ’ '

Our philosophers seem oddly unaware of these devastating
effects of their activities. It may be that, intoxicated by their
magnificent achievements in more abstract realms, the best
among them look with disdain upon a field in which radical dis-
coveries are less likely to be made, and talent for minute analysis
is less likely to be rewarded. Yet, despite every effort to separate

- them, conducted by a blind scholastic pedantry, politics has

remained indissolubly intertwined with every other form of
philosophical inquiry. To neglect the field of political thought,
because its unstable subject-matter, with its blurred edges, is not
to be caught by the fixed concepts, abstract models, and fine

- instruments suitable to logic or to linguistic analysis—to demand

a unity of method in philosophy, and reject whatever the method
cannot successfully manage—is merely to allow oneself to remain
at the mercy of primitive and uncriticized political beliefs. It is -
only a very vulgar historical materialism that denies the power of
ideas, and says that ideals are mere material interests in disguise.
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It may be that, without the pressure of social forces, political
ideas are stillborn: what is certain is that these forces, unless they
clothe themselves in idéas, remain blind and undirected. .
This truth has not escaped every Oxford ggacher, even in our
own day. It is because he has grasped the w.Bmoﬁ.mmon .Om ﬁo:ﬁﬁ.m
“ideas in theory and practice, and has dedicated his .E,o to their
analysis and propagation, that the first wo.aoa &, this nwm_m has
made so great an impact upon the world in which he has rx&.
The name of Douglas Cole is known wherever men have political
or social issues at heart. His fame extends far beyond the confines
of this university and country. A political mrmmwg of complete
independence, honesty, and courage, a writer and mvmmwmu. of
extraordinary lucidity and eloquence, a poet mnm.u woénrmﬁ.»
uniquely gifted teacher and animateur des idées, he is, in the first
place, 2 man who has given his life to the fearless support of
principles not always popular, and to the unswerving and pas-
sionate defence of justice and truth, often in circumstances of
great difficulty and discouragement. These are mw.o pcm__‘ao.m mww
which this most generous and imaginative English socialist 1s
today chiefly known to the world. Not the wnmm.ﬂ «Q.sm_._hmgﬁ and
perhaps the most characteristic, fact about ?B is 9.“: he has
achieved this public position without muo_smasm. ‘his natural
humanity, his spontaneity of feeling, his msnxgcmsgw personal
goodness, and above all his deep and scrupulous devotion—a de-
votion reinforced by many-sided learning and a fabulous memory
——t0 his vocation as a teacher of anyone who wishes to learn. It
is a source of deep pleasure and pride to me to attempt to put on
record what I, and many others, feel about this great Oxmom..m
figure whose moral and intellectual character is an asset to his
country and to the cause of justice and human equality every-
where.

It is from him, at least as much as from his writings, that many
members of my generation at Oxford have H.omd: that political
theory is a branch of moral philosophy, ,.i.znw starts from @.n
discovery, or application, of moral notions in the wwrmz.w om politi-
cal relations. I do not mean, as I think some Idealist @V:Om.oﬁwﬂm
may have believed, that all historical movements or oowm_n.nm be-
tween human beings are reducible to movements or conflicts of
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ideas or spiritual forces, nor even that they are effects (or aspects)
of them. But I do mean (and I do not think that Professor Cole
would disagree) that to understand such movements or conflicts
is, above all, to understand the ideas or attitudes to life involved
in them, which alone make such movements a part of human
history, and not mere natural events. Political words and notions
and acts are not intelligible save in the context of the issues that
divide the men who use them. Consequently our own attitudes
and activities are likely to remain obscure to us, unless we under-
stand the dominant issues of our own world. The greatest of these

is the open war that is being fought between two systems of ideas .
which return different and conflicting answers to what has long

been the central question of politics—the question of obedience

and coercion. ‘Why should I (or anyone) obey anyone else ?’ ‘Why

should I not live as I like ” ‘Must I obey?’ ‘If I disobey, may I be

coerced ? By whom, and to what degree, and in the name of what,

and for the sake of what?’

Upon the answers to the question of the permissible limits of
coercion opposed views are held in the world today, each claim-
ing the allegiance of very large numbers of men. It seems to me,
therefore, that any aspect of this issue is worthy of examination.

I

To coerce a man is to deprive him of freedom—freedom from
what? Almost every moralist in human history has praised free-

- dom. Like happiness and goodness, like nature and reality, the

meaning of this term is so porous that there is little interpretation
that it seems able to resist. I do not propose to discuss either the
history or the more than two hundred senses of this protean word
recorded by historians of ideas. I propose to examine no more
than two of these senses—but those central ones, witha great deal

- of human history behind them, and, I dare say, still to come. The

first of these political senses of freedom or liberty (I shall use both
words to mean the same), which (following much precedent) I
shall call the ‘negative’ sense, is involved in the answer to the
question “What is the area within which the subject—a person
or group of persons—is or should be left to do or be what he is
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able to do or be, without interference by oth“qg‘person.s ?"'The
second, which I shall call the positive sense, is qulved in the
answer to the question ‘What, or who, is the source of chntrol or
interference that can determine someone to do, or be, this rather
than that?’ The two questions are clearly different, even though
the answers to them may overlap.

The notion of ‘negative’ freedom

T am normally said to be free to tiixe‘ degree to wi}tch no man
or body of men interferes with my activity. Political liberty in this
sense is simply the area within which a man canact unobstructc;g
by others. If I am prevented by others from doing wha}t‘ I couls
otherwise do, I am to that degree unfrc?e; a_nc} if this area is
contracted by other men beyond a certain minimuim, 1 can b‘e
described as being coerced, or, it may be, ensla.ved.‘ (j.loercwn is
not, however, a term that covers every form pf mabx};ty. If I say
that I am unable to jump more than ten feet in the air, or cannot
read because I am blind, or cannot understand the darker pages
of Hegel, it would be eccentric to say that I am to that d.egree
enslaved or coerced. Coercion implies the deliberate mter-
ference of other human beings within the area in which I could
otherwise act. You lack political liberty or 'freeégm only if you
are prevented from attaining a goal by hu.n}an beings.* 1:/161;. in-
capacity to attain a goal is not lack of political freedpn‘l. This is
brought out by the use of such modern c‘axpresszES as ‘economic
freedom’ and its counterpart, ‘economic slavery’. It is a§'gu_ed,
very plausibly, that if a man ‘s too poor to afford something on
which there is no legal ban—a loaf of bread,‘ a journey round. the
world, recourse to the law courts—he is as little free to have 1t as

he would be if it were forbidden him by law. If my poverty were
a kind of disease, which prevented me from. buying bread, or
- paying for the journey round the world or getting my case heard,
as lameness prevents me from running, this mability woulgl not
naturally be described as a lack of freedom, least of all political

1 1 do not, of course, mean to imply the truthﬂof the converse. , L

2 Helvétius made this point very clearly: ‘The free man is the man wl}o is not in irons,
nor imprisoned in a gaol, nor terrorized like a slave_ by the fear’ of punishment . . . it 18
not lack of freedom not to fly like an eagle or swim like a whale.
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freedom. It is only because I believe that my inability to get a
given thing is due to the fact that other human beings have made
arrangements whereby I am, whereas others are not, prevented
from having enough money with which to pay for it, that I think
myself a victim of coercion or slavery. In other words, this use of
the term depends on a particular social and economic theory
about the causes of my poverty or weakness. If my lack of material
means is due to my lack of mental or physical capacity, then I
begin to speak of being deprived of freedom (and not simply
about poverty) only if I accept the theory.! If, in addition, I

 believe that I am being kept in want by a specific arrangement

which I consider unjust or unfair, I speak of economic slavery or
oppression. “The nature of things does not madden us, only ill
will does’, said Rousseau. The criterion of oppression is the part
that I believe to be played by other human beings, directly or
indirectly, with or without the intention of doing so, in frustrating
my wishes. By being free in this sense I mean not being interfered
with by others. The wider the area of non-interference the wider
my freedom. :

This is what the classical English political philosophers meant
when they used this word.? They disagreed about how wide the
area could or should be. They supposed that it could not, as
things were, be unlimited, because if it were, it would entail a
state in which all men could boundlessly interfere with all other
men; and this kind of ‘natural’ freedom would lead to social chaos
in which men’s minimum needs would not be satisfied; or else
the liberties of the weak would be suppressed by the strong.
Because they perceived that human purposes and activities do
not automatically harmonize with one another, and because
(whatever their official doctrines) they put high value on other -
goals, such as justice, or happiness, or culture, or security, or vary-

~ ing degrees of equality, they were prepared to curtail freedom in

' The Marxist conception of social laws is, of course, the best-known version of this
theory, but it forms a large element in some Christian and utilitarian, and all secialist,
doctrines. '

2 ‘A free man’, said Hobbes, ‘is he that . . . is not hindered to do what he hath the
will to do.” Law is always a ‘fetter’, even if it protects you from being bound in chains
that are heavier than those of the law, say, some more repressive law or custom, or
arbitrary despotism or chaos. Bentham says much the same.
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the interests of other values and, indeed, of freedom itself. For,
without this, it was impossible to create the kind of association
‘that they thought desirable. Consequently, it is assumed by these
thinkers that the area of men’s free action must be limited by law.
But equally it is assumed, especially by such libertarians as Locke
and Mill in England, and Constant and Tocqueville in France,
that there ought to exist a certain minimum area of personal free-
dom which must on no account be violated; for if it is over-
stepped, the individual will find himself in an area too narrow
for even that minimum development of his natural faculties which
alonemakesit possible to pursue,and even to conceive, the various
ends which men hold good or right or sacred. It follows that a
frontier must be drawn between the area of private life and that of
public authority. Where itis to be drawn is a matter of argument,
indeed of haggling. Men are largely interdependent, and noman’s
activity is so completely private as never to obstruct the lives of
othersinany way. ‘Freedom for the pikeis death for theminnows’;
the liberty of some must depend on the restraint of others. ‘Free-
dom for an Oxford don’, others have been known toadd, ‘isa very
different thing from freedom for an Egyptian peasant.”

This proposition derives its force from something that is both
true and important, but the phrase itself remains a piece of politi-
cal claptrap. It is true that to offer political rights, or safeguards
against intervention by the state, to men who are half-naked,
illiterate, underfed, and diseased is to mock their condition;
they need medical help or education before they can under-
stand, or make use of, an increase in their freedom. What is
freedom to those who cannot make use of it? Without adequate
conditions for the use of freedom, what is the value of freedom?
First things come first: there are situations, as a nineteenth-
century Russian radical writer declared, in which boots are
superior to the works of Shakespeare; individual freedom is not
everyone’s primary need. For freedom is not the mere absence of
frustration of whatever kind ; this would inflate the meaning of
the word until it meant too much or too little. The Egyptian
peasant needs clothes or medicine before, and more than,
personal liberty, but the minimum freedom that he needs today,
and the greater degree of freedom that he may need tomMorrow,
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is not some species of freedom peculiar to him, but identical with
that of professors, artists, and millionaires.

.ﬁ\?x troubles the consciences of Western liberals is not, I
EBF. the belief that the freedom that men seek differs mnocamm
to their .mo&»_ or economic conditions, but that the minority Swm
possess it have gained it by exploiting, or, at least, averting their
gaze from, the vast majority who do not. They believe, with good
reason, that if individual liberty is an ultimate end wom. human
beings, none should be deprived of it by others; least of all that
some should enjoy it at the expense of others. Equality of liberty ;
not to treat others as I should not wish them to treat me; repa .

~ment of my debt to those who alone have made ﬁommmza mww
liberty or mz.v%naﬁ or enlightenment; justice, in its simplest
and most universal sense—these are the foundations of liberal
Bonm.g. Liberty is not the only goal of men. I can, like the
Russian critic Belinsky, say that if others are to be mawmﬁwm of it
—if my brothers are to remain in poverty, squalor, and chains—
mrg.m do not want it for myself, I reject it with both hands and
5@:8@ prefer to share their fate. But nothing is gained by a con-
fusion of terms. To avoid glaring inequality or widespread misery
I am ready to sacrifice some, or all, of my freedom: I 33\ do so
‘,Ssz@ and freely: but it is freedom that I am giving up for the
sake o.m justice or equality or the love of my fellow men. I should
be guilt-stricken, and rightly so, if I were not, in some circum-
stances, w.,ommq to make this sacrifice. But a sacrifice is not an
increase in what is being sacrificed, namely freedom, however
great .9.@ moral need or the compensation for it. mswwﬁrmnm is
what it is: liberty is liberty, not equality or fairness or justice or
culture, or human happiness or a quiet conscience. If the liberty
of myself or my class or nation depends on the misery of a number
of onvﬁ. human beings, the system which promotes this is unjust
and immoral. But if I curtail or lose my freedom, in order to
mnmmms the shame of such inequality, and do not m.arwmw materially
increase ﬁwmﬂ individual liberty of others, an absolute loss of liberty
occurs. This may be compensated for by a gain in justice or in
happiness or in peace, but the loss remains, and it is a confusion
of values to say that although my ‘liberal’, individual freedom
may go by the board, some other kind of freedom—‘social’ or
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‘economic’—is increased. Yet it remains true that the freedom of
some must at times be curtailed to secure the m.o&og. of oﬁwﬁw.
Upon what principle should this be done ? H.m m.w&oa s a mme.m ,
untouchable value, there can be no such principle. One or ot er
of these conflicting rules or ﬁiuomﬁrnm. must, at any rate m:
practice, yield : not always for reasons Sywnr canbe &.a&é mﬁﬂmn ,
let alone generalized into rules or universal maxims. Suli, a
practical compromise has to be @::.m. ;
Philosophers with an optimistic view of human nature Ew a
belief in the possibility of harmonizing human mterests, such as
Locke or Adam Smith and, in some moods, gw:.v believed that
social harmony and progress were oom%.mﬁgn with reserving a
large area for private life over which neither the state ﬁwom.:mm&
other authority must be wmoﬁ.& to trespass. ﬂ%wmm, and those
who agreed with him, especially conservative or Smmmomﬁ%
thinkers, argued that if men were to .Ga @m@mwﬂmm m.oB. estroy-
ing one another and making social life a jungle ora immow.mmmmw
greater safeguards must be instituted to keep them in their p wmomnm
he wished correspondingly to increase the area of centralize
control and decrease that of the individual. But g%.maaw agreed
that some portion of human existence must remain independent
of the sphere of social control. To invade that preserve, VM&M«Q
small, would be despotism. The most eloquent of all defen mQ.m
of freedom and privacy, Benjamin Constant, who had not om..
gotten the Jacobin dictatorship, declared that at the very least the
liberty of religion, opinion, expression, property, must _u.o mc%awml
teed against arbitrary invasion. .wn.mmmmmv? wcwwﬁ wmwsﬁ Hw ,
compiled different catalogues of _nm_.ﬁmﬁu_ liberties, qm_wﬂ Mr e
argument for keeping authority at bay 1s always substantially .mm
same. We must preserve a minimum area of personal m.o&oa.“
we are not to ‘degrade or deny our nature’. 9.\@ cannot remain
absolutely free, and must give up some of our w_@.onQ to ﬁR,.wQ.ﬁ
the rest. But total self-surrender is m@ﬁ:@@m@ﬁnmu What mvg
must the minimum be? That which a man cannot give up S;w.-
out offending against the essence of Ew.waB.aﬁ nature. é.rmﬂ is
this essence ? What are the standards which 1t Q;.mnm.v This has
been, and perhaps always will be, a Em,xmq.% infinite debate. But
whatever the principle in terms of which the area of non-
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interference is to be drawn, whether it is that of natural law or
natural rights, or of utility or the pronouncements of a categorical
imperative, or the sanctity of the social contract, or any other
concept with which men have sought to clarify and justify their
convictions, liberty in this sense means liberty from; absence
of interference beyond the shifting, but always recognizable,
frontier. “The only freedom which deserves the name is that of
pursuing our own good in our own way’, said the most celebrated
of its champions. If this is so, is compulsion ever justified ? Mill
‘had no doubt that it was. Since justice demands that all indivi-
duals be entitled to a minimum of freedom, all other individuals
were of necessity to be restrained, if need be by force, from
depriving anyone of it. Indeed, the whole function of law was the
prevention of just such collisions:: the state was reduced to what
Lassalle contemptuously described as the functions of a night-
watchman or traffic policeman. .

What made the protection of individual liberty so sacred to
Mill? In his famous essay he declares that, unless men are left to
live as they wish ‘in the path which merely concerns themselves’,
civilization cannot advance; the truth will not, for lack of a free
market in ideas, come to light; there will be no scope for spon-~
taneity, originality, genius, for mental energy, for moral courage.
Society will be crushed by the weight of ‘collective mediocrity’.
Whatever is rich and diversified will be crushed by the weight of

_ custom, by men’s constant tendency to conformity, which breeds

only ‘withered capacities’, ‘pinched and hidebound’, ‘cramped
and warped’ human beings. ‘Pagan self-assertion is as worthy as
Christian self-denial.” ‘All the errors which aman is likely to com~
mit against advice and warning are far outweighed by the evil of
allowing others to constrain him to what they deem is good.” The
defenceoflibertyconsistsin the ‘negative’goal of warding offinter-
ference. To threaten a man with persecution unless he submits to

alife in which he exercises no choices of his goals ; to block before

him every door but one, no matter how noble the prospect upon
which it opens, or how benevolent the motives of those who
arrange this, is tosin against the truth thatheisaman, a being with
a life of his own to live. This is liberty as it has been conceived by
liberals in the modern world from the days of Erasmus (some
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would say of Occam) to our OWD- Every plea for civil liberties and

i tati humilia-
individual rights, every protest against exploitation and

i reanized propaganda,
hypnosis of custom or Organ A, S L
wwﬁm.&mcummmo“ and much disputed, ooanncmwa Mm M.Mm fest place

Three facts about this position may be noted. % s in
Mill confuses two distinct notions. One 18 %ﬁ% _Mwoc. o mw@
so far as it frustrates human desires, bad as such, Mm. émwa mey

i rent other, greater eviis,
ave to be applied to prevent © er ev such
waﬁonmomgoo viiow is the opposite of coercion, 15 mmoa uwo mom
_ w:wogmw it ww not the only good. A.Em.wm 9.@ ﬂammﬁ,ﬁ mﬂﬂ%&%wnww
of liberty in its classical form. .Jro other n_m.ﬁ MMMM R acter of
i to develop a certain :
to discover the truth, or 10 ¢ acartain Ype o adepen-
i i __critical, original, iImagnative, :
ich Mill approved-—crifical, ¢ & i
Mwa non-conforming to the pomnt of oooozgo:%vmwmnwm oosE
) n ,
d. and such character ¢a
and that truth can be founc, e T s, but they
i iti Both these are liberal Views,
in conditions of freedom . * best.
are not identical, and the connexion between aumum is, M A mm_m“
empirical. No one would argue that truth or ?m@ %B Bt
expression could flourish where dogma onmmwom% swumow_wmm co.a by
the evidence of history tends to mwoé ?mq Bmwmwm N berty
in hi idable attack on ADErty,
ames Stephen in his formidad vk
Wﬁ&m? Fraternity) that integrity, love of a..aa.r wam %m% .
dualism grow at least as often in severely discip Em A on:smmmm "
ties among, for example, the puritan O&ﬁEmﬁm of Sc ! o
New m:ﬁ»w,? or under military &mnwvrm.an asin Bom.wm HMV MMMMQQ
indifferent societies; and if this 18 so, Mill’s argumen O s el
2s 2 necessary condition for the mqos.ﬂw of wsﬂ%n mg e ald
to the ground. If his two goals @340@ Eooammw HM, o ether
i ilemma, quite apart Iro . 1
be faced with a cruel di 5 € e doctrines with
- di i inconsistency of his °
difficulties created by m.a. ne A
strict utilitarianism, even his own humane version o

.. few thinkers
* This is but another iliustration of the natural Sumo.so« of &w WMM M:MMM o et
1o believe that all the things they hold good must be SSMM»S%@ e om or s e
compatible with one another. The history of ?M_,._mwr _M mowmaoam T o ly yoked
h i i rate :
i nconsistent, or at least disparate, !
S tic oMMaE or 7&@, together by the danger of some common enemy
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the system, sometimes to the great benefit of mankin
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In the second place, the doctrine is comparatively modern.
There seems to be scarcely any discussion of individual liberty
as a conscious political ideal (as opposed to its actual existence)
in the ancient world. Condorcet had already remarked that the
notion of individual rights was absent from the legal conceptions
of the Romans and Greeks; this seems to hold equally of the

- Jewish, Chinese, and all other ancient civilizations that have
since come to light.! The domination of this ideal has been the
exception rather than the rule, even in the recent history of the

West. Nor has liberty in this sense often formed a rallying cry

for the great masses of mankind. The desire not to be impinged

‘upon, to be left to oneself, has been a mark of high civilization

both on the part of individuals and communities. The sense of
privacy itself, of the area of personal relationships as something
sacred in its own right, derives from a conception of freedom
which, for all its religious roots, is scarcely older, in its developed
state, than the Renaissance or the Reformation.? Yet its decline
would mark the death of a civilization, of an entire moral outlook.

- The third characteristic of this notion of liberty is of greater
importance. It is that liberty in this sense is not incompatible with
some kinds of autocracy, or at any rate with the absence of self-
government. Liberty in this sense is principally concerned with

~_ the area of control, not with its source. Just as a democracy may,

in fact, deprive the individual citizen of a great many liberties
which he might have in some other form of society, so it is per-
fectly conceivable that a liberal-minded despot would allow his
subjects a large measure of personal freedom. The despot who
leaves his subjects a wide area of liberty may be unjust, or encour-
age the wildest inequalities, care little for order, or virtue, or

" knowledge ; but provided he does not curb their liberty, or at least

curbs it less than many other régimes, he meets with Mill’s
specification.? Freedom in this sense is not, at any rate logically,

' See the valuable discussion of this in Michel Villey, Legons d histoire de la philosophie
du droit, who traces the embryo of the notion of subjective rights to Occam.

2 Christian (and Jewish or Moslem) belief in the absolute authority of divine or
natural laws, or in the equality of all men in the sight of God, is very different from belief
in freedom to live as one prefers.

3 Indeed, it is arguable that in the Prussia of Frederick the Great or in the Austria

" of Josef II men of imagination, originality, and creative genius, and, indeed, minorities
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connected with democracy of self-government. Self-government
may, on the whole, provide a better guarantee of the preserva-
tion of civil liberties than other régimes, and has been defended
as such by libertarians. But there is no necessary connexion be-
tween individual liberty and democratic rule. The answer to the
question ‘Who governs me?” is logically distinct from the ques-
tion ‘How far does government interfere with me?’ It is in this
difference that the great contrast between the two concepts of
negative and positive liberty, in the end, consists.! For the
‘positive’ sense of liberty comes to light if we try to answer the
question, not “What am 1 free to do or be?’, but ‘By whom am
I ruled? or ‘Who is to say what L am, and what I am not, to be
or do?’ The connexion between democracy and individual liberty

of all kinds, were less persecuted and felt the pressure, both of institutions and custom,
less heavy upon them than in many an earlier or later democracy.
1 ‘Negative liberty’ is something the extent of which, in 2 given case, it is difficult to
estimate. It might, prima facie, seem 10 depend simply on the power to choose between
_at any rate two alternatives. Nevertheless, not all choices are equally free, or free at all.
If in a totalitarian state I betray my friend under threat of torture, perhaps even if 1 act
from fear of losing my job, I can reasonably say that I did not act freely. Nevertheless,
1 did, of course, make a choice, and could, at any rate in theory, have chosen to be killed
or tortured or imprisoned. The mere existence of alternatives is not, therefore, enough
to make my action free (although it may be voluntary) in the normal sense of the word.
The extent of my freedom seems to depend on (4) how many possibilities are open to me
(although the method of counting these can never be more than impressionistic. Possi-
bilities of action are not discrete entities like apples, which can be exhaustively enumer-
ated); (¥) how easy or difficult each of these possibilities is to actualize; (¢) how important
in my plan of life, given my character and circumstances, these possibilities are when
compared with each other; (d) how far they are closed and opened by deliberate human
acts; (¢) what value not merely the agent, but the general sentiment of the society in which
he lives, puts on the various possibilities. All these magnitudes must be “integrated’,
and a conclusion, necessarily never precise, or indisputable, drawn from this process.
It may well be that there are many incommensurable kinds and degrees of freedom, and
that they cannot be drawn up on any single scale of magnitude. Moreover, in the case
of societies, we are faced by such (logically absurd) questions as ‘Would arrangement
X increase the liberty of Mr. A more than it would that of Messrs. B, C, and D between
them, added together?’ The same difficulties arise in applying utilitarian criteria.
Nevertheless, provided we do not demand precise measurement, we can give valid
reasons for saying that the average subject of the King of Sweden is, on the whole, a
good deal freer today than the average citizen of Spain or Albania. Total patterns of life
must be compared directly as wholes, although the method by which we make the
comparison, and the truth of the conclusions, are difficult or impossible to demonstrate.
But the vagueness of the concepts, and the multiplicity of the criteria involved, is an
attribute of the subject-matter itself, not of our imperfect methods of measurement, or
incapacity for precise thought.
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M, M MM%&MM»M more :uwzosm than it seemed to many advocates
. 'The desire to be governed by m
otl ‘ yself, or at any rate to
participate in the process b 1 ife is H
y which my life is to be controlled
may be as deep a wish as that o, and perhaps
. of a free area for act
historically older. But it i i I S
i . But it is not a desire for th hi
different is it, inde i b e erearsianh
s ed, as to have led in the end to
. . as the great clash
MM umﬁowomﬁm .Hrwﬁ n_o.EEmRm our world. For it is Emm,mmﬁ ‘posi-
t Mun n%zoowao: ow liberty : not freedom from, but freedom to—
ad one prescribed form of life—which the adherents of the

. ke
negative’ notion represent i 1
: as being, at times, no b
I ¢ et
specious disguise for brutal tyranny. , tor than 2
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The notion of positive freedom

| The ‘positive’ sense of the word ‘liberty’ derives from the wi h
%M ﬁromwmﬁ.o.m the individual to be his own master. I QWMWQM%
| a“ MMM%WMM%:% to Aww_uoba on 5.«5@5 not on external forces of
what kind. I wis! to w.o the instrument of my own, not of

ther men’s, acts of will. I wish to be a subject, not an object; to b
moved by reasons, by conscious purposes, E_.mor arem ! osw o: .
vw causes which affect me, as it were, from outside. I w&mw mu MM
Mmmwmvo&g not nobody; a doer-—deciding, not being decided for
89.». m_m_.wmﬂ_mwwa Wwﬁ acted upon by external nature or by oﬁwnw,
ing  human role, that b, of conceiving goc and solices oy

) Trole, , of conceiving goals and policies of m
own and realizing them. This is at least par %
Isaythat Iam Emogr and thatitis B%m.o»ﬁmwm%w” %HMMHMMMM
MHM Mmow MMMHW MME@ from the m..nmﬁ.om Hrm‘iomg. I wish, above all,
o Tt mmﬂ :%\wa:. asa &Ewﬁm, willing, active being, bear-
mg res y for my choices wm.m able to explain them by

ces to my own ideas and purposes. I feel free to the degree

‘that I believe this to be true, and enslaved to the degree that T

am made to realize that it is not.

ma A_Wo md&o%. which consists in being one’s own master, and

mmah MMM%M MWM? consists in not being prevented from owcmmmmm

a1 do W : E.Eﬂr may, on the face of it, seem concepts at
g ogical distance from each other—no more than negative
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and positive ways of saying much the same m%zm. M.oﬂ the @Mm.f
tive’ and ‘negative’ notions of freedom E.m.ﬂoﬁomz% developed in
divergent directions not always by Hom_o»m‘uN _.owucnmgw mnwvm,
until, in the end, they came into mz,.oonoowmaﬁ ézm eac oﬂm er.
One way of making this clear 1s in terms wm the independent
momentum which the, initially perhaps nﬁmn_w&.mwmwmm, meta-
phor of self-mastery acquired. ‘I am my own master’; Tamslave
to no man’; but may I not (as Platonists or E.omnwwnm a.nm to say)
be a slave to nature? Or to my own ‘unbridled ,_wwmmwo,:m.v Are
these not so many species of the aam”&n& genus ‘slave’—some
political or legal, others moral or spiritual? Have not men had
the experience of liberating mrmgmo_xom from mwn:amw MBBQ,
or slavery to nature, and do they not m the course of it aooﬁo
aware, on the one hand, of a self &\gn.v dominates, an %Hm, W e
other, of something in them which 1s ,caoﬁ.wmww to heel? This
dominant self is then variously identified with reason, with my
‘higher nature’, with the self which n&o&u‘ﬁm mmm Embm mm what
will satisfy it in the long run, with my .qomw , Or .&o“& , or ‘auto-
nomous’ self, or with my self ‘at its best’; which 1s ma.s con-
. trasted with irrational impulse, uncontrolled desires, my .wodﬁ,
nature, the pursuit of immediate pleasures, my &B?ﬁn&. or
‘heteronomous’ self, swept by every gust of desire and passion,
needing to be rigidly disciplined if it is ever to rise to the full
height of its ‘real’ nature. Presently the two selves may be repre-
sented as divided by an even larger gap: Hva.mnm_ self may be con-
ceived as something wider than the wmm:smz& (as @.6 term umﬂ
normally understood), as a social ‘whole’ of which the individua
is an element or aspect : a tribe, a race, a church, a state, @6 great
society of the living and the dead and the yet .E&o:m This entity
is then identified as being the ‘true’ self which, G%.:ﬁmomﬁm its
collective, or ‘organic’, single will upon w.m nmnw_o:awsﬂ mem-
bers’, achieves its own, and therefore waz.,. higher m.om&on
The perils of using organic metaphors to Emw@,&w oommﬁoﬁw 0m
some men by others in order to raise them to a higher w_oé 0
freedom have often been pointed out. But what gives wao.w plausi-
bility as it has to this kind of language is that we recognize that HM
is possible, and at times wammm»zn. to coerce men in the mmBomM
some goal (let us say, justice or public health) which they would,
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if they were more enlightened, themselves pursue, but do not,
because they are blind or ignorant or corrupt. This renders it easy
for me to conceive of myself as coercing others for their own sake,
in their, not my, interest. I am then claiming that I know what
they truly need better than they know it themselves. What, at
most, this entails is that they would not resist me if they were
rational and as wise as I and understood their interests as I do.
But I may go on to claim a good deal more than this. I may
declare that they are actually aiming at what in their benighted
state they consciously resist, because there exists within them an
occult entity—their latent rational will, or their ‘true’ purpose—
and that this entity, although it is belied by all that they overtly
feel and do and say, is their ‘real’ self, of which the poor empirical
self in space and time may know nothing or little; and that this
inner spirit is the only self that deserves to have its wishes taken
into account.! Once I take this view, I am in a position to ignore
the actual wishes of men or societies, to bully, oppress, torture
them in the name, and on behalf, of their ‘real’ selves, in the
secure knowledge that whatever is the true goal of man (happi-
ness, performance of duty, wisdom, a just society, self-fulfilment)
must be identical with his freedom—the free choice of his ‘true’,
albeit often submerged and inarticulate, self. v
This paradox has been often exposed. It is one thing to say that
I know what is good for X, while he himself does not; and even
toignore his wishes forits—and his—sake ;and a very differentone
tosay thathe hasea ipso chosen it, not indeed consciously, notashe
seems in everyday life, but in his role as a rational self which his
empirical self may not know—the ‘real’ self which discerns the
good, and cannot help choosing it once it is revealed. This mon-
strous impersonation, which consists in equating what X would
choose if he were something he is not, or at least not yet, with
what X actually seeks and chooses, is at the heart of all political

! “The ideal of true freedom is the maximum of power for all the members of human
society alike to make the best of themselves’, said T. H. Green in 1881. Apart from the
confusion of freedom with equality, this entails that if a man chose some immediate
pleasure—which (in whose view?) would not enable him to make the best of himself
{what self?)—what he was exercising was not ‘true’ freedom : and if deprived of it, would
not lose anything that mattered. Green was a genuine liberal: but many a tyrant could
use this formula to justify his worst acts of oppression. :
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theories of self-realization. It is one thing to say that I may be
coerced for my own good which I am too blind tosee: this may, on
occasion, be for my benefit; indeed it may enlarge the scope of my
liberty. Itisanother tosay thatifitis my good, then I am not being
coerced, for I have willed it, whether T know this or not, and am
free (or ‘truly’ free) even while my poor earthly body and foolish
mind bitterly reject it, and struggle against those who seek how-
ever benevolently to impose it, with the greatest desperation.
This magical transformation, or sleight of hand (for which
William James so justly mocked the Hegelians), can no doubt be
perpetrated just as easily with the ‘negative’ concept of freedom,
where the self that should not be interfered with is no longer the
individual with his actual wishes and needs as they are normally
conceived, but the ‘real’ man within, identified with the pursuit
of some ideal purpose not dreamed of by his empirical self. And,
as in the case of the ‘positively’ free self, this entity may be inflated
into some super-personal entity—a state, a class, a nation, or the
march of history itself| regarded as a more ‘real’ subject of attri-
butes than the empirical self. But the ‘positive’ conception of
freedom as self-mastery, with its suggestion of a man divided
against himself, has, in fact, and as a matter of history, of
doctrine and of practice, lent itself more easily to this splitting
of personality into two: the transcendent, dominant controller,
and the empirical bundle of desires and passions to be disciplined
and brought to heel. It is this historical fact that has been in-
fluential. This demonstrates (if demonstration of so obvious a
truth is needed) that conceptions of freedom directly derive
from views of what constitutes a self, a person, a man. Enough
manipulation with the definition of man, and freedom can be
made to mean whatever the manipulator wishes. Recent history
has made it only too clear that the issue is not merely academic.
The consequences of distinguishing between two selves will
become even clearer if one considers the two major forms which
the desire to be self-directed—directed by one’s ‘true’ self—has
historically taken: the first, that of self-abnegation in order to
attain independence ; the second, that of self-realization, or total
self-identification with a specific principle or ideal in order to
-attain the selfsame end.
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ITI

The retreat to the inner citadel

I am the possessor of reason and will; I conceive ends and
desire to pursue them; but if I am prevented from attaining
them I no longer feel master of the situation. I may be prevented
by the laws of nature, or by accidents, or the activities of men, or

- the effect, often undesigned, of human institutions. These forces
may be too much for me. What am I to do to avoid being crushed

by them? I must liberate myself from desires that I know I can-

-not realize. I wish to be master of my kingdom, but my frontiers

are long and insecure, therefore I contract them in order to
reduce or eliminate the vulnerable area. I begin by desiring
happiness, or power, or knowledge, or the attainment of some
specific object. But I cannot command them. I choose to avoid
defeat and waste, and therefore decide to strive for nothing that

I cannot be sure to obtain. I determine myself not to desire what

is unattainable. The tyrant threatens me with the destruction of
my property, with imprisonment, with the exile or death of those
Tove. Butif I no longer feel attached to property, no longer care
whether or not I am in prison, if I have killed within myself my
natural affections, then he cannot bend me to his will, for all that
is left of myself is no longer subject to empirical fears or desires.

Itisasif T had performed a strategic retreat into an inner citadel—

my reason, my soul, my ‘noumenal’ self—which, do what they
may, neither external blind force, nor human malice, can touch.
I have withdrawn into myself; there, and there alone, I am secure.
Itis asif I were to say: ‘I have 2 wound in my leg. There are two
methods of freeing myself from pain. One is to heal the wound.
But if the cure is too difficult or uncertain, there is another
method. I can get rid of the wound by cutting oft my leg. If I

train myself to want nothing to which the possession of my leg is
indispensable, I shall not feel the lack of it.” This is the traditional

self-emancipation of ascetics and quietists, of stoics or Buddhist
sages, men of various religions or of none, who have fled the
world, and escaped the yoke of society or public opinion, by
some process of deliberate self-transformation that enables them

- to care no longer for any of its values, to remain, isolated and
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. _
independent, on its edges, no longer <.&sn320 to its ﬁomwmmwmmm,
All political isolationism, all naoswnm.o wﬂwwwu: MMMMW form of

in i t of this attitude.
autonomy, has in it some element of th . ;
obstacles in my path by abandoning the path; I nas.MmWMMMM MM%
own sect, my own planned economy, my OWR mm b Suaw
insulated territory, where no voices m.Mm.ﬁ oc%%o ﬂ._MM mow n“mom red
; have effect. This i
to. and no external forces can c
mnm.ﬁor for security ; but it has also been called the search for per
sonal or national freedom or Ea.mwozmwsnw.. it is no ver
From this doctrine, as it applies to _am_ﬁmmm mmm is N nm%
great distance to the conceptions @m ﬁ.gmw who, like | m_:wm M %ww
freedom not indeed with the elimination OM m@mm.mmw J?&%
i them. I identify myse
resistance to them, and control over
the controller and escape the slavery of the ooammmoﬁw. 1 me WMM
because, and in so far as, | mE»:S%cchm. fo M% MMM% e
i d them in, my 0
have imposed them on, or foun : «
self. Freedom is obedience, but ,owwmﬁsnm to m. WmMM_MWMw@Mm
seri ’ n can enslave himself. -
rescribe to ourselves’, and no ma ensla .
womd\ is dependence on outside factors, liability to dmw» Emﬁwwmm
of the external world that I cannot myself mmE oozwﬁmo, wﬂo MM e
¢ > me. I am free only
ro tanto controls and ‘enslaves’ me. 1 ar
mo which my person is ‘fettered’ by nothing Mgm ow&% mMmoMM%MMw
i - 1 cannot control the laws |
which I have no control; I cann . . e
my free activity must therefore, ex hypothesi, be lifted above

empirical world of causality. This is not the place in which to

discuss the validity of this ancient wsa famous mooﬁpo,wwﬁmmw
wish to remark that the related notions of mSo&.oB as RM. nee
to (or escape from) unrealizable desire, and Mm %mﬂmﬂw umﬁm of
the sphere of causality, have played a central role mn p
an in ethics. o

wamw.ww if the essence of men is that they are autonomous dwmw@mﬂ
authors of values, of ends in themselves, the EQB“.MM@ MM M ‘N
" of which consists precisely in the fact that %.@ are wille Mmm MS-
then nothing is worse than to treat them as if they SM«W H%H auto
nomous, but natural objects, played on by causal mn ,

is at liberty, and from this it follows that though

1 ‘A wise man, though he be aslave, ually well have been said by

a fool rule, he is in slavery’, said St. Ambrose. It might eq
Epictetus or Kant.
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creatures at the mercy of external stimuli, whose choices can be
manipulated by their rulers, whether by threats of force or offers

~ of rewards. To treat men in this way is to treat them as if they

were not self-determined. ‘Nobody may compel me to be happy

~ inhis own way’, said Kant. ‘Paternalism is the greatest despotism

imaginable.” This is so because it is to treat men as if they were
- not free, but human material for me, the benevolent reformer,
to mould in accordance with my own, not their, freely adopted
purpose. This is, of course, precisely the policy that the early
utilitarians recommended. Helvétius (and Bentham) believed
not in resisting, but in using, men’s tendency to be slaves to their
passions ; they wished to dangle rewards and punishments before
men—the acutest possible form of heteronomy—if by this means
the ‘slaves’ might be made happier.’ But to manipulate men, to

- propel them towards goals which you—the social reformer—see,
- but they may not, is to deny their human essence, to treat them

as objects without wills of their own, and therefore to degrade
them. That is why to lie to men, or to deceive them, that is, to
use them as means for my, not their own, independently con-
ceived ends, even if it is for their own benefit, is, in effect, to
treat them as sub-human, to behave as if their ends are less ulti-
mate and sacred than my own. In the name of what can I ever be
justified in forcing men to do what they have not willed or con-
sented to? Only in the name of some value higher than them-
selves. But if, as Kant held, all values are made so by the free acts
of men, and called values only so far as they are this, there is no
value higher than the individual. Therefore to do this is to coerce
men in the name of something less ultimate than themselves—to
bend them to my will, or to someone else’s particular craving
for (his or their) happiness or expediency or security or con-

‘venience. I am aiming at something desired (from whatever

motive, no matter how noble) by me or my group, to which I

-am using other men as means. But this is a contradiction of

what I know men to be, namely ends in themselves. All forms of

" ‘Proletarian coercion, in all its forms, from executions to forced labour, is, para-
doxical as it may sound, the method of moulding communist humanity out of the human
material of the capitalist period.” These lines by the Bolshevik leader Nikolai Bukharin,

in a work which appeared in 1920, especially the term ‘human material’, vividly convey
this attitude.
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tampering with human beings, getting at them, mr_»ﬁﬁm Mwﬁﬁ
against their will to your own pattern, all mrccmvﬂ contro and
conditioning,’ is, therefore, a denial of that in men which makes
them men and their values ultimate. .
Kant’s free individual is a transcendent being, @oMomm mvn
realm of natural causality. But in its oEHan.m_ form—in which
the notion of man is that of ordinary life—this awo.ﬁzso was the
heart of liberal humanism, both moral and mcwznmr that was
deeply influenced both by Kant and by Rousseau in the eigh-
teenth century. In its @ priori version it is a form of m.mnzﬁwzm&
Protestant individualism, in which the place of God is taken by
the conception of the rational life, and the mw»ow of the individual
soul which strains towards union with mua is Ewmwn&. 3 the
conception of the individual, endowed with reason, straming to
be governed by reason and reason alone, and to mnmnsm upon
nothing that might deflect or delude him by engaging his ir-
rational nature. Autonomy, not heteronomy: to act mmm not to be
acted upon. The notion of slavery to the passions 51%8. those
who think in these terms—more than a Snﬁwwoﬁ.ﬁo rid myself
of fear, or love, or the desire to oommoﬁ.: is to liberate myself
from the despotism of something which I cannot control.
Sophocles, whom Plato reports as saying that old age alone has
liberated him from the passion of love—the yoke om.. a 9.1&
master—is reporting an experience as real as that o.m liberation
from a human tyrant or slave owner. The vm%om&omwomw experi-
ence of observing myself yielding to some ‘Tower’ Eﬁﬁ.mo, acting
from a motive that I dislike, or of doing mo_BQEmms?nr at the
very moment of doing I may detest, and Rmamﬁmm later Aﬂmww
was ‘not myself’, or ‘not in control of Bu.anmm , .srad I _ma :m
belongs to this way of thinking and speaking. 1 identify mysel
with mv critical and rational moments. The consequences of my
acts cannot matter, for they are not in my nom.Qoﬁ only my
motives are. This is the creed of the solitary thinker ér.o has
defied the world and emancipated himself from the chains om
’s i 4 Christians too, assumed that some
&MBMMMM MM %MWWNMW Mfﬂ% MMWMMMMM mwomwzwmloga be Bmmo secure wmmw:m.« con-
ditioning. The development of the techniques of hypnosis, ‘brain washing’, subliminal

suggestion, and the like, has made this a priori assumption, at least as an empirical
hypothesis, less plausible. .
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~men and things. In this form, the doctrine may seem primarily
- an ethical creed, and scarcely political at all; nevertheless, its
political implications are clear, and it enters into the tradition of
. liberal individualism at least as deeply as the ‘negative’ concept
of freedom.

- It is perhaps worth remarking that in its individualistic form

~ the concept of the rational sage who has escaped into the inner
- fortress of his true self seems to arise when the external world

has proved exceptionally arid, cruel, or unjust. ‘He is truly free’,
said Rousseau, ‘who desires what he can perform, and does
what he desires.” In a world where a man seeking happiness or
justice or freedom (in whatever sense) can do little, because he
finds too many avenues of action blocked to him, the temptation

- to withdraw into himself may become irresistible. It may have

been so in Greece, where the Stoic ideal cannot be wholly un-
connected with the fall of the independent democracies before
centralized Macedonian autocracy. It was so in Rome, for analo-
gous reasons, after the end of the Republic.! It arose in Germany
in the seventeenth century, during the period of the deepest
national degradation of the German states that followed the
Thirty Years War, when the character of public life, particularly
in the small principalities, forced those who prized the dignity of
human life, not for the first or last time, into a kind of inner
emigration. The doctrine that maintains that what I cannot have
I must teach myself not to desire; that a desire eliminated, or
successfully resisted, is as good as a desire satisfied, is a sublime,
but, it seems to me, unmistakable, form of the doctrine of sour
grapes: what I cannot be sure of, I cannot truly want.

This makes it clear why the definition of negative liberty as
the ability to do what one wishes—which is, in effect, the defini-
tion adopted by Mill—will not do. If I find that I am able to do
little or nothing of what I wish, I need only contract or extinguish
my wishes, and I am made free. If the tyrant (or ‘hidden per-
suader’) manages to condition his subjects (or customers) into

! It is not perhaps far-fetched to assume that the guietism of the Eastern sages was,
similarly, a response to the despotism of the great autocracies, and flourished at periods
when individuals were apt to be humiliated, or at any rate ignored or ruthlessly managed,
“by those possessed of the instruments of physical coercion. :



140 , FOUR ESSAYS ON LIBERTY

losing their original wishes and embrace Eﬁn.mnmwﬁn,.v the form
of life he has invented for them, he will, on this definition, have
succeeded in liberating them. He will, no @oswr have made them
feel free—as Epictetus feels freer than his master (and the pro-
verbial good man is said to feel happy on the rack). But what he
has created is the very antithesis of political m”oomom.r .

Ascetic self-denial may be a source of mzﬁmmz.ﬁ or serenity and
spiritual strength, but it is difficult to see how it can be called an
enlargement of liberty. If T save myself from an adversary by
retreating indoors and locking every entrance and exit, I may
remain freer than if I had been captured by him, but am I freer
than if I had defeated or captured him? If I go too far, contract
myself into too small a space, I shall mzmonmao. and die. Hwn
logical culmination of the process of mowﬁ.now:.gm. 963&.“5@
through which I can possibly be wounded is suicide. While 1
exist in the natural world, I can never be wholly secure. Hoﬁmw

liberation in this sense (as Schopenhauer correctly perceived)
is conferred only by death.! .

I find myself in a world in which I meet with obstacles to my
will. Those who are wedded to the ‘negative’ concept om. m.owaom:
may perhaps be forgiven if they think that _mnﬁ.mw.aammcob is .wwﬁ
the only method of overcoming obstacles; that it is &mo_wwmﬁ e
to do so by removing them: in the case of m.oﬁ..rcaam m jects,
by physical action; in the case of human resistance, by wmoo or
persuasion, as when mzmcom.moaogn@ to make room for me
in his carriage, or conquer a country which %mnm.ﬁosm the interests
of my own. Such acts may be unjust, ﬁ?.uw may involve So_o:mﬂ
cruelty, the enslavement of others, but it can scarcely wm denied
that thereby the agent is able in the most literal sense to increase
his own freedom. It is an irony of history that this truth is
repudiated by some of those who practise it most forcibly, men

! 1t is worth remarking that those who demanded l.»:m fought mcalm&,.m:% Mom %M
individual or for the nation in France during this period of Oo.:.b»m aEnxwﬂ.w,. i »,nw”
fall into this artitude. Might this not be precisely because, .gmm?.un mww mmmﬁoazw of the
French monarchy and the arrogance and arbitrary _ua,_...wfoﬁ of E.Z:nm& m.noa_ﬂm. aw
the French state, France was a proud and powerful nation, where the reality of politica
power was not beyond the grasp of men of talent, so that withdrawal waon: battle Ewc mwﬂm
untroubled heaven above it, whence it could be surveyed dispassionately mvm w € vorn
sufficient philosopher, was not the only way o:n.m ..w.rn same holds for England in t
nineteenth century and well after it, and for the United States today.
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who, even while they conquer power and freedom of action,
reject the ‘negative’ concept of it in favour of its ‘positive’
counterpart. Their view rules over half our world; let us see
upon what metaphysical foundation it rests.

v
Self-realization

The only true method of attaining freedom, we are told, is by
the use of critical reason, the understanding of what is necessary
and what is contingent. If I am a schoolboy, all but the simplest
truths of mathematics obtrude themselves as obstacles to the
free functioning of my mind, as theorems whose necessity I do
not understand; they are pronounced to be true by some ex~
ternal authority, and present themselves to me as foreign bodies
which I am expected mechanically to absorb into my system.
But when I understand the functions of the symbols, the axioms,
the formation and transformation rules—the logic whereby the
conclusions are obtained—and grasp that these things cannot be
otherwise, because they appear to follow from the laws that
govern the processes of my own reason,’ then mathematical
truths no longer obtrude themselves as external entities forced

upon me which I must receive whether I want it or not, but as
-something which I now freely will in the course of the natural
functioning of my own rational activity. For the mathematician,
the proof of these theorems is part of the free exercise of his
natural reasoning capacity. For the musician, after he has assimi-
lated the pattern of the composer’s score, and has made the com-
poser’s ends his own, the playing of the music is not obedience
to external laws, a compulsion and a barrier to liberty, but a free,
unimpeded exercise. The player is not bound to the score as an
ox to the plough, or a factory worker to the machine. He has

“absorbed the score into his own system, has, by understanding it,

identified it with himself, has changed it from an impediment to
free activity into an element in that activity itself. What applies
to music or mathematics must, we are told, in principle apply to

' Or, as some modern theorists maintain, because I have, or could have, invented
them for myself, since the rules are man-made
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all other obstacles which present themselves as so mary lumps
of external stuff blocking free mmﬁuagnmcta.na. That is the pro-
gramme of enlightened rationalism from Spinoza to the latest (at
times unconscious) disciples of Hegel. Sapere .§&w. irmﬁ. you
know, that of which you understand m.wm wannmm;%lﬁro rational
necessity—you cannot, while remaining rational, want to be
otherwise. For to want something to be other than what it must
be is, given the premisses—the necessities ﬁ.wﬁ. govern .Mwn world
—to be pro tanto either ignorant or irrational. Passions, pre-
judices, fears, neuroses, spring from ignorance, and take the mo.:d
of myths and illusions. To be ruled by myths, whether they spring
from the vivid imaginations of unscrupulous %wlmgg s.wo
deceive us in order to exploit us, or from v&&v&ow%&.oﬂ SOCi0~
logical causes, is a form of heteronomy, m.vm Ummmm dominated by
outside factors in a direction not necessarily willed by the agent.
"The scientific determinists of the eighteenth century supposed
that the study of the sciences of nature, and the creation of
sciences of society on the same model, would make .mvo. operation
of such causes transparently clear, and &Em enable ﬁ%ﬁmz&m to
recognize their own part in the working of a nmmmﬁ& world,
frustrating only when measanwmnoom. W;oﬁammw.:dmgﬁm“ mw
Epicurus taught long ago, by automatically eliminating irrationa
fears and desires. - o
Herder, Hegel, and Marx substituted their own <:,&~msn
models of social life for the older, mechanical ones, but vawnwnm,
no less than their opponents, that to understand me. world is to
be freed. They merely differed from them in stressing the part
‘played by change and growth in what made human beings human.
Social life could not be understood by an analogy n_.ngm from
mathematics or physics. One must also understand rwmwo«%, mwmm
is, the peculiar laws of continuous growth, whether by mﬁ_.noﬁom._
conflict or otherwise, that govern individuals and groups, in wrw:.
interplay with each other and with nature. 22 to grasp this s,
according to these thinkers, to fall into a m»qmo:mﬁ _,s.wa of error,
namely the belief that human nature s static, &»n its owmﬁww&
properties are the same everywhere and at all times, that it is
governed by unvarying natural laws, whether .ﬁraw are con-
ceived in theological or materialistic terms, which entails the
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" fallacious corollary that a wise lawgiver can, in principle, create a

perfectly harmonious society at any time by appropriate educa-
tion and legislation, because rational men, in all ages and

* countries, must always demand the same unaltering satisfactions
- of the same unaltering basic needs. Hegel believed that his con-
~temporaries (and indeed all his predecessors) misunderstood the
- nature of institutions because they did not understand the laws—

the rationally intelligible laws, since they spring from the opera-
tion of reason—that create and alter institutions and transform
human character and human action. Marx and his disciples main-
tained that the path of human beings was obstructed not only
by natural forces, or the imperfections of their own character,

. but, even more, by the workings of their own social institutions,

which they had originally created (not always consciously) for

‘certain purposes, but whose functioning they systematically

came to misconceive,! and which thereupon became obstacles

. in their creators’ progress. He offered social and economic hypo-

theses to account for the inevitability of such misunderstanding,

- in particular of the illusion that such man-made arrangements

were independent forces, as inescapable as the laws of nature.
As instances of such pseudo-objective forces, he pointed to the

- laws of supply and demand, or of the institution of property, or

of the eternal division of society into rich and poor, or owners and
workers, as so many unaltering human categories. Not until we
had reached a stage at which the spells of these illusions could
be broken, that is, until enough men reached a social stage that
alone enabled them to understand that these laws and institutions
were themselves the work of human minds and hands, histori-

~cally needed in their day, and later mistaken for inexorable,

objective powers, could the old world be destroyed, and more
adequate and liberating social machinery substituted.

~ Weare enslaved by despots—institutions or beliefs or neuroses
—which can be removed only by being analysed and understood.
We are imprisoned by evil spirits which we have ourselves—
albeit not consciously—created, and can exorcize them only by
becoming conscious and acting appropriately: indeed, for Marx
understanding is appropriate action. I am free if, and only if, I

! In practice even more than in theory.
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plan my life in accordance with my own E: ; plans ﬁ:mm EW@@M :
a rule does not oppress me or oﬁmwm&o me if I impose it ow MHNQ !
consciously, or accept it freely, gﬁnm E_mmnmﬁomw it, W wm on
was invented by me or by others, mﬁoSmom H.rmm itis an%u mﬁw:m
is to say, conforms to the necessities o.m %Em.mw ‘Mo EM nw ne
why things must be as they must be is to will them o&mmmww
Knowledge liberates not by offering us more open posst piliies
amongst which we can make our o?.xnﬂ g.: by wmn.mmz mo s
from the frustration of attempting HEW impossible. Tow ant HWo:&
sary laws to be other than they are is to be prey to an Esvm e
desire—a desire that what must be X should also be uom m .
go further, and believe these laws to be o@ﬁ. 92., sm MH _uoum
necessarily are, is to be insane. That is mro ﬁoﬁmmwwm_gv WMM of
rationalism. The notion of liberty 8:.833 in it is not the MB
tive’ conception of a field (ideally) without wwmﬂm&om_,m»m«mnamob
in which nothing obstructs me, vﬁ n.mgo notion of self-direc o
or self-control. I can do what I will with my own. M am a Qnmw "
being ; whatever I can mwﬁcs.mqm."n to B.uao:. as ﬁm_zm swowmmm ww
as incapable of being otherwise m a rational mon»nawl._m M g Mm X
a society directed by rational minds, 82.3% goals mm h s 2
rational being would have—1I cannot, being rational, MMQ o
sweep out of my way. I assimilate it into my mccmﬂm%oo ww o the
laws of logic, of mathematics, .om .wgmam, ‘the ru %m o mm ‘mmm
principles that govern everything of éwnor.u understand, "
therefore will, the rational purpose, by which ﬁ.nww never b
thwarted, since I cannot want it to be 0.99, than 1t um.m e
This is the positive doctrine of liberation by reason. Socia M
forms of it, widely disparate and opposed to mmmr other as w me
are, are at the heart of many of the nationalist, commu ﬁrm
authoritarian, and totalitarian creeds of our day. H.H may, in the
course of its evolution, have swmaoﬁ& far m.oﬁm its rationa Mm
moorings. Nevertheless, it is this freedom that, 1n moﬁoonmwm
and in dictatorships, is argued about, and .mocmrm for, :w E:.M.
parts of the earth today. Without attempting to trace the hi
torical evolution of this idea, I should like to comment on some

of its vicissitudes.
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\
The Temple of Sarastro

Those who believed in freedom as rational self-direction were
bound, sooner or later, to consider how this was to be applied
not merely to a man’s inner life, but to his relations with other
members of his society. Even the most individualistic among
them—and Rousseau, Kant, and Fichte certainly began as indi-
vidualists—came at some point to ask themselves whether a
rational life not only for the individual, but also for society, was
possible, and if so, how it was to be achieved. I wish to be free
to live as my rational will (my ‘real self’) commands, but so must
others be. How am 1 to avoid collisions with their wills> Where
is the frontier that lies between my (rationally determined) rights
and the identical rights of others? For if I am rational, I cannot
deny that what is right for me must, for the same reasons, be
right for others who are rational like me. A rational (or free)
state would be a state governed by such laws as all rational men
would freely accept; that is to say, such laws as they would them-
selves have enacted had they been asked what, as rational beings,
they demanded ; hence the frontiers would be such as all rational
men would consider to be the right frontiers for rational beings.
But who, in fact, was to determine what these frontiers were ?
Thinkers of this type argued that if moral and political problems
were genuine—as surely they were—they must in principle
be soluble; that is to say, there must exist one and only one true
solution to any problem. All truths could in principle be dis-
covered by any rational thinker, and demonstrated so clearly that
all other rational men could not but accept them indeed, this was
already to a large extent the case in the new natural sciences. On
this assumption, the problem of political liberty was soluble by
establishing a just order that would give to each man all the free-
dom to which a rational being was entitled. My claim to unfettered
freedom can prima facie at times not be reconciled with your
equally unqualified claim ; but the rational solution of one prob-
lem cannot collide with the equally true solution of another, for
two truths cannot logically be incompatible; therefore a just
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~ order must in .ﬁmmz&ﬁrw&o.&mnoﬁwa&omalmn order of which the

rules make possible correct solutions to all possible problems that
could arise in it. This ideal, harmonious state of affairs was some-
times imagined as a Garden of Eden before the Fall of Man, from
which we were expelled, but for which we were still filled with
longing; or as a golden age still before us, in which men, having
become rational, will no longer be ‘other~directed’, nor ‘alienate’
or frustrate one another. In existing societies justice and equality
are ideals which still call for some measure of coercion, because
the premature lifting of social controls might lead to the oppres-
sion of the weaker and the stupider by the stronger or abler or
more energetic and unscrupulous. But it is only irrationality
on the part of men (according to this doctrine) that leads them to
wish to oppress or exploit or humiliate one another. Rational men
will respect the principle of reason in each other, and lack all
desire to fight or dominate one another. The desire to dominate
is itself a symptom of irrationality, and can be explained and
cured by rational methods. Spinoza offers one kind of explana-

tion and remedy, Hegel another, Marx 2 third. Some of these -

theories may perhaps, to some degree, supplement each other,
others are not combinable. But they all assume that in a society of
perfectly rational beings the lust for domination over men will be
absent or ineffective. The existence of, or craving for, oppression
will be the first symptom that the true solution to the problems
of social life has not been reached. .

This can be put in another way. Freedom is self-mastery, the
elimination of obstacles to my will, whatever these obstacles may
be—the resistance of nature, of my ungoverned passions, of ir-
rational institutions, of the opposing wills or behaviour of others.
Nature 1 can, at least in principle, always mould by technical
means, and shape to my will. But how am 1 to treat recalcitrant
human beings? I must, if T can, impose my will on them too,

‘mould’ them to my pattern, cast parts for them in my play. But'

will this not mean that I alone am free, while they are slaves?
They will be so if my plan has nothing to do with their wishes or
values, only with my own. But if my plan is fully rational, it will
allow for the full development of their ‘true’ natures, the realiza-
tion of their capacities for rational decisions ‘for making the best
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of themselves’—as a part of the realization of my own ‘true’ self.
All true solutions to all genuine problems must be oogmmmzaﬂ
more than this, they must fit into a single whole: for this is what W
meant by calling them all rational and the universe harmonious
Each man has his specific character, abilities, aspirations n:am.
If I grasp both what these ends and natures are, and how mao% w:.
relate to one another, I can, at least in principle, if I have the
knowledge and the strength, satisfy them all, so long as the nature
u:.m the purposes in question are rational. Rationality is knowing
things N.S@ people for what they are: I must not use stones to
make M:or;.mw nor try to make born violin players play flutes. If
the universe is governed by reason, then there will be no :m&.mow.
coercion; a correctly planned life for all will coincide with full
m.mwmmoal.%n freedom of rational self-direction—for all. This
will be so if, and only if, the plan is the true plan—the one mamso
pattern srmmw&omn fulfils the claims of reason. Its laws will be
the rules which reason prescribes: they will only seem irksome to
m&omo ,“,%8@ reason is dormant, who do not understand the true
s.mmam of their own ‘real’ selves. So long as each player recog-
nizes. and plays the part set him by reason—the faculty that
understands his true nature and discerns his true ends—there

~can be no conflict. Each man will be a liberated, self-directed

actor in the cosmic drama. Thus Spinoza tells us that ‘children

m_ﬁwczm:. they are coerced, are not slaves’, because ‘they obe ‘
orders given in their own interests’, and that “The subject of w
true o.oBBowSomxr. is no slave, because the common interests
must Eow_uao his own.” Similarly, Locke says ‘Where there is no
law there is no freedom’, because rational laws are directions to
a man’s ‘proper interests’ or ‘general good’; and adds that since
such laws are what ‘hedges us from bogs and precipices’ they ‘ill
deserve the name of confinement’, and speaks of desires to mmwm e
m.oS such laws as being irrational, forms of ‘licence’, as énzmmm.

and so on. Montesquieu, forgetting his liberal moments mwmmwm
of political liberty as being not permission to do what we ,«zwnm or
even what the law allows, but only ‘the power of doing ng,éo
mEm.m:. to will’, which Kant virtually repeats. Burke proclaims the
individual’s ‘right’ to be restrained in his own interest, because

.6
the presumed consent of every rational creature is in unison with
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these thinkers (and of many 2 schoolman before them and
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the predisposed order of things’. The common assumption of

Jacobin and Communist after them) is mwmw the SQ.QMM MSMM ,wm
. incide. or be made to coincide, how-
our ‘true’ natures must comnciae, nade to- ,
ever violently our poor, ignorant, mnm:aum&amr mwmwﬂmwwmm
i i s. Fre
iri ut against this proces
empirical selves may cry out . cedom i not
is i 1. or stupid, or wrong.
freedom to do what is irrational, : o foree
empirical selves into the right vwmﬂmz_ﬁ is no QMMMMM,%MM&S M .
i tif I freely surren
tion.! Rousseau tells me tha reely st :
my life to society, I create an oﬁmﬁw%rﬁ? Gowwmﬂwonmwwwmm MMMM
i i ifice of all its members, .
built by an equality of sacrt . TS, caonat e
: - in such a society, we are in ,
to hurt any one of them;ns areini .
be nobody’s interest to damage anyonc else. ‘In w&ﬁmmﬂw@imm
all, 1 give myself to none’, and get back as much as ,
3

v ins. Kant tells us that
enough new force to preserve my new ga

when ‘the individual has entirely abandoned his wild, lawless

impal i ndence
freedom, to find it again, unimpaired, in a mﬁmﬂmm& mmmn ence
according to law’, that alone is true freedom, ‘for thi

. .,.
dence is the work of my own will acting as a lawgiver’. Liberty,

so far from being incompatible with authority, becomes virtually

identical with it. This is the ngﬁmg mn.& language NM M& M”M
"declarations of the rights of man the eighteenth century, .

i 1 ccord-
of all those who look upon society as a design constructed a

1 i weiver, or of nature, or
ing to the rational laws of the wise lawgiver,

i lone
of history, or of the Supreme Being. wwavm:pw NWMMMW M sﬁm
doggedly went on repeating nmﬁ Hrow cmﬁnwm o o of
not to liberate but to restramn: vm/&@ aw 1 D
liberty’—even if such “infraction’ leads to an ncr

f liberty. .
° If anamoaﬁbm assumptions Mwa%mm: no:.MMﬂk mMu MMWM M_MMWMM
1 i the way
lving social problems resem .m . ‘
MM m%wo ?mvgnam wm the natural sciences are moc.sm, »:m if awwwom |
were what rationalists said that it was, all this would perhap

i ¢ word: ‘Is not liberty to do n.Sr
o e wmuﬂwma. meM:WMOaMamN NMMMMMMMM_M Mwwnmmsi to take liberty from Mwamm\
ety s,uﬁ . m:.m . abuse it?” Compare with this & Qu.mn& statement made mw
and cma. mens wamanmMMBM eriod: ‘No man is free in doing evil. To v._dﬁuz him MM °
] .Mu_mwhum_.mmm%zw mM nowouM in almost identical terms by British Eaurwwm at the en:
set . j |

the following century.
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~ follow. In the ideal case, liberty coincides with law: autonomy
~with authority. A law which forbids me to do what I could not,
as a sane being, conceivably wish to do is not a restraint of my
freedom. In the ideal society, composed of wholly responsible
beings, rules, because I should scarcely be conscious of them,
would gradually wither away. Only one social movement was bold
enough to render this assumption quite explicit and accept its
consequences— that of the Anarchists. But all forms of liberalism
founded on a rationalist metaphysics are less or more watered-
down versions of this creed.

In due course, the thinkers who bent their energies to the
solution of the problem on these lines came to be faced with the
question of how in practice men were to be made rational in this
way. Clearly they must be educated. For the uneducated are
irrational, heteronomous, and need to be coerced, if only to make
life tolerable for the rational if they are to live in the same society

. and not be compelled to withdraw to a desert or some Olympian
- height. But the uneducated cannot be expected to understand or
| co-operate with the purposes of their educators. Education, says

Fichte, must inevitably work in such a way that ‘you will later
recognize the reasons for what I am doing now’. Children cannot
be expected to understand why they are compelled to go to school,
nor the ignorant—that is, for the moment, the majority of man-
kind—why they are made to obey the laws that will presently
~make them rational. ‘Compulsion is also a kind of education.’
You learn the great virtue of obedience to superior persons. If
you cannot understand your own interests as a rational being,
I cannot be expected to consult you, or abide by your wishes, in
the course of making you rational. I must, in the end, force you to
be protected against smallpox, even though you may not wish it.
Even Mill is prepared to say that I may forcibly prevent a man
from crossing a bridge if there is not time to warn him that it is
about to collapse, for I know, or am justified in assuming, that
he cannot wish to fall into the water. Fichte knows what the
uneducated German of his time wishes to be or do better than

“he can possibly know them for himself. The sage knows you

better than you know yourself, for you are the victim of your

- passions, a slave living a heteronomous life, purblind, unable to



1

TWO CONCEPTS OF LIBERTY

I51
150 FOUR ESSAYS ON LIBERTY m

understand your true goals. You want to wo a wsnww.z GMzM MH
is the aim of the state to mmam@ your wish. ‘Compul MMWM s M mm
fied by education for future insight.” The _.ommoﬂ wi msmm,z it
is to triumph, must eliminate and suppress BW o.sﬁw b Qrm
my passions and desires, which render me a s1ave, 81 rﬁowﬁ the
fatal transition from individual to monw.& nowoawmm isa most i
perceptible) the higher elements in moo_ons%o etter edue mﬁm.
the more rational, those who ‘possess the wmmw@mﬁ insig of their
time and people’—may exercise ooBmEm_o,w Hommmaowmmw e the
irrational section of society. For—so mam.or Bradley, o@ q
have often assured us—by obeying .mrm Bﬂmg& man we % ey cﬁ..:_.
selves: not indeed as we are, sunk in our jgnorance ﬁw oﬁm@wﬂw
sions, weak creatures »_mmnﬁ.& by diseases %MM b%@ .mms.o im:w
wards who require a guardian, but as we cou En_ wﬁg ere
i rational ; as we could be even now, if .o:_.% we wou 7 o
rational element which is, ex hypothesi, within every human g

ho deserves the name. ) .
| W %woa philosophers of ‘Objective Reason’, from the tough,

aesthetic, justification for his conduct. I must do for men (or
. with them) what they cannot do for themselves, and I cannot ask
_their permission or consent, because they are in no condition to
-know what is best for them; indeed, what they will permit and
“accept may mean a life of contemptible mediocrity, or perhaps
even their ruin and suicide. Let me quote from the true pro-
genitor of the heroic doctrine, Fichte, once again: ‘No one
has . . . rights against reason.’ ‘Man is afraid of subordinating
his subjectivity to the laws of reason. He prefers tradition or
arbitrariness.” Nevertheless, subordinated he must be.! Fichte
puts forward the claims of what he called reason; Napoleon,
or Carlyle, or romantic authoritarians may worship other values,
and see in their establishment by force the only path to ‘true’
freedom. . .
The same attitude was pointedly expressed by Auguste Comte,
who asked ‘If we do not allow free thinking in chemistry or
biology, why should we allow it in morals or politics?” Why
indeed ? If it makes sense to speak of political truths—assertions

‘- ved. ‘organic’ state of Fichte, to the mild and of social o.zmm which all men, because mx&m are men, must, once
| rigidly oownamrm@ , ‘orga H. Green, certainly supposed them- . they are discovered, agree to be such; and if, as Comte believed,
~ humane liberalism of 1. d e wmmb the rational demands . scientific method will in due course reveal them; then what

selves to be fulfilling, and not namm mc%mm in the breast of every * case is there for freedom of opinion or action—at least as an
which, however inchoate, were to ch democratic optimism, and - end in itself, and not merely as a stimulating intellectual climate,
sentient being. But 1 Bmw n.woo.ﬂ mﬂmﬁmg?wm_ﬁ of the Hegelians ~ either for individuals or for groups? Why should any conduct
turning away from the teleo wmnomw.w osophy, conceive the idea of - be tolerated that is not authorized by appropriate experts?
towards some more wor:nw:m.ﬁnc wﬁ @W:owaﬁziu plan of my -~ Comte put bluntly what had been implicit in the rationalist
imposing on my society-—Ior Mm © 1 have elaborated ; and which, - theory of politics from its ancient Greek beginnings. There can,
own, which in my rational ﬂmm om inst the permanent wishes of - in principle, be only one correct way of life; the wise lead it
unless I act on my OWn, per mwm.wmwm may never come to fruition | spontaneously, that is why they are called wise. The unwise must
the vast majority o?”.u% fellow citize ¢ mm reason altogether, 1 may . be dragged towards it by all the social means in the power of the
at all. Or, abandoning the concep ¢ who moulds men into pat- wise ; for why should demonstrable error be suffered to survive
conceive mémow.m asan 5%:.&. mmﬁ.m >, ¢.<o . as vmwzﬁam combine - and breed? The immature and untutored must be made to say to
terns in the light of his .ﬁwm.;o MW“ S ‘e raw material upon ‘themselves: ‘Only the truth liberates, and the only way in which
colours or COMpOSErs wocb.mm, Mﬁ Méw though men suffer and Y can learn the truth is by doing blindly today, what you, who
which W?wowa BMVMRHM m%wm vg it to a height to which they know it, order me, or coerce me, to do, in the certain knowledge

. S ; , .
MMMWM m=M<WHOWMMm Hmmwﬁ without my n.oﬁ.n?.mt..dﬁﬁ nnomﬁ:\o!‘, ' To compel men to adopt the right form of government, to impose Right on a.ﬁa

. . 1 1S 1 ment used G% every by force, is not only the right, but the sacred duty of every man who has both the insight
violation of their lives. This is the argu ral. or even - and the power to do so.’

dictator, inquisitor, and bully who seeks some moral, 0 . _ '
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that only thus will 1 arrive at your clear vision, and be free
like you.’ . . o .
SW have wandered indeed from our liberal dam_:wwwmmm. ,ww.zw
argument, employed by Fichte in his latest phase, &Wa MMHMEMM
? a
ity, from Victorian scho
by other defenders of authority, o oommasters
oni ini to the latest nationalist or
and colonial administrators , . communist
1 i i Stoic and Kantian morality p
dictator, is precisely what the e Loy
i i in the name of the reason 0 ¢ ind
against most bitterly in th ‘ . the Bree I
i i i light. In this way t ,
vidual following his own mner . the rationais
ithi tion of the single true solution,
argument, with its assump : B S poycho-
ich, i ically valid, are historically p
by steps which, if not logically g ‘ ang By
i intelligi thical doctrine of m
logically intelligible, from an € . vid
meozww@ww@ and individual self-perfection to an wcﬁroﬁwmﬂmw
state obedient to the directives of an élite wm wWHNEo m%“, »Mom
reversal—the trans
What can have led to so strangea -th .
of Kant’s severe individualism into moﬁomzzm close MM. mSWMH
v ) .
itari i the part of thinkers, som .
totalitarian doctrine on : inke !
claimed to be his disciples? This question is not ow Bmu%w MM -
torical interest, for not a few contemporary rcnum s h s@mwmm&
through the same peculiar evolution. Itis true mw»M »m &ao,nmom
i _ acity for rational self-
following Rousseau, that a cap - crecton
; there could be no. experts
belonged to all men; that e o isdge
i i matter not of specialize
matters, since morality wasa D ot o the
ilitari hilosophes had maintained),
(as the utilitarians and p o
i faculty; and consequently
correct use of a universal human faculty; : ¥ |
what made men free was not actimg 1 Mﬁmﬂn mm.: mﬂﬂ%ﬁm
i 1d be coerced to do, but knowing why
ways, which they cou ot agons
i body could do for, or on behalt of, a
ought to doso, whichno T ones
came to deal with po ,
else. But even Kant, when he . | o
ided that it was such that I's i
conceded that no law, provide . should,
i ional being, could possibly dep
were asked, approve it as a rationa , cou ssibly deprive
i ional freedom. With this the door
me of any portion of my rationa )
opened «WMm to the rule of experts. I cannot nosmaw all Jwg mWMMs
all enactments all the time. The government nwwwﬂo:amwaaa&
i S isci some men are no
tinuous plebiscite. Moreover, : . q
to the voice of their own reason as others: some mMUB,M.HWmJWMW
deaf. If 1 am a legislator or a ruler, I mustassume that1 o.n N
impose is rational (and I can only consult my own reason) it w
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automatically be approved by all the members of my society so
far as they are rational beings. For if they disapprove, they must,
pro tanto, be irrational; then they will need to be repressed by
reason: whether their own or mine cannot matter, for the pro-
nouncements of reason must be the same in all minds. I issue
my orders, and if you resist, take it upon myself to repress the
irrational element in you which opposes reason. My task would
be easier if you repressed it in yourself; I try to educate you to do
so. But I am responsible for public welfare, I cannot wait until
all men are wholly rational. Kant may protest that the essence of
the subject’s freedom is that he, and he alone, has given himself
the order to obey. But this is a counsel of perfection. If you fail
to discipline yourself, I must do so for you; and you cannot
complain of lack of freedom, for the fact that Kant’s rational
judge has sent you to prison is evidence that you have not
listened to your own inner reason, that, like a child, a savage, an

idiot, you are not ripe for self-direction or permanently in-
capable of it.!

If this leads to despotism, albeit by the best or the wisest—

! Kant came nearest to asserting the ‘negative’ ideal of liberty when (in one of his
political treatises) he declared that ‘the greatest problem of the human race, to the solution
of which it is compelled by nature, is the establishment of a civil society universally
administering right according to law. It is only in a society which possesses the greatest
liberty . . .—with . .. the most exact determination and guarantee of the limits of [the)
liberty [of each individual] in order that it may co-exist with the liberty of others—that
the highest purpose of nature, which is the development of all her capacities, can be
attained in the case of mankind.” Apart from the teleological implications, this formula-
tion does not at first appear very different from orthodox liberalism. The crucial point,
however, is how to determine the criterion for ‘the exact determination and guarantee

of the limits’ of individual liberty. Most modern liberals, at their most consistent,
want a situation in which as many individuals as possible can realize as many of their ends
as possible, without assessment of the value of these ends as such, save in so far as they
may frustrate the purposes of others. They wish the frontiers between individuals or
groups of men to be drawn solely with a view to preventing collisions between human
purposes, all of which must be considered to be equally ultimate, uncriticizable ends in
themselves. Kant, and the rationalists of his type, do not regard all ends as of equal value.
For them the limits of liberty are determined by applying the rules of ‘reason’, which is
much more than the mere generality of rules 4s such, and is a faculty that creates or
reveals a purpose identical in, and for, all men. In the name of reason anything that is
non-rational may be condemned, so that the various personal aims which their individual
imagination and idiosyncrasies lead men to pursue—for example aesthetic and other
non-rational kinds of self-fulfilment—may, at least in theory, be ruthlessly suppressed
to make way for the demands of reason. The authority of reason and of the duties it lays
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to Sarastro’s temple in the Magic Flute—but still despotism,

" which turns out to be identical with freedom, can it be that there

is something amiss in the premisses of the argument? that the
 basic assumptions are themselves somewhere at fault? Let me
state them once more: first, that all men have one true purpose,
and one only, that of rational self-direction ; second, that the ends
of all rational beings must of necessity fit into a single universal,
harmonious pattern, which some men may be able to discern
more clearly than others; third, that all conflict, and conse-
‘quently all tragedy, is due solely to the clash of reason with the

irrational or the insufficiently rational—the immature and un-

developed elements in life— whether individual or communal,

‘and that such clashes are, in principle, avoidable, and for wholly
rational beings impossible; finally, that when all men have been
made rational, they will obey the rational laws of their own
natures, which are one and the same in them all, and so be at once
wholly law-abiding and wholly free. Can it be that Socratesand the
creators of the central Western tradition in ethics and politics who
followed him have been mistaken, for more than two millennia,
that virtue is not knowledge, nor freedom identical with either?
"That despite the fact that it rules the lives of more men than ever
before in its long history, not one of the basic assumptions of this
" famous view is demonstrable, or, perhaps, even true?
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human, and therefore not quite fully free. This gives a far wider
thanapurely rationalist sense to Kant’s ‘paternalismisthegreatest
despotism imaginable’. Paternalism is despotic, not because it is
more oppressive than naked, brutal, unenlightened tyranny, nor
merely because it ignores the transcendental reason embodied in
me, but because it is an insult to my conception of myself as a
human being, determined to make my own life in accordance with
my own (not necessarily rational or benevolent) purposes, and,
above all, entitled to be recognized as such by others. For if T am
not so recognized, then I may fail to recognize, I may doubt, my
own claim to be a fully independent human being. For what I am
is, in large part, determined by what I feel and think ; and what I
feel and think is determined by the feeling and thought prevail-
ing in the society to which I belong, of which, in Burke’s sense,
I form not an isolable atom, but an ingredient (to use a perilous
but indispensable metaphor) in a social pattern. I may feel unfree
in the sense of not being recognized as a self-governing individual
human being ; but I may feel it also as a member of an unrecog-
nized or insufficiently respected group: then I wish for the
emancipation of my entire class, or- community, or nation, or
race, or profession. So much can I desire this, that I may, in my
bitter longing for status, prefer to be bullied and misgoverned by
some member of my own race or social class, by whom I am,
nevertheless, recognized as a man and a rival—that is as an equal
—to being well and tolerantly treated by someone from some
higher and remoter group, who does not recognize me for what [
wish to feel myself to be. This is the heart of the great cry for
recognition on the part of both individuals and groups, and in our
own day, of professions and classes, nations and races. Although
I'may not get ‘negative’ liberty at the hands of the members of my
own society, yet they are members of my own group ; they under-
stand me, as I understand them; and this understanding creates
within me the sense of being somebody in the world. It is this
desire for reciprocal recognition that leads the most authoritarian
democracies to be, at times, consciously preferred by its members
to the most enlightened oligarchies, or sometimes causes a mem-
ber of some newly liberated Asian or African state to complain
less today, when he is rudely treated by members of his own race
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‘organic’ view, would it be natural or desirable to call the demand
for recognition and status a demand for liberty in some third
sense? It is true that the group from which recognition is sought
must itself have a sufficient measure of ‘negative’ freedom—from
control by any outside authority—otherwise recognition by it
will not give the claimant the status he seeks. But is the struggle
for higher status, the wish to escape from an inferior position,
to be called a struggle for liberty? Is it mere pedantry to confine
this word to the main senses discussed above, or are we, as [
suspect, in danger of calling any improvement of his social situa-
tion favoured by a human being an increase of his liberty, and will
this not render this term so vague and distended as to make it
virtually useless? And yet we cannot simply dismiss this case as
a mere confusion of the notion ef freedom with that of status,
or solidarity, or fraternity, or equality, or some combination of
these. For the craving for status is, in certain respects, very close
to the desire to be an independent agent.

We may refuse this goal the title of liberty; yet it would be a
shallow view that assumed that analogies between individuals
and groups, or organic metaphors, or several senses of the word
liberty, are mere fallacies, due either to assertions of likeness

~ between entities in respects in which they are unlike, or simple
semantic confusion. What is wanted by those who are

to barter their own and others’ liberty of ind
status of their group,

prepared
ividual action for the
and their own status within the group, is
not simply a surrender of liberty for the sake of security, of some
assured place in a harmonious hierarchy in which all men and
all classes know their place, and are prepared to exchange the
painful privilege of choosing—‘the burden of freedom’—for the
peace and comfort and relative mindlessness of an authoritarian
or totalitarian structure. No doubrt, there are such men and such
desires, and no doubt such surrenders of individual liberty can
occur, and, indeed, have often occurred. But itisa profound mis-
understanding of the temper of our times to assume that this is
what makes nationalism or Marxism attractive to nations which
have been ruled by alien masters, or to classes whose lives were
directed by other classes in a semi-feudal, or some other hier-
archically organized, régime. What they seek is more akin to what
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Mill called ‘pagan self-assertion’, but in 2 oo.znnnﬁy socialized
form. Indeed, much of what he says about his own reasons for
desiring liberty—the value that he puts on ,ngomm and non-
conformity, on the assertion of the individual’s own 4mE0m in the
face of the prevailing opinion, on strong and mmm.m..aom_mﬁ per-
sonalities free from the leading strings of the official wms...mzamm
and instructors of society— has little enough to do with ?.m con-
ception of freedom as non-interference, M.ue: a great deal with the
desire of men not to have their personalities setattoo lowa .,Nm“wco,
-assumed to be incapable of autonomous, o:m_nmr ‘authentic’ be-
haviour, even if such behaviour is to be met im.r om?o@ﬁ,&.?
or social restrictions, or inhibitive legislation. This <.§mw to mmmwM
the ‘personality’ of my class, or group of nation, is oozwaoﬂam
both with the answer to the question ”.éwmﬂ is to @m the area o

authority ?’ (for the group must :oﬁ._uo Bmonmnmmm with by ocnm.&m
masters), and, even more closely, with the answer to the question
“Who is to govern us?’—govern well or badly, liberally ,9. oppres-
sively—but above all ‘who?” And such answers as: ‘by repre-

bl

sentatives elected by my own and others’ awa.ﬁ.smwomom_ orouonm
or ‘all of us gathered together in regular mmmo.BERm , or ‘the best’,
or ‘the wisest’, or ‘the nation as embodied in these or those per-
sons or institutions’, or ‘the divine leader’, are smmﬁﬂm,?& are
logically, and at times also politically and socially, independent
of what extent of ‘negative’ liberty I demand for my own or Bw,
group’s activities. Provided theanswer to “‘Who shall .moﬁna mef

is somebody or something which I can represent as ‘my own, as
something which belongs to me, or to whom I belong, I can, Em
using words which convey fraternity mﬂ.&. mouw:ww:n% as well mw
some part of the connotation of the ‘positive” sense of the wor

freedom (which it is difficult to specify more waaﬁm.o?y aam.oavn
it as a hybrid form of freedom; at any rate as an ideal which is
perhaps more prominent than any other in the world today, yet
one which no existing term seems precisely to ?.‘H_.Bmo who
purchase it at the price of their ‘negative’, gmrwm freedom
certainly claim to be ‘liberated’ by this means, in this oom?mnm,
but ardently felt, sense. ‘Whose service is perfect .@a&oB canin
this way be secularized, and the state, or the nation, or the race,
or an assembly, or a dictator, or my family or milieu, or I myself,
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can be substituted for the Deity, without thereby rendering the
word ‘freedom’ wholly meaningless.!

~ No doubt every interpretation of the word liberty, however
‘unusual, must include a minimum of what I have called ‘negative’
-~ liberty. There must be an area within which I am not frustrated.
No society literally suppresses all the liberties of its members
a being who is prevented by others from doing anything at all on
his own is not a moral agent at all, and could not either legally or
morally be regarded as a human being, even if a physiologist or a
_ biologist, or even a psychologist, felt inclined to classify him as
- a man. But the fathers of liberalism—Mill and Constant—want
-more than this minimum: they demand a maximum degree of
- non-interference compatible with the minimum demands of
social life. It seems unlikely that this extreme demand for liberty
_has ever been made by any but a small minority of highly civilized
and self-conscious human beings. The bulk of humanity has
“certainly at most times been prepared to sacrifice this to other
_goals: security, status, prosperity, power, virtue, rewards in the
“next world ; or justice, equality, fraternity, and many other values
which appear wholly, or in part, incompatible with the attain-

~ment of the greatest degree of individual liberty, and certainly

do not need it as a pre~-condition for their own realization. It is
not a demand for Lebensraum for each individual that has
stimulated the rebellions and wars of liberation for which men
‘were ready to die in the past, or, indeed, in the present. Men who

“have fought for freedom have commonly fought for the right

to be governed by themselves or their representatives—sternly

‘governed, if need be, like the Spartans, with little individual

liberty, but in a manner which allowed them to participate, or

' This argument should be distinguished from En,w.»&mcz& approach of some of the
disciples of Burke or Hegel who say that, since T am made what I am by society or
history, to escape from them is impossible and to attempt it irrational. No doubt I cannot

- leap out of my skin, or breathe outside my proper element it is a mere tautology to say
* .that [ am what I am, and cannot want to be liberated from my essential characteristics,

some of which are social. But it does not follow that all my attributes are intrinsic and
inalienable, and that I cannot seek to alter my status within the ‘social network’, or
‘cosmic web’, which determines my nature; if this were the case, no meaning could be
attached to such words as ‘choice’ or ‘decision’ or ‘activity’. If they are to mean anything,
attempts to protect myself against authority, or even to escape from my ‘station and its
duties’, cannot be excluded as automatically irrational or suicidal.
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Liberty and sovereignty
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of the fully qualified members of a society of a share in the public
- power which is entitled to interfere with every aspect of every
citizen’s life. The liberals of the first half of the nineteenth
century correctly foresaw that liberty in this ‘positive’ sense could
easily destroy too many of the ‘negative’ liberties that they held
sacred. They pointed out that the sovereignty of the people could
easily destroy that of individuals. Mill explained, patiently and
unanswerably, that government by the people was not, in his
sense, necessarily freedom at all. For those who govern are not
necessarily the same ‘people’ as those who are governed, and
democratic self-government is not the government ‘of each by
himself” but, at best, of ‘each by the rest’. Mill and his disciples
spoke of the tyranny of the majority and of the tyranny of ‘the
prevailing feeling and opinion’, and saw no great difference
between that and any other kind of tyranny which encroaches
upon men’s activities beyond the sacred frontiers of private
life.

No one saw the conflict between the two types of liberty better,
or expressed it more clearly, than Benjamin Constant. He
pointed out that the transference by a successful rising of the un-
limited authority, commonly called sovereignty, from one set
of hands to another does not increase liberty, but merely shifts
the burden of slavery. He reasonably asked why a man should
deeply care whether he is crushed by a popular government or
by a monarch, or even by a set of oppressive laws. He saw that
the main problem for those who desire ‘negative’, individual free-
dom is not who wields this authority, but how much authority
should be placed in any set of hands. For unlimited authority
in anybody’s grasp was bound, he believed, sooner or later, to
destroy somebody. He maintained that usually men protested
against this or that set of governors as oppressive, when the real
cause of oppression lay in the mere fact of the accumulation of

‘power itself, wherever it might happen to be, since liberty was

endangered by the mere existence of absolute authority as such.
‘It is not the arm that is unjust’, he wrote, ‘but the weapon that
is too heavy-—some weights are too heavy for the human hand.’
Democracy may disarm a given oligarchy, a given privileged

individual or set of individuals, but it can still crush individuals
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as mercilessly as any previous ruler. In an essay SBMMENmMra
liberty of the moderns with that of m.:w ancients Ja sai _H&m ww
equal right to oppress—or interfere—is not equiva M: to liberty.
Nor does universal consent to loss o.m liberty moﬂm ow BM»QM
lously preserve it merely by being ﬁn_wmnm&w or by QMm%o mmﬂ -
If 1 consent to be oppressed, or acquiesce 1N B% con _mos wi b
detachment or irony, am I the less oppressed: H.m .Hamo Bw@,w
into slavery, am I the less a slave? If I commit mmwﬁw om Mwu w e
less dead because 1 have taken my own life freely:- Boﬁa Mﬁ
government is a spasmodic tyranny, Bos.m_.og a more ov cient M
centralized despotism.” Constant saw 11 Woammawc %mm WMM
dangerous enemy of E&imcm_ liberty, daomcmm wm Mmﬁwnwnooca
that ‘by giving myself toall I give Bﬁ,&m to ,so:@ A M sant could
notse why,€ren o s ndivsible Self i it 5
s one of the ‘members’ o1 1 . . .
memmmmﬁwam% of course, prefer to be aoﬁq._s& of my r.ww_%nm
by an assembly, or a family, ora class, in which I MB w%“ om._nww
It may give me an opportunity one day A.um mﬁ,m%m Bm e others
to do for me that to which I feel Tam oﬁﬂ.@&. M.: 8& € ‘ Mowpoé
of my liberty at the hands of my family or frien M@o M
citizens is to be deprived of it just as effectively. Hobbes éwwoa ‘
any rate more candid: he did not pretend that »%Mﬁuﬁnw@s doss
not enslave: he justified this slavery, butat least did not hav
ry to call it freedom. _ . .
am%mmcwg% the nineteenth century liberal thinkers aw.&m-
tained that if liberty involved a limit upon the powers o MMQ
man to force me to do what I did not, or B_.mrhsoﬁv wish 8Q OW
then, whatever the ideal in the name of which 1 was ncﬁna»m, :
was not free; that the doctrine &, absolute mcﬁwwﬁmwﬁ w 54
tyrannical doctrine in itself. If T wish to preserve my o—.&wo y
not enough to say that it must not be violated unless moansz
other—the absolute ruler, or the popular m.mmﬁﬁng or ﬁ_‘w@ .a. mm
in Parliament, or the judges, or some combination of aut ozﬁwoou
or the laws themselves—for the laws may be wﬁvmm.mm_élwa o
rizes its violation. I must establish a society in which %nﬁm m o
be some frontiers of freedom which nobody mrocﬁ e @Mﬁ
mitted to cross. Different names or natures may be mZMa to ne
rules that determine these frontiers: they may be called natu
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rights, or the word of God, or Natural Law, or the demands of
utility or of the ‘permanent interests of man’; [ may believe them
“to be valid a priori, or assert them to be my own ultimate ends,
-or the ends of my society or culture. What these rules or com-~
mandments will have in common is that they are accepted so
-widely, and are grounded so deeply in the actual nature of men
‘as they have developed through history, as to be, by now, an

- essential part of what we mean by being a normal human being.

Genuine belief in the inviolability of 2 minimum extent of indivi-
dual liberty entails some such absolute stand. For it is clear that
it has little to hope for from the rule of majorities ; democracy as
such is logically uncommitted to it, and historically has at times

~ failed to protect it, while remaining faithful to its own principles.
- Few governments, it has been observed, have found much diffi-
- culty in causing their subjects to generate any will that the govern-

ment wanted. “The triumph of despotism is to force the slaves to

- declare themselves free.” It may need no force; the slaves may
| proclaim their freedom quite sincerely : but they are none the less

slaves. Perhaps the chief value for liberals of political —‘positive’
—rights, of participating in the government, is as a means for
protecting what they hold to be an ultimate value, namely indivi-
dual—‘negative’—liberty. . .
But if democracies can, without ceasing to be democratic,
suppress freedom, at least as liberals have used the word, what
would make a society truly free? For Constant, Mill, Tocque-

~ ville, and the liberal tradition to which they belong, no society is
- free unlessitis governed by atany rate two interrelated principles:
_ first, that no power, but only rights, can be regarded as absolute,
i so that all men, whatever power governs them, have an absolute

right to refuse to behave inhumanly ; and, second, that there are
frontiers, not artificially drawn, within which men should be
inviolable, these frontiers being defined in terms of rules so long

-and widely accepted that their observance has entered into the
wvery conception of what it is to be a normal human being, and,

therefore, also of what it is to act inhumanly or insanely ; rules of
which it would be absurd to say, for example, that they could be
abrogated by some formal procedure on the part of some court
or sovereign body. When I speak of 2 man as being normal, a part
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of what I mean is that he could not break these rules mmw.&w 3%7
out a qualm of revulsion. It is such rules as these %.mw »Mm aM en
when a man is.declared guilty without trial, or punished un H W..m
retroactive law; when children are o&oﬁ.& to mamocwom : m:m
parents, friends to betray one another, soldiers to use metho .M‘o
barbarism; when men are tortured or ﬂcw.ma:&, or BEOM wom
are massacred because they irritate a majority or a &qmnrw uc
acts, even if they are made legal by the sovereign, cause om.mm_.
even in these days, and this springs from the «Moomu:_omcmowamw
moral validity—irrespective of the mmém.l.o manw» soute
barriers to the imposition of one man’s i_.z om_. anot Q.m Ih
freedom of a society, or a class or ﬂ w«wcﬂv in ﬁw _mMMMmmmW ree-
i th of these barriers,
dom, is measured by the streng .
:anQ and importance of the paths which they keep omwu mow
their members—if not for all, for at any rate a great number o
them.? . . .
This is almost at the opposite wow.a.m.ma the purposes Wmmmww”
who believe in liberty in the ‘positive im&m‘&waﬁng\a e m
The former want to curb authority as mc%w. a_m‘vn uﬂn‘mm.rwmm L
i ir hat is a cardinal issue.
laced in their own gmam...ﬂ : ¢
mom two different interpretations of a mmmmﬁm Mommomw@vmm MMM%W&
i irreconcilable attitudes to : .
foundly divergent and irreconcilable : s to th -
It is as well to recognize this, even if in mw.momom, MM ao %MWM %Mmmws
i ise between them. the
sary to strike a2 comprom . e hy satin.
: i claims cannot both be fully sat
makes absolute claims. These . e ferstonding
it i ck of social and moral unders
fied. But it is a profound lack of s al understancing
i tisfaction that each of them s
not to recognize that the sa facti w
ultimate value which, both historically .»sm Boawa%v wwmw wM %nau
right to be classed among the deepest interests of mankind.

t But see Introduction, p. X. . o -
: In Great Britain mcmr legal power is, of course, constitutionally vested i

i vely
absolute sovereign—the King in Parliament. ¢5§.~ makes "M-nm MMWMMMWMMM,MNMH&Q «M
free, therefore, is the fact that this .”:mo.nmcn»:w omnipotent entity e b s
or mvwnwom from behaving as such. It is clear that what ww»nm_.m Mmmaﬂm”mon»wlgn these
restraints ‘on power—whether they are legal, or moral, or cons .

effectiveness.
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VIII

The One and the Many

One belief, more than any other, is responsible for the slaughter
of individuals on the altars of the great historical ideals-—justice
or progress or the happiness of future generations, or the sacred
mission or emancipation of a nation or race or class, or even
liberty itself, which demands the sacrifice of individuals for the

-~ freedom of society. This is the belief that somewhere, in the

past or in the future, in divine revelation or in the mind of an
individual thinker, in the pronouncements of history or science,
or in the simple heart of an uncorrupted good man, there is a
final solution. This ancient faith rests on the conviction that all
the positive values in which men have believed must, in the end,
be compatible, and perhaps even entail one another. ‘Nature
binds truth, happiness, and virtue together as by an indissoluble
chain’, said one of the best men who ever lived, and spoke in
similar terms of liberty, equality, and justice.” But is this true?

It is a commonplace that neither political equality nor efficient

organization nor social justice is compatible with more than a
modicum of individual liberty, and certainly not with un-
restricted laissez-faire; that justice and generosity, public and
private loyalties, the demands of genius and the claims of society,
can conflict violently with each other. And it is no great way from

that to the generalization that not all good things are compatible,
still less all the ideals of mankind. But somewhere, we shall be

told, and in some way, it must be possible for all these values to

live together, for unless this is so, the universe is not a €OSMos, not
a harmony ; unless this is so, conflicts of values may bean intrinsic,
irremovable element in human life. To admit that the fulfilment

* Condorcet, from whose Esquisse these words are quoted, declares that the task of
social science is to show ‘by what bonds Nature has united the progress of enlightenment
with that of liberty, virtue, and respect for the natural rights of man; how these ideals,
which alone are truly good, yet so often separated from each other that they are even
believed to be incompatible, should, on the contrary, become inseparable, as soon as
enlightenment has reached a certain level simultaneously among a large number of
nations’. He goes on to say that: ‘Men still preserve the errors of their child hood, of their
country, and of their age long after having recognized all the truths needed for destroying
them.” Ironically enough, his belief in the need and possibility of uniting all good things
may well be precisely the kind of error he himself so well described.




- 168 ) FOUR ESSAYS ON LIBERTY

of some of our ideals may in principle make the fulfilment of
others impossible is to say that the notion of total human fulfil-
ment is a formal contradiction, a metaphysical chimaera. For
every rationalist metaphysician, from Plato to the last disciples
of Hegel or Marx, this abandonment of the notion of a final
harmony in which all riddles are solved, all contradictions recon-~
ciled, is a piece of crude empiricism, abdication before brute
facts, intolerable bankruptcy of reason before things as they
are, failure to explain and to justify, to reduce everything to
a system, which ‘reason’ indignantly rejects. But if we are not
armed with an a priori guarantee of the proposition that a total
harmony of true values is somewhere to be found—perhaps in
some ideal realm the characteristics of which we can, in our
finite state, not so much as conceive—we must fall back on the
ordinary resources of empirical observation and ordinary human
knowledge. And these certainly give us no warrant for supposing
(or even understanding what would be meant by saying) that all
good things, or all bad things for that matter, are reconcilable with
each other. The world that we encounter in ordinary experience
s one in which we are faced with choices between ends equally
ultimate, and claims equally absolute, the realization of some of
which must inevitably involve the sacrifice of others. Indeed, it
is because this is their situation that men place such immense
value upon the freedom to choose; for if they had assurance that
in some perfect state, realizable by men on earth, no ends pur-
sued by them would ever be in conflict, the necessity and agony
of choice would disappear, and with it the central importance of
the freedom to choose. Any method of bringing this final state
nearer would then seem fully justified, no matter how much free-
dom were sacrificed to forward its advance. It is, I have no doubt,
some such dogmatic certainty that has been responsible for the
deep, serene, unshakeable conviction in the minds of some of the
most merciless tyrants and persecutors in history that what they
did was fully justified by its purpose. I do not say that the ideal of
m&m%@mnomom,lér@%na for individuals or nations or churches
or classes—is to be condemned in itself, or that the language
‘which was used in its defence was in all cases the result of a
confused or fraudulent use of words, or of moral or intellectual
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perversity. Indeed, I have tried to show that it is the notion of
mnmmmcn._ in its ‘positive’ sense that is at the heart of the dem n%
for ‘national or social self-direction which animate the vamw
powerful and morally just public movements of our time. and
that not to recognize this is to misunderstand the most igummoﬂm
and ideas o»., our age. But equally it seems to me that the belief
that some single formula can in principle be found whereb wmm
the diverse ends of men can be harmoniously realized is aomw
mmﬁcm% false. If, as I believe, the ends of men are many, and MM.H.
Macw m?wmw are in principle compatible with each other, then
€ possibility of conflict—and of tragedy—can never wholly be
m.:BSm:& @.oa human life, either monmom& or social. The mmwm
sity of .or.ooww_mm between absolute claims is then an inesca mcw..
characteristic of the human condition. This gives its <m~w nm
freedom as Acton had conceived of it—as an end in itself Mmm
not as a temporary need, arising out of our confused mo,mom
and irrational and disordered lives, a predicament which X
panacea could one day put right. v e
m@H mnm zo_“.ﬁ.mw to say that individual freedom is, even in the most
liberal societies, the sole, or even the dominant, criterion of social
action. We compel children to be educated, and we forbid public
executions. These are certainly curbs to freedom. We Wamm
them on the ground that ignorance, or a barbarian upbringin ow
cruel @mawmﬁmm and excitements are worse for us than the Msmm«:
of restraint needed to repress them. This judgment in turn
depends on r.oé we determine good and evil, that is to say, on
our moral, n.om_m_oamg intellectual, economic, ms“m aesthetic «mwmom ;
i:ow are, in .mﬁm turn, bound up with our conception of Qusv
m.aa of the basic demands of his nature. In other words, our sol v
tion o.w such problems is based on our vision, by SEV% we mm:
consciously or mwoommomazmq guided, of éwmm constitutes a mca_w
filled W;Bw.u. life, as contrasted with Mill’s ‘cramped and
ﬁmuw& , @Eo&.& and hidebound’ natures. To Uwoﬁomw mmwwﬂﬁ
the laws governing censorship or personal morals as intolerable

~ infringements of personal liberty presupposes a belief that the

MMnHMznw ..iamor such _mi.m forbid are fundamental needs of men
i 0 Mz, Swm good (or, indeed, any) society. To defend such
s to hold that these needs are not essential, or that they
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cannot be satisfied without sacrificing other values which come
higher—satisfy deeper needs—than individual freedom, deter-
mined by some standard that is not merely subjective, a stan-
dard for which some objective status—empirical or 2 priori—is
claimed.
The extent of a man’s, or a people’s, liberty to choose to live as
they desire must be weighed against the claims of many other
values, of which equality, or justice, or happiness, or security, or
public order are perhaps the most obvious examples. For this
reason, it cannot be unlimited. Weare rightly reminded by R. H.
Tawney that the liberty of the strong, whether their strength is
physical or economic, must be restrained. This maxim claims
respect, not as a consequence of some 4 priori rule, whereby the
respect for the liberty of one man logically entails respect for
the liberty of others like him; but simply because respect for the
principles of justice, or shame at gross inequality of treatment, is
as basic in men as the desire for liberty. That we cannot have
everything is a necessary, not a contingent, truth. Burke’s plea
for the constant need to compensate, to reconcile, to balance;
Mill’s plea for novel ‘experiments in living’ with their permanent
possibility of error, the knowledge that it is not merely in prac-
tice but in principle impossible to reach clear-cut and certain
answers, even in an ideal world of wholly good and rational men
and wholly clear ideas—may madden those who seek for final
solutions and single, all-embracing systems, guaranteed to be
eternal, Nevertheless, it is a conclusion that cannot be escaped
by those who, with Kant, have learnt the truth that out of
the crooked timber of humanity no straight thing was ever
made.
There is little need to stress the fact that monism, and faith in
a single criterion, has always proved a deep source of satisfaction
both to the intellect and to the emotions. Whether the standard
of judgment derives from the vision of some future perfection,
as in the minds of the philosophes in the eighteenth century and
their technocratic successors in our own day, or is rooted in the
past—Ila terre et les morts—as maintained by German historicists
or French theocrats, or neo-Conservatives in English-speaking
countries, it is bound, provided it is inflexible enough, to en-
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counter some unforeseen and unforeseeable human developme
ﬁ:o& .:.s:m not fit; and will then be used to justify the M 7 o
@m.n.@mw:@ of Procrustes—the vivisection of actual rm%mm
MMMMMMMm MM_%_%SM mx& pattern dictated by our fallible under-
oo mmo o owm”w@ W JS@B»Q pastora d‘.&o:w. imaginary future.
hreserve om.owmmo ute categories or _aom_m at the expense of
Juan ives offen s n@cm.:% against n@a principles of science
. istory; 1t 1s an attitude found in equal measure on the
Eme and left wings in our days, and is not reconcilable with th
?.Eoﬁ_wm accepted by those who respect the facts. )
Pluralism, with the measure of ‘negative’ liberty that it entails
Mmmm MMOMMM@N MMMN and more v:.awnm ideal than the goals om
hose who seek in. € great, disciplined, authoritarian structures
the i mm of “positive .maw?zmmgww by classes, or peoples, or the
wh m% M MS_MWSQ. It is truer, because it does, at least, recognize
Ct that human goals are many, not all of them commensur-
able, and in perpetual rivalry with one another. To assume that
m& ﬁazwm can be graded on one scale, so that it is a mere matter of
Mwmvmwﬂos to determine the highest, seems to me to falsify oma
25 an operaton which s Sge e ol e ot morsl decision
i ~rule could, in princi
To say that in some ultimate, m:;%oonamzmwu %MWMWNMMMWM..
thesis, duty 15 interest, or individual freedom /s pure mngoo_.w
or an authoritarian state, is to throw a metaphysical blanket omow
either mn.mmumao&ﬁ or deliberate hypocrisy. It is more chMMM
vnom%mm it does not (as the system builders do) deprive men
MHMM MM :ew@ of some remote, or incoherent, ideal, of Bcom
they have found to be indispensable to their life as un
predictably self-transforming human beings.! In the ozm..
men &58@. between ultimate values; they choose as they d w
wnoamma their ‘mm@ and thought are determined by mz:auawmnmm
moral categories and concepts that are, at any rate over large

-stretches of time and space, a part of their being and thought

' On thisal
only oo w:ﬁwmnwgﬂruﬁ seems 1o me to have spoken well: ‘Individual interests are the
oy real nter <. can it be n.ozmnE& that there are men so absurd as to prefer
e s b MMMMM _MM J_ﬂa who is w to torment the living, under pretence of promoting
th wio are not born, and who may never be born?’ This i
infroquont eccatiom o ot , an nay never be born?’ This is one of the
urke agrees with Bentham; for this | i
: oc h v am ; for this passage is at the hes
the empirical, as against the metaphysical, view of politics.” ¢ o
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and sense of their own identity; part of what makes them
waﬁ»ﬂ»% be that the ideal of freedom to choose .msam snmoﬁ
claiming eternal validity for them, m:.& the Ecnm.:m.ﬁ of values
connected with this, is only the late fruit of our am&:.:.wm o»?.nm.aw
civilization : an ideal which remote ages m:@ primitive societies
have not recognized, and one which posterity ,,5: Hmm.ma fwr.
curiosity, even sympathy, but little comprehension. %Em.awww e
s0; but no sceptical conclusions seem to me to follow. Princip Mw
are not less sacred because their duration cannot be guaranteed.

Indeed, the very desire for guarantees that our values are eternal

and secure in some objective heaven is perhaps only a craving @
the certainties of childhood or the m@.mo.wﬁo <&zmm of our primi-
tive past. “To realise the relative ,.S_E_Q of one’s convictions’,
said an admirable writer of our time, »mma yet stand for them
unflinchingly, is what distinguishes a civilised man from a FuT
barian.” To demand more than this is mnwrmﬁm a deep and in-
curable metaphysical need; but to allow it to determine one’s
practice is a symptom of an equally deep, and more dangerous,
moral and political immaturity.

JOHN STUART MILL AND THE ENDS
OF LIFE!

‘.. . the importance, to man and society . . . of giving full freedom
to human nature to expand itself in innumerable and conflicting
directions.’ J. S. MILL, Autobiography

I MUST begin by thanking you for the honour that you have
done me, in inviting me to address you on the subject to which
the Robert Waley Cohen Memorial Lectures are dedicated—
tolerance. In a world in which human rights were never trampled
on, and men did not persecute each other for what they believed
or what they were, this Council would have no reason for exis-
tence. This, however, is not our world. We are a good deal
remoter from this desirable condition than some of our more
civilized ancestors, and, in this respect, unfortunately conform
only too well to the common pattern of human experience. The
periods and societies in which civil liberties were respected, and
variety of opinion and faith tolerated, have been very few and
far between—oases in the desert of human uniformity, intoler-
ance, and oppression. Among the great Victorian preachers,
Carlyle and Marx have turned out to be better prophets than
Macaulay and the Whigs, but not necessarily better friends to
mankind ; sceptical, to put it at its lowest, of the principles which
this Council exists to promote. Their greatest champion, the
man who formulated these principles most clearly and thereby
founded modern liberalism, was, as everyone knows, the author
of the Essay on Liberty, John Stuart Mill. This book—this great

| - short book, as Sir Richard Livingstone has justly called it in his

own lecture in this series—was published one hundred years ago.
The subject was then in the forefront of discussion. The year

1859 saw the death of the two best-known champions of indivi-

dual liberty in Europe, Macaulay and Tocqueville. It marked

! This Robert Waley Cohen Memorial Lecture, delivered at The Conference Hall,

.~ County Hall, London, on 2 December 1959, was first published by The Council of

Christians and Jews, Kingsway Chambers, 162a Strand, London, W.C. 2, in the same

. year.



