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Editorial

E ighteenth-century middle-class English radicalism represented
a rebirth. The earlier seventeenth-century English radicalism,
achieving a full flowering during the English Revolution, became a thin
intellectual connection after the Restoration. The stout advocates of
the **Old Cause’’—the liberty-loving Commonwealthmen—are more
significant in the history of ideas than in the political movements of
their time. However, with the Bill of Rights of 1689 and the Whig as-
cendency, English radicalism was free to reemerge. There was much
for the Middle Class to be radical about.

The Whig ascendency brought both respect for individual rights
from arbitrary power and the vast growth of government power and its
source in taxation. To fight wars without sufficient popular support,
ministers resorted to deficit financing. New public financial institutions
were necessary to underwrite unpopular wartime expenditures. A Pub-
lic Finance Revolution materialized. The Bank of England, with the
powers of a central bank, was created by the government to underwrite
loans to the government; the National Debt was organized to develop
credit for the government.

The Bank of England, the National Debt, the standing army, and
increased taxation were the targets of the new generation of radicals in
the eighteenth century. Cato’s Letters and the Independent Whig of
John Trenchard and Thomas Gordon not only developed out of the
same intellectual atmosphere as John Locke’s writings but equally had
a major impact on eighteenth-century radical thought in the English-
speaking world—England, Scotland, Ireland, and America. John
Adams, writing in 1816, recalled that in the 1770s in America *‘Cato’s
Letters and the Independent Whig, and all the writings of Trenchard
and Gordon, Mrs. Macaulay’s History, Burgh’s Political Disquisi-
tions, Clarendon’s History . . . all the writings relative to the revo-
lutions in England became fashionable reading.’’

Carl B. Cone, The English Jacobins, Reformers in Late 18th Cen-
tury England (1968), describes the mid-eighteenth-century middle-
class culture from which dissenting radicalism developed. Members
were expelled from congregations because their bankruptcies were
disgracing their fellow believers. From such traditions, came the orga-
nizers and leaders of the radical societies of the late eighteenth
century—societies which brought together advocates of liberty from
very differing cultural traditions. John Wilkes’s aristocratic lack of
seriousness did not deter middle-class support in his battles for free-
dom of the press or in the right of the freeholders of Middlesex county
to elect him to Parliament despite Parliament’s repeated refusal to seat
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him. In 1769 middle-class radicals organized the Society of the Sup-
porters of the Bill of Rights to provide financial and political backing to
Wilkes's legal and parliamentary contests.

Leaders of the merchant firms, the bar, intellectual circles, and the
Anglican and dissenting churches became the spokesmen for a very ac-
tive English Radicalism. Alderman John Sawbridge, M.P.; his sister,
the whig historian Catherine Macaulay; the Rev. John Horne Tooke;
the lawyer John Glynn, M.P.; and others fueled the Bill of Rights Soci-
ety's advocacy not only of Englishmen’s rights, but of the rights of
Irishmen and Americans as well. Henry Grattan in the Irish Commons
and Patrick Henry in the Virginia Burgesses drew inspiration and sup-
port from the English radicals. [Cf. Colin Bonwick, English Radicals
and the American Revolution (1977) for the influence of American rev-
olutionary ideas on English radicalsim.]

Historical studies were a major element in the development of a
radical consciousness. The reality of the past had to be recaptured
from the control of aristocratic or court historians. Thomas Brand Hol-
lis devoted himself to the publication of the works of the seventeenth-
century radicals. Mrs. Catherine Macaulay’s histories of
seventeenth-century English revolutionary events were widely read.
For the radicals, there was the strong desire ‘‘to go back to the early
times of our Constitution and history in search of the principles of law
and liberty’" (William Hazlitt, The Spirit of the Age, 1825). The radicals
had a strong commitment to the pre-Norman Conquest Anglo-Saxon
constitution. The Anglo-Saxon assemblies, the local associations of
Hundreds, the customary judicial systems with the ultimate powers in
the jury, and regional defense organization based on the popular
militia—all were central ideas for the eighteenth-century radicals.
Their objective was the restoration of these institutions and the elimi-
nation of those that had arisen in their place. [Cf. Herbert Butterfield,
The Englishman and His History (1945), Albert Goodwin, The Friends
of Liberty (1979), Christopher Hill, Puritanism and Revolution (1968),
and J. G. A. Pocock, The Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law:
English Historical Thought in the Seventeenth Century (1957)].

For eighteenth-century radical thought, in addition to commerce
and history, there was an important role given to religion and science.
Many of the leading radical clergymen were not only teachers and pub-
licists but scientists. Unlike the Continent, England cultivated science,
religion and liberty in close connections. Radical clubs, whose cores
often were composed of clergymen, were the important scientific cen-
ters since the establishment universities avoided new ideas in science
as they did in politics. [Cf. V. W. Crane, **The Club of Honest Whigs:
Friends of Science and Liberty,”’ William and Mary Quarterly, 23
(1966) pp. 210-33].
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Bibliographical Essay

English Middle-Class
Radicalism in the
Eighteenth Century

by Isaac Kramnick
Cornell University

The Bourgeois Radicals—An Overview

he Honorable John Byng, fifth Viscount of Torrington,

toured the Midlands in the spring of 1790. On the 18th of
June he came to Cromford. What he saw there moved him deeply. It
disturbed him, but it also filled him with awe. His was a response
common to the men who governed England.

These vales have lost all their beauties; the rural cot has given place to the lofty red
mill, and the grand houses of overseers; the stream perverted from its course by
sluices and aqueducts, will no longer ripple and cascade. Every rural sound is sunk
in the clamour of cotton works, and the simple peasant (for to be simple we must be
sequestered) is changed into the impudent mechanic . . . the bold rock opposite this
house [The Black Dog at Cromford] is now disfigured by a row of new houses built
upon it; and the vales are everywhere blocked by mills. I saw the workers issue
forth at 7. ‘o’ clock, a wonderful crowd of young people . . . a new set then goesin for
the night, for the mills never leave off working . ... These cotton mills, seven
stories high, and filled with inhabitants, remind me of a first rate man of war; and
when they are lighted up, on a dark night, look most luminously beautiful.'

The giant man of war was Richard Arkwright’s cotton works. For a
much angrier William Blake it was one of the “dark, satanic mills”
that forever doomed England’s “green and pleasant land.”

Portraits of Middle Class Leaders

For the artist Joseph Wright of Derby, these mills were symbolic
of a new world and as such fit objects to be put on canvas. He painted
two versions of Arkwright’s Cromford mills. There is a matter-of-
fact depiction by day and a night scene of exquisite beauty, the land-
scape bathed in the moonlight and in each of the hundreds of win-
dows a naked candle ablaze. Wright was fascinated by the new
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England. He painted memorable pictures of technological exhibits
and scientific experiments. Most significantly, however, he painted
portraits and it is for these portraits that have endured for two cen-
turies that Wright is renowned. In them he has frozen for eternity
the faces of the men who were ushering in industrial civilization.
There are the partners Thomas Bentley and Josiah Wedgwood, the
textile magnates Arkwright, Jedediah Strutt, Samuel Crompton,
and Samuel Oldknow. In this historical gallery are also the intellec-
tual friends of these manufacturers, who gravitated to the circle
around Joseph Priestley (1733-1804). There is the philosopher,
poet, scientist Erasmus Darwin. There is the political radical
Thomas Day.

Wright’s portraits are free of mystery and awe. There is no
suggestion of majesty, no theatrical evocation of grandeur or
charisma. No aristocratic adornments or symbols clutter the canvas
and there is no use of the classical themes or modes that so intrigued
the Frenchman David. Instead there is a penetrating steady light
that reveals plain men in sober and simple settings. The counting
house not the manor house, the mill not the drawing room was their
milieu. They mean business. Wright’s subjects were not princes,
statesmen, or orators. They were entrepreneurs, men of business,
and the intellectual spokesmen for that class.? They were not cos-
mopolitan public men from London or Bath. They were provincials
from Derby, Manchester, and Birmingham. They were industrious
men hard at work changing the face of English society and were per-
ceived as such by their contemporaries. A writer for the Edinburgh
Review noted:

In the West of England, in particular, there has been a succession . . . who seem to
have fancied that they were born to effect some mighty revolution in the different
departments to which they applied themselves. We need only run over the names of
Darwin, Day, Beddoes . .. and Priestley. It is ... chiefly, we believe, for want of
that wholesome discipline of derision to which everything is subjected in London

... . Thereis something . . .in the perpetual presence of the more permanent aris-
tocracies of wealth, office, and rank which teaches aspiring men to measure their
own importance by a more extended standard. Dr. Priestley, however, and his asso-
ciates, were to all intents and purposes provincial philosophers: they took no cogni-
zance of any sort of excellence or distinction but their own ... They naturally fell
headlong into those miscalculations, from which it is difficult to escape where self is
the subject of computation.®

The characterization of this written portrait is uncannily accu-
rate, despite its sneering smugness. These were indeed aspiring
men who had set themselves against the inherited world of aristo-
cratic rank. Their concern was not the “extended standards” but the
private world of self. Their own excellence, their own self was, in-
deed, their subject of computation. They were characteristically
honest and straightforward about what they were up to. In his let-
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ters Wedgwood described how he had “fallen in love” with and
“made a mistress” of his new business. Jedediah Strutt was con-
vinced, “whatever some Divines would teach to the contrary,” that
the “main business of the life of man” was the “getting of money.”*

The Middle Class Cultural Revolution: Homo Oeconomicus

A fundamental and momentous shift in values is implicit in the
works and words of the circle that Wright painted in the Midlands.
A new cultural ideal was taking shape. Homo civicus was being re-
placed by homo oeconomicus. This, too, was apparent to contempo-
rary observers. In her essay “True heroism,” Anna Barbauld, a
member of Priestley’s circle, wrote that great men were no longer
“Kings, lords, generals, and prime ministers.” There were new
heroes, men who instead:

invent useful arts, or discover important truths which may promote the comfort
and happiness of unborn generations in the distant parts of the world. They act still
an important part, and their claim to merit is generally more undoubted, than that
of the former, because what they do is more certainly their own.

A pamphleteer of 1780 spelled out even more clearly who these new
heroes were. They were the men whose portraits Wright painted.

Consider the gradual steps of civilization from barbarism to refinement and you
will not fail to discover that the progress of society from its lowest and worst to its
highest and most perfect state, has been uniformly accompanied and chiefly pro-
moted by the happy exertions of man in the character of a mechanic or engineer!®

This is no Victorian journalist waxing philosophical on the wonders
of the Crystal Palace exhibition. It is an eighteenth-century pam-
phleteer criticising machine breakers in Lancashire. What the ma-
chine seemed to provide was a concrete basis for the emerging belief
in unlimited progress and improvement. While some might react
with fury to the pain and hurt, homo oeconomicus had seemingly
few regrets at the corrosive and unsettling impact of the machine.
Tradition, custom, all of the status quo must give way to the felicitous
path of progressive change. There is an ominous foretaste of Social
Darwinism in the vision of endless innovation and improvement
conjured up in 1780.

Every new invention, every useful improvement must unavoidably interfere with
what went before it and what is inferior and less perfect must give way and ought to
give way, to what is better and more perfect. The transition indeed cannot always
be made without inconvenience to some individuals, but this proceeds from the
progressive nature of things, and the general order of Providence; and cannot be
prevented without destroying the main springs and first elements of the moral
world.”
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The machine is the new standard of value. In terms that speak strik-
ingly to later themes of reification and alienation Wedgwood calmly
informs a correspondent that he has “been turning models, and
preparing to make such Machines of the Men as cannot err.”8

Invention, useful improvement, comfort—these are the central
preoccupations of the age. No surprise then that a cult of Benjamin
Franklin emerged in Wright’s and Priestley’s circle. For Anna
Barbauld he was a fit model for “true heroism.”

Few wiser men have ever existed than the late Dr. Franklin. His favorite purpose
was to turn everything to use, to extract some potential advantage from his
speculations. He understood common life and all that conduces to its comfort. He
left treasures of domestic wisdom that were superior to any of the boasted maxims
of antiquity.”

Such men had no need for the teachings of the past. The Annual
Register, commenting in 1800 on the accomplishment of the century
past, echoes this theme. Prodigious change had occurred in England
during those 100 years.

Whence this happy change? Not from the progressive effects of moral disquisitions
and lectures: not even from the progressive effects of preaching, trimmed up by the
artifices of composition taught by professors of rhetoric; but from the progressive
intercourse of men with men, minds with minds, of navigation, commerce, arts and
sciences.'

Josiah Wedgwood had a better way to assess the achievements of
men like himself. In 1783 he summoned his young workers to a
large meeting in a field near his works in Staffordshire. Food was
scarce that winter in nearby Lancashire, and what little was avail-
able bore prices too dear for most of the workers in the new factories.
The workers rioted in Lancashire, breaking machines and sacking
shops of bakers and grocers. Wedgwood called the meeting to warn
his workers against following the lead of their mates in the cotton
mills. “The late tumultuous proceedings,” he cautioned, “were con-
trary to their own real interests.” The workers would do well,
instead, he went on, to ask their parents to compare the countryside
as it now stood with what they once knew. Had not poverty been
replaced by workers earning double their former wages? Had not
miserable huts, poorly cultivated land, and nearly impassable roads
been replaced by new and comfortable homes and “the land, roads,
and everything else by pleasing and rapid improvements?” There
was but one explanation for this transformation, industry, a word
laden with meaning for the pious unitarian Wedgwood. “Industry
has been the parent of this happy change—a well directed and long
continued series of industrious exertions, both in masters and ser-
vants.”'' The foundation of a new England was being laid by those
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who saw hard work as a command of God. Wedgwood, in fact,
expanded the decalogue, heaping praise on those “very good in
keeping my eleventh commandment—thou shalt not be idle.”'"*

Dissenters as Apostles of Modernization

Wedgwood’s friends, who zealously obeyed this divine injunction
were transforming Britain in the way that Burke saw all Europe
heading. “The age of chivalry is gone,” he wrote, “that of sophisters,
economists and calculators has succeeded. The glory of Europe is ex-
tinguished for ever.”'® Throughout most of his career, even in the
Reflections, Burke was convinced, it should be remembered, that
England was the principal evidence of this most unfortunate transi-
tion. He singled out one group as the major modernizing agent in his
England—the sectarian protestant dissenters. He was right. While
many strands of English life contributed to the modernity that un-
dermined the ancient regime, even parts of the aristocracy itself,
the cutting edge of change came from these dissenters, from the
likes of Wedgwood. They were the boldest voices attacking the tra-
ditional order; they were the secular prophets, the vanguard, of a
new social order. These talented and industrious protestant dis-
senters played the decisive role in transforming England into the
first industrial civilization.

By the 1760s and 1770s large numbers of the English dissenters,
the subdued and rather quiescent descendants of the nonconformist
sects that had waged revolution under Cromwell, had already emi-
grated to the American colonies. Those Baptists, Presbyterians, In-
dependents (Congregationalists), Unitarians, and Quakers who
remained in England constituted only seven per cent of the popula-
tion. But this seven per cent was at the heart of the progressive and
innovative nexus that linked scientific, political, cultural, and in-
dustrial radicalism.' The mnemonic scheme used by generations of
English school children to personalize the industrial revolution, for
example, the three Ws, Watt, Wilkinson, and Wedgwood, are dis-
senters to a man. Each of the new manufacturing industries was
presided over by dissenters.

Joseph Priestley: Representative Dissenter
and Modernizing Bourgeois Radical

An equally strong case can be made for the central and crucial
role played by these dissenters in scientific and political innovation,
personified best in the career of Joseph Priestley, who more than
anyone else qualifies as the pivotal intellectual figure among the
bourgeois radicals. Radical in politics, laissez-faire theorist in eco-
nomics, innovator in science and technology, founder of the modern
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Unitarian movement, Priestley schooled England’s new men of
business in the series of dissenting academies at which he taught,
while personally serving as the critical link between virtually every
aspect of the progressive and innovative bourgeois nexus. Brother-
in-law to Wilkinson, friend of Price and Wollstonecraft, “guide, phi-
losopher, and friend of Boulton, Watt, and Wedgwood at Birming-
ham,” he was “gunpowder Joe” to Burke and the “Church and King”
mob that burned his laboratory and home in 1791 sending him to
finish his days in dissenter paradise—America."”

The dissenters were proud of their achievements and unafraid to
note their wealth. Self-congratulation, in fact, was often paired with
threats to leave, should Anglican and aristocratic England bear
down too hard on dissent. According to Priestley’s calculations,
“one-half of the wealth of the nation has been the acquisition of dis-
senters.” Their secret was one that, he argued, would guarantee
success for anyone. “The habits of industry and frugality which
prevail among them will not fail to make any set of men rich.”
Priestley echoed Tom Paine’s Rights of Man by holding out the pos-
sibility that if pushed too far the dissenters and leading manufac-
turers would leave England,'® which of course he himself would do
in 1794. The irony is, of course, that it was just such a sense of poten-
tial mobility and lack of identification with the soil and traditions of
England that further encouraged the very hostility against them
that Priestley warned against.

I shall just mention three other men now living, and all of them Dissenters, whose
spirit has so much improved, they may be almost said to have created, their several
manufactures, from which this country already derives the greatest honour and
advantage, Mr. Wedgwood, Mr. Wilkinson and Mr. Parker. Such MEN AS THESE
ARE THE MAKERS OF COUNTRIES; and yet such men as these, if not these men
themselves, would the mad bigotry of this country exult in seeing depart for
France, America, or Ireland."”

The Dissenters’ Legal Disabilities, Marginality, and Creativity

The dissenters operated at the margins of English life, and this
sense of alienation had concrete foundations in the objective world.
For most of the eighteenth century it was technically illegal, for
example, to carry on a unitarian service. But much more onerous
than this were the Test and Corporation Acts, the most humiliating
of the badges the dissenters had to wear indicating their difference.
This legislation, dating from the Restoration and originally di-
rected against Catholics, required all holders of offices under the
Crown to receive the sacrament according to the rites of the Angli-
can church. The Acts also excluded nonsubscribers to the Anglican
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creed from any office in an incorporated municipality. In addition,
only Anglicans could matriculate at Oxford and Cambridge. Exclu-
sion from public jobs was the most serious impact of the Acts, how-
ever, for it meant that legions of these talented dissenters were de-
nied one of the most important means a society has to reward its
successful: public office in the military or civil establishment.

The radical and innovative role that the dissenters played in the
decades after 1760 was in part related to their marginality, and the
dissenters themselves sensed that their creative role in English life
was related to their exclusion from its mainstream. Anna Barbauld
made the connection clear in her Address to Opposers of the Repeal
of the Corporation and Test Acts (1790). You have disqualified us,
branded us, and kept us separate, she shouts at the establishment.
“You have set a mark of separation upon us, and it is not in our
power to take it off.” But in doing this the Anglicans had also carved
out the unique mission of the dissenters, she hastens to add.

You have rendered us quick frighted to encroachment and abuses of all kinds. We
have the feelings of men. We have no favours to blind us, no golden padlock to our
tongues, and therefore it is probable enough that, if cause is given, we shall cry
aloud and spare not. ... It is perfectly agreeable to a jealous spirit of a free con-
stitution that there should be some who will season the mass with the wholesome
spirit of opposition.'®

The dissenter not blinded by establishment rewards, and not
silenced by the financial advantages of mouthing orthodox truth, is
uniquely capable of seeing the appeal of novelty and speaking the
words of criticism. Some two decades earlier Priestley had made the
same point. “We dissenters,” he wrote, “consider it as our singular
privilege, that our situation, how unfavorable soever in other re-
spects, is favorable to free inquiry; and that we have no such bias
upon our minds, in favour of established opinions.” Even after his
laboratory had been destroyed by the mob in 1791, Priestley proudly
asserted his dissenting nature. “I bless God,” he wrote to his friends
in Birmingham, “that I was born a dissenter, not manacled by the
chains of so debasing a system as that of the Church of England and
that I was not educated at Oxford or Cambridge.”"* To the minister
and radical, Richard Price, it was indeed his having been spared
Oxford and Cambridge that explained the dissenter’s innovative
and radical disposition. The ancient universities, he wrote, were
“fortresses erected for the security and preservation of the Church of
England and defended by Tests and Subscriptions.” Free from this
training in orthodoxy, the dissenters did not believe that truth was
founded 200 years ago. They were not bound to “vile dogmatism,”
they were not given to “notions of sacredness in disputable doctrines
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and stuffing the mind with prejudices.” Dissenters, Price concluded,
had a peculiar calling made easier by their exclusion; it was “to
suspect our public creeds and forms.”*"

In his Reflections on the Revolution in France, Burke would, of
course, proudly proclaim the English a people who, in fact,
cherished ancient and sacred doctrines, or prejudices, as he called
them. Ideas were worthy simply by dint of dogged persistence over
time. Dissenters like Price had no truck with the self-evident truth
of ancient ideas, however; theirs was seen as a messianic mission to,
as Barbauld put it, “destroy the empire of prejudices, that empire of
gigantic shadows.” Like the Hebrews, they were chosen by God for
their task, and their oppression for their difference was proof of
their selection.

It is to speculative people, fond of novel doctrines, and who by accustoming them-
selves to make the most fundamental truths the subject of discussion, have divested
their minds of the reverence which is generally felt for opinions and practices long
standing, that the world is ever to look for its improvement or reformation '

The Dissenters’ “Novel Doctrines”: Careers Open to Talent

Self-consciously, then, the dissenters saw their mission not only
as patrons of scientific and industrial modernity but as enemies of
established opinions, vile dogmatism, public creeds, the reverence
for opinions and the empire of prejudice. Freed from restraining
golden padlocks on their tongues, they were a people “fond of novel
doctrines.”

These novel doctrines, the ideology of bourgeois radicalism, are at
work in the effort throughout this period to repeal the Test and Cor-
poration Acts. This issue more than any other preoccupied the writ-
ings of the dissenters and it is here that one finds the ideological core
of dissenting social thought.?' These Acts interfered with religious
liberty, to be sure, but even more onerous to the dissenters were
their invasion of civil liberty. While they violated the natural reli-
gious rights of believers, they also intruded the state into the free
competitive market of careers and rewards by right due the talented
and industrious. These laws violated the fundamental assumptions
of the ethos of the self-made individual and of society disinterest-
edly rewarding people of merit and talent, people of hard and useful
work. By excluding dissenters from public office, the Acts were as-
sailed as the major buttress of an aristocratic order of received and
unearned status and rank. They rewarded idle and unproductive
people of leisure and lineage. In an essay attacking the Acts,
Priestley ridiculed the values and the individuals they favored.
They were designed to reward “the gentlemen born,” those “with
family and connections respectable .. . of polished and engaging
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manners.” It is the demand for careers open to the talented and the
charge that aristocratic society blocks such advances that Priestley
intones in his mocking comments that “the door of preferment is so
open to him [the gentleman born] that he hardly needs to knock in
order to enter.”” No matter how superior the dissenter was it
seemed to some of them that the English would always have more
respect and rewards for the old order’s incompetents. Robert Bage,
the dissenter and bourgeois radical novelist, wrote:

In this country it is better to be a churchman, with just as much common sense as
heaven has been pleased to give on average to Esquimaux, than a dissenter with
the understanding of a Priestley or a Locke. I hope, Dear Will, experience will teach
thee this great truth, and convey thee to peace and orthodoxy, pudding and stabil-
ity.2

Priestley warned that if preferment would not come to the tal-
ented and successful dissenters than as “citizens of the world” they
would get up and go to where their virtuous achievements were rec-
ognized and rewarded. This was shorthand for America and so, in-
deed, he went.?* The fiery Anna Barbauld did not leave, however,
and in making her case for the repeal of the Test and Corporation
Acts she addressed the social issue straight on. It was no favor for
which she asked but “a natural and inalienable right,” which she
claimed was hers and every dissenter’s. It was not the religious
issue that alone bothered the opponents of the Acts nor, indeed, she
added, was religion the main concern of the dissenters. The issue
was “power, place and influence.”

To exclude us from jobs is no more reasonable than to exclude all those above five
feet high or those whose birthdays are before the summer solstice. These are arbi-
trary and whimsical distinctions. ... We want civil offices. And why should citi-
zens not aspire to civil offices? Why should not the fair field of generous competition
be freely opened to every one. ... We wish to buy every name of distinction in the
common appelation of citizen.?*

Barbauld articulates the very core of bourgeois radical social the-
ory. In the competitive scramble of the market place all citizens are
equal in terms of their opportunity to win; no one has built-in ad-
vantages of birth or status. Freedom involves unrestrained compe-
tition and equality, an absence of built-in handicaps. In the vulgar
rhetoric of the bourgeoisie, life is competition, a race for goods and
offices, and in this race all have an equal opportunity to win. It is, in
fact, these dissenters who popularize the metaphor of the race of life.
John Aikin, brother of Anna Barbauld, for example, writes in a let-
ter published for his son: “For what is the purpose of equal laws,
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equal rights, equal opportunities of profiting by natural and ac-
quired talents, but to annul artificial distinctions, and cause the
race of life to be run fairly.”?¢

Talent vs. Privilege

It was privilege and pride against which middle-class radicals,
the useful members of the state, waged war. The fundamental sin of
the privileged order was their violation of what Thomas Cooper, the
dissenting industrialist, and friend of Priestley and Wedgwood,
called “principle of talent.” Government required “talents and abili-
ties,” which were not assigned at birth, but which manifested them-
selves in personal merit and achievement. While the privileged
ruled the state,

the business of the nation is actually done by those who owe nothing to their ances-
tors, but have raised themselves into situations which the idleness and ignorance of
the titled orders incapacitate them from filling.’

Moreover, Cooper argued, the privileged who acquire their control
of politics and the social order by dint of birth have no motives to in-
dustry or hard work. Everything they need or want is theirs from
their station in life. “Take away these inducements by giving them
in advance, and you stop the growth of abilities and knowledge and
you nip wisdom and virtue in the bud.” Public virtue does not flow
from the sated ranks of the privileged but from “insatiable ambi-
tion,” and as a “reward for extraordinary talents or great exertions.”
The aristocracy by their monopoly of public offices blocked the
virtuous citizen from the rightful fruits of his industry. Cooper’s
rhetoric is vintage bourgeois radicalism.

The privileged orders are not required to earn their envied distinctions. .. .They
have no concomitant duties to fulfill in consideration for the privileges they enjoy,
their inutility is manifest . . . they are of no avail to any useful purpose in society.

... Itis well known that where business is to be done, it is best done with competi-
tion, and always comparatively ill done, by those who are careless of public appro-
bation, because they are independent of public opinion. The privileged orders are
unjust also to men of experience and abilities who are deprived in a great measure
by the due reward of meritorious attainment.?®

Middle Class Political Reform for Equal Opportunity:
William Godwin and Figaro’s Politics

These men of “meritorious attainment” were the bearers of an
ideology of equal opportunity. The bourgeois radical demanded
political reform in order to destroy forever the aristocratic world of
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patronage and ascribed status. The demands of the reformers that
the suffrage be extended to industrial and commercial wealth, that
the new manufacturing centers like Manchester and Birmingham
be granted parliamentary representation, that expensive aristocra-
tic institutions be streamlined or eliminated, that dissenters be free
to serve as municipal and governmental officials, all involve the vi-
sion of careers opened to the talented. A public order managed by
men of merit and achievement would in turn reward others for in-
dustry and effort. Poor laws would be abolished, taxes decreased,
government withdrawn from the market and the pulpit, luxury dis-
couraged, thrift and other middle-class values encouraged.
Equality of opportunity was a social ideal that assumed that given a
freely competitive environment, the talented would move to the top,
a victory for virtue as well as for merit.

Equal opportunity dominated the thought of the bourgeois radi-
cals of late eighteenth-century England. William Godwin, former
dissenting minister, and “the philosopher” of the English radicals
during the French Revolution is one such example. In his im-
mensely popular and influential Enquiry Concerning Political Jus-
tice (1793), he attacked the aristocrat as someone with “no motive to
industry and exertion; no stimulus to rouse him from the lethargic,
oblivious pool, out of which every human intellect originally rose.”
Privilege, Godwin wrote, enables a few to monopolize the rewards
“which the system of the universe left at large to all her sons,” and it
“kills all liberal ambition in the rest of mankind.” Godwin’s
treatise, justly remembered as the first important anarchist state-
ment, is a manifesto for the liberal individualistic world view that
lashed out at the still powerful remnants of the corporate and
hierarchical polity defended by Burke. Godwin proclaims:

It is this structure of aristocracy, in all its sanctuaries and fragments, against
which reason and morality have declared war. ... Mankind will never be, in an
eminent degree, virtuous and happy till each man shall possess that portion of
distinction and no more, to which he is entitled by his personal merits.

Godwin’s plea for equality is that of the bourgeois radical. He does
not demand leveling and arbitrary equalization, only equality of
opportunity. He, too, invoked the metaphor of the race, the compe-
titive symbol of self-reliant liberalism. In Political Justice (1793)
Godwin anticipates and sets the pattern for later anarchist ambiva-
lence. While much of his argument for equality expresses itself in
images of communal solidarity, it is also expressed in the language
of radical and competitive individualism. One dimension of his
assault on inequality is couched in the language of bourgeois
liberalism. The enemy is aristocratic privilege. In Political Justice
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some of Godwin’s most vitriolic prose is directed at the feudal no-
tions of rank and status. In their place he pleads for the liberal
principles of careers and rewards open to talent, industry, and
merit. He speaks directly of equality of opportunity, as he makes the
classic liberal argument for a fair race, free of special advantages,
and with victory assured the best runner:

Remove from me and my fellows all arbitrary hindrances; let us start fair; render
all the advantages and honours of social institution accessible to every man, in
proportion to his talents and exertions.?”

In passages such as these, Godwin echoes the progressive bourgeois
ideology found in the writings of men like Priestley and articulated
in the circles of industrial religious dissenters around Wilkinson
and Wedgwood.

How fitting, then, that Thomas Holcroft, the dissenter and radical
novelist, Godwin’s closest friend, and the acquitted conspirator in
Pitt’s treason trial of 1794, should have been the Englishman to
translate Beaumarchais’ Marriage of Figaro in 1784. For in Figaro
we find the pristine articulation of bourgeois radical ideology. Fig-
aro’s denunciation of Count Almaviva in Act 5 captures the spirit of
the age.

Just because you’re a great Lord, you think you’re a genius. Nobility, fortune, rank,
position—you’re so proud of those things. What have you done to deserve so many
rewards? You went to the trouble of being born and no more.

Bourgeois radicalism was the politics of Figaro’s kinsmen in
Britain. It was the political program of men and women who were
convinced that they had done more, and that they more than anyone
else deserved social and political rewards. Bourgeois radicalism was
the ideological vision of industrialists, scientists, and their in-
tellectual spokesmen who set out in late eighteenth-century Britain
to destroy the political, social, and cultural hegemony of those who
had only gone to the trouble of being born.

Long before Marx, observers assumed the interdependence of the
economy and the polity. The likes of Priestley, Barbauld,
Wedgwood, Price or Paine saw themselves harbingers of political as
well as economic change. Contemporaries had numerous concrete
symbols of this linkage within even the same family. None the least
impressive were, of course, the Cartwright brothers, Edward, the
inventor of the power loom, and John, the indefatigable campaigner
for adult male suffrage, annual Parliaments, payment for M.P.s and
equal electoral districts. Conventional wisdom, in fact, had it that
economic change naturally begat political change. Hume and Smith
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shared Montesquieu’s conviction that commercial societies had
more political liberty. Economic determinism was a common fea-
ture of Scottish historical analysis and it presumed, too, the
liberalizing tendencies of economic growth. Sir James Stewart
wrote:

In countries where the government is vested in the hands of the great Lords, as is
the case in all aristocracies, as was the case under the feudal government, and as it
still is the case in many countries in Europe, where trade, however, and industry
are daily gaining ground, the statesman who sets the new system of political
oeconomy on foot, may depend upon it, that either his attempt will fail, or the
constitution of the government will change. If he destroys all arbitrary dependence
between individuals, the wealth of the industrious will share, if not totally root out
the power of the grandees.*

Henry Fielding was not the scholar Stewart was, but the novelist
was an astute observer of his times. For him, too, it was beyond
doubt that economic change would produce political change.
“Trade,” he wrote, “hath given a new face to the whole nation, hath
in great measure subverted the former state of affairs.” Only the
ignorant and the socially blind could not see the political conse-
quences of this transformation, according to Fielding.

To conceive that so great a change as this in the people should produce no changein
the constitution is to discover, I think, as great ignorance as would appear in the
physician who should assert that the whole state of the blood may be entirely
altered from poor to rich, from cool to inflamed, without producing any alteration in
the constitution of man.?'

The Scholarly Gap in the Development of Eighteenth-Century
English Middle-Class Ideology

1. The Marxian reading of British historical development is some-
what different from that offered in this essay. To be sure, both Marx
and Engels identify the beginnings of the bourgeois epoch with
English developments. They describe it as the nation to experience
the first “of the revolutions of modern times,” the first bourgeois
revolution, as Marx insisted in the Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis
Bonaparte and the German Ideology. England and its industrial
revolution also form the basis for Marx’s description of the transi-
tion from landed property to moneyed capital in his Das Kapital and
Engels’s similar argument in On Historical Materialism. England
was, of course, the home of Marx and Engels for much of their
creative lives.

The revolutionary role of the bourgeoisie, of which the British
branch was the most eminent example, was an event of world
historical significance, according to Marx. In the volumes of obloquy
that he heaped on the bourgeoise, it is easy to overlook, however, the
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unabashed enthusiasm and praise with which Marx also wrote of
that class. Das Kapital may portray the factory owner as the
malevolent evil force in the grand morality play that pits Mr.
Capitalist against Mr. Collective Worker, but there are very few
appreciations of the achievements of bourgeois capitalism that
compare with Marx’s discussion in the Communist Manifesto. Even
Josiah Wedgwood pales as a rival apologist. The bourgeois class has
done much more than simply carry history to its next inevitable
stage of development, it has “pitilessly torn asunder the motley
feudal ties that bound man to his ‘natural superiors’.” It has been
“the first to show what Man’s activity can bring about,” and “has
created more massive and more colossal productive forces than have
all preceding generations together.” Finally, of course, capitalism
“has rescued a considerable part of the population from the idiocy of
rural life.”

What is surprising, given this importance of the bourgeoisie’s
achievement, is that neither Marx nor Engels was that concerned
with describing its historical and political dynamics. To be sure,
there is The Eighteenth Brumaire, a brilliant description of the
political context of bourgeois politics in Napoleon III’s France. But
for England, while the intricacies of bourgeois economic develop-
ment is traced with painful care, the political and historical
framework (and context) is seldom dealt with. When this is dis-
cussed, both Marx and Engels tend to comment on either the begin-
nings of the bourgeois era in seventeenth-century England or its
highest stage of development (and therefore its putative imminent
demise) in nineteenth-century England. This is most clearly evi-
dent in Marx’s discussion of the bourgeois ideology par excellence,
utilitarianism, which, according to him, subordinates all relations
“to the one abstract monetary-commercial relation.” His discussion
as it relates to England concentrates first on Hobbes and Locke,
where Marx contends the concept of utilitarianism emerges concur-
rent with the English bourgeois revolution. He then turns to
Bentham and Mill who enshrine it for the “ruling developed
bourgeoisie.” For the intervening eighteenth-century England is
not mentioned, (there is a passing reference to Hume), and the
discussion centers on the French physiocrats, on Helvetius and
D’Holbach.?

More recent scholarship, Marxian and non-Marxian alike, per-
sists, as we shall see, in this preoccupation with bourgeois ideology
as expressed either in seventeenth- or nineteenth-century England.
There is little or no discussion in either Marx or more recent schol-
arship of bourgeois ideology as it developed in eighteenth-century
England. What makes this preoccupation with the alleged begin-
ning and culmination of the bourgeois era in England most surpris-
ing is its indifference, therefore, to the critical early decades of the
industrial revolution which more than anything else one would
assume produced the clear-cut contours of a bourgeois society.
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Neglect of Middle-Class Ideology: Engels’s Incomplete Analysis

This indifference to the ideological and political developments of
the early years of the industrial revolution (conventionally dated by
Marx, Toynbee, and other economic historians as 1760-1800) is ap-
parent in, and perhaps partially explained by looking at, Engels’s
On Historical Materialism, which contains the most extensive
treatment of the development of the English bourgeoisie in the cor-
pus of Marx’s and Engels’s writings. Engels suggests here that the
revolution of 1640 ended with the setback of 1688. The “Glorious
Revolution” represented a compromise between the classes, the re-
actionary aristocratic classes retaining political power and the
progressive bourgeois class retaining its economic victory in the
sense that the general principles of a bourgeois economy became the
prevailing principles of English economic life.*

The “compromise” of 1689 (economic influence and minimal
entrée into the corridors of power) was surprisingly successful, ac-
cording to Engels, persisting for nearly 100 years. It is this
presumption which may well explain the relative indifference to the
intervening years of the eighteenth century and the quick turn to
the nineteenth. After a discussion of the French Revolution, Engels
notes that his description of the emerging revolutionary middle
class must “return to our British bourgeoisie.” Where he rejoins
them is with the events of the 1830s and 1848, the agitation for the
reform of Parliament and the repeal of the Corn Laws. Until these
developments of the nineteenth century, the English bourgeoisie
were content with the compromise, Engels suggests. Only then did
they strive to seize total hegemony—political as well as economic.

Engels does, to be sure, give some credit to the Industrial Revolu-
tion of the late eighteenth century. What increased the wealth and
assertiveness of the bourgeoisie and, especially within it, of the
manufacturers was the work in England of Watt, Arkwright, and
Cartwright. But the ideological and political correlate of their
achievement, the demand by a strengthened bourgeois class to take
over the political control of the English state, is totally reserved for
the post-Napoleonic years and the assault on the aristocracy sym-
bolized by the Great Reform Bill and the rejection of protectionist

corn tariffs.

Marxian Gap: the Denial of Political Ideological Activity in the
Eighteenth-Century English Middle Class

Where were the English bourgeoisie between 1760 and 18307 The
sense one gets from Marx and Engels’s rather cursory treatment of
these years is quite clear and in a way rather “un-Marxian.” The
English bourgeoisie were preoccupied with business. They were
busy building economic empires on steam and spinning jennies.® If
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there was political conflict and assertiveness, it occurred, according
to Engels, within the bourgeoisie itself, between new manufactur-
ers and older bankers, or in the international sphere with the quest
to solidify empire and profit via the wartime wresting of markets
and trade supremacy from France. Only after this long period of
economic preoccupation, do the bourgeoisie, according to Engels,
look to national politics and seek to break the compromise of 1689
and seize “the political power still left to the aristocracy.” Then only
in the heyday of nineteenth-century Manchester bourgeois
hegemony, does it seek to spread its values and create a bourgeois
culture and civilization.

What is suggestively “un-Marxian” here is the notion that late
eighteenth-century bourgeois man in England should have been
any less concerned with the political realm and the political and cul-
tural expression of bourgeois ideology than was seventeenth-
century or nineteenth-century bourgeois man. Marxism, one as-
sumes, depicts the impact of the economic realm on the political and
cultural superstructure as an ongoing continuous process, not one of
fits and starts. One would expect, then, vigorous ideological activity
in the formative years of the Industrial Revolution, in which
bourgeois principles would be applied to the whole system, seeking
to transform its values and its political structure to a closer match
with economic reality.

This essay suggests that such a vigorous ideological enterprise
did, in fact, occur in England between 1760 and 1800. The English
bourgeoisie sought to break the compromise of 1689 long before the
1830s and 1840s. The entire span of English social and political
thought and history between 1760 and 1800 can, indeed, be charac-
terized by Engels’ categories, but not his timing. These years saw
the sustained effort of the English bourgeoisie to take over political
power in order to replace what it considered to be the prevailing
aristocratic social, economic, and cultural values with radical
bourgeois values. The latter objective, the replacement of aristocra-
tic values with bourgeois values was relatively successful. The
former, the political one, nearly succeeded in the early 1790s, but for
Pitt’s repression, the spread of Methodism and evangelical religion,
and the felicitous diversion of foreign war.

Marxian Overemphasis on the French Revolution: the Neglect of
the Middle Class during 1760-1800.

The French Revolution may, in fact, help account for the relative
indifference of Marx and Engels to the assertive bourgeoisie of late
eighteenth-century England. In tracing the rise of bourgeois ideol-
ogy as well as of the bourgeoisie in general, both of them seem
caught in a chronological set that sees the march of events in a
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single column. In the German Ideology, Marx describes, as we have
noted, the ideology developed by Hobbes and Locke moving to
France where it is picked up by the physiocrats and some of the
philosophes. It then returned to England in Bentham and Mill. So,
too, Engels describes first the revolution of 1640, then the com-
promise of 1689. He then moves the chronological description of the
rise of the bourgeoisie to France and the Revolution and then also
“returns” to England where the next step occurs in the 1830s. It is as
if this development can not occur simultaneously in different places.
More simply, perhaps, there is the obvious fact that the French Rev-
olution commands the near total attention and interest of any stu-
dent of bourgeois development in the eighteenth century. Harold
Laski, too, in The Rise of European Liberalism, is preoccupied with
French bourgeois thought in the late eighteenth century since it
culminates in the drama of the Revolution; and he pays little atten-
tion to bourgeois ideology in England during the birth of industri-
alism.? The primary concern with France and its revolution is by no
means misplaced. Still, any comprehensive description of the devel-
opment of bourgeois ideology should take into serious account the
relatively unexplored years in England when the industrial rev-
olution produced an assertive and highly articulate group of
bourgeois ideologues.

E. P. Thompson’s Submerging of the Middle Class
in the Lower Class

The contemporary socialist historian, E.P. Thompson, is also
looking elsewhere, not at the French Revolution, but at the devel-
opment in England of what he calls “plebian radicalism.” In the
course of his writings, he, like Marx, is relatively uninterested in
describing the emergence of a bourgeois radicalism in late
eighteenth-century England. Thompson tends to see England in the
eighteenth century characterized by what he labels “essential
polarities.” He writes of the * POOR“ AND THE “great,” the “popu-
lar” and the “polite,” the “plebs” and the “politicians.” Like Fielding
he sees the “high” and the “low,” the “people of fashion” and of “no
fashion.” Occasionally he sees this as equivalent to the non-
propertied and the propertied, or the lower class and upper class.?’
There is little discussion in his work of a third group, a middle class
of propertied who saw themselves as by no means allied with the
great, the polite, or the patricians. Thompson is preoccupied with
“the polarization of antagonistic interests and the corresponding
dialectic of culture.” It isin light of this that his spledid resurrection
of working-class and popular ideology must be read. It is here that
Thompson finds “resistance to the ruling ideas and institutions of
society.”3® The direct, turbulent actions of the popular crowd were
where hegemonic control was challenged.
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My contention is that there are in the last half of the eighteenth
century antagonistic interests and conflicting ideologies that re-
quire more than the dichotomy of plebeian and patrician. A self-
conscious third group asserted its interests as quite different from
the ruling aristocracy and gentry at the same time it sought eagerly
to differentiate itself from what it considered the less virtuous poor
beneath it. This middle class also repudiated the ruling ideas and
institutions of aristocratic England. It may well be, as Thompson
argues, that, by the 1790s and Pitt’s repression, middle class inter-
ests were frightened by the vogue of Paine and revolutionary senti-
ment among the poor (although I would argue this break was less
dramatic than Thompson argues), and turned to an alliance with
the gentry and aristocracy through the Napoleonic period. But this
should not by any means deny the very real class antagonism that
existed from 1760 on between the middle class and the aristocratic-
gentry ruling class. To grant this, simply involves abandoning a
polar view of English society.

In reality, the differences between Thompson’s analysis and that
suggested in this essay are ones of emphasis only, and very under-
standable at that. His sense of “gentry-pleb” relations captured in
his vivid metaphor remembered from school physics, does acknowl-
edge at least the existence of a third force.

This is very much how I see eighteenth-century society, with, for many purposes
the crowd at one pole, the aristocracy and gentry at the other, and until late in the
century, the professional and merchant groups bound down by lines of magnetic
dependency to the rulers, or on occasion hiding their faces in common action with
the crowd.®

Just when is late in the century? In noting the hold of paternalist
assumptions over all segments of society, Thompson insists that one
cannot exclude the middle class. He rejects the view “that this
parasitism was curbed, or jealously watched, by a purposive, cohe-
sive, growing middle class of professional men and of the manufac-
turing middle class.” Such a class, he adds, “did not begin to discover
itself until the last three decades of the century.” His picture of the
middle class assumes that for most of the century it “submitted to a
client relationship” with the great. Tradesmen, attorneys, and in-
tellectuals were deferential and dependent on the great. Thompson
is willing, however, to be more precise on the timing of this break.
He suggests that the gentry-aristocratic hegemony was unchal-
lenged until the “intellectual radicalism of the early 1790s.” He
grants that when the ideological break from paternalism occurred
“in the 1790s it came in the first place less from the plebeian culture
than from the intellectual culture of the dissenting middle class.”
The emphasis of Thompson’s work has been on the ideology of
plebeian radicalism, in this essay the concern is the rejection of
paternalism and patronage by bourgeois radicalism, the “in-
tellectual culture of the dissenting middle class.”®
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We differ then only on the timing and the intensity of this
bourgeois ideological assault on the “ruling ideas and institutions of
society,” and of course in our basic interest in it. Still, we agree on its
central credo, for Thompson notes that what most infuriated this
professional and merchant group about aristocratic and gentry
hegemony were “its attendant humiliations and its impediments to
the career open to talents.”' My perspective is not unlike
Thompson’s. His work in articles and books (and that of his stu-
dents) has provided a powerful eighteenth-century first chapter to
what most have previously considered the wholly nineteenth-
century story of the making of the English working class. My con-
cern is similarly to develop an eighteenth-century first chapter in
what is conventionally seen as a nineteenth-century story—the tale
of the making of a “purposive, cohesive, growing middle class of
professional men and of the manufacturing middle class.”**

2. Perkin’s Tory Interpretation: the Submerging of the
Middle Class in the Upper Class

A very different version of this story is offered in Harold Perkin’s
The Origins of Modern English Society.** His is a profoundly dif-
ferent reading of the bourgeoisie and its place in English political
and social life. Far from seeing it as in any way cohesive, purposive
or assertive in the eighteenth century, he finds it instead reluctant
“to abandon paternalism and be provoked into class antagonism.”
The “birth of the middle class,” occurs only in 1815 when, according
to Perkin, the northern manufacturers who had hitherto been unin-
terested in meddling into politics and who had been “loyal and
quiescent” during wartime turned against Britain’s “ancien re-
gime.” In 1815, Perkin contends, the middle class resolves to “assert
its own power through itsown representatives.” It turns then for the
first time against the “old society compact by which the landed
interest ruled on behalf of all the rest.” Proofof its “birth” is that “for
the first time,” the middle class gave an appreciative audience and
positions of leadership to emancipated and alienated intellectuals
the likes of Bentham, Ricardo and James Mill.*

That for three decades before the war and even for some time dur-
ing the war important segments of the manufacturing community
were politically active and often critical of the old order, and that
they patronized and eagerly read the works of intellectuals like
Burgh, Priestley, and Price is not part of Perkin’s story. These
prenatal signs of middle class vitality are ignored because they
point to an assertive revolutionary class which is very far from his
sense of the period. The middle class reluctantly comes into exis-
tence in 1815 only because of the Corn Law of that year, which con-
vinced it that the landowning aristocracy governed only in its own
interest. In this Tory reading of British history, there would have
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been no assertive middle class but for ruling class ineptitude. His-
torical change is produced not by rebellious classes on the make but
by the mistakes of the elite and privileged classes. It was, Perkin
concludes, “irresponsible use of aristocratic power [which] then
provoked the middle class into existence.”™”

Perkin on Interest Groups vs. Classes

Class does not figure in British society in the eighteenth century
because the bonds of patronage and dependency prevented any class
feelings from emerging, or as Perkin puts it, any “vertical an-
tagonism between a small number of horizontal groups.” The old
order with its ruling principles of patronage and connection was
characterized by “horizontal antagonism between vertical interest
pyramids.” By this Perkin means interest politics. Not class but
competing interests, the various estates, corporate, geographical,
and religious interests, the connections and factions of court, coun-
try, “ins” and “outs” was the stuff of English politics until 1815. The
agitation for parliamentary reform that begins in the 1760s and
continues in rising crescendo into the 1790s is written off “as char-
acteristic of the old society.” The reformers were merely an interest
group of “outs,” seeking office or at best lost rights. These reformers
were neither interested in nor responsible for industrializing
England. It was, in fact, Britain’s landed aristocracy, its “extraordi-
nary elite” which took the initiative here and “used it to create all
the preconditions of an industrial revolution,” which would ulti-
mately radically disrupt the very traditional order over which it
presided.*

Perkin’s Neglect of the Middle Class and His Overemphasis of
a Modernizing Aristocracy

It is for making this case that Perkin’s book is most often cited.
And it is a fascinating case he makes, documenting aristocratic in-
volvement with banking, commerce, transport, and manufacturing.
Their role in the abandonment of wage fixing and apprenticeship
clauses as bearers of a new laissez-faire ideology is also an argu-
ment well made.*” Perhaps less valuable is the suggestion that the
elite deserves the credit for the industrial revolution because after
all their landed policy of enclosures drove the workers into the fac-
tories.®® Of a similar questionable value is his suggestion that the
aristocracy helped bring about the industrial revolution because
their dominance in politics and the church “helped to divert the
energies of the Dissenters away from politics and towards labouring
in their vocations of industry and trade.”**

Perkin’s modernizing aristocracy is still for the most part a
well-made case, and a necessary and useful corrective to accounts
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(like this very essay) which tend perhaps too much to the other ex-
treme. But surely revisionism has run riot in Perkin’s Tory version
of a modernizing, innovative, cohesive aristocracy and an utterly ir-
relevant and quiescent bourgeoisie playing little if any role in “the
breakdown of the old order.” To be sure, Perkin sees some place in
the story for the disenchantment with patronage and dependency on
the part of the “middle and lower ranks or orders.” Still, he is con-
vinced that this itself was “indeed provoked by a rejection on the
part of the higher ranks” of their paternal and protective respon-
sibilities.’® Like Carlyle, Sadler, and Disraeli, Perkin is convinced
that the old order was done in by “the abdication on the part of the
governors.”

The Alleged Irrelevancy of the Middle Class: A Comparison of
Perkin’s Tory and Thompson’s Socialist Readings

While they differ radically in their vision of historical change, the
Tory Perkin and the Socialist Thompson share a common reading of
the virtual irrelevance of the middle class in the social structure of
the eighteenth century. Both tend to see it too submerged in the
complex world of deference and connection to be playing any critical
(in both senses of the word) role. Both are preoccupied with the po-
larity of gentry/aristocracy ruling class and all the rest. The one
sees one pole as vital and innovative while the other sees it as re-
gressive and the agent of hegemonic control. The one sees no class
feelings in the century at all, the other sees plebeian radicalism in a
culture and politics of rebellion. But both are convinced of the un-
importance of a class conscious third force, a radical bourgeoisie.

It may well be that Perkin’s very concern in answering
Thompson, in fact, forces him to duplicate Thompson’s oversight of
any important middle class consciousness. Thompson was wrong,
Perkin contends, in labelling Paine, Hardy, and the English Jaco-
bins of the 1790s as class spokesmen. “Were they a class,” he asks,
“were they emancipated from the system of dependency?” No, he
answers, because they were self-evidently not “consciously proleta-
rian,” and the workers clearly did not flock to their tents. But this
assumes the only options are privilege or proletarian.’' They were,
indeed, out “to apply the axe to the old society” and they were,
indeed, spokesmen for a class, but for a radical middle class.

Like Thompson, Perkin tends to see class and class consciousness
as meaningful issues or even concepts in the eighteenth century
only in terms of working class. The bourgeoise don’t count. How else
does one explain a passage in which Perkin dismisses the agitation
of a Cartwright and Wyvill as “highly respectable—that is, they did
not assume the character of a class attack upon the aristocracy.”>*
Can it not be both? Can a class attack on the aristocracy not be
respectable? It can not be only if one’s reading of class is constrained
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within a polarity of respectable notables and revolutionary work-
ers. That there was a third force at work, highly respectable men
and women out to destroy the world of patronage and paternalism,
is the claim of this essay.

To his credit, Perkin also recognizes and brilliantly describes this
ideological assault on the old order when he turns to the
“entrepreneurial ideal” which he sees emerge in the nineteenth
century. Its idealization of competition, hard work, talent, and
frugality; its condemnation of idleness, patronage, aristocratic cor-
ruption, and jobbing are vividly depicted in the rhetoric of
Brougham and James Mill. But this glorification of the middle class
as the nation, “the glory of England,” the “wealth and glory of the
British name,” is not new. Nor is the antagonism of that class to the
ruling ideas and institutions of aristocratic England.”® The roots of
that class and that antagonism go deep into the previous century to
the Midland’s factories, the provincial philosophical societies, and
the dissenting schools and chapels of Warrington, Hackney, and
Stoke Newington.

3. Pocock’s Anti-Ideological Interpretation: the Cultural
Continuity of Classical Republicanism and Civic Humanism

Perkin’s interesting book does not exhaust the alternative
readings of this period. A much subtler and more intriguing variant
is found in the work of J.G.A. Pocock and other revisionists who in
recent years have been at work reinterpreting Anglo-American
eighteenth-century political thought. They emphasize continuity
not discontinuity; rather than class or class ideology they concen-
trate on intellectual and cultural traditions which they consider
more appropriate to the conceptual language of politics used in the
eighteenth century. This school sees no insurgent bourgeoisie lurk-
ing behind the ideas of the late eighteenth century, they see
Republicanism—a political tradition with roots deep in western
history. There is a sense, indeed, in which the entire enterprise
seeks to unmask ideological readings of history, to demystify, to free
scholarship from the passion and errors of, as one of these re-
visionists has called them, “those who come to bury capitalism as
well as those who come to praise it.”>*

Bolingbroke’s Civic Humanism vs. ‘Corruption’

In place of class ideology Pocock persuasively makes the case for
the hegemony of “classical republicanism,” or “civic humanism.”
Part Aristotle, part Cicero, part Machiavelli, civic humanism con-
ceives of man as a political being, whose realization of self occurs
only by participation in civic life, by active citizenship in a republic.
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The virtuous man is concerned primarily with the public good, res
publica, or commonweal, not with private or selfish ends. Seven-
teenth-century writers like James Harrington and Algernon Sid-
ney adapt this tradition, especially under the influence of
Machiavelli, to a specifically English context, according to Pocock.
This significantly English variant of civic humanism, “neo-
Machiavellism,” or “neo-Harringtonianism,” becomes, through the
writings of early eighteenth-century English Augustans like Da-
venant, Trenchard, Gordon, and especially Henry St. John,
Viscount Bolingbroke, the ideological core of the “country” ideology
as it confronted Walpole and his “court” faction.’> My earlier work
on Bolingbroke and His Circle (1968) provided an important link in
this intellectual chain, for in it Bolingbroke’s preoccupation with
corruption was linked to social and political themes.*® Corruption
becomes, in fact, a critical concept in the language of eighteenth-
century politics. Much richer than simple venality or fraud, the
concept is enveloped by the Machiavellian image of historical
change. Corruption is the absence of civic virtue. Corrupt man is
preoccupied with self and oblivious to the public good. Such failures
of moral personality, such degeneration from the fundamental
commitment to public life, fuel the decline of states and can be
remedied only through periodic revitalization or returnings to the
original and pristine commitment to civic virtue. Calls for such
renewals, for “ridurre ai principii” (Machiavelli’s phrase) are the
response to corruption.

Bolingbroke’s achievement was to appropriate this Republican
and Machiavellian language for the social and economic tensions
developing in Augustan England over the rise of government credit,
public debt, and central banking, as well as for political issues such
as Walpole’s control of Parliament through patronage or concern
over standing armies. Themes of independence and dependence, so
critical to the Republican tradition (the former essential for any
commitment to the public good), were deployed by Bolingbroke into
a sacial map of independent country proprietors opposing placemen
and stock jobbers and a political map of a free Parliament opposing a
despotic court.

Pocock’s Dialectic of Virtue vs. Commerce and Country vs. Court

In the hands of Pocock and others, this reading of eighteenth-
century politics through Bolingbroke’s dichotomy of virtuous coun-
try and corrupt court does not stop with Augustan England. It
becomes the organizing paradigm for the language of political
thought in England as well as America throughout the century.
Analyses that refer to class consciousness or the conflicting class
ideologies, that use concepts such as aristocracy, capitalist, feudal,
or bourgeois are dismissed as simplistic and proleptic. Challenges to
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the “primacy” or “omnipresence” of “civic ideology,” of “Aristotelian
and civic humanist values,” come not from “simple bourgeois ideol-
ogy,” or visions of “economic man,” or “capitalist man,” but from a
court ideology, part commercial, part elite and by no means repre-
sentative of a class in any conventional sense. There is no dialectical
tension between middle and upper classes, or even between patri-
cian and pleb. These involve “much distortion of history.” But there
is for Pocock a proper dialectical reading of the eighteenth century,
one which sees everywhere “the dialectic of virtue and commerce.”
The American Revolution and the English reform movement of the
last four decades of the century involved “a continuation, larger and
more irreconcilable of that Augustan debate.”™’

Pocock’s Interpretation in Light of Bailyn, Wood, and McDonald

Prior to or independent of Pocock’s own work, the seminal studies
of Bailyn and Wood have made important contributions to this
Republican revisionism. Bailyn’s The Origins of American Politics
and The Ideological Origins of the American Revolution directed
attention to the continuity with earlier English oppositional themes
in the revolutionary mind set and read the revolutionary debates in
the earlier language of corruption and virtue.*® Gordon Wood in The
Creation of the American Republic also stressed the importance of
the notion of Republican virtue for the American revolutionaries.
Popular government requires a virtuous “public spirited, self-
sacrificing people,” ever watchful against the spread among them of
the dreaded English disease of corruption.”® Pocock, too, sees the
American revolution in these terms. The country ideology ran riot
in America.” Her Revolution is a Machiavellian “rinnovazionne in a
New World,” a “ridurre ai principii,” a “republican commitment to
the renovation of virtue.”

But virtue/commerce revisionism has not stopped with the Rev-
olutionary era. More vigorous of late has been Pocock’s own sugges-
tion and endorsement of the work of others which, as he notes,
makes it clear that in America “to a quite remarkable degree, the
great debate on his [Hamilton’s] policies in the 1790’s was a replay
of court-country debates seventy and a hundred years earlier.”
Hamilton, with his central Bank, his governmental credit system,
his fondness for patronage, his advocacy of a professional army to
protect commercial interests, is “a thinker in the direct court tradi-
tion.” Hamilton’s views were those “Robert Walpole had been at-
tacked for holding.” The Jeffersonians, on the other hand, “spoke
the language of the country and knew that they spoke it.” In their
polemics “the spirit of Bolingbroke stalked on every page.”™®
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A host of scholars in recent years have followed the lead of Pocock
(and to a certain extent of Wood and Bailyn) in recasting American
politics of the 1790s in terms of the nostalgia/modernity split in
Augustan England. In The Presidency of Thomas Jefferson, Forest
McDonald writes that “just about everything in Jeffersonian Re-
publicanism was to be found in Bolingbroke.”¢' John Murin applies
the seal of a latter-day Bolingbroke on the Jeffersonians with his
verdict that they “idealised the past more than the future and feared
significant change, especially major economic change, as corruption
and degeneration.”® What other historians do with this revisionist
packaging of late eighteenth-century politics with Augustan labels
remains to be seen, although the partisans of Jefferson as a not-
warmed-over Bolingbroke are beginning to reply.® I will have occa-
sion to comment on this reading only in passing where it impinges
on my main concern. One might note, for example, that by no
conceivable stretch of the imagination can the Jeffersonian, Joel
Barlow, who spent several years vigorously writing about and pur-
suing radical politics in the London of the 1790s, be painted as a
nostalgic St. John. He was a bourgeois champion of the market to
his fingertips. What I am concerned with directly in this essay,
however, is the depiction of English reform in the late eighteenth
century as also Augustan politics redivivus.

While country ideology ran riot in America, according to Pocock,
actually succeeding in a renewal of republican virtue, in England it
was less successful. Still it looked out at a despotic court, pitting
nostalgic concern for lost rights, lost virtues, and a lost simple
economy against the corruption and complexity of an unreformed
and imperial government mired in national debt. Such is Pocock’s
reading of English reform in late eighteenth-century England. No
class ideology, it was simply an expression of civic humanism and
country rage. “Georgian radicals in the era of the Revolutionary
war and its aftermath used a language indistinguishable from that
of their American peers.” That same language of corruption and
virtue were being used “against the ministries of George II1,” by the
foes of Bute “and the friends of Wilkes.” This was no casual flirtation
with the language of civic humanism by the radicals. According to
Pocock, the country ideology of republican virtue which the Ameri-
cans used “had originated in England and was still very much in use
there. In the minds of James Burgh, John Cartwright, or Richard
Price, it was as obsessive and terrifying as in any American mind.”
It was “the conceptual framework” behind “radical demands for
parliamentary and franchise reform.” In Pocock’s Machiavellian
Moment, it is Wyvill, Price, and Cartwright who “employed a vo-
cabulary of corruption and renovation little different from that of
their American contemporaries.” In an earlier article on “Virtue
and Commerce,” it is Burgh, Wilkes, the Yorkshire Movement, the
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Society for Constitutional Information, Cartwright, and miracula
mirabilis John Thelwell who are placed in the tradition of country
and civic humanism. They are “key points in the long continuous
history of a political language and its concepts.”® To this group has
recently been added Priestley, who, along with Price, is firmly
placed in the camp not of a class-conscious bourgeoisie but of those
who used “the language of the ‘classical republican symbolism’ (or
Old Whig, “country” or “commonwealthman”) tradition,” albeit
with some Christian and republican millenialism thrown in.®* Gor-
don Wood, it should be noted, also tends to see Price, Burgh, and
even Paine, in this camp of virtue-obsessed republicans.

Pocock’s Stress on the Civic Humanist Tradition

Important in Pocock’s reading of these late eighteenth-century
radicals is the pessimism he senses in some of them, especially Price
and his oft repeated fears over the national debt. Here is no optimis-
tic modernizing spokesman for an insurgent bourgeoisie, according
to Pocock, but an anti-market skeptic steeped in civic humanism’s
“Renaissance pessimism” over the direction of social change and the
inevitability of degeneration and decline. Following directly the
lead of Davenant and Bolingbroke, it is a mood which, of course,
breaks through the writings of Hume and Smith as well. Also
important in Pocock’s dismissal of any innovative, ideological or
discontinuous role for those in the radical camp is his endorsement
of the earlier historical findings of Herbert Butterfield and Ian
Christie, whose readings of radical agitation in this period empha-
size its backward looking quality, its quest to break the Norman
yoke and return to the Saxon constitution with its Gothic balance
and its popular rights of all Englishmen.5¢

Pocock’s Depreciation of Locke’s Influence
on Radical English Ideology

If the spirit of Bolingbroke and country ideology dominates radi-
cal American and, more specifically for our purposes, radical
English political thought in the latter part of the eighteenth cen-
tury, then the conventional wisdom on Locke’s intellectual
influence has to be revised. And so it is that Locke and his influence
is exorcised from this tale of eighteenth-century thought. He is
summarily dismissed from his alleged stranglehold over American
and English ideas, in what Pocock describes as “a shattering demo-
lition of his myth.” Deemphasizing Locke involves recognition that
“his greatness and authority have been wildly distorted.” The
predominant language of politics for eighteenth-century radicals
even when concerning “the idea of power reverting to the people,”
according to Pocock, is “one of virtue, corruption and reform, which
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is Machiavellian, classical, and Aristotelian, and in which Locke
himself did not figure.” The campaign against Locke is total. Sal-
voes are levelled against “the image of a monolithically Lockean
eighteenth century” and against our thought “dominated by a fic-
tion of Locke.” He is assailed as uninterested in history and, even
worse, if analyzed carefully “he would rank on the Court side.” On
the whole, Pocock concludes, to understand the debates of
eighteenth-century politics does "not necessitate reference to Locke
at all.”®

The depreciation of Locke from the seminal role that writers as
diverse as Leslie Stephen, Carl Becker, and Harold Laski, had given
him was by no means begun by Pocock.®® Implicit in Bailyn’s entire
corpus is a vast deemphasis of Locke. He is, even more than pro-
gressive historiography, the major victim of Bailyn’s preoccupation
with the language of corruption and virtue in the American Revolu-
tion. John Dunn’s important article, “The Politics of Locke in
England and America in the Eighteenth Century,” dealing with
Locke’s reputation, is another landmark in the debunking of Locke,
and one cited often by Pocock.® Gordon Wood also suggests that
“eighteenth-century English political thought perhaps owed more
to Machiavelli and Montesquieu than it did to Locke.””® Finally,
there is Gary Wills’s recent argument in Jefferson’s Declaration of
Independence which replaces Lockean influence on Jefferson with
that of Hutcheson and others of the Scottish Enlightenment.”
Locke has been banished from the eighteenth century.

4. Donald Winch’s Pocockian Revisionism of Adam Smith
and Liberal Bourgeois Ideology

Adam Smith, at least as conventionally read, appears to be the
next candidate for revisionist attention. Donald Winch’s recent
book on Adam Smith’s Politics is a convenient summing up of this
entire revisionist movement, for it makes quite clear its overriding
anti-ideological commitment. Winch declares his debt to the “re-
markable body of revisionist literature” which has the “finesse,
richness and subtlety” of Pocock’s work at its core. What this litera-
ture has done isrout both the Whigs and Marxians, those who “came
to praise” as well as those who “came to bury capitalism.” A “major
casualty” of recent work on eighteenth-century political thought,
Winch contends, are those misguided ideologues who are committed
“to the enterprise of constructing a genealogy of liberal or bourgeois
individualism which is continuous from Locke to the nineteenth
century and beyond.” Locke is, of course, “of strictly limited sig-
nificance to many of the most lively as well as profound devel-
opments” in eighteenth-century, Anglo-American political
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thought. There are, Winch notes, a very “limited number of
eighteenth-century doors of any interest that can be opened by
reference to Locke’s political writings alone.””

What Winch makes perfectly clear is that not only does clearing
the air of Locke make way for Bolingbroke and civic humanism, but
it also rids the century of ideology, specifically class-bound ideology.
His book and the revisionist scholarship which informs it is the
antidote to those who feel the need “for stories with heroes or evil
geniuses.” Pocock’s work, Winch insists, takes us beyond analysis
informed “by the liberal capitalist perspective and its Whiggish
tendency to search for clues as to what later opponents or defenders
of liberal capitalism and Marxian socialism have considered rele-
vant.” Such misguided scholars are convinced they know how the
“progressive forces in society must be, or came to be, aligned.” They
see all history and thought “from Locke to Marx” as “in the grip of
some hidden historical force.” It is theorists dogmatically commit-
ted to some notion of a “tradition of liberalism or bourgeois ideol-
ogy” running from Locke to Smith and into the nineteenth century
that Winch most dislikes. It is against them he writes his book, to
rescue Smith from their dogmatism and their simplicity.”

Smith, in Winch’s reading, is no liberal capitalist, no believer in
acquisitive individualism. To read him as such is proleptic, to attri-
bute nineteenth-century categories to a thinker whose concerns
were “the well-established public language” of the eighteenth cen-
tury. He is to be read not as a nineteenth-century liberal but as a
skeptical thinker grappling with eighteenth-century themes of de-
cline, corruption, national debt, militias, nostalgia and rapacious
merchants. Winch has pulled off a revisionist coup d’état. Ideologi-
cal readings of the eighteenth century are toppled, replaced forever
by civic humanism and skeptical Whiggism.

Critique of Winch’s Interpretation of Bourgeois Ideology

It is the accusation of prolepsis at the heart of Winch’s critique
that this essay questions. This study rejects Winch’s notion that to
read Smith as bourgeois ideology is to use a public language un-
available to the last half of the eighteenth century and found only in
the nineteenth century of James Mill et al. Such an ideological
language was available in Smith’s lifetime. Winch’s Smith is a
valuable corrective and reminder of the complexity of Smith’s
thought. It is important to be aware of continuity in Smith’s
preoccupation with eighteenth-century themes, but this need not
sweep away all received wisdom on the role of Smith in the evolu-
tion of bourgeois thought. One can be both a bourgeois radical and a
thinker concerned with themes important to the civichumanist and
country tradition. A new language of public discourse can be ac-
quired alongside the continued use of older words and concepts. To
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insist that the older language is the only language available pro-
duces a dogmatism which sees civic humanism and country ideology
lurking behind every text and between every line. It is there, to be
sure, and so are newer themes and a newer language of politics,
which did not have to wait for the nineteenth century.

Middle Class’s Lockean and Radical “Class Ideology”

Informing this new language were older writers. Locke was in-
deed alive and well in the thought of English radicalism, and not
only for Thomas Hardy who wrapped himself in Locke during his
treason trials of 1794. Tucker and others attacked the Lockeanism
of Price and Priestley.” Burgh, Price, Priestley, Paine and count-
less others were less country ideologists than apologists for a radical
bourgeois vision. If Aristotle was meaningful to their circle, it was
less as a theorist of Republicanism than as champion of the
moderate and superior mean, the theorist of a middle class polity. In
fact, the major quoters of Aristotle were the Tory clergy who used
him to demolish the Lockean arguments of the state of nature and
social contract found in radical thought. Burgh and Price, far from
nostalgic critics of a new commercial order, accepted a market
ideology and the moral supremacy of a talented hardworking mid-
dle class.

Weaknesses of Pocock’s Court/Commerce Dichotomy
Bourgeois Radicals as Market Advocates Opposed to Court Privilege

Pocock is quite right to see the court/commerce connection. But in
the late eighteenth century the country reform tradition came to
terms with the market and, indeed, in the hands of middle-class
industrial dissent turns that reform tradition into a wholehearted
ideology of the market. The ideological picture is not quite as clear-
cut as Pocock paints it. The court, while bound to the market and
commerce from Walpole on, was enmeshed in the principle of pa-
tronage which ultimately flew in the face of market notions of
careers neutrally open to talent and hard work. It is here the conflict
emerges. Patronage and privilege are principles which pit the court
against the bourgeois reformers. Bourgeois radical inveighed
against corrupt patronage, but it was a new sense of corruption, the
corruption of jobs and places going to undeserving untalented men
of birth. It was the privileged court which in this period responded
with a nostalgic defense of the ancient constitution, hierarchy, and
paternalism. Its defenders ridiculed the leveling ideas of monied
men and provincial bumpkins.
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The Middle Class Shift to Virtuous Commerce
vs. Corrupt State Privilege

A court-country reading of the later eighteenth century becomes
quite strained. The principal reason for this is the emergence and
eventual supremacy within the country “outs” of a class-conscious
bourgeoisie which makes the court/commerce linkage obsolete. In
the eyes of the bourgeois radical “outs”, the earlier equation is
reversed. The “ins,” the court and all it stands for are identified not
with the market and commerce but with idle, unproductive
privilege. The state credit and financial revolution stood behind the
court/country split of the Augustan era. Its relevance recedes with
the industrial revolution when new dichotomous distinctions cap-
ture the fancy of reformers, none the least of which, indeed, is
virtuous commerce versus corrupt privilege. The marriage of indus-
trial England with dissenter reform dooms court/country politics
and introduces class politics.

The virtue/republican and commerce/despotic equations were
never universally accepted even earlier in the century. “Commer-
cial Republicans,” like Montesquieu, Hume, and Smith rejected
classical and Renaissance ideals of civic virtue and in their stead
proposed, as Ralph Lerner notes, “a new model of political and social
life.””* Their vision of a commercial republic turned away from both
classical ideals of citizenship and commitment to the public good
and aristocratic ideals of pride, honor, and glory. In their place they
saw the moral validity of pursuing economic self-interest and the
enhancement of liberty in a people of temperance, industry, and
frugality. This cultural and social ideal is unabashedly new.

Where the ancient polity, christianity, and the feudal aristocracy, each in its own
fashion, sought to conceal, deny, or thwart most of the common passions for private
gratification and physical comfort the commercial republic built on those passions.

... the new model man of prudence followed a way of life designed to secure for
himself a small but continual profit.”

For Hume the self-denial and virtuous citizenship of antiquity
were principles “too disinterested and too difficult to support.” Men
were governed by other passions, “a spirit of avarice and industry.”
In such a commercial society, liberty and a new social class
flourished. Commerce and industry moved the “authority and con-
sideration to that middling rank of men, who are the best and
firmest bases of public liberty.””” For Smith they increased “order
and good government, and, with them, the liberty and security of
individuals.””® Not that Montesquieu, Hume, and Smith were un-
aware of the costs and “the disadvantages of a commercial spirit.”
There was a price to be paid, an erosion of the community of citizens,
a decline in the heroic spirit, a debasement of learning. But on the
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whole, like Aristotle’s polity, a commercial republic while not the
ideal was more realistic, more moderate, and most conducive to
stability, comfort and personal liberty.

One need not emphasize this school as much as Lerner has,
pulling into its folds all varieties of Anglo-American social thought
from Montesquieu to Tocqueville. Still there is much merit, if only
as a corrective to recent revisionism, in highlighting the praise of
commerce and a commercial republic in the writings not only of
Hamilton, but Jefferson, Paine, Franklin, and Adams. For our pur-
poses, however, what is significant about “commercial republi-
canism” is its illustration of how diverse republican thought was in
the eighteenth century. Some of the very intellectual giants of the
civic humanist tradition were themselves intellectual spokesmen
for ideas which in the hands of lesser thinkers would be developed
into a fully articulate bourgeois ideology. To cite these republican
giants is thus no sure evidence of country, anti-commercial
sentiments. Most significantly, the commercial republicans were
pathbreakers in the reinterpretation of virtue, which more than
anything else calls into question the view that sees a dialectic of
virtue and commerce dominating the social and political thought of
the century.

The Middle Class Radicals’ Rejection of Civic Humanism’s
Assumptions: A New Definition of Virtue

What emerges in the course of the eighteenth century and most
vividly in the writings of the bourgeois radicals is a new notion of
the virtuous man, one which dramatically rejects the assumptions
of civic humanism as it does also the assumptions of the other classi-
cal reading of the virtuous man, the seeker and the promoter of
transcendent ideals of goodness and value, much emphasized by Leo
Straus and his students.

Citizenship and the public quest for the common good are re-
placed by economic productivity and hard work as the criteria of
virtue. It is a mistake, however, to see this as simply a withdrawal
from public activity to a privatized self-centered realm. The trans-
formation involves a changed emphasis on the nature of public be-
havior. The moral and virtuous man is no longer defined by his civic
activity, but by his economic activity. One’s duty is still to contrib-
ute to the public good, but this is seen as best done through economic
activity, which in fact aims at individual gain. Economic produc-
tivity, not citizenship, becomes the badge of the virtuous man. On
this score one might note that the early classics of children’s litera-
ture written in England from 1760 to 1800 contain few lectures or
parables extolling civic responsibility (unlike Emile), but they are
full of both praise of productive hard work and lessons in economics
and science.™
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The Reinterpretation of Corruption: Merit vs. Privilege

Corruption is also a very different notion for the bourgeois radi-
cals. A corrupt man was idle, profligate, unproductive, devoid of tal-
ent and merit. A corrupt system was one in which such drones held
important public office, one where privilege, not merit, distributed
the prizes in the race of life, where patronage insured the rule of un-
productive corrupt men of no ability instead of the deserving men of
talent. When Francis Place complained that “the whole system of
our Government is essentially corrupt,” he was not invoking a
court/country equation with commerce and modernity, he was using
a new public language that saw government as a reserve for
privileged parasites.* These useless idlers presided over a system
that denied careers to the talented. The real nation was outside that
corrupt government, but it was not a warmed-over Augustan coun-
try. It was the virtuous hardworking and frugal middle class and ar-
tisanry. They were as uninterested in a Republican order of civic
virtue as they were in an aristocratic order of deference and
privilege. What they wanted was a meritocracy of talent. Only then
would virtue triumph over corruption. No nostalgia or anti-
modernity lurks behind their praise of virtue, no longing for a stable
hierarchical ordering of the past. They are men of business who
want to strip a bloated government of its idle retainers, its court and
its taxes, and replace it with a streamlined, simple, and unobtrusive
state run by hardwerking, talented men who understood that gov-
ernment must be kept from intruding itself into the natural compe-
tition that is the race of life, a competition, which, if truly fair, would
perpetnate the victory of virtue.

The Radical Middle Class’s Transcending of Country Ideology

This is not to dismiss out of hand the existence of lingering
country content in radicals like Wilkes, Burgh, Cartwright or Saw-
bridge. It had been, after all, the ideological reflex of the excluded
for a century. Calls for frequent elections, attacks on placemen, and
a reformed suffrage were often still uttered in the Machiavellian
language of corruption, resotration of first principles, and historical
analogies from Roman history. But John Brewer is quite right in his
contention that beneath the familiar surface of the new radicalism
emerging in and after the 1760s was, as he put it, “a considerable
advance on country-party ideology.”®' The new radicalism goes
beyond the praise of wise and virtuous landed M.P.s independent of
crown and independent of constituent pressure. It goes beyond the
Rockingham Whigs’ sense that all was well with the political sys-
tem and that only a change of leadership in which men of virtue
replaced wicked men was needed to end “the present discontents.”
In the new radicalism, there is a new dimension, the conviction that
those now excluded, the urban and commercial interests, want in,
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want to be represented in Parliament and want their M.P.s to be
their spokesmen, serving their interests, not serving as wise men
independent of both the court and those who elected them. Thus, in
their anger the new radicals turn on both the landed classesand the
court/government.

Brewer’s Interpretation of the Post-1760s Middle Class Radicalism

My contention is that much of this shift is linked to the emergence
of the industrial revolution. Brewer’s explanation is somewhat dif-
ferent but quite compatible with my own. He sees as critical in
moving the radicals beyond country ideology the historical experi-
ence of the 1760s in which English radicalism took up the great
debate over property and taxation, prompted in the colonies by the
reaction to the Stamp Act. It threw into a whole new cast discussions
over representation. Taxation was the curse of all, yet few were
enfranchised. Emphasizing taxation flew in the face of ideas of
virtual representation and expanded the notion of property beyond
landed wealth or freehold. What this emphasis on moveable prop-
erty did was enable radicals like Burgh and Cartwright to extend
“the debate about parliamentary reform far beyond its previous
confines.” It transcended the paradigms of country ideology to more
radical, more class-based categories. Brewer’s analysis concludes
with an assessment quite congenial to my thesis.

Prior to the 1760s parliamentary reform had meant, in effect, country-party mea-
sures designed, either by the removal of placemen or by holding more frequent
general elections, to obtain an independent, politically pure lower House. The
American debate, however, gave those urban and mercantile interests which had
begun to resent the difference between their financial power and their political
importance both the opportunity and the arguments with which to present a case
for their greater participation in the political process.®?

Middle Class Radicals’ New Language and Values

These urban and mercantile interests spoke a new public lan-
guage. Josiah Wedgwood approached civic life as a specialist in
industry and commerce. “Sunk again find into politicks,” ishow he
describes himself, reluctantly having to leave his business for citi-
zenship. Not “fame” but “money getting” is his concern. When his
friend the great engineer Brindley dies, Wedgwood notes that it is
talents like his that truly benefit mankind. The public good done by
such men of genius, the contribution to the commonweal by such
men of “ingenuity and industry,” far surpasses the contribution of
political men, of “many noble lords.” The economic benefactors “will
be remembered with gratitude and respect” when the others “are
totally forgotten.”® For Thomas Cooper, the industrialist and scien-
tist, who like Priestley would settle eventually in America, virtue
and privilege were incompatible, as we've already noted. Only those
with “insatiable ambition” could be able, wise, or virtuous.®
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The middle class wrapped itself in the cloak of virtue. They were
“not adorn’d, it’s true with coats of arms and a long Parchment
Pedigree of useless members of society, but deck’d with virtue and
frugality.”®® When Jedediah Strutt in composing his own epitaph
wrote of himself “he led a life of honesty and virtue,” thoughts of
country purity and citizenship could not have been further from his
mind.* His life was virtuous compared to the corruption of the idle
nobility and the wretched poor, for he worked hard and contributed
with his talent, ingenuity, and industry to the increased pro-
ductivity and wealth of his nation. He was prototypical of a new
species of virtuous men, much like those seen in Birmingham by an
eighteenth-century chronicler of the middle class.

I was surprised at the place, but more so at the people: they were a species I had
never seen: they possessed a vivacity I had never beheld: I had been among
dreamers, but now I saw men awake: their very step along the street showed
alacrity: Everyman seemed to know and prosecute his own affairs: the town was
large, and full of inhabitants and those inhabitants full of industry.®”

Middle Class Market Paradigm vs. Civic Humanism

When such middle-class men of alacrity, vivacity and industry
addressed themselves to public issues, they did so less and less in
terms of the paradigms and language of civic humanism or classical
republicanism and more and more with the conceptual framework
they know best, the market. Thus Joel Barlow, financial speculator,
international entrepreneur, friend of Jefferson, Paine, Price,
Wollstonecraft, Godwin, and Priestley, when writing of the French
Revolution in his Advice to the Privileged Orders in the Several
States of Europe in London in 1792, begins: “It must be of vast
importance to all classes of society . . .to calculate before hand what
they are to gain or to lose by the approaching change; that like
prudent stock jobbers, they may buy in or sell out, according as this
great event shall effect them.”%®

Hirschman’s Study of Moral Aquisitiveness and Commerce

Pocock and the perspective his important work has given to
eighteenth-century studies by no means exhausts interpretations
which run counter to this essay’s emphasis on discontinuity be-
tween old and new, on sharp breaks from the past, on such new
species of non-dreamers who inhabit such places as eighteenth-
century Birmingham. Albert Hirschman’s argument in The
Passions and the Interests, for example, is important for my pur-
poses as a vivid account of the moral acceptability of the private
acquisitive drive and of commerce, banking, and industry as virtu-
ous enterprises.®® Indeed, his discussion of Montesquieu, Hume,
Millar, Stewart, and Smith, of “man as he really is” complements
Lerner’s in developing the notion of “commercial republicanism,”
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which is so critical in questioning the universality of a corruption/
commerce connection. But Hirschman is also outspoken in his insis-
tence that the abandonment of anti-money making, anti-
commercial ideals or the decline of the heroic ethos of honor and
glory were neither sudden nor unanticipated in the past. The most
important divergence of his book from my approach, however, liesin
his conviction that “this enormous change did not result from any
single victory of one fully armed ideology over another.” Those who
destroyed the traditional values were not offering new ones that
“corresponded to the interests or needs of a new class.” They were
not advocates “of a new bourgeois ethos.” The intellectual pro-
moters of an expanded commerce and industry in the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries were, according to Hirschman, not
spokesmen for “marginal social groups,” or “an insurgent ideology.”
Their ideas emerged at the centers of power as notables and in-
tellectuals grappled with affairs of state, and sought new principles
to curb chaos and constrain passion.”

Hirschman’s argument is most appealing, expecially in his sug-
gestive critique of Weber by linking the rise of capitalism to in-
tended consequences. It is also a position not that seriously at odds
with the argument of this essay. Even if one grants that the in-
tellectuals he cites were not class spokesmen, what they articulated
were the intellectual antecedents, the moral and theoretical arsenal
that later armed ideologists could and would call upon. When men of
industry in Birmingham, Sheffield, and Manchester used the
legitimization of avarice and commercialism in their efforts to re-
distribute power in late eighteenth-century English society, it had
become an insurgent ideology. When dissenters opposed the Test
and Corporation Acts for the redistributive goal of opening careers
to the talented and morally superior virtuous men of commercial
success, the arsenal was being used by a restless and assertive
marginal social group.

One can grant the nonbourgeois origin of these ideas, grant their
genesis in “the industrial, managerial and administrative elite”
without denying that their political impact became essentially
ideological in the eighteenth-century hands of an insurgent group
that used them to justify a new ideal of middle class consciousness
and solidarity and to claim a new distribution of political power in

society.

Neale’s Denial of a Self-conscious Middle Class
in the Eighteenth Century

A final reading of this period that differs from my interpretation
isR.S. Neale’s.*! Like Perkin, he sees landed and aristocratic wealth
and power as much more the key to the modernization of Britain in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries “than any activity by a
bourgeoisie.” There was no effort by the big bourgeoisie to question
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the political power of the landed aristocracy during the period of
industrialization, Neale argues, and he offers the familiar reading
of the reform movements as nondistributive in intent but simply
fueled “by a sense of loss of liberties and political rights.” Neale does
provide an extremely important and useful documentation of the
role of landowners and the aristocracy in making possible
eighteenth-century industrialization through his depiction of how
their changing needs led to significant adaptations in property and
business law, all of which were essential preconditions for both
capitalism and industrialism. But like Perkin, Neale goes beyond
redressing historiographic imbalance to writing off the bourgeoisie
entirely. All traces of the middle class, of a bourgeoisie playing “a
most revolutionary part”, are removed from the eighteenth and
early nineteenth centuries “during the crucial period of industri-
alization.”

As a class for itself it certainly did not exist. English industrial capitalists or
entrepreneurs (we must call them something) were either too busy making their
economic fortunes, or spending them to gain entrée to the landowning and aristo-

cratic class, to be conscious of themselves as a class in opposition to their rulers. As
a class in itself it is also unlikely that it existed."

Like much of the anti-class revisionism at work in the scholarship
on this period, Neale has taken a useful and significant contribution
and applied it with a vengeance. The bourgeoisie did, indeed, exist
and they played “a most revolutionary part.” In this its formative
period, the bourgeoisie were very much “conscious of themselves as
a class in opposition to their rulers.”

Priestley as the Symbol of the Radical Middle Class’s Culture,
Mission, and Outlook

The Middle Class’s Societies as Voices of its Ideology

The seedbed for this radical middle-class ideology and culture in
the late eighteenth century were the provincial societies, scientific,
philosophical, literary, and constitutional, which sprang up all over
England in Manchester, Derby, Birmingham, Sheffield, Norwich,
and London. Here and in the dissenting academies, and in the
burgeoning associations of manufacturers could be found the
“wealth of interacting social relations” that produced family inter-
marriage as well as solidarity and class consciousness. Here came
together the capitalist and the intellectual, the bourgeois
businessman, the political activist, and the religious dissenter.
Here men articulated the ideology’s sense of itself as representing
“the common interest of all members of society.” Here were con-
ceived the formulas that sought “to give its ideas the form of univer-
sally valid ones.”®® These classes sought, as James Mill saw all
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classes sought, “to get up a system of morality for themselves, that is
comfortable to their own interests, and to urge it upon other men.”s4
These efforts would ultimately prove successful and they would
fulfill John Stuart Mill’s similar prediction that “wherever there is
an ascendant class, a large portion of the morality of the country
emanates from its class interest and its feelings of class superior-
ity.”?5 But that sense of moral superiority would emerge not in the
nineteenth century but in the crucial early years of political strug-
gle in the late eighteenth century.

The writings of the bourgeois radicals represent a vivid con-
sciousness of the mission of the middle class in English society.
Decades before James Mill and legions of Victorian apologists for
the bourgeoisie, radicals of the 1770s, 1780s, and 1790s made the
case for the superiority of men and women from the virtuous and
industrious middle ranks. And who was more middle class than the
protestant dissenters? John Aikin wrote of his radical associates:
“Your natural connections are not with kings and nobles. You be-
long to the most virtuous, the most enlightened, the most indepen-
dent part of the community, the middle class.”®® His sister, Anna
Barbauld, was equally as insistent that the dissenters were fortu-
nate to be “in that middle rank of life where industry and virtue
most abound.”®” Mary Wollstonecraft lamented that women were
not more like middle-class men. “The middle rank,” she wrote,
“contains most virtue and abilities.” It is where “talents thrive
best.” Indeed, her Vindication fo the Rights of Woman was written
specifically, as she put it, for “those in the middle class, because they
appear to be in the most natural state.”®8

Not only was the middle class more virtuous and more industri-
ous, it was also the happiest. There are interesting echoes of Jeffer-
son’s pursuit of happiness in Richard Price’s observations on the
good fortune of the Americans. America is lucky, he wrote in 1784,
because the “happiest state of man is in the middle state between
the savage and the refined, or between the wild and the luxurious
state.”® Priestley, too, was convinced that middle-class existence
was the most felicitous. For several years in the late 1770s he lived
in the great house of Lord Shelburne as librarian to this aristocratic
patron of bourgeois radicalism. Richard Price had held the job
before Priestley, and later Shelburne would champion Jeremy Ben-
tham. Looking back in his Memoirs on his years as resident intellec-
tual for the great, Priestley noted that he was above temptation.

I was not at all fascinated with that mode of life. . . . These people are generally
unhappy from the want of necessary employment on which accounts chiefly there
appears to be much more happiness in the middle classes of life, who are above the
fear of want, and yet have a sufficient motive for constant exertion of their faculties,
and who have always some other object besides amusement. I used to make no
scruple of maintaining that there is not only the most virtue and most happiness,
but even most true politeness in the middle classes of life.1%
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In these years there emerged a unique bourgeois pride that
would later be expressed as its special mission as agents of regener-
ation and rebirth to fill the void between “an ignorant labouring
population and a needy and profligate nobility.”1%! The special trait
of the middle class was its usefulness, its abhorrence of vice or
idleness. The bourgeoisie saw themselves as a people set apart
adrift in a sea of the great and the poor. Their chapels, their clothes,
their hard work, and their provincialism set them apart as much as
the Test and Corporations Acts did. They responded with a convic-
tion of unabashed superiority, cloaked in a vigorous embrace of
modernity and their critical role in its onset. They ushered in new
notions of time and discipline, and several among them even sought
to restructure the English language to rid it of its aristocratic and
feudal qualities.

Joseph Priestley and Middle-Class Education

Central to this transformation and to the shaping of middle-
class solidarity and its new consciousness was education. One of the
most effective weapons in the assault on the old order were the
schools which provided a preparation uniquely appropriate for the
new age. The leaders of bourgeois England did not come from Oxford
and Cambridge where classical and clerical education still domi-
nated the preparation of gentlemen. Adam Smith noted their ir-
relevance. They were “sanctuaries in which exploded systems and
obsolete prejudices found shelter and protection, after they had been
hunted out of every other corner of the world.”1°2 Where learning
flourished in the eighteenth century was in Edinburgh and the
dissenting academies set up by the sects in response to their exclu-
sion from Oxford and Cambridge. And it was a particular kind of
learning that flowered there, perfectly matching the needs of an
emerging bourgeois civilization. These academies provided the
middle class with a practical education.

The central figure in the development of this bourgeois educa-
tion was Joseph Priestley, both through his writings and in the
example of his many years as teacher in dissenting academies.
Priestley’s goal was a worldly education in the affairs of society—
economic, political, and scientific. “Why,” he wrote, “should youths
be trained to be ministers, lawyers, and doctors, and not be trained
to be merchants, clerks, and tradesmen?”1%3 His educational re-
forms, which soon spread to all the academies, not only produced
businessmen and ministers who themselves preached to
businessmen, but, as one might suspect, middle-class radicals in
politics, restless with the restrictions they faced in a political and
social order which they felt to be still very much dominated by the
aristocracy and aristocratic principles.
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Priestley and Middle-Class Economics

Priestley’s radical vision in a speech he delivered at Hackney
contained the new economics of bourgeois radicalism, as well. Part
of the “new light” and “rising gale” is a minimal and non-interfering
state. This flowed quite easily from Priestley’s commitment to re-
ligious freedom, for there was a close relationship in the dissenting
world view between religious dogma and the political and economic
concerns of the bourgeoisie. In addition to the often noted im-
portance in nonconformist doctrine of worldly success and its re-
lationship to thrift, simplicity, frugality, and industry, there was a
near unanimity among the dissenting sects in demanding the dises-
tablishment of the church and the complete separation of church
and state. Matters of religion and of conscience were held to be
totally beyond the competence of the magistrate. The state, it was
argued, ought not to interfere in religious matters, its concerns were
purely civic. In a constant restatement of Locke’s doctrine of tolera-
tion, dissenting clergy and political writers insisted that the power
of government be limited strictly to preserving the peace and pro-
tecting property. What happened in this period is that this constant
invocation of the principle of religious laissez-faire, the withdrawal
of the state from the realm of belief, became appropriated by secular
arguments for economic laissez-faire. The centuries-old restrictions
on economic activity inherited from medieval Christian dogma,
guild-dominated feudalism, and Tudor paternalism were under at-
tack by the entrepreneurs of industrializing England. Their ar-
guments were reinforced by their religious brethren in the pulpit.

Joseph Priestley here, too, speaks for his age, for his religious
brethren, and for his class. In his religious and political tracts,
Priestley invokes the doctrinal notion of freedom of conscience, and
in his economic writings he wrote of the need for the state to
withdraw, the necessity of its being “as little expensive and burden-
some as possible.” But, more importantly, Priestley also articulated
the new bourgeois demand that government give up its traditional
involvement in the economic process. Individualism was as crucial
here as in the religious realm, he insisted. Man should be “left to
himself.” All the restrictions on individuals should be undone so
that they could “revert to that natural condition of man from which

we have departed.”1%¢ ©




44 Literature of Liberty

FOOTNOTES

Full citations for works listed in the Footnotes may be found in the following
Bibliography.

1. C.Bruyn Andrews, ed., Torrington Diaries Containing The Tours Through England and Wales of The
Honorable John Byng. Between The Years 1781-1794, pp. 194-195.

2. Benedict Nicolson, Joseph Wright of Derby, Painter of Light.

3. Francis Jeffrey, “Memoirs of Dr. Joseph Priestley.” Edinburgh Review 9(1807):47.

4. A Finer and G. Savage, eds., The Selected Letters of Josiah Wedgwood, p. 46; R. S. Fitton and A. P.
Wadsworth, The Strutts and The Arkwrights, pp. 109-110.

5. Anna L. Barbauld, Evenings at Home: Or The Juvenile Budget Opened, VI, p. 223.

6. Letters on the Utility and Policy of Employing Machines to Shorten Labour, p. 3.

7. Letters on the Utility and Policy, p. 16.

8. A Finer and G. Savage, eds. The Selected Letters of Josiah Wedgwood, p. 83.

9. Anna Barbauld, Evenings at Home, VI, p. 250.

10. Annual Register (London, 1800), p. 236.

11. Josiah Wedgwood, An Address to the Young Inhabitants of the Pottery, p. 4.

12. A.Finer and G. Savage, eds. Selected Letters, p. 247.

13. Edmund Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in France, Connor Cruise O’Brien, ed., p. 170.

14. Everet E. Hagan, On The Theory of Social Change, pp. 261-309. See also Witt Bowden, Industrial
Society in England Towards the End of the Eighteenth Century; A. E. Musson and ERIC Robinson, Science
and Technology in the Industrial Revolution;, Raymond V. Holt, The Unitarian Contribution to Social
Progress in England.

15. See Robert E. Schofield, The Lunar Society of Birmingham, p. 353.

16. Thomas Paine, The Rights of Man, p. 110.

17.  Joseph Priestley, An Appeal to the Public on the Subject of the Riots in Birmingham, pp. 103-104;
Proper Objects of Education in the Present State of the World, p. 12.

18. Anna L. Barbauld, Address to Opposers of the Repeal of the Corporation and Test Acts, p. 25.

19. Joseph Priestley, A View of the Principles and Conduct of the Protestant Dissenters with Respect to the
Civil and Ecclesiastical Constitutions of England, p. 5; Familiar Letters Addressed to the Inhabitants of
Birmingham, Letter No. 4, p. 6.

20. Richard Price, Evidence for a Future Period of Improvement in the State of Mankind with the Means
and Duty of Promoting It, pp. 41-44.

20a. Richard Price, Evidence, pp. 41-44.

21. See Anthony Lincoln, Some Political and Social Ideas of English Dissent, 1763-1800.

22. Joseph Priestley, "On the Repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts,” Familiar Letters, Letter No. 4, pp.
19-20.

23. Quoted in Eric Robinson, “The English Philosophers and the French Revolution.” History Today
(February 1956):117.

24. Joseph Priestley, "On the Repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts,” Letter No. 4, p. 20.

25. Anna L. Barbauld, Address to Opposers of the Repeal of the Corporation and Test Acts, pp. 17-18.
26. John Aikin, Letters from a Father to his Son on Various Topics Relative to Literature and the Conduct of
Life, p. 205.

27. Thomas Cooper, A Reply to Mr. Burke’s Invective Against Mr. Cooper and Mr. Watt, p. 16.

28. Thomas Cooper, A Reply, pp. 21, 32, 63, 65.

29. William Godwin, Enquiry Concerning Political Justice. Isaac Kramnick, ed., pp. 470-475.



Literature of Liberty 45

30. SirJamesStewart, AnInquiry into the Principles of Political Oeconomy. Andrew S. Skinner, ed. Vol.I,

214.
31. The Public Advertiser, September 11, 1760.
32. 13.9—81 faeuet, ed., Marx and Engels: Basic Writings on Politics and Philosophy, "The German Ideology,”
Pp- .
33. Seealso L. S. Feuer, ed. Marx and Engels, “On Historical Materialism,” p. 57.
34. See also L. S. Feuer, ed. Marx and Engels, “On Historical Materialism,” p. 61.
35. L. S. Feuer, ed. Marx and Engels, “On Historical Materialism,” p. 61.
36. Harold Laski, The Rise of European Liberalism.
?’;74 E.ag.sThompson, “Patrician Society, Plebeian Culture,” Journal of Social History 7, No. 4(Summer

): X

38. E.P.Thompson, “Eighteenth-Century English Society: Class Struggle Without Class,” Social History
3, No. 2(May 1978):150.
39. E.P. Thompson, “Eighteenth Century,” p. 151.
40. E.P. Thompson, “Eighteenth Century,” pp. 142, 143, 163, 164.
41. E.P. Thompson, “Eighteenth Century,” p. 143.
42. E.P. Thompson, “Eighteenth Century,” p. 143.
43. Harold Perkin, The Origins of Modern English Society.
44. Harold Perkin, The Origins, pp. 192, 214.
45. Harold Perkin, The Origins, p. 214.
46. Harold Perkin, The Origins, pp. 126, 30, 45, 177, 192, 194, 347, 183.
47. Harold Perkin, The Origins, pp. 12, 56, 66-68, 71-76.
48. Harold Perkin, The Origins, p. 75.
49. Harold Perkin, The Origins, p. 71.
50. Harold Perkin, The Origins, p. 182.
51. Harold Perkin, The Origins, p. 193-194.
52. Harold Perkin, The Origins, p. 209.
53. Harold Perkin, The Origins, pp. 221-231, 276, 294.
54. Donald Winch, Adam Smith’s Politics: An Essay in Historiographic Revision, p. 165.
55. For J. G. A. Pocock’s arguments see his The Machiavellian Moment; “Virtue and Commerce in the
Eighteenth Century,” Journal of Interdisciplinary History 3, No. 1(1972); Politics, Language and Time;
“Early Modern Capitalism—The Augustan Perception” in Feudalism, Capitalism and Beyond, edited by
E. Kauenka and R. S. Neale.
56. Isaac Kramnick, Bolingbroke and his Circle: The Politics of Nostalgia in the Age of Walpole.
57. Pocock, “Virtue and Commerce,” p. 132; The Machiavellian Moment, pp. 450, 550, 546.
58. Bernard Bailyn, The Origins of American Politics; The Ideological Origins of the American
Revolution.
59. Gordon Wood, The Creation of the American Republic, p. 68.
60. Pocock, “Virtue and Commerce,” pp. 123, 130-131, 134; The Machiavellian Moment, pp. 469, 548,
529.
61. Forrest McDonald, The Presidency of Thomas Jefferson, pp. 19-20, 161-163.
62. John M. Murrin, “Court and Country in Britain and America,” American Historical Association
Annual Meeting (Washington D.C., 1976), p. 16.
63. See Joyce Appleby, “The Social Origins of American Revolutionary Ideology,” The Journal of Ameri-
can History 64, No. 4(March 1978):935-958; Ronald Hamowy “Jefferson and the Scottish Enlightenment:
A Critique of Gary Wills's Inventing America” The William and Mary Quarterly 36(October 1979):
503-523.
64. Pocock, “Virtue and Commerce,” pp. 133, 122; The Machiavellian Moment, pp. 507, 547; Politics
Language and Time, pp. 145-146.
65. Jack Fruchman, Jr., “The Modes and Lang of Late Eighteenth-Century English Republican
Millenialism” Annual Meeting, American Society for Eighteenth Century Studies, East/Central Division,
(Pittsburgh, 1978). See also Ian Hampshire-Monk “Civic Humanism and Parliamentary Reform: The Case
of the Society of the Friends of the People,” The Journal of British Studies 18, No. 2(Spring 1979).
66. Herbert Butterfield, George IlI, Lord North and The People 1779-80. lan Christie, Myth and Reality
in Late Eighteenth Century Politics and Other Papers; Wilkes, Wyvill and Reform.




46 Literature of Liberty

67. Pocock, “Virtue and Commerce,” pp. 124, 127, 129; The Machiavellian Moment, pp. 424; Politics,
Language and Time, p. 144; "Early Modern Capitalism,” pp. 63-64.
68. Leslie Stephen, History of English Thought in the Eighteenth Century, Vol. II, p. 114. Carl Becker,
The Declaration of Independence, p. 79. Harold Laski, The Rise of European Liberalism and Political
Thought in England From Locke to Bentham.
69. John Dunn, “The Politics of Locke in England and American in the Eighteenth Century,” in John W.
Yolton, ed. John Locke: Problems and Perspectives, pp. 45-80.
70. Gordon Wood, The Creation of the American Republic, p. 29.
71. Gary Wills, Invénting America.
72. Donald Winch, Adam Smith’s Politics, pp. 26, 29, 33, 165, 28, 36, 41.
73. Donald Winch, Adam Smith’s Politics, pp. 29, 86, 180-181.
74. Josiah Tucker, Selections From His Economic and Political Writings, edited with an introduction
by R. C. Schuyler.
75. Ralph Lerner, “Commerce and Character: The Anglo-American as New-Model Men,” The William
and Mary Quarterly 36 (January 1979): 3-25.
76. Lerner, “"Commerce and Character,” p. 9.
77. David Hume, "Of Commerce” in Essays, Moral, Political and Literary, pp. 262-269.
78. Adam Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, p. 385.
79. See Isaac Kramnick, “Children’s Literature and Bourgeois Ideology: Observations on Culture and
Industrial Capitalism in the Later Eighteenth Century” in Culture and Politics: From Puritanism to the
Enlightenment, P. Zagorin, ed.
80. Graham Wallas, The Life of Francis Place, 1771-1854, p. 256.
81. John Brewer, Party Ideology and Popular Politics at the Accession of George IlI, p. 255.
82. Brewer, Party Ideology, pp. 214-215.
83. Wedgwood, Select Letters, pp. 81, 136, 182, 233.
84. Thomas Cooper, A Reply to Mr. Burke, p. 16.
85. A Sequel to the Friendly Advice to the Poor (March 1756), p. 19.
86. Fitton and Wadsworth, The Strutts and the Arkwrights, p. 108.
87. W. Hutton, An History of Birmingham to the End of the Year 1780, p. 63.
88. Joel Barlow, Advice to the Privileged Orders in the Several States of Europe, p. 3.
89. Albert Hirschman, The Passions and the Interest: Practical Arguments for Capitalism Before Its
Triumph.
90. Hirschman, The Passions and the Interests, pp. 12, 129.
91. R.S. Neale, "The Bourgeoisie, Historically, Has Played a Most Revolutionary Part,” in Feudalism,
Capitalism, and Beyond; also see his Class and Ideology in the Nineteenth Century.
92. Neale, “The Bourgeoisie, Historically,” pp. 90-91.
93. Karl Marx, "German Ideology,” in Basic Writings, pp. 79-80.
94. John Stuart Mill, Westminster Review 6(1826):255.
95. Cited in Perkin, The Origins of Modern English Society, p. 273.
96. John Aikin, Address to the Dissenters of England on Their Late Defeat (London, 1790), p. 18.
97. Anna Barbauld, Address to Opposers of the Repeal, p. 18.
98. Mary Wollstonecraft, Vindication of the Rights of Woman. Miriam Brody Kramnick (ed.). Pp. 147~
148, 171, 181.
99. Richard Price, Observations on the Importance of the American Revolution and the Means of Making It
a Beneﬁt to the World (London, 1784) p. 69.
Joseph Priestley, Memoirs of Dr. Joseph Pnestley (London 1806), p. 82.
101‘ "The Church of England and the Di d’s M ine 16(1824):397.
102. Cited in Witt Bowden, Industrial Society, p. 61
103. Joseph Priestley, Essays on a Course of Liberal Education for Line and Active Life (London, 1765), p.
7.
104. Joseph Priestley, An Account of a Society for Encouraging the Industrious Poor (Birmingham, 1789),

pp. 5, 7.




Literature of Liberty 47

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aiken, John. Letters from a Father to His Son on Various Topics Relative to Literature and the Conduct of
Life. Philadelphia, 1794.

. Address to the Dissenters of England on Their Late Defeat. London, 1790.

Andrews, C. Bruyn (ed.). Torrington Diaries Containing the Tours Through England and Wales of the
Honorable John Byng Between the Years 1781-1794. London, 1935.

Appleby, Joyce. “The Social Origins of American Revolutionary Ideology.” The Journal of American
History 64(March 1978):935-958.

Bailyn, Bernard. The Origins of American Politics. New York, 1967.

_ . The Ideological Origins of the American Revolution. Cambridge, Mass., 1967.

Barbauld, Anna L. Evenings at Home: or the Juvenile Budget Opened. Philadelphia, 1792-1796.

. Address to the Opposers of the Repeal of the Corporation and Test Acts. London, 1790.

Barlow, Joel. Advice to the Privileged Orders in the Several States of Europe. London, 1792.

Becker, Carl. The Declaration of Independence. New York, 1922.

Bowden, Witt. Industrial Society in England Towards the End of the Eighteenth Century. New York, 1925.

Brewer, John. Party Ideology and Popular Politics at the Accession of George III. Cambridge, England,
1977.

Burke, Edmund. Reflections on the Revolution in France. Conor Cruise O’Brien (ed.). Baltimore: Pelican
Classics, 1969.

Butterfield, Herbert. George 111, Lord North and the People 1779-1780. London, 1949.

Christie, Ian. Myth and Reality in Late Eighteenth Century Politics and Other Papers. London, 1970.

— . Wilkes, Wyuille, and Reform. London, 1962.

Cooper, Thomas. A Reply to Mr. Burke’s Invective Against Mr. Cooper and Mr. Watt. London, 1792.

Dunn, John. “The Politics of Locke in England and America in the Eighteenth Century” in Yolton, John W.
(ed.). John Locke: Problems and Perspectives. Cambridge, England, 1969.

Feuer, L. S. (ed.). Marx and Engels: Basic Writings on Politics and Philosophy. New York, 1959.

Finer, A. and Savage, G. (eds.). The Selected Letters of Josiah Wedgwood. London, 1965.

Fitton, R. S. and Wadsworth, A. P. The Strutts and the Arkwrights. Manchester, 1972.

Fruchman Jr., Jack. “The Modes and Language of Late Eighteenth Century English Republican Mil-
lenialism.” Annual Meeting, American Society for Eighteenth Century Studies, East/Central Divi-
sion, (Pittsburgh, 1978).

Godwin, William. Enquiry Concerning Political Justice. Kramnick, Isaac (ed.). London: Pelican Classics,
1976.

Hagan, Everet E. On the Theory of Social Change. Homewood, Illinois: Irwin Press, 1962.

Holt, Raymond V. The Unitarian Contribution to Social Progress in England. London, 1938.

Hamowy, Ronald. “Jefferson and the Scottish Enlightenment: A Critique of Gary Wills's Inventing
America.” The William and Mary Quarterly 36(October 1979):503-523.

Hampshire-Monk, Ian. “Civic Humanism and Parliamentary Reform: The Case of the Society of the
Friends of the People.” The Journal of British Studies 18, No. 2(Spring 1979).

Hirschman, Albert. The Passions and the Interests: Practical Arguments for Capitalism Before Its
Triumph. Princeton, 1977.

Hume, David. “Of Commerce.” Essays, Moral, Political, and Literary. Oxford, 1963.

Hutton, W, A History of Birmingham to the End of the Year 1780. Birmingham, 1781.

Jeffrey, Francis. “Memoirs of Dr. Joseph Priestley.” Edinburgh Review 9(1807).

Kramnick, Isaac. “Children’s Literature and Bourgeois Ideology: Observations on Culture and Industrial
Capitalism in the Later Eighteenth Century,” in Culture and Politics: From Puritanism to the
Enlightenment, P. Zagorin (ed.).

. Bolinbroke and His Circle: The Politics of Nostalgia in the Age of Walpole. Cambridge, Mass.,
1968.

Laski, Harold. The Rise of European Liberalism. New York, 1936.

. The Rise of European Liberalism and Political Thought in England from Locke to Bentham. New
York, 1920.

Lerner, Ralph. “Commerce and Character: The Anglo-American as N ew-Model Men.” The William and
Mary Quarterly 36(January 1979). .

Lincoln, Anthony. Some Political and Social Ideas of English Dissent, 1763-1800. Cambridge, 1938.




48 Literature of Liberty

Marx, Karl. "German Ideology” in Basic Writings.

McDonald, Forrest. The Presidency of Thomas Jefferson. Lawrence, Kansas, 1967.

Mill, John Stuart. Westminster Review 6(1826).

Murrin, John M. “Court and Country in Britain and America.” American Historical Association Annual
Meeting (Washington, D.C., 1976).

M A.E.andRobi Eric.Sci and Technology in the Industrial Revolution. Manchester, 1969.

Neale, R. S. "The Bourgeoisie, Historically, Has Played a Most Revolutionary Part” in Feudalism,
Capitalism, and Beyond. Canberra, 1975.

. Class and Ideology in the Nineteenth Century. London, 1972.

Nicolson, Benedict. Joseph Wright of Derby, Printer of Light. London, 1968.

Paine, Thomas. The Rights of Man. Baltimore: Pelican Classics, 1969.

Perkin, Harold. The Origins of Modern English Society. London, 1969.

Pocock,dJ. G. A. "Virtue and Commerce in the Eighteenth Century.” Journal of Interdisciplinary History 3,
No. 1(1972).

. The Machiavellian M t. Princeton, 1975.

. Politics, Language, and Time. New York, 1971.

. "Early Modern Capitalism-—the Augustan Perception” in Kauenk, E. and Neale, R. S. (eds.),
Feudalism, Capitalism, and Beyond. Canberra, 1975.

Price, Richard. Evidence for a Future Period of Improvement in the State of Mankind with the Means and
Duty of Promoting It. London, 1787.

. Observations on the Importance of the American Revolution and the Means of Making It a Benefit

to the World. London, 1784,

Priestley, Joseph. An Appeal to the Public on the Subject of the Riots in Birmingham. Birmingham, 1792.

. Proper Objects of Education in the Present State of the World. London, 1791.

. A Vlew o/' the Pnnctples and Conduct of the Protestant Dissenters with Respect to the Civil and

ions of England. London, 1769.

. Familiar Letters Addressed to the Inhabitants of Birmingh Birmingh 1790-1792.

. Memoirs of Dr. Joseph Priestly. London, 1806.

. Essays on a Course of Liberal Education for Line and Active Life. London, 1765.

. An Account of Society for Encouraging the Industrious Poor. Birmingham, 1789.

. "On the Repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts.” Familiar Letters, Letter 4:19-20.
Robmson Eric. “The English Philosophers and the French Revolution.” History Today (February 1956).
Schofield, Robert E. The Lunar Society of Birmingham. Oxford, 1963.

Smith, Adam. An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. Cannon, Edwin (ed.). New
York, 1937.

Stephen, Leslie. History of English Thought in the Eighteenth Century, Vol. 2, Hurbinger Edition. New
York, 1962.

Stewart, Sir James. An Inquiry into the Principles of Political Economy. Skinner, Andrew S. (ed.). Volume I.
Chicago, 1966.

Thompson, E. P. “Patrician Society, Plebeian Culture.” Journal of Social History 7, No. 4(Summer 1974).

. "Eighteenth-Century English Society Class Struggle Without Class.” Journal of Social History 3
(May 1978).

Tucker, Josiah. Selections from his E ic and Political Writings. Schuyler, R. C. (ed.) New York, 1931.

Wallas, Graham. The Life of Francis Place, 1771-1854. New York, 1919.

Wedgwood, Josiah. An Address to the Young Inhabitants of the Pottery. Newcastle, 1783.

Wills, Gary. Inventing America. New York, 1978.

Winch, Donald. Adam Smith’s Politics: An Essay in Historiographic Revision. Cambridge, England, 1978.

Wollstonecraft, Mary. Vindication of the Rights of Woman. Miriam Brody Kramnick (ed.). New York:
Pelican Classics, 1975.

Wood, Gordon. The Creation of the American Republic. New York, 1972.

lll




Literature of Liberty

49

I

Social and Political Thought

The following summaries survey a variety of social and political topics,
ranging from theoretical analyses of community, bureaucracy, and Kantian
political reason to historical studies of the social-political thought of Rousseau,
the Utilitarians, Samuel Gompers, Bergson, and Oakeshott. In addition, the
studies of Hunt (et al.), Knox, and Boyle offer detailed case studies of the
“political history” of ambiguous phases of “liberalism.” From the perspective of
individual freedom, we can approach these diverse themes by seeing the several
attempts to reconcile a sense of community with the protection of individual

rights.

Community, Individuality, and Freedom

Leslie Armour observed in “Value,
Community, and Freedom” that “the ques-
tion of a ‘real community’ is . . . the most
pressing issue of our time.” Prof. Drengson
concurs and adds that developing a philos-
ophy of community will do much to resolve
the social and environmental problems
which plague the modern world. In large
part, these problems derive from a failure
to appreciate the complex interconnec-
tions which comprise both the natural and
human processes of community.

Since sustaining a community requires
regular contacts, locale figures promi-
nently in communal life. To distinguish
whether a given group functions as a
community, Drengson postulates four
basic axioms of community life: (1) locals
respect one another in word and deed
(Mutual respect and trust); (2) locals look
after locals when help is needed (Inter-

Alan R. Drengson
University of Victoria (Canada)

“Toward a Philosophy of Community.” Philosophy
Forum 16, Nos. 1/2(1979):101-125.

dependence); (3) locals work to maintain
the integrity of their locale (Physical plant
and ecology); (4) locals accept diversity
(Tolerance).

Throughout his article, the author
stresses the analogy between living in
human communities and existence within
natural ecosystems. On a purely practical
level, a cherishing of the land helps to as-
sure a group’s very survival, since
poisoned earth and sky will not nurture
children who must carry on community
traditions. At a deeper level, the same atti-
tudes of reverence, interdependence,
maintenance, and tolerance of diversity
required for a society are also needed to
sustain coexistence on the purely natural
level.

Drengson discerns four major themes
which underlie life in most human com-
munities. They are: the affective (or aes-
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thetic), productive, rational, and spiritual.
To a great extent, they also parallel quite
similar themes in the lives of individuals.
From individual to individual, from com-
munity to community, these themes will
receive varying emphasis. Nevertheless,
harkening back to Plato’s arguments in
the Republic, Drengson asserts that, both
for the individual and the community,
harmonizing these four elements looms as
a primary task. It is crucial that the person
and the group achieve a skillful blending
in order to avoid disharmony, suffering,
alienation, and other ills.

In connection with these four motifs,
Toennies’s distinction between Gemein-
schaft and Gesellschaft relationships be-
comes particularly fruitful. Gemeinschaft

ties result from the interaction of natural
wills (spontaneity, emotion, attraction,
sharing, caring, etc.), while Gesellschaft
relations arise from contact among ra-
tional wills (associations of special interest
groups, contracts, corporations, etc.) This
distinction captures some of the paradoxes
between our need for both individuality
and belonging in society. “We are both so-
cial and antisocial, wanting both the pub-
lic and the private, wanting to plan but to
live spontaneously.” Much of the drama of
social life is the struggle to achieve bal-
ance in individuality and community
without either oppressively inflexible or
insensitively mechanistic forms of human
interaction.

Rousseau’s Social Thought

Lester G. Crocker

University of Virginia, Charlottesville

“Order and Disorder in Rousseau’s Social Thought.”
Proceedings of the Modern Language Association 94
(March 1979):247-260.

U V e might reconcile the various an-
tinomies found in Rousseau’s social
thought by a dialectical process reminis-
cent of Hegel's logic. Thus, the natural
order of God’s creation which is fractured
by man’s “experience and .. .experiment,
of discovering the moral realm” is recap-
tured by the imposition of the organically
ordered state. By this artifice the natural
order is realized in a synthesis of rational
nature and human construction. Without
the imposition of the moral constraints of
the organic state, untutored instinct
would lead to societal chaos of competing
selfish desires. However, the state, by al-
legedly unifying and embodying the dis-
parate wills of its constituents, reconciles
their differences and by tyrannical means
imposes the moral order that cannot
prevail outside of the organic body politic.
Therefore, according to Rousseau, “no vol-
untary cooperative utopia could ever exist.
Men had to be coerced into becoming citi-
zens . ..” Men had to be divested of their
natural selfish impulses through the

tutelage of the state in order to realize a
higher, moral nature—one unconcerned
with the automistic self.

Jean-Jacques Rousseau
(1712-1778)
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A Sociological History of Utilitarianism

Charles Camic

University of Wisconsin at Madison

“Utilitarians Revisited,” American Journal of
Sociology 85(November 1979):516-550.

Camic challenges the predominant
sociological view of utilitarian social the-
ory, as well as the “presentist” orientation
of the profession that enables it to avoid
looking at the utilitarians directly. We
need to study works of Hume, Smith,
Bentham, and J.S. Mill, for their sociologi-
cal ideas, because if sociologists are to ac-
count for how social theories arise, change,
and grow, they must engage in a sociologi-
cal history of sociology. Such an account
will clarify the process by which different
accounts of social reality evolve, partly as
a result of different individuals occupying
different social posts in intellectual com-
munities. When a new discipline comes
along it must respond to the given in-
tellectual community and justify its exis-
tence; as we shall later see, this helps to
explain the distortion of utilitarian theory
by sociologists.

The sociological myth about utili-
tarianism stems from Parsons’s The
Structure of Social Action. He argued that:
(1) the utilitarians’ model of action was
composed of atomistic, egoistically
motivated actors who employ only means
of expedience to achieve material ends; (2)
utilitarianism declined because it was un-
stable and was unable to provide correct
interpretations of the fact; (3) utilitarian-
ism contained an inner dilemma; and (4) it
could not explain how social order was pos-
sible, given (1). The inner dilemma refers
to the alleged fact that the utilitarians say
nothing about the content of ends in the
action process, thus rendering them ran-
dom. The only escape from this alleged
utilitarian dilemma is to modify the con-
cept of ends (accommodating them into the
“situation”) or to drop the idea that actors
imply rational means. But both of these
alternatives deny the notion of voluntary
action; hence the dilemma.

The utilitarians were not Hobbesian
egoists; sympathy and other passions
played a large role in utilitarian explana-

tion. Passions were seen as social in their
genesis and in their function. Further-
more, one of the main concerns was to
show how social norms helped to produce
order by counteracting and meshing with
egoistic motivation. The utilitarians re-
jected the idea that man could live in a
state of nature, using force and fraud at
will. Indeed, they believed that man was a
social being. These statements apply to all
of the utilitarians, though in somewhat
diminished form for Bentham, since his
main focus was social reform rather than
social science. The concern of the utilitar-
ians with social science, that is, their at-
tempt to find general and universally valid
law and principles governing action in so-
ciety should put to rest any notion that the
utilitarians saw action as random.

If Parsons’s view of the utilitarians is
totally wrong, his explanation for their
demise must be rejected. Such a demise
was caused, says Osterman, by the rise of
historicism and its view of inexorable law
of social and cultural development, which
the utilitarians rejected with their empha-
sis on permanent features of human na-
ture. Utilitarianism’s appeal was also di-
minished since it came to be identified
with the Philosophical Radicals’ pam-
phlets, which pushed for social reforms de-
riving from a few simplified axioms about
human nature. The liassez-faire climate of
the 1840s also helped to blunt the utilitar-
ians more progovernment appeal.

Ironically, Spencer’s evolutionism and
his laissez-faire principles came to be
known in America as Social Darwinism
(which was a simplified Spencer plus a lit-
tle Darwin) and Social Darwinians domi-
nated the universities. Sociologists who
were emerging at this time, identified So-
cial Darwinians with utilitarians and
vigorously attacked the entrenched ideol-
ogy. Their attacks on utilitarianism can be
seen both as a way of giving the new disci-
pline an identity as well as their particular
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attempt to solve the Hobbesian problem.

Sociologists can learn a great deal from
the utilitarians. They can see that the path
pioneered by Parsons, and almost all later
sociologists is not inevitable. Parsons’s
path wrongly sought order by the fusing of
sociological or normative factors together

with the self-interested means/ends
reasoning. The utilitarians, by contrast,
emphasized the interplay between moti-
vation, norms, markets, and political and
social arrangements; means/ends reason-
ingisonly part of a large utilitarian whole.

Spencer and Comte in American Labor Thought

G.B. Cotkin

“The Spencerian and Comtian Nexus in Gompers’s
Labor Philosophy: The Impact of Non-Marxian Evo-
lutionary Thought.” Labor History 20(Fall 1979):
510-523.

Cotkin disputes the two claims that labor
leader Samuel Gompers’s (1850-1924)
early development was influenced by
Marxism or that he was a pragmatist.
Though Gompers’s class society analysis
and the support for a working class organi-
zation was Marxian-inspired, historians
have neglected the influence of Henry
McGregor and Frank Foster on Gompers’s
development in the late nineteenth cen-
tury. McGregor was a Comtian; Foster was
a Spencerian who flirted with anarchism.
Despite their differences, both espoused
non-Marxian evolutionary views which
disparaged politics. Gompers derived
theoretical guidance from his close in-
tellectual contact with both men.

To see Foster’s and McGregor’s in-
fluence, we can examine their views in
relation to Gompers’s on the role of the
state and legislation and on the possibility
of progress through the trade unions.

Foster’s theory of trade unionism
stressed the individual and rejected the
state. In 1894 he opposed a bill limiting
working hours, though he did favor child
labor laws and child compulsory education
because children were unable to protect
themselves. Gompers held similar posi-
tions but both he and Foster denounced
state charity in Spencerian language.
Gompers was particularly incensed at the
idea of the state setting a “fair” wage; he
also thought state compulsory arbitration
would weaken strong unions and make the

weak unions accept poor agreements.

Foster believed that state interference
retarded progress. He saw progress grow-
ing out of the trade union movement, for it
emerged organically from the people who
had to sell their labor to survive. Gompers
used very similar language to oppose a
compulsory arbitration law in New Zea-
land: the government, said Gompers, was
trying to stem a natural phenomenon—
struggle. Gompers did turn to the govern-
ment before World War I, but (he wrote to
Foster) it was under the pressure by the
left wing of the movement. )

As for McGregor, he frequently lectured
on how history progressed through op-
pressed classes using different and more
potent weapons than those of the class it
was revolting against. On this view, the
working class could only fail in the politi-
cal realm. Gompers undoubtedly attended
these lectures, since he was very familiar
with their site, the New York City Pos-
itivist community of Comtians. McGregor
believed that the labor organizations
would triumph in the (Comtian) industrial
stage of human development but to do so
required unity and slow change. Gompers
led his American Federation of Labor by
these two principles (minus the Comtian
rhetoric). Gompers’s basic philosophy was
that the labor union was a progressive
force but only if it moved slowly and stayed
out of politics.
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Bureaucracy in Weber & Kafka

Kafka’s The Trial

U Uestem civilization in the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries has witnessed an
unprecedented growth of bureaucratic in-
stitutions. Both Max Weber and Franz
Kafka, two seminal German thinkers of
the early twentieth century, noted the
growth of bureaucracy in the West. Yet,
they drew quite different conclusions
concerning the significance of this devel-
opment.

Max Weber championed bureaucratic
administration as the most efficient and
equitable method of social organization.
Characterized by a “rational-legal” form of
authority, the bureaucratic order replaces
the traditional “charismatic” (or personal)
exercise of power. In a bureaucracy, rela-
tionships among officials and relations be-
tween officials and the public are categori-
cal rather than individual, rule-governed
rather than idiosyncratic. Like the
modern assembly-line, this friction-free,
self-regulating machine with stan-
dardized interchangeable parts serves
humanity to the extent that it is
“dehumanized.”

Methodologically, Weber, the social sci-
entist, understood that we cannot unravel
the skein of objective and subjective ele-
ments in culture as efficiently as we can
problems in the physical sciences. In order
to attain greater “cleanliness” in the study
of human problems, Weber devised the
method of “ideal types.” With this tech-
nique, Weber theorized about individual
social structures conceived in a hypotheti-
cally “pure” state—unhampered by pe-

Thomas R. McDaniel

Converse College

“Weber and Kafka on Bureaucracy: A Question of
Perspective.” The South Atlantic Quarterly 78
(Summer 1979):361-375.

ripheral influences and social ills. Later
sociologists, like Talcott Parsons, rejected
this methodology in favor of more empiri-
cal techniques. They repudiated theories
based on ideal types which were unrelated
to the larger social system in the “real”
world or detached from the often determin-
ing influences of individual psychology.

For Franz Kafka, administration by
functionaries represented the most in-
efficient and irrational social organization
imaginable. His critique of the bureau-
cratic order parallels in many regards the
denunciations proffered by modern-day
“dysfunctionalists.”

In his novel The Castle, Kafka presents
the frightening portrait of an individual
confronting the baffling vagaries of a thor-
oughly bureaucratic society. Seeking
validation for his status as land-surveyor
in a small village, K, the hero of the novel,
explores every avenue of appeal, diplo-
macy and alliance to gain audience with
the elusive Kramm, the head of a mam-
moth establishment of unaccountable pro-
cedures and inaccessible documents. The
faceless, humorless officials he encounters
are mere fragments of an ever-rising
pyramid of authority which has no dis-
cernable summit. Bereft of even a human
name, K nonetheless symbolizes the valid
human being who seeks meaning in a
mechanized world which runs for no rea-
son except its own perpetuation.

Prof. McDaniel counsels social re-
searchers to consider the insights into
human problems which literature
provides. In this regard, he cites Jules
Langsner: “Science interprets the pheno-
menal world with reference to the coher-
ence of structure and behavior. Art trans-
forms the phenomenal world into poetic
metaphors with reference to experience
unique to man. Both are indispensable to
the enrichment of life in our civilization,
and each can only benefit from a mature
reciprocity with the other.”
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Bergson’s Political Doctrines

Ellen Kennedy
University of York (U.K.)

“Bergson’s Philosophy and French Political Doc-
trines: Sorel, Maurras, Péguy, and de Gaulle.” Gov-
ernment and Opposition 15(Winter 1980):75-91.

Having pondered the trauma of the
First World War, Henri Bergson expressed
his mature thought on moral and political
issues in Les Deux sources de la morale et
de la réligion. Significantly, however,
Bergson’s political doctrines have exerted
a minor influence on social activists in
comparison with his more purely philo-
sophical teachings developed before the
war. These philosophical hypotheses have
exercised a varied and at times contradic-
tory influence on four political figures in
France.

Georges Sorel, spearhead of France’s
anarcho-syndicalist movement at the be-
ginning of the century, made the explicit
claim that he was applying Bergson’s
ideas to political action. Sorel’s ideas in
Reéflexions sur la violence were im-
mediately compared with Bergson’s
theories of life and vitality. In other writ-
ings, Sorel embraced Bergson’s epis-
temological arguments. Nonetheless,
Bergson himself recognized the many
major points that separated him from
Sorel. The latter’s dogged insistence on
elimination of the supposedly decadent
middle class and his praise of violence as a
moral and social tonic for France were but
two of these major disagreements.

For Charles Maurras, leader of the
fiercely nationalistic Action Francaise,
Bergson represented an alien Romantic
tradition which had undermined the ra-
tionality of French classicism and set
France into woeful decline. Bergson’s em-
phasis upon intuition and sentiment in the
search for truth proved him a purveyor of
“German pantheistic evolutionism.” The
Action Frangaise viewed Bergson as an in-
tellectual débaucher who was not and
never could be French. For Maurras,
therefore, Bergson’s philosophy abetted
France’s decay while for Sorel it presaged

and nurtured the nation’s rebirth.

Discontent with the dessicated pos-
itivism which France had inherited from
the nineteenth century caused many
French intellectuals to look upon religion
and mystical idealism in a quite favorable
light. A Catholic Renaissance ensued
around 1910, and its most illustrious
spokesman was the republican Charles
Péguy. His poetic appeal to Frenchmen of
differing political allegiances approxi-
mates Bergson’s idea of creative politics
through an intuitive synthesis of dispa-
rate views. An admirer of Bergson, Péguy
concurred in the philosopher’s firm rejec-
tion of the anti-Semitism which Daudet,
Bernanos, and Drumont had made re-
spectable among French conservatives.

Charles de Gaulle explicitly stated that
his view of the grandeur of war was de-
rived from Bergson. The philosopher had
described the extreme difficulty the mind
experiences when confronted by a fluid,
unstable situation, which describes war in
its purest state. The greatness of war
stems from the heroic efforts which must
be expended to comprehend and cope with
a supremely unstable situation.

None of these persons or movements
“applied” Bergson’s philosophy defini-
tively to political life. Bergson’s diverse
appeal derives from his “sometimes incon-
gruous blend of political ideas. He com-
bines individual freedom with criticism of
social divisions and classes; he affirms the
value of community and tradition, but
encourages change and innovation in soci-
ety. Finally, Bergson tries to reconcile
man’s need for religious and spiritual
values with his achievements in technol-
ogy and science.” It is not surprising that
such a wealth of diverse ideas should give
birth to a diverse breed of disciples.
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Oakeshott’s Political Theory
J.R. Archer

Archer examines the foundational con-
cepts developed in Oakshott’s works in
order to define the character of this con-
servative political theory. These concepts
are the following: experience, rationalism,
empiricism, tradition, human conduct,
and ideal character.

The basis of Oakeshott’s understanding
of experience is his philosophical idealism
which holds that there is no reality apart
from ideas. Philosophy, then, is the whole
or totality of experience which seems to
imply that there can be no theoretical as
opposed to empirical understanding of so-
ciety. This leads Archer to a consideration
of Oakeshott’s indictment of rationalism
for its misguided attempts to theoretically
grasp the mechanics of society and orga-
nize our lives rigidly. The paradigm of ra-
tionalism is the planned society. Its propo-
nents, Stalin, Hitler, and R.A. Butler, are
indicted along with all those like Hayek,
whom Oakeshott believes to be just as doc-
trinaire in their antipathy to planning as
its proponents are in their enthusiasm for
it. But in his zeal to stigmatize his oppo-
nents for excessive rationalism, Archer
contends that Oakeshott has developed his
own “theory” and, hence, stands exposed to
this same charge of theoretical excess.

University of New England, New South Wales, Australia

“Oakeshott on Politics.” The Journal of Politics 41
(February 1979):150-168.

Oakeshott was suspicious of empiricism
which he caricatures as the view that
present observation is the source of all
knowledge. In its place Oakeshott hopes to
restore the status of tradition as the prin-
cipal guidepost to political action. Tradi-
tion for Oakeshott is narrowly identified
with the British legal tradition and, there-
fore, seems unjustifiably narrow in defini-
tion. His selectivity is indicative of hisown
rationalism, Archer argues, as it seems to
presuppose a theory of what constitutes
the genuine British tradition.

The tradition of Roman conduct to which
we are referred by Oakeshott can be
grasped through the process of idealiza-
tion. By identifying the ideal typical fea-
tures of human conduct, we disclose the
tradition of any society.

Given this background, it is not surpris-
ing that Oakeshott’s politics have neither
“rationalist” nor “empiricist” foundations.
It is traditionalist in as much as it takes
the prevailing political arrangements as
given and attempts to sustain them. These
arrangements for Britain consist of a gov-
ernment which functions as an umpire and
strives to maintain the traditional British
concept of freedom. Collectivism in all its
forms is rejected.

Oakeshott’s Political Philosophy

The author evaluates Michael
Oakeshott’s conception of philosophy,
especially his political philosophy.
Oakeshott’s conception of philosophy falls
within the idealist tradition. For him

Bhikhu Parekh
University of Hull

“Review Article: The Political Philosophy of Michael
Oakeshott.” British Journal of Political Science 9
(October 1979):481-506.

experience—the unity of subject and
object—is the only reality, and philoso-
phy’s task is to offer an absolute under-
standing of experience as a whole. Any
limited standpoint distorts experience; in
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order fully to understand something
within the whole of experience, one must
understand its relation to other experi-
ences or entitites, its conditions of exis-
tence or its postulates. Philosophy is able
to understand the totality of experience by
putting together all these defined and in-
terrelated concepts into a coherent whole.

Oakeshott’s conception of political
philosophy follows from his conception of
philosophy, although at different points in
his career he has stressed more the critical
or the constructive aspect.

There are two types of “practices”: pru-
dential and moral. Prudential practices
are instrumental, designed to achieve a
specific substantive purpose. Moral prac-
tices have no extrinsic purpose, are ac-
cepted as authoritative or binding, and are
not instrumental. Human associations
are, similarly, either enterprise (or purpo-
sive) associations or moral (or practice-
based) associations. “Enterprise asso-
ciations” contain members united by pur-
suit of a common purpose; whatever au-
thority there is derived from the common
purpose and is meant to help achieve the
purpose. A “moral association,” however,
accepts the authority of common practices
and procedures and it is only this which
binds its members together, who may pur-
sue any self-chosen substantive purpose
they wish.

A civil association cannot be an
“enterprise” (or purposive) association:
says Oakeshott. For a purposive associa-
tion is voluntary, but a civil association is
not voluntary in that people can’t leave it
when they no longer share its purposes. A
compulsory enterprise association forces
men to subscribe to purposes they may not
believe in, and thus violates their freedom
and autonomy.

Civil associations are constituted by the
recognition of the authority of respubli-
ca, that is, the system of interrelated rules
which specify civil obligations. Citizens
need not share any other purposes, nor do
they need to approve of the rules.

Oakeshott calls the process by which cit-
izens influence the legislative authority
“politics.” He believes you cannot discuss
political principles in terms of abstract
ideals and principles, for they are too

broad and indeterminate to be integrated
into the life of the community. Politics
tries not to pursue perfection, and political
proposals should be understood in terms of
how well they fit within the prevailing
civil discourse. Politics need not occur in
civil life, for Oakeshott doesn’t see its
great significance. Civil association exists
to provide civil freedom, that is, freedom to
pursue one’s purposes and be restrained by
nothing except general and formal norms
to respect each other’s civility.

Parekh thinks Oakeshott may be the
only thinker in the history of political phi-
losophy to have noticed the problematic
nature of political philosophy; in order to
truly analyze the grounds of politics, a phi-
losopher must go far beyond it, but in order
to be political philosophy, the philosopher
must treat politics as an autonomous
realm.

Parekh’s criticisms of Oakeshott are as
follows. Oakeshott’s account of theorizing
is dubious, since it is hard to see how, for
example, a historian relates events to the
postulates underlying the disciplines; nor
are scientific laws the conditions or postu-
lates of the events explained by them. Fur-
thermore, although Oakeshott says
theorizing entails no recommendations,
Oakeshott’s own work is full of implicit
and explicit recommendations. Thus, in
his account of the civil association,
Oakeshott can claim that it is not an
enterprise by identifying freedom with the
ability to choose one’s substantive pur-
poses and by believing that such freedom
is desirable. How else could he maintain
that enterprise must be voluntary? There
is nothing in the nature of an enterprise
that makes this so; it is because Oakeshott
thinks a compulsory enterprise would vio-
late autonomy and this ought not to be
done that he thinks compulsion should be
limited to a civil association where this
compulsion is more indirect.

Oakeshott’s definition of a moral pur-
pose as one with no extrinsic purpose is
open to serious dispute. There are nonpur-
posive practices (e.g. good table manners)
and there are authoritative practices that
aren’t moral (e.g. apartheid, caste system).
Indeed, it is difficult to see how practices
can be defined independently of the con-
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text of human purposes and satisfactions.
This is particularly so for civil society, for
many of the rules are made for specific
purposes (e.g. tax laws). Though civil soci-
ety may be constituted by authority, the
legislative conduct is surely purposive.

Oakeshott’s attempt to combine freedom
in his interpretation with a civil associa-
tion is also fragile. If the citizens must
recognize the authority of the laws, why
does this not violate their freedom to some
extent?

Undemocratic Liberal Republicans

Lynn Hunt, David Lansky, and Paul Hanson
University of California at Berkeley

“The Failure of the Liberal Republic in France,
1795-1799: The Road to Brumaire.” Journal of
Modern History 51(December 1979):734-759.

Marxian historians of Napoleon’s coup,
his eighteenth Brumaire, have heretofore
failed to take account of the “political his-
tory” of the period between 1795 and 1799.
Consequently, unlike Marx’s analysis of
Louis Napoleon’s ascension to power, these
historians have failed to observe the par-
liamentary conflicts that led to the
downfall of the Directory and the end of
representative government. In the light of
such a “political history,” we note that the
success of the Brumaire coup resulted from
a fundamental contradiction within the
dominant, middle-class, propertied faction
in the Councils. This republican faction
established a representative government
based on electoral politics, yet it limited
direct participation by the masses to the
first stage of the electoral process, reserv-
ing the final selection of delegates to some
30,000 French male property owners.
These republicans of the majority faction
endorsed the principles of political partici-
pation, yet they were unwilling to accept
the growth of organized political parties,
viewing such attempts by the Jacobin left
and the constitutional-monarchist right as
threats to the cohesiveness of the Revolu-
tion. Being the beneficiaries of the Revolu-
tion, the landowning, professional, and
commercial bourgeoisie, wanted to
preserve the Revolution by establishing
an anti-aristocratic government, but they

were equally unwilling to tolerate a
genuinely popular government of the
people.

This unwillingness to organize them-
selves as a party led to the eventual undo-
ing of these “centrists,” and as their own
ranks of “regicides” were replaced by new
men, less committed to republican ideol-
ogy, they were ripe for the anti-party rhet-
oric of Napoleon. Their lack of appetite for
the consequences of elections is evident
both in their purges of Jacobin and right
wing deputies during this period, and in
their opposition against annual elections.

The failure of the French liberal repub-
lic of the Directory was not the result of an
unduly apathetic electorate or of an overly
autonomous military. Its demise was
precipitated by the policy of the Council
moderates who denounced parties. Thus,
by 1799, a substantial number of these
moderates endorsed the technocratic, au-
thoritarian vision of government which
Napoleon’s coup would bring to fruition,
and they endorsed his coup. Under
Bonaparte as “ultimate Director,” the
legislature was reduced to impotence, par-
ties lost their function, and the executive
ruled supreme—thus, the Directorial re-
gime succumbed because it failed to rest
upon the imperative of representative
government, i.e. the formation of a party
organization.
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Wilkes and Radical Politics
Thomas R. Knox

“Popular Politics and Provincial Radicalism: New-
castle Upon Tyne, 1769-1785.” Albion (1979):224-
241.

This article discusses the electoral re-
sults in Newcastle upon Tyne in the years
1769-1785 to discover the true strength of
Wilkite radicalism. The author claims
that other historians have overempha-
sized electoral results and have, con-
sequently, failed to accurately assess the
impact of popular radicalism upon the par-
liamentary politics of the town. By exam-
ining previously neglected archival
sources, newspapers, a Wilkite petition of
1769 and the poll books, John Brewer
gives a dissenting assessment, which em-
phasizes and confirms the strength of
Wilkite radicalism.

Nonelectoral evidence confirms Brew-
er’s thesis as it directly validates the exis-

tence of a popular political consciousness
grounded in the Wilkite perception of the
role of representatives as the delegates of
the people. This doctrine had previously
not been found in Newcastle earlier in the
century. When we analyze the electoral
returns for the period, it is seen that the
defeat of radical candidates was primarily
caused by the votes of nonresident elec-
tors, and that radicals received much sup-
port from the local retailers and
craftsmen. Finally electoral and non-
electoral evidence creates a strong
presumption that radical opinion tran-
scending local issues accounted for the un-
characteristically divisive political strug-
gles in Newcastle.

Late Liberal Imperialism

T. Boyle

“The Liberal Imperialists, 1892-1906.” “The Insti-
tute of Historical Research of London University.
52(May 1979):49-82.

Gladstonian Liberalism manifested a
decidedly anti-imperialist bent since at
least the 1870s, but in the 1890s the Lib-
eral party divided over the issue with a
growing faction embracing the previously
despised imperialism associated with the
Tory party. Precipitated by such issues as
the Boer War (1899-1902), the imminent
division of China by European powers, and
the Spanish-American War, Liberals of an
imperialist stripe enjoyed considerable
electoral success under the leadership of
Lord Rosebery and the guidance of his Lib-
eral Club. From a mere 13.6 percent of the
Liberal party in 1892, the imperialists,
managed to secure 35.7 percent of the Lib-
eral seats before the 1906 elections.

The Liberal party in parliament during
the period from 1892 to 1906 was over-

whelmingly middle class, with a smatter-
ing of aristocrats and working-class labor
leaders. The Liberal Imperialists, how-
ever, departed markedly from the occupa-
tional and class backgrounds of their anti-
imperialist colleagues. Not a single
working-class member professed im-
perialistic leanings, and the strength of
Rosebery’s faction came from the landown-
ing classes and the wealthier section of
industrialists. Curiously, of those Liberal
peers who were active in political dis-
cussions only two adhered to the im-
perialist line. Imperialists, in addition to
their lofty social backgrounds which set
them apart from their antagonists, tended
to be younger because of attrition as those
adherents of the older laissez-faire
liberalism died out and younger more
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statist liberals succeeded then. Finally,
the imperialists tended to adhere to the
Anglican and Wesleyan faiths, with the
nonconformist seats being represented
among the anti-imperialists.

Imperialism as a force within the Lib-
eral party met its demise after the election
of 1906, when other issues, of tariff reform
and educational policy, took precedence
over foreign affairs, and England turned to
continental affairs rather than colonial
adventurism. The era of Liberal im-
perialism concluded in 1910 when the Lib-
eral League was quietly disbanded.

Kant and Reason in Politics

Kant and Hegel’s respective theories of
politics are a study in contrasts. Whereas,
Hegel is extraordinarily insightful in his
discussion of the political relationships
operating within a state, Kant’s remarks
are unduly abstract and unrealistic. On
the other hand, Hegel’s excessively pes-
simistic belief that inter-state relation-
ships required the stern hand of a world
state to dispel the possibility of interna-
tional discord is the antithesis of Kant’s
optimistic estimate of the possibilities of
international peace and accord.

These contrasts between the political
writings of Kant and Hegel may be ex-
plained by referring to their opposed
analyses of reason. For Hegel, reason is
the tendency present in all action to
realize the logical potentialities which
present themselves in nature in the form
of the concrete universal. The achieve-
ments of the state which seem so impres-
sive as they manifest themselves in intra-
state affairs, then, are attributed to the
potentiality for such achievement immi-
nent in the state according to Hegel. Little

W.B. Gallie

Peterhouse, Cambridge

“Kant’s View of Reason in Politics.” Philosophy 54
(January 1979):19-33.

wonder, then, that Hegel is led to assert
the requirement of a supra-national state
in order to resolve international
differences.

By contrast, for Kant the Practical Rea-
son is the faculty for understanding these
principles which describe the necessary
conditions of all social intercourse. It,
therefore, grasps the reciprocity of rights
and claims which make peaceful co-
existence and personal moral achievement
possible. Moreover, this account of the
Practical Reason is consistent with and
supported by Burt’s philosophy of history
as presented in the Idea for a Universal
History. Here it is affirmed that nature’s
appointed role for Reason is to disclose to
mankind the need for harmony between
its members. This, according to Kant, is
“Nature’s secret plan.” Thus, in contrast to
the Hegelian conception of human interac-
tion as necessarily discordant, Kant attri-
butes to human beings the capacity in the
form of the Practical Reason to resolve
their differences rationally and interna-
tionally by the use of international law.
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Education, Politics, and Values

Since Plato’s Republic, philosophers, educators, and politicians have under-
stood the importance of education to the “political socialization process,” that is,
to the formation of new generations of citizens schooled or indoctrinated in the
beliefs of the politically dominant class. The following summaries deal with the
interaction of educational policies with political power and ideology. In addition,
we see in Boller’s and Vandenberg’s summaries the relationship between indi-
vidualism and different educational philosophies.

Schools and Political Socialization

Lee H. Ehman

Indiana University

“The American School in the Political Socialization
Process.” Review of Educational Research 50(Spring
1980)99-119.

The most recent assessment of the politi-
cal knowledge, attitudes and participation
rates of American students found sig-
nificant declines in each of these areas
compared to previous studies. Since one of
the major arguments for public education
is that it is necessary to provide the edu-
cated citizenry supposedly required for the
survival of a democratic society, these de-
clines pose the question of what impact
schools have on political knowledge and
attitudes.
Available research studies support the
following conclusions:
1. Schools are the major sources of polit-
ical knowledge available to students.
2. While special curricula can have dis-
tinctive impacts there is little evi-
dence that current textbooks and
curriculum have little impact, espe-
cially on student political attitudes.

3. Students of low socio-economic status

seem most responsive to changes in
political attitude brought about by
schooling. These same students are
also more receptive to changes in
political attitude induced by,
teachers.

. Teacher impact on student attitudes

generally varies with the teacher’s
personal credibility among the
students.

. The most important impact on politi-

cal attitudes and participation rates

among students are classroom and

school “climate.”

(a) Open, responsive climates tend
to foster students that have posit-
ive attitudes

(b) Authoritarian climates result in
cynical, alienated students.
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Schooling for Imperialism

H istorians of early twentieth century ef-
forts at unifying the British Empire, have
focused their attention on constitutional
issues. This emphasis is misplaced, since
imperial unity was never universally
equated with formal political ties. With
government encouragement, extensive
private programs were undertaken to
stimulate emotional and ideological cohe-
sion between Great Britain and her col-
onies. Prof. Greenlee’s article chronicles
the work of one of the pioneering organiza-
tions in this field: the League of Empire,
which sought to promote imperial solidar-
ity through school programs.

In 1901, when the charter members of
the League first met at Caxton Hall (Lon-
don), wrangling over constitutional, eco-
nomic, and political federation had largely
frustrated the movement for greater unity
between Great Britain and her self-
governing colonies. The Colonial Confer-
ences had faltered, tariff reform roused
bitter controversy, while the war in South
Africa stirred dissension throughout the
Empire. In this atmosphere, the League of
Empire was at pains to avoid injuring the
sensibilities of colonial nationalists —
emphasizing the private nature of the or-
ganization and shunning controversy at
all costs.

The early leaders of the League con-
cluded that any future unity of the Empire
would be linked directly to education, par-
ticularly to the study of imperial history.
“The only sound and permanent basis for
an Empire lies in an instructed people,”
declared A.F. Pollard, chairman of the
League’s history section.

In 1903, Joseph Chamberlain, Colonial
Secretary, dispatched a letter to school
boards throughout the Empire, warmly
recommending the goals of the League.
This support encouraged the group to
develop a spate of programs aimed at fos-
tering imperial unity and pride: the Com-
rades’ Correspondence Club (a pen pal or-

James G. C. Greenlee

Memorial University of Newfoundland at Corner Brook

“The ABC’s of Imperial Unity.” Canadian Journal of
History 14(April 1979):49-64.

ganization); Empire Day celebrations;
patriotic plays for drama clubs; song
sheets featuring melodies such as “The
Maple Leaf Forever” and “Song of Austra-
lia”; Union Jack postcards; patriotic
badges and shoulder insignia, etc.

Branches of the League soon sprang up
throughout the Empire, and these far-
flung bodies quickly organized to compose
a reference book on imperial history: The
British Empire: Its Past, Present, and Fu-
ture. Evidently, joint action was proving
both possible and popular when tactfully
approached.

Early successes, however, emboldened
the League to invite colonial school boards
throughout the Empire to attend a Fed-
eral Conference on Education. The confer-
ence was obviously intended to promote
the cause of educational federation. The
move proved too direct. At the 1907 con-
vention, the plan for forging an educa-
tional union met rejection from both
British and colonial school boards. The
boards would brook no infringement of
their autonomy or the individuality of
their systems.

It was agreed to continue holding these
meetings every four years under the new
title of the Imperial Educational Confer-
ence. Nonetheless, the drive toward edu-
cational federation quickly dissipated. At
the time of the 1927 conference, all discus-
sion of union was formally excluded. The
meeting dwelt primarily on educational
methods and theory.

Despite its seeming failure, Prof. Green-
lee concludes, the League did, in fact, do
much to stimulate imperial sentiment,
even going so far as to produce patriotic
films widely distributed in the Empire.
Without the League and similar organiza-
tions, the splendid dominion response to
Britain’s call to arms against Hitler would
have been, in Greenlee’s view, simply
inconceivable.
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The Political Economy of Public Schooling

William Lowe Boyd

University of Rochester

“The Political Economy of Education in Metropolitan
Areas: Dilemmas of Reform and Public Choice.” E du-
cational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 2
(January-February 1980):53-60.

The reformers of the early twentieth
century believed that the “public interest”
should override that of individuals. They
argued that individualist fragmentation
produced chaos, whereas political cen-
tralization would produce substantial
economies of scale and government should
provide relatively uniform services to
large areas. Subsequent experience has
shown that although government service
rarely exhibits major economies of scale,
diseconomies of scale are quite common.
The public interest has largely come to
mean what is efficient in some narrow,
technical sense for a bureaucracy to ad-
minister within the constraints of the bu-
reaucracy’s need to maximize its budget.

A competing point of view has grown up
derived from the work of the public choice
school of economists. This polycentric ap-
proach looks for benefits from relatively
small governmental units. They postulate
that the ability of residents to vote with
their feet can introduce an important ele-

ment of competition into the system. This
competition can result in more effective
responsive governments. A serious pro-
blem with this point of view is the ability of
elite groups to gain control of their local
communities. Having control they can
prevent outsiders, especially those of dif-
ferent social and racial groups from gain-
ing entry. These non-market approaches
pose a serious trade-off. Polycentric ap-
proaches can achieve a certain respon-
siveness to local constituencies at the ex-
pense of injustice. Reformist centrist ap-
proaches have equality with inefficiency
and arrogance.

The existing mixture of localism and
centralism has produced some curious
consequences combining the worst fea-
tures of both systems. A so-called “lazy
monopoly” system exists in many met-
ropolitan areas. The most discontented pa-
rents tend to leave, either for non-public
schools or the suburbs. While this has a
long-term negative impact on the viability
of the metropolitan area, it provides, in the
short-term a measure of peace to the urban
school bureaucracy. Recent aid programs
for these same metropolitan areas have
the effect of rewarding the bureaucrats for
this behavior and further insulating them
from the consequences of their actions.
Empirical studies have shown that educa-
tional bureaucracies in areas with grow-
ing populations and tax bases tend to be
relatively responsive to local political
interests. In the districts where stagnation
or decline is the rule, district staffs orient
to federal and state aid programs. The
problems are most evident at lower levels.
While board members and superinten-
dents may evidence some concern, lower
level staff and building level personnel
have almost no incentive to do so.

In the end the author returns to the
market, in the form of vouchers, for a
solution.
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Federal Education Policy

The American public education system
is characterized by numerous particip-
ants, decentralized decision-making and
factionalism, fragmentation, and conflict.
Public education is difficult to improve and
lacks a national policy. This lack of a na-
tional educational policy opens up the
question of the federal role in educational
policy.

Federal educational policy has a

number of characteristics.

1. Federal aid is generally aimed at var-
ious specific subgroups but channel-
led through educational institutions.

2. Many aid programs are enacted by
non-educational committees of Con-
gress. This points to the instrumen-
tal focus on education.

3. Policies are generally the result of
response to external political/social/
economic conditions and not the re-
sult of actions by educational groups.
These groups rarely anticipate these
conditions nor can they mobilize sup-
port among non-educational interest

groups.

Samuel Halperin

George Washington University

“The Educational Arena.” Educational Evaluation
and Policy Analysis (January-February 1980):
27-36.

4. The federal government (with its
multiplicity of agencies, programs,
and laws) plays many distinct and
often conflicting roles.

The federal role has shifted often during
the last twenty years. The most notable
shift has been toward an activist role. All
branches have engaged in this shift, pro-
dded by outside interest groups. These in-
itiatives are generally short-sighted with
little consideration of the total educational
picture. Frequent changes in policy mak-
ers aggravate this situation and tend to
transfer power to those, especially in the
middle management ranks who retain
their positions. Education has not been the
focus of partisan controversy although the
Democrats have tended to be more activist
and reliant on the middle ranks of the bu-
reaucracy, while the Republicans have
tended to adopt a top-down approach to
policy initiatives. Research and evalua-
tion inputs have been very limited as pol-
icy discussions are primarily financially
oriented and revolved around expanding
various programs.

The Problems of Federal Education

The administration of federal educa-
tional programs is a challenging problem.
The program objectives tend to focus on
objectives about which little is known.
Frequent conflicts erupt between the per-
sonnel of the federal agencies and the
multitudinous groups with which they
work. The federal agencies themselves are
plagued by significant internal problems,
specifically with their staff-line relations.
The federal programs are characterized by

Hendrik D. Gideonse

University of Cincinnati

“Improving the Federal Administration of Educa-
tional Programs.” Educational Evaluation and Policy
Analysis 2(January-February 1980):61-70.

a pervasive distrust of the people and
agencies, with which they deal. Finally
the federal agencies tend to be in-
sufficiently aware of how their acts affect
people.

The author is generally aware in his dis-
cussion of the problems of the incentive
structure under which these problems
have developed, but suggests only isolated
remedies.
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William James as Individualist

Paul F. Boller, Jr.

Texas Christian University

“William James as an Educator: Individualism and
Democracy.” Teachers College Record 80(February
1979):587-601.

4

In his portrait of William James as both
theoretical and practical educator, Prof.
Boller depicts the American psychologist
and philosopher as a “confirmed indi-
vidualist” whose outlook reflected both
aristocratic and democratic ideals. Four
basic elements comprise the essence of
James’ teaching: pluralism, radical em-
piricism, indeterminism, and pragma-
tism. All four provided a basic foundation
for the individual autonomy and creativity
that James cherished and regarded as the
aim of the educational process.

First of all, as apluralist, James rejected
a closed, deterministic “block universe” in
favor of an “open universe”—an evolu-
tionary world that is continually chang-
ing, growing, and developing and whose
future is to a large extent unpredictable.
For James, therefore, the world was con-
stantly producing novelty and surprise.

Adopting a radical empiricist stance,
James held that we must view reality as
identical with our experience rather than
allowing ourselves to be guided by neat,
abstract categories which, while often use-
ful, may mislead us into seeing much more
order in the universe than there actually
is. In his view, there may be sufficient con-
nection among things to allow for useful
generalizations, yet there is also enough
looseness to allow for individual freedom.

As a result of his empiricism, James op-
posed the universal determinism espoused
by many scientific scholars of his day. As
an indeterminist, James viewed free will
as a special effort of attention which an
individual gives to one concern rather
than to another. That focusing of attention
results in an unpredictable and individu-
ally shaped choice. In this respect, free will
is identical with the act of creation by
which an individual generates unforeseen
novelties in himself, objectifies them, and
thus contributes to intellectual and social
change.

Finally, James the pragmatist held that
ideas were useful only in so far as they
reflected the stream of experience and
made a positive contribution to it. Here, as
elsewhere, his emphasis was individualis-
tic, stressing “the right to believe,” that is,
the right to adopt any idea or belief that
had fruitful consequences for one’s own
life, so long as it did not clash with other
vital pragmatic beliefs or produce social
harm.

Observing American education, Wil-
liam James deplored the growing empha-
sis upon degrees, which he felt transferred
“accredited value from essential manhood
to an outward badge.” While holding that
education provided America with a vital
elite, he believed with Emerson that each
individual knows some part of the world
which others fail to see and has some
“single specialized vocation of his own.”
Education was involved in developing a
sensitivity to this “depth of worth that lies
around you, hid in alien lives,” which may
be found in the blacksmith, as well as in
the philosopher.

In the final analysis, James felt that no
individual has a final truth or unassaila-
ble insight. It is only by sharing our indi-
vidual experiences and pooling our know-
ledge that is possible to gain a better grasp
of things, devise better ways of living, and
move toward a more democratic, tolerant,
and humane world.
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Existential and Phenomenological Education

Existentialism and phenomenology
have both exercised a potent influence
over the development of American educa-
tional philosophy in the latter half of the
twentieth century. Prof. Vandenberg out-
lines the relevance of these philosophical
positions to the educational process.

The essence of existentialism has been
concisely captured in Kierkegaard’s 1846
dictum: “Subjectivity is truth.” The exis-
tentialists have repeatedly stressed the
cultivation of inwardness—the individu-
al’s awareness of his authentic feelings,
thoughts, moods, desires, and goals. Self-
conscious awareness is never given, but
must be achieved by an often heroic effort.
Existentialism’s relevance to education is
obvious, since education attempts to fa-
cilitate the unfolding of an authentic per-
sonality.

While phenomenology also concerns it-
self with the task and process of self-
awareness, it differs from existentialism
in its objective rigor and outward empha-
sis. Phenomenology has striven to develop
public methods to describe the elements of
awareness, removing from its description
as many idiosyncratic elements as possi-
ble. Its analysis of consciousness thus
yields intersubjectively valid results.

The complementary subjective and ob-
jective approaches to awareness developed
by existentialists and phenomenologists
provide effective techniques for under-
standing the complex personal and more
broadly human factors involved in educa-
tion. Some theorists object, however, that
the existentialist view of the world unduly
stresses negativity—forever dwelling on
homelessness, powerlessness, faceless-
ness, and even nothingness. For Prof.
Vandenberg, this is but half the story. In
his view, existentialists explore the nega-
tive aspects of life in order to transcend
them. Thus, they examine homelessness to
prepare for homecoming, meaninglessness
to discover personal significance. This bal-
ance of optimism and pessimism provides
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a much needed corrective to the almost
unquestioned faith in progress which per-
vaded American educational theory until
the end of the 1950s.

Vandenberg goes on to discuss several of
phenomenology’s specific contributions to
educational understanding. For example,
he examines phenomenological insights
into the conditions required for a student’s
free acceptance of teacher authority. He
also explores “codisclosure” into the pos-
sibilities of being, education’s promotion
of a child’s “fuller presence in the world,”
methods for fostering wide-awakeness as a
student’s characteristic cognitive state, as
well as the notion of landscape as a forma-
tive environmental matrix.

Prof. Vandenberg couples his analysis
with an encyclopedic review of relevant
scholarly literature. Four pages of bibliog-
raphy complement this detailed overview.

Recognizing the value of existentialist
and phenomenological contributions to
educational theory, Vandenberg nonethe-
less warns against the dangers of falling
into entrenched ideological positions
which could hinder understanding as
much as facilitate it. He advises future
educational theorists to assert their au-
tonomy from other disciplines as well as
from pseudophilosophical prejudices in
order better to formulate a theory which
would clarify the phenomena of education.
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Early Federal Educational Policy

Dennis Denenberg

“The Missing Link: New England Influence on Early
National Educational Policies.” The New England
Quarterly 52(June 1979):219-233.

On July 13, 1787, the Continental Con-
gress in New York City passed the North-
west Ordinance. Two months later the
Federal Convention in Philadelphia
adopted a draft of the United States Con-
stitution. The texts of the documents they
drafted seem to reflect discrepant atti-
tudes concerning the importance of edu-
cation. While the Northwest Ordinance
contains a ground-breaking clause on the
establishment of public schools, the
Constitution makes absolutely no mention
of the subject of education. What were the
reasons for this radical difference between
two such fundamental documents of the
Republic?

The background of the Northwest Ordi-
nance was that the federal government
under the Articles of Confederation pos-
sessed millions of acres of unsettled territ-
ory resulting from the colonies’ cession of
their western lands and from the settle-
ment of Indian claims. How was this land
to be allocated and what governmental
structures and policies should be created?
A major source of conflict involved the
method to be used in surveying and distri-
buting the land. Historian Edmund Bur-
nett characterized the dispute as a choice
between “a New England system of com-
pact settlements or sale by townships and
a Southern system of indiscriminate or in-
dividual locations.” The township system
won out in the 1787 ordinance, largely be-
cause of a strong New England lobby and
the Congress’ desperate need for money.

During the winter of 1785-1786, the
Rev. Cutler and a group of New England
Revolutionary War veterans formed the
“Ohio Company of Associates” to secure
large holdings of western territory. One
year later, Cutler made overtures to Con-
gress to purchase land, while promoting
the adoption of a New England form of
governmental structure for the whole
area. Anxious to please its prospective
New England buyers, Congress in 1787
divided the territory into townships and
appointed “lot number 16” in each town-
ship for the establishment of public
schools. A fundamental precedent in the
history of American education had been
set.

By contrast, the Federal Constitution’s
silence on education seems to reflect the
Founding Fathers’ conviction that schools
were properly the function of churches or
local and state governments. Beyond this
commitment to local autonomy, it seems
quite possible that the question of schools
was shelved to avoid fueling already
inflammatory sectional animosities.

The Northwest Ordinance, however,
was sufficient to have a determining im-
pact on future educational development in
the United States. As a result of its salu-
tary influence, the settlers of the
Northwest Territory established better
schools at a faster rate than the inhabit-
ants of any other new region in the history
of the country.

Education, Labor Markets, &

Controlled Youth

Paul Osterman

“Education and Labor Markets at the Turn of the
Century.” Politics and Society 9, no. 1(1979):103-
122.

In the late nineteenth and early twen-
tieth centuries, what accounts for the in-
terrelationships between an expanding,
industrial economy and the establishment

of the modern state educational structure,
especially the high school? Prior to 1900,
most youth left school to enter the labor
market before their mid-teens. From 1900
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to 1930, however, child labor sharply de-
clined and the years of school attendance
rose. Much of the move to the school sys-
tem was not voluntary and the compulsory
attendance laws provoked much discus-
sion. Two factors explain the decline in
child labor. (1) Technological innovation
reduced the demand for unskilled and
young labor. (2) The shift of labor from the
farms and immigration during this time
also reduced demand for youth labor, al-
though it increased the supply of unskilled
labor available for other jobs.

Young people did not choose to stay in
school because the labor market was dry-
ing up; this is suggested by the need for a
coercive school attendance law. Advocates
of compulsory schooling and opponents of
child labor had their greatest triumph dur-
ing this period because business withdrew
its previous opposition to these measures.
An exception to this was the South where
immigrant labor was still scarce and firms
desired child labor.

Why did business prefer immigrants to
children? Several reasons for the prefer-
ence were: the immigrants were more
mobile (mostly young adult single males);
they would accept lower wages; new
technologies made complex, sophisticated
machinery more common and children
were unsuitable for handling such ma-
chinery; and finally, immigrants were

more docile and uncomplaining.

We can speculate why reformers pushed
for a change. Besides simple good inten-
tions, an economic inducement was the
fact that high schools taught skills for
white collar occupations. Many reformers
were from the middle class and the parents
may have wanted their children in these
positions. The middle class, feeling threat-
ened from “below” (with the influx of im-
migrants) and from “above” (with the rise
of the corporation and the decline of self-
employment opportunities), may have
used the schools as a mechanism for creat-
ing jobs within the modern economy.

This explanation for the economic and
educational changes during the period
seems an improvement over the “Human
Capital” and Marxian explanations. The
“Human Capital” theory argues that the
increased years in school was a rational
response to changing economic conditions;
but this does not explain why so much
coercion was needed. The Marxian expla-
nations argue that monopoly capitalism
required new modes of control—within
the work process (job hierarchies) and out-
side of it (the schools). This theory operates
on too grand a level by ignoring local
changes, and it also ignores the motivation
of reformers who were mostly middle class,
not capitalists.

Government Control of Universities

This review article discusses the extent
and determinants of government control
over the universities. Levy draws on ma-
terial from six recent books: John H. Van
de Graff et. al., Academic Power: Patterns
of Authority in Seven National Systems of
Higher Education (1978); Jerry Harr, The
Politics of Higher Education in Brazil
(1977); L.E. Gladieux and T.R. Wolanin,
Congress and The Colleges: The National
Politics of Higher Education (1976); Galo

Daniel Levy
Yale University, Institution for Social and Policy Studies
“Universities and Government: The Comparative

Politics of Higher Education.” Comparative Politics
12(October 1979):99-121.

Gomez O., Chile de hoy: educacion, cultura
y ciencia (1976).

There are three determinants of in-
creased government control: systemwide,
intrauniversity, and extrauniversity. As
to the systemwide determinants, expand-
ing enrollment, and a declining private
sector were key factors. (Shrinking or
stagnating enrollments were also used as
an argument for greater government con-
trol.) Expanding enrollments led to in-
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stitutional proliferation which also in-
creased governmental control, both be-
cause newer institutions lacked the
entrenched power to resist control and be-
cause of the call for government
coordination.

Systemwide expansion also affected
intrauniversity structures. Expansion
promoted demands for democratization,
which helped to break down old power cen-
ters, creating a vacuum which govern-
ment helped to fill. Also, government con-
trol increased because of student
disorders.

Extrauniversity factors included the
growing belief that university perfor-
mance should be judged by how well it
achieved political, economic ends. Unfor-
tunately we lack a cross-national deter-
minant of increased governmental control.

As for the extent of increased gov-
ernmental control, it would help if one had
a measurement of degrees of university
autonomy. Still, the following results
seem clear. The more decentralized politi-
cal systems have less control over the uni-
versities. It also seems that government
control over universities has been increas-
ing due to the growing power of coordinat-
ing boards, which are supposed to help
coordinate university policies with gov-
ernment programs in mind. Academic
freedom and institutional autonomy over
academic policy seem correlated
positively.

Finally, four cross-national hypotheses
can be drawn from the books under review.
First, government exerts stronger control
over important administrative ap-
pointments than over ongoing academic
policy. Second, governments insist on di-
rect control over appointment or ongoing
governance. Third, strong university ad-
ministrations were inversely related to
strong ministerial rule. Fourth, govern-
ment funding has dramatically increased,
and while funding does imply control,
there is not a one-to-one correlation.

Levy ends his survey by suggesting that
the next step is to examine limits to the
growth of governmental power and control
over universities. J
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Economic Thought and Values

This set of summaries discloses the intimate connection between economic
theory or history and political, moral, and religious values. The Keller study of
business and legal history in America shows shifting legal and moral values
interacting with business and economic growth. The closing O’Driscoll sum-
mary reveals the weaknesses of a wertfrei economic approach to law. The studies
of Menger, Schumpeter, and Saint-Simon point out evaluations given to market
and nonmarket economic approaches. Bauer’s and Novak’s summaries examine
“the market in the dock,” or the alleged case against the free market.

Business and Legal History

The two winners of the 1978 Bancroft
Prize in American History, Alfred D.
Chandler’s The Visible Hand: The Man-
qgerial Revolution in American Business
and Morton J. Horwitz’s The Transforma-
tion of American Law 1780-1860, are
prime examples of important scholarly
work currently being done in the fields of
business and legal history. Each is a nota-
ble and worthy contribution to its own
area of research; yet, while each deals with
his subject in a broad institutional man-
ner, neither author fully relates the im-
pact of his own subject area to the other’s
field. Business and law, it would seem, de-
veloped institutionally independent of
each other.

A duality governing the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries in America was that of
growth versus order. Following in the
tradition of James Willard Hurst, Horwitz
demonstrates how the law was fashioned
and interpreted early in the nineteenth
century to “release energy” and to create
the nationwide conditions for economic

Morton Keller

Brandeis University

“Business History and Legal History.” Business His-
tory Review 53(Autumn 1979):294-303.

growth. Later in the century the law was
used, at least in part, to regulate the eco-
nomic environment. The history of the Iate
nineteenth and twentieth centuries has
been described as a balance between “re-
lease” and “control.” Yet Horwitz sees the
period as one of rigid formalism that con-
tinued mainly to serve business interests.
Chandler, however, sees the institutional
growth and development of nineteenth
century business to be a function of its own
inner dynamic, remaining largely unaf-
fected by changes in the law. Neither au-
thor takes into consideration the sheer
scale of the American legal system. In the
1930s, for example, fifteen million legal
actions per year were recorded in the
United States. Surely many of these litiga-
tions had a great impact on business con-
duct and institutions, and, these changes
in turn had their effect on the law itself.

The three authors of the articles which
constitute this issue of Business History
Review approach their task by studying
legal development within the context of
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economic and business history and vice
versa. Tony Freyer studies the struggle
during the late nineteenth century be-
tween the federal courts and local inter-
ests and its subsequent effect on the rise of
a national economy. It was a struggle in
which the federal judiciary resolved most
of the issues along nationalist lines but
one whose results nevertheless still main-
tained a considerable residue of local di-
versity. Gary Libecap examines the inter-
play between Western mining, the law,
and its consequent legal and public policy
effects. Freyer and Libecap show that the
American economy developed within a
considerable panoply of regulation long
before the generally acknowledged rise of
the Administrative State.

Charles McCardy discusses the devel-

opment of corporate law in relation to the
antitrust question. He concludes that the
Supreme Court’s action in the United
States versus E.C. Knight Company
case—which made the distinction be-
tween commerce and manufacturing—
was a well established legal distinction
and not a contrivance to enervate the
Sherman Act.

These three articles show that the courts
played an important and assertive role in
the development of the United States
economy both on the “macro” and the
“micro” level. The interplay of business
and law is a clear reality, and much more
interdisciplinary work needs to be done to
capture the results of this important
interrelationship.

Schumpeter’s Economic Theories

Herbert Kisch
Michigan State University, East Lansing (recently deceased)

“Joseph Alois Schumpeter.” Journal of Economic

Issues 13(March 1979):141-157.

J oseph Schumpeter (1883-1950) studied
economics under the Austrian economists
Wieser, Philipovich, and Bohm-Bawerk at
the University of Vienna where Bohm-
Bawerk took a special interest in the bril-
liant young economist. Among his
classmates were the later leader of the Au-
strian economists, Ludwig von Mises, and
the Austro-Marxists Otto Bauer, Rudolph
Hilferding, and Emil Lederer. The twin
perspectives of Marxian and the Austrian
school of economics were to influence
Schumpeter’s view of the social process
throughout his career. After receiving his
doctorate in 1906, Schumpeter traveled to
England to continue his research and to
follow up on his growing interest in math-
ematical economics, an interest that can
be clearly seen in his first major publica-
tion, Das Wesen und der Haupinhalt der
theoretischen Nationalékonomie.

It is, however, with his second publica-
tion, The Theory of Economic Development
(1912), that Schumpeter first advanced
what was to be his most important contri-
bution to economic theory and what was to
remain a constant theme in his work

throughout the rest of his life. In this work
(unlike his first work where he had
“solved” to his own satisfaction the alloca-
tion problem in a static setting) Schumpe-
ter turns his attention to the real world of
dynamic change. It is here that he unveils
the driving force of the market economy—
the innovator-entrepreneur. It is the
entrepreneur who bursts onto the static
scene and, armed with unusual insight,
innovation, and perseverance, disturbs
the static equilibrium and throws the
whole economic system into a frenzy of
change, growth, and development.
Schumpeter’s scholarly interests were
both wide ranging and deep. His knowl-
edge of the theoretical economic literature
was astounding, yet his interests were far
broader than economics narrowly defined.
In his well known essay, Imperialism
(1918), Schumpeter sets forth his conten-
tion that imperialism is not due to modern
capitalist forces but rather to feudal
atavisms that remain in the not yet totally
modern socio-economic system—an obvi-
ous challenge to the theories of Lenin
and Hilferding. According to Schumpeter,
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the purely economic forces are self-
equilibrating. It is, therefore, within the
political realm that one must look for the
causes of market failure and social
breakdown.

For years Schumpeter continued work
on his theory of innovation and change,
and in 1939 he published the fruits of his
life-long research: Business Cycles—A
Theoretical, Historical and Statistical
Analysis of the Capitalist Process. The re-
ception from the profession was disap-
pointing, but, undeterred, he pushed on.
In 1942 he published the remarkably suc-
cessful Capitalism, Socialism and Democ-

racy. This work, addressed to the educated
layman, set forth Schumpeter’s unique
analysis of the capitalist system, a system
whose very successes would cause its
downfall.

Joseph Schumpeter died in 1950 while
at work on yet another and perhaps his
most erudite work: History of Economic
Analysis. Two years later his wife
Elizabeth Boody Schumpeter published
the manuscript which detailed two
thousand years of economic thought in
well over one thousand pages of rich and
stimulating prose.

Menger and Entrepreneurship

»N hat contribution to entrepreneurial
theory can we find in the writings of the
founder of the Austrian School of econom-
ics, Carl Menger? Frank Knight claimed
that Menger, his contemporaries, and
even his successors in the Austrian School
were of little help to later economists in
the subject of entrepreneurship. Eric
Streissler, on the other hand, contends
that no less an entrepreneurial theorist
than that of Joseph Schumpeter built his
own theory of innovative entrepreneur-
ship on Mengerian foundations. W. Jaffe,
too, stresses the entrepreneurial element
in Menger’s work. Schumpeter, however,
dismissed Menger’s work on entrepre-
neurship as practically non-existant.
Streissler’s focus on Menger’s preoccupa-
tion with the information problem in eco-
nomics, nevertheless, may give the in-
vestigator a promising lead with which to
discover Menger’s own position of entre-
preneurship, if one is to be found.

Menger, it is true, specifically mentions
entrepreneurship only briefly in his
Grundsatze. Perhaps, however, it is possi-
ble to find an implicit understanding of the
entrepreneurial function. If so, it will de-

Israel M. Kirzner
New York University

Perception, Opportunity and Profit: Studies in the
Theory of Entrepreneurship. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1979.

pend on how he treats the following: know-
ledge, error, and uncertainty.

Knowledge is the constant theme found
throughout the Grundsatze—especially
knowledge in relation to the activity of
economizing. The individual must first
perceive that his needs are greater than
his means. Second, he must gain specific
knowledge about his given circumstances
and knowledge of the means to improve his
condition.

Knowledge is of course necessary to
overcome ignorance, and the market pro-
cess can be seen as a vehicle for the mod-
ification of error over time. W. Jaffe argues
that Menger does see the market as such
and that therefore Menger’s perception of
the market was an entrepreneurial one. In
reading Chapter Five of the Grundsatze,
however, one finds that Menger has com-
pletely eliminated error from any role in
the determination of prices. The truth is
that Menger’s price theory was entirely an
equilibrium theory in which error and the
consequent entrepreneurially driven
learning processes were considered an
abnormality.

How is this apparent inconsistency to be
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cleared up? By understanding Menger’s
differentiation between “economic prices”
and “uneconomic prices” one can under-
stand how Menger could place such an em-
phasis on information, change, and know-
ledge and at the same time set forth a
static equilibrium notion of price determi-
nation. For Menger economic prices are
those that would obtain under conditions
of complete knowledge on the part of all
relevant market participants. Uneco-
nomic prices are those found in the real
world. It is these prices which ignite the
spontaneous development of market in-
stitutions which improve the environment
within which prices are set and which,
over time, modify the “uneconomic” char-

acter of these very same prices.

Although Menger posits a theory which
is infused with the dynamics of the real
world, he never specifically points to the
precise element in the process that tends to
push the system from uneconomic or dis-
torted prices to economic prices or to prices
which correctly reflect the underlying val-
uations of market participants. As such he
never did develop an entrepreneurial
theory. Nonetheless, economists as di-
verse as Schumpeter and Mises working at
least in part on the foundation laid by
Menger did see the central role of the
entrepreneur and did much to develop and
clarify the theory of the entrepreneurial
market process.

Saint-Simonian Economic Ideas

John C. Eckalbar

University of Saskatchawan

“The Saint-Simonians in Industry and Economic De-
velopment.” American Journal of Economics and

Sociology 38(January 1979):83-96.
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The CTANT COMMERCE

Ideas as well as narrowly defined eco-
nomic interests often serve as causal forces
in the flow of economic history. To under-
stand economic history the historian must
delve into and come to grips with the his-
tory of ideas. This article is a study of the
relationships between the utopian ideas of
the Saint-Simonians and the real world of
investment banking and European indus-
trialization, and as such it can serve as a
useful methodological lesson for current
cliometricians.

The followers of Henri de Saint-Simon
(1760-1825) such as Enfantin, Chevalier
and especially the Pereire brothers, Emile
and Isaac, foresaw and labored to achieve a
world of industrialism, peace, and har-
mony, a world united by railways and
fueled by a mammoth credit institution.

The problem with laissez-faire as stated
in The Doctrine of Saint Simon, isthat “the
accident of birth blindly distributes the
instruments of production.” Fortunately,
however, the capitalist system has within
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itself the seeds of the correct answer to the
problem—the banking system itself. The
banks serve as intermediaries between
those with capital and those who have
none. The banks perform the crucial func-
tion of directing the tools of production
into the hands of those who most need
them. It is the banking sector which will be
expanded, strengthened, and centralized
to carry out the function of determining
and guiding the direction of the future in-
dustrialized economy. A central bank will
organize and direct secondary banks
which will in turn serve as feed back cen-
ters, sending information to the central
bank concerning local conditions. Each in-
dustry is to have its own specialized bank
designed to meet its own particular needs.

The success of these Saint-Simonian
ideas can be measured by the magnitude of
their implementation. Friedrich Hayek
has pointed out that the Saint-Simonians,
especially Enfantin, were forerunners of
the Suez Canal Company in Egypt.
Enfantin then went on to create the
merger of the Paris-Lyon-Mediterranean
Railroad. Michel Chevalier, coauthored
the Anglo-French Treaty of 1860 which

greatly expanded trade and industrializa-
tion throughout France. But by far the
most significant implementation of
Saint-Simonian ideas appears in the eco-
nomic activities of Emile and Isaac Pereire
who founded the Paris-St. Germain rail-
road and then were instrumental in creat-
ing the famous Credit Mobilier. The Credit
Mobilier pioneered in numerous invest-
ment and central banking functions, in-
cluding discounting, advances of long term
credit, industry-wide rationalization and
reorganizations.

Imitators of the Credit Mobilier sprang
up all over Europe during the last half of
the nineteenth century, often under the
direction of the Pereire brothers: the
Darmstadter Banks in Germany, Credito
Mobiliario Espanol in Spain, Credito
Mobiliare Italiano in Italy and the
Credit-Anstalt in Austria. An indication
of the perceived worthiness of the Saint-
Simonian ideas can be seen in the fact that
when the Rothchilds moved to block the
Credit Mobilier, they were moved to adopt
the same method of organization and op-
eration as the institution they replaced.

The Free Market & the Third World

The Third World’s political and economic
discourse maintains a consistent hostility
to the free market. Prof. Bauer traces the
origins of this opposition and chronicles
the progress of anti-market ideas through-
out the twentieth century.

During the hundred years before the
Second World War, the market system
regulated domestic and foreign trade in
much of Asia, Africa, and Latin America.
During the period, impressive material
progress was achieved over much of this
area—notably in the Far East, Southeast
Asia, and West Africa. Since the war, how-
ever, the Third World has raised a loud
outcry against the market. Criticisms

Peter Bauer
London School of Economics; Gonville and Caius College,bCpm-

ridge

“The Market in the Dock.” Policy Review (Fall
1979):101-121.

range from the liberal economy’s “failure”
to assure public or private happiness to its
inability to provide uniform material pro-
gress to all strata of society at the same
time. Currently, the anti-market, central-
ized planning approach to economics is
axiomatic in underdeveloped countries.

Although this hostility emanates from
the Third World, it originates in the West.
For example, developmental economics in
Western universities propound a strong
centralist position. Third World students
trained in those schools return home to
spread the message of market failures and
state planning successes.

In addition, United Nations agencies
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and national aid organizations, such asthe
U. S. agency for International Develop-
ment, explicitly exclude from economic
consultant positions all those who do not
espouse the planning model. Finally, in-
ternational reporting, documentary films,
and even the visual arts and entertain-
ment propagate the centralist approach
among intellectuals not versed in econom-
ics and among the masses in general. Asa
result, economic debate in the Third World
revolves mainly upon the choice of the
Soviet or Chinese model of development.
The options have thus grown excruciat-
ingly narrow. In Third World economic
discussion, protocol discourages citing
examples of free market development such
as Japan, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and
Singapore—areas which have advanced
farther and more rapidly than their cen-
trally planned counterparts.

It must be stated, however, that, if Third
World socialism originated in the West,
Third World conditions allowed it to
flourish. The authoritarian tradition of
most underdeveloped nations readily ac-
commodates the coercive style of the cen-
tralized planners. In addition, Third World
politicians, as politicians elsewhere, can
rarely resist opportunities to extend their
influence. With increased licensing of eco-
nomic activities, control of foreign trade,
and establishment of state trading
monopolies, politicians can considerably
enhance their power. Also, many intellec-
tuals in poor countries cannot resist the
lure of preferment as government consul-
tants or the opportunity to lord it over an
unlettered populace. Few such avenues
to privilege would exist in a free market
society.

Democratic Capitalism, Justice, & Religion

Michael Novak

American Enterprise Institute

“Productivity and Social Justice” in Will Capitalism
Survive? ed. Ernest W. Lefever. Ethics and Public
Policy Center: Georgetown University, Washington
D.C. 1979.

N ovak attacks the conventional theo-
logical condemnation of democratic
capitalism. Such criticism usually exag-
gerates the evils of capitalism, blames it
for imaginary faults, and refrains from of-
fering us a superior social system. In this
anti-capitalism, modern theologians are
unfortunately following a long tradition.
Contrary to Weber, Calvinist theologians
always resisted capitalism; furthermore,
Bonhoffer, Barth, Tillich, and the early
Niebuhr were socialists.

Theologians are thus quite traditional
in their nonmarket economics. First, their
view of social justice contrasts modern
alienation to a mythical simple commu-
nity of togetherness where no one uses
anyone as a means. Second, their view of
social justice centers on distribution, thus
ignoring Adam Smith’s economic revolu-
tion which demonstrated that new wealth
could be created and thus pointed to an

ethic of productivity.

Theologians need to learn economics,
need to make some empirical comparisons
with socialism, and also need to devise a
new theological account to match eco-
nomic reality. Democratic capitalism con-
sists of an economic market, a democratic
polity, and a pluralistic culture. A theolog-
ical analysis of it would go as follows. The
aim of this social system is to improve the
well-being of all mankind by creating
wealth and thus liberating people by giv-
ing them more leisure, mobility, and op-
portunity. Second, the democratic
capitalist system is highly fraternal since
it requires associations and cooperation.
Third, this system depends on a sense of
sin, for in order to bend human nature
successfully to produce social benefits, an
awareness of the weakness of human na-
ture is necessary.
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Property, Law, and Economics

These two reviews of A. Allan Schmid’s
book are generally complementary.
Schmid identifies the way institutions
shape interactions through property
rights. Property rights create the oppor-
tunities, costs, and constraints of transac-
tions and economic distributions. Schmid
combines the positive analysis of such in-
stitutions with a normative analysis. He
criticizes the predominant Pareto ef-
ficiency criterion and other criteria for
welfare economics as being disguised
value judgments. He also believes that
economist’s contributions ought to be
limited to providing information about the

Marc R. Tool and Andre Brun

California State University at Sacramento and the Institut Na-
tional de la Recherch Agronomique, Orléans, France

Two Reviews of A. Allan Schmid’s Property, Power
and Public Choice: An Inquiry Into Law and Econom-
ics. New York: Praeger Publishers, 1978. Journal of
Economic Issues 13(September 1979):743-749.

source and consequences of conflicts over
interests. This role of the economist is not,
however, value free, since it assumes in-
formed choices are better than uninformed
choices.

The two reviewers’ criticism is that
Schmid fails to provide a convincing value
criterion for economic analysis, given that
he has criticized welfare economists for
their disguised value judgments. Fur-
thermore, Schmid does not discuss the fact
that institutional “constraints” depend in
part on people’s perceptions concerning
whether they are indeed constraints or
liberating devices.

The Economic Analysis of Law vs. Values

)
O Driscoll here criticizes Richard
Posner’s economic analysis of law, partly
by commenting on a paper by Charles
Fried on the same subject entitled “The
Laws of Change.”

The economic analysis of law exhibits
both a positive and a normative aspect.
First, the positive analysis claims that
common law has been efficient. This is so
only in the trivial sense that any applica-
tion of means to ends is rational and thus
“efficient.” If we narrow the notion of ef-
ficiency, such as to economic efficiency,
then common law could not be efficient.
The economic variables are subjective and
involve expectations, so ex post outcomes
must involve disrupted expectations for at
least one party and thus are not typically

Gerald O’Driscoll, Jr.
New York University

“Justice, Efficiency and the Economic Analysis of

Law: A Comment on Fried.” Journal of Legal Studies
9(March 1980):355-366.

efficient. Similarly, ex post judicial deci-
sions would not be efficient for both parties
since one party’s expectations have to be
foiled. Nor is it possible for judges to assign
rights and liabilities solely on efficiency
grounds because utility or wealth maximi-
zation requires some set of rights and rules
to govern the choice process.

Posner also errs in believing that where
there are prohibitively high “transactions
costs,” judges can mimic markets. But as
the debates with the socialists of the 1920s
and 1930s show, where information is
lacking a market is impossible, and it is
only where information is lacking that a
need to “mimic” markets would arise.

Posner also claims that economic analy-
sis will tell us why laws change, and that
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judges conceal their true (economic) rea-
sons for their opinions. Fried correctly
countered that the reasons laws change is
due to moral reasoning, since law is a
branch of morality. However, Fried goes
too far in assuming moral arguments are
the whole motivational story. Economic
motivation plays some role. Nor should
Fried chide economists for saying nothing
about the content of preferences. All pref-
erences are, for economist qua economist,
equal with regard to allocational choices,
and the economist has no business saying
moral distinctions can or cannot be made
within these preferences. In fact, when

persons’ changing preferences and their
deliberations about such preferences are
essential to the analysis, we are beyond
pure economics. A theory for prescribing
legal changes is not a pure economic
theory.

Finally, O’Driscoll argues that both
Fried and Posner (as well as John Rawls)
share the same faulty view that law can be
deduced from simple principles (moral
principles and wealth maximization, re-
spectively). Law evolves and grows and it
is not just constructed . Hence it cannot
really be deduced from axioms or
principles. &

R I
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IV

Foreign Policy and Ideology

What accounts for the appeal of war, militarism, and imperialism? The
following summaries analyze facets of the personal motivations and abstract
ideology that justify war and international violation of individual rights.
Stromberg’s study of the reasons behind many intellectuals’ enthusiasm for
World War I confirms Robert Nisbet’s earlier dissection of “The Lure of Military
Society” in The Twilight of Authority (1975). These summaries show that one’s
vision of the value of all human life affects one’s judgment of just and unjust
wars, the morality of imperialism, war critics, and national “enemies.” An
earlier issue of Literature of Liberty (October/December 1979, p. 56—67) stressed
Sir Herbert Read’s linking of irresponsibility or forgetfulness of the precious-
ness of every individual human life with political power and the spirit of
militarism.

The Attractiveness of War

Roland N. Stromberg

“Redemption by War: The Intellectuals and 1914.”
Midwest Quarterly Vol 20(Spring 1979):211-227.

U V ith few exceptions, such as Bertrand
Russell, the overwhelming number of
European intellectuals in the various
countries welcomed the coming of the First
World War. Only a tiny handful were con-
scientious objectors. It is difficult for histo-
rians today to understand the outlook of
those who glorified the coming of the war,
and numerous recent biographies of such
intellectuals are embarrassed by this
attitude.

Why did war have such appeal to the
intellectuals? It offered a sense of purpose
for the intellectuals, a “spiritual awaken-
ing” which transcended the “narrowness
and pettiness” of everyday life, offering
“new perspectives on greatness.” War
promised a growing opportunity for com-
munity and fraternity for intellectuals
unhappy with the growing materialism

and individualism. For the youth there
was talk of “self-discovery” through vio-
lence and the solidarity of struggle.

There was a remarkable similarity be-
tween the youth of that generation and
those today, which included such things as
“communalism, getting back to nature,
unconventional sexual morality, mistrust
of the older generation, and protests
against false education.” A worship of the
irrational encompassed the occult, the
mystical and the spiritual. Culture im-
plied soul, while civilization meant
intellect.

There was a certain paradox and illogic
inrebelling against a sterile culture which
impinged upon the individual, while as-
serting that individual affirmation could
best be achieved through the re-creation of
a primitive community where reason was
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subordinated to instinct. The overriding
hope that a better world would arise from
the ashes was closely linked to the “pre-
vailing ‘historicism,” at once optimistic
and irrational.” Nowhere is this attitude
better observed than in the work of Max

Scheler, a pioneer in phenomenology, who
argued in 1915 in The Genius of War and
the German War that war would destroy
the mechanical, bureaucratic organiza-
tion of society and encourage freedom,
love, and the creative spirit.

Walzer on International Morality

Gerald Doppelt

University of California at San Diego

“Walzer’s Theory of Morality in International Rela-
tions.” Philosophy and Public Affairs 8(Fall 1978):
3-26.

In Just and Unjust Wars, a major concern
of Michael Walzer is to develop a theory of
international aggression by means of a
“legalist paradigm” within which states
have rights and duties. Walzer is aware of
certain problems, for the rights of states
are difficult to determine, and in justifying
the use of (or resistence to ) force, what are
the rights of individuals? In his view, for
example, state sovereignty exists inde-
pendently of the form of its political in-
stitutions. Foreign intervention can be
justified, however, in three cases:
humanitarian, to prevent a massacre or
resettlement of the population; counter-
intervention, in which some other state
has already intervened in the situation;
and, secession, in which one political
community coercively attempts to prevent
the peaceful secession of another political
community nearby.

The paradox inherent in Walzer’s view
leads to two questions. Why should unfree
states be treated as possessing moral
rights of political sovereignty; and “In
what conceivable sense do such rights ‘de-
rive ultimately from the rights of indi-
viduals?’” Walzer argues that a majority is
not justified in asking for outside help in a
despotism where that might improve the
chance of success against the better armed
forces of the regime. Doppelt suggests that
this error stems from attempting to equate
state sovereignty with individual rights.

For Walzer an established political
community’s right to self-determination is

based upon consent, community, and col-
lective rights. Thus, the citizens should
defend this government to which they
have given their consent and which pro-
tects their community and common life.
But this notion of consent is very close to
that argued by Thomas Hobbes. And what
if the government is tyrannical though it
does maintain a degree of order?

The term “ community” raises question
about just what constitutes this evasive
entity. In the liberal tradition this has
meant an essential equality under law,
but Walzer does not devote much attention
to such matters, nor does he clarify what
he means by “free.” The major thrust of
Walzer’s whole argument reveals a con-
servative bias toward “de facto govern-
ments as the cornerstone of international
morality.”

Consent is difficult to define because of
the ambiguities of most social orders, and
the attitude of many may be neither loy-
alty on the one hand, or outright opposi-
tion on the other. Unless there is respect
for the rights of individuals, the term “con-
sent” loses any real meaning.
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Eduard Bernstein and Imperialism

It is difficult to categorize Eduard Bern-
stein among the various writers who dealt
with imperialism and foreign policy in the
years prior to the First World War. He was
neither indifferent to the importance of
foreign policy, nor can he be described as
one of those attracted to ideas of social
imperialism. His views can best be under-
stood within the context of party faction in
the German Social Democratic Party.

The center of the Party was challenged
not so much by radicals on the left as from
those on the right. Prior to 1914, little
writing among party leaders was given
over to foreign policy matters. On the
question of imperialism, the major
influence was that of Karl Kautsky. While
his views changed over time, by 1911
Kautsky, along with most centrists had
come to believe “that imperialism itself
was not a necessary feature of mature
capitalism but rather an ephemeral aber-
ration foisted upon capitalism by prein-
dustrial social groups.” Imperialist rival-
ries would be superceded by a cartelization
of world markets. For radicals of the left,
such as Rosa Luxemburg and others, im-
perialism demanded a uniting of the mass-
es for revolution, and many thought its
collapse was imminent.

Although Bernstein did not systematize
his views on imperialism, he did dif-
ferentiate between ancient and modern
imperialism, and rejected the idea that

Roger Fletcher

“A Revisionist Looks at Imperialism: Eduard Bern-
stein’s Critique of Imperialism and Kolonialpolitik,
1900-14.” Central European History 12(September

1979):237-271.

imperialism was the final stage of some
sort of “moribund monopolistic capital-
ism.” He saw each particular type of im-
perialism as significant. That of the
British, for example, was often defensive,
progressive to the colonial peoples, and of a
“strongly democratic, libertarian” type.
On the other hand, he was very negative
about German imperialism, based as it
was on an intellectual climate of “super-
patriotism,” often anti-British or anti-
Russian. It was Germany which disturbed
world peace and whose foreign policy was
badly in need of some democratic
counterforces.

At the same time Bernstein’s view of
imperialism was linked to notions of Social
Darwinism. Colonialism, he believed, in-
volved territorial expansion, permanent
settlement, and the transference of a
higher civilization, though he conceded it
might well lead to certain excesses, such as
mistreatment of the natives or retarding
economic growth. Bernstein felt that col-
onies were not a necessity, but might even
be an economic burden. He argued that
Social Democracy should throw its weight
behind German colonial policy in order to
improve and upgrade it. While he had
many insights into the nature of col-
onialism and imperialism, taken as a com-
prehensive whole, his views were not free
of inconsistencies and even contradictions.

Roosevelt vs. His War Critics

After the beginning of World War Two in
1939, the Roosevelt Administration faced
widespread cynicism about the war’s ori-
gins and considerable well-organized re-
sistance to American involvement. Silenc-

Richard W. Steele
San Diego State University

“Franklin D. Roosevelt and His Foreign Policy Crit-

ics.” Political Science Quarterly 94(Spring 1979):
15-32.

ing or discrediting these critics became an

important part of the overall effort to

change the public’s attitude. The persis-

tence of the President’s attempts gives

some insight into his attitudes about free
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expression and the limits of presidential
authority. Fed by spurious data from
British intelligence, the Administration
sought to demonstrate that the critics had
links with the Nazis.

As early as 1934, Roosevelt had asked
the FBI to investigate the Nazi movement
in the U.S. This was almost at once ex-
panded to include all dissidents, politically
inspired, and “only remotely related to the
commission of a crime or ‘subversion.”” By
1940 J. Edgar Hoover, the FBI Director,
commented privately that the Adminis-
tration and the Bureau would be seriously
embarrassed if the nature and breadth of
these investigations were made public.

Roosevelt tended to take a con-
spiratorialist view of the isolationists, see-
ing them as selfish opportunists or dis-
loyal. After 1940 he attempted to portray
them as members of a Nazi “fifth column,”
to the American public, while Hoover
confidentially discounted any such threat.

The President moved against his critics as
if allegations were facts.

To design a program to deal with his
critics, the President chose Harold Ickes, a
man like Roosevelt, whose civil liber-
tarianism extended only to his friends.
Both Solicitor General Francis Biddle and
Attorney General Robert Jackson were
concerned about the constitutional impli-
cations of such political harassment of crit-
ics. A secret investigative group later at-
tempted to gain evidence against the
anti-war America First Committee, and
one advisor urged using the IRS against
dissidents.

Roosevelt’s campaign also extended to a
manipulation of the press, and even after
the war was underway, the Administra-
tion continued its harassment of critics,
despite the lack of evidence of any “fifth
column.” The President attempted to in-
culcate into Americans his own view that
dissent was subversion.

American Preconceptions of Japan

Abraham Ben-Zui

Hebrew university of Jerusalem

“The Outbreak and Termination of the Pacific War: A
Juxtaposition of American Preconceptions.” Journal
of Peace Research 15(No. 1, 1978):33-49

After Pearl Harbor two divergent in-
terpretations emerged. Revisionists ar-
gued that Roosevelt pushed Japan toward
war in order to involve the U.S. in the
larger conflagration in Europe. On the
other side, writers “praised the adminis-
tration for being realistic, consistent, and
prescient.” The end of the war, focusing
around the use of the atomic bomb against
Japan, also developed two schools of
thought. The revisionists suggested that
the U.S. used the bomb primarily as a
political act to demonstrate American
power to the Soviet Union. The
traditionalists have argued that the bomb
was used intelligently to hasten the end of
the war.

If the revisionists have not fully proved
their cases with respect to 1941 and 1945,
it “should by no means imply that all
facets of these issues have been fully dealt
with or are fully explained.” “This study

examines the extent to which U.S. policy
makers were predisposed, in 1945, to eval-
uate events in the Pacific in the light of the
recent past,” and to explore any “link be-
tween the outbreak and termination of the
Pacific War.” Methodologically, it is ap-
parent that decision makers act “in accor-
dance with their perception of reality, not
in response to reality itself,” and that the
“image of the opponent” is fundamental
for understanding behavior in crisis
situations.

So-called “global-realists” such as
Henry Stimson, Henry Morgenthau, Jr.,
and Stanley K. Hornbeck were dominant
in policy decisions prior to 1941. Failing to
see the “dangers of war inherent in their
strategy of coercive diplomacy,” they be-
lieved the Japanese would yield to a firm,
strong pressure. They persisted in this be-
lief in spite of Japanese messages and the
warnings of other policy makers such as
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Joseph Crew, General Lee Gerow, and
John Emmerson. The former group consis-
tently, for example, underestimated the
Japanese and their military equipment.
When war did come, these men came to
regard the Japanese as mad men and fana-
tics for having gone to war. Ironically, it
was this new perception which dominated
their thinking as the end of the war ap-
proached. Thus, they were often oblivious
to a growing amount of evidence that
Japan was exhausted, and would not con-

tinue a fanatical fight to the finish. But
given this new perception of the Japanese
asirrational, the use of the bomb to end the
war became more logical in their thinking.

From the standpoint of making policy, it
is not only important to have different
points of view presented, but that an atmo-
sphere be maintained so that those, in ef-
fect, playing “the devil’s advocate,” feel
their views are being taken seriously,
rather than being simply ignored.

The Marshall Plan and Russia

This study examines U.S. policy plan-
ning with respect to the issue of Soviet and
Eastern European participation in the
Marshall Plan in order to ascertain
whether the U.S. pursued a strategy ex-
cluding Russia, as suggested by several
revisionist historians.

An early paper by George Kennan ac-
knowledged that “we have no plan,” and
Secretary of State George Marshall sought
to disassociate any U.S. recovery policy
from the anti-communist rhetoric which
had characterized the Truman Doctrine.
The Policy Planning Staff stressed that
any formal plan for recovery should be in-
itiated by the Europeans. On the other
hand Undersecretary of State William L.
Clayton argued that “the U.S. must run
the show.” Marshall’s Harvard speech,
drafted by Charles Bohlen, drew upon both
above sources, but it does appear that at
this point the U.S. had no plan. In later
talks with the British what is clear is that
its leaders sought to secure maximum aid,
though the question of Soviet participa-
tion drew little attention.

The major consideration by the Ameri-
cans was to secure domestic acceptance of
any plan by the Congress. Marshall
wished to avoid any debate before his own
thoughts had developed and before any
European response was forthcoming. Iron-

William C. Cromwell
The American University
“The Marshall Non-Plan, Congress and the Soviet

Union.” The Western Political Quarterly 32
(December 1979):422-443.

ically, the European approach pressed by
the Administration against the British
was not anti-Soviet, whereas the British
separate national position was similar to
the idea later pushed by the Russians.

Kennan and others sought to keep the
aid issue out of the conflict between the
U.S. and Russia, but policy makers like
Clayton thought in terms of Western
Europe. In talking with the British about
any program, the French especially were
anxious to avoid the impression of taking
organizational initiatives without the
Russians, but both agreed to proceed with-
out the Soviets if necessary. The Russians
certainly were suspicious in the meetings
held by the three nations, where the
British, in effect, denied the talks with
Clayton had been official. The Russians
refused to go along with a plan that would
have required revealing more data about
their situation than they felt necessary.

It would appear that, despite the offer,
policy makers were not enthusiastic about
the idea of Soviet participation in any re-
covery plan. On the other hand the devolv-
ing strategy which placed initiative and
conditions on the Europeans, and which
caused the Soviets to back away, was not
intended for that reason but rather to gain
domestic support and passage by the
Congress. [
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Self-Knowledge, Autonomy, and Liberty

The debated conceptions of what constitutes the individual’s true self ac-
count for the sometimes warring political notions of individualism and collec-
tivism, autonomy and dependence. The relevance, then, of the knowledge of the
self or “self-knowledge” to political liberty is intimate and inescapable. Our
optimistic or pessimistic judgments of human nature, our confidence or disillu-
sionment in our ability as individuals to cooperate socially, economically, and
politically, in short, our natural capacity to be both free individuals and social
beings—all depend on our self-knowledge. Psychological issues are, therefore,
central to the debates on the relationship between the individual and the
community. Peter McCormick’s lead summary highlights the relevance of self-
knowledge to political liberty by tracing the historical evolution or rival notion
of the self in political thought. The remaining summaries delve into related
themes of egoism (pro and con), social psychology, free will, responsibility, and

autonomy.

The Self in Political Thought

Peter McCormick

University of Lethbridge

“The Concept of the Self in Political Thought.” Cana-
dian Journal of Political Science 12(December 1979):
689-725.

The concept of the individual is a central
characteristic of modernity, separating
our times from the Middle Ages as clearly
as the concepts of God, sin, and salvation
separate the Middle Ages from antiquity.
What elements comprise this pivotal com-
ponent of modern political and social
thought?

The concern for human individuality
emerges as the typical consequence of the
breakdown of a highly integrated society
in which each person receives his identity
from his assigned place in the social
hierarchy. The Middle Ages offers the his-
torian a fine example of such an organi-
cally structured society. Once the mys-
tique of this kind of civilization begins to
wane, however, an awareness of the au-
tonomous, differentiated, self-starting in-
dividual emerges.

McCormick examines five conceptions of
the individual as they have existed at var-

ious times in Western history: the agonal
self, the liberal ideal, the hidden self, the
essential self, and the manufactured self.
He does not claim that his typology
exhausts the possibilities of individuality,
but it does serve to point out that the con-
cept is not a simple one and that its com-
plexity deserves close examination.

The notion of the individual first arose
in ancient Greece (especially in Athens)
after the decline of the earlier Greek city
which based itself on religion and
tribalism. The view of the self which
evolved to fill this vacuum differs radically
from modern conceptions. Instead of be-
ginning with aninner self which gradually
reveals itself in actions, the Greek
“agonal” (“competitive”) self becomes an
individuality by the utterance of great
words and the performance of admirable
deeds. The Greek individual is thus cre-
ated from without rather than from
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within. More than all other types, the
agonal self requires an audience for its
gestation, birth, and maturation.

The final vestiges of medieval civiliza-
tion took many centuries to disappear. As
a result, the Enlightenment stands as the
formative period of modern individualism.
The first type which it produced was the
“nonproblematical” or “liberal” self. This
directly comprehensible child of the social
contract thinker needs no genesis, since
it arises spontaneously from simple hu-
man motivations such as self-preserva-
tion (Hobbes) or pleasure versus pain
(Utilitarianism). No unconscious desires
or unfelt appetites cloud the liberal self’s
confident understanding of its motiva-
tions. In addition, while it may cooperate
with others to establish varying forms of
social existence, the self of liberalism re-
mains impervious to social conditioning.

The reductionist naiveté of the liberal
conception gradually gave way to subtler
insights. Among the utilitarians, for
example, J.S. Mill postulated a hierarchy
of higher and lower pleasures, while
Jeremy Bentham observed that, since no
individual can know directly the appetites
of another, all men are inscrutable to their
fellows. This growing awareness of
difficulties and ambivalences gave rise to
the anguished and problematical “hidden”
self. Here, as in Max Stirner and
Friederich Nietzsche, the individual must
engage himself in a painfully heroic quest
for his authentic individuality. Society, so

necessary to the realization of the agonal
self, usually obstructs the discovery of the
hidden self through its rules and hypoc-
risies.

To put an end to the eternal question
mark and ambiguity of the hidden self,
some thinkers resorted to choosing arti-
ficially one of the formulated elements of
individuality and calling it the “essential”
self—as in Hegel’s Geist or Marx’s labor-
ing self. In this new form of reductionism,
development of one particular quality be-
comes the goal of the wise man and the just
society.

Finally, in the twentieth century, a new
view emerges which completes the circle
and brings the individual to the verge of
extinction: the “manufactured” self. Both
the Fascist “new man” (created through
the activity of an inspired and willful elite)
and the Skinnerian “conditioned man”
(produced by appropriate rewards and
punishments) undermine the elements of
uniqueness and inner-inspired motivation
so crucial to modern notions of the indi-
vidual.

Prof. McCormick concludes his study
with the observation that the scope of his
paper does not allow him to answer two
questions relevant to his theme: (1) Does
the five-item typology presented here
exhaust the potentialities of a philosophy
of the self? and (2) Is it possible to look
forward to a final resolution to the problem
of the individual?

Autonomy, Self, and Will Power

In philosophical writings as diverse as
those of Aristotle, Kant, Nozick, and
Sartre, the notion of autonomy is closely
linked with the concept of a person as a
moral entity. Prof. Young examines one
aspect of the moral dimension of au-
tonomy: “What does it mean,” he asks, “to
exercise one’s freedom in such a way as to
order one’s life according to a plan or con-
ception which fully expresses one’s
choices?”

Robert Young

La Trobe University

“Autonomy and the ‘Inner Self.”” American Philo-
sophical Quarterly 17(January 1980):35-43.

Self-direction, for Young and Dworkin,
includes such cognitivist factors as con-
scious choice of first-order motivations
(convictions, desires, principles, etc.),
reflective evaluation of motivations re-
ceived second-hand, freedom from undue
environmental manipulation, and au-
thenticity. However, two elements compli-
cate this cognitive picture. Self-deception
may delude us insofar as our real desires
are concerned, while chronic weak will in
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accomplishing those desires may cast
doubt upon the depth of our conviction.
Nevertheless, Young feels that, evenin the
face of repeated failures to accomplish
one’s goals, a recurring remorse is proba-
bly sufficient indication of a person’s real
preferences.

The deeply rooted pattern of self-
defeating behavior known as neurosis re-
presents another threat to the task of un-
ifying one’s life according to an integrated
hierarchy of self-chosen values. Au-
tonomy, is founded upon sophisticated
self-awareness. Neurosis, on the other
hand, results from a fear and repression of
knowledge. Psychology can aid the neuro-
tic’s painful search for autonomy by un-
covering his neurotic pattern of evasion.

The remainder of Young’s article deals
with a neglected aspect of failed au-
tonomy: weakness of will.

As stated above, repeated failure to
achieve one’s goals does not necessarily
indicate a failure of autonomy. However,
where such failures relate to a person’s
broad conception of his life’s direction,
there will almost certainly be a dimuni-

tion in global autonomy. Yet, as common
as this nonattainment may be, some
philosophers of note have argued that
there can be no gap between belief and
action for a free agent. Such a position
leaves no room for the common sense no-
tion of weakness of the will—the state in
which a person has the desire and ability
to accomplish his goals, yet does not do so.

Young reiterates that remorse following
failures generally indicates that values
are authentic. To what then can one as-
cribe the failures? Here weakness of will
offers an explanation. For reasons of expe-
diency, self-indulgence, lack of sufficient
effort, etc., the self-appointed task has not
been accomplished. The will to do was evi-
dently lacking. In the course of this discus-
sion, Young replies to Gary Watson’s re-
cent objections to the common sense posi-
tion concerning weakness of the will.

Prof. Young reasserts that self-
awareness is a significant factor in any
victory over one’s “worst self.” Nonethe-
less, in going beyond theory to winning the
victory in actuality, it is the will, he de-
clares, that holds the key.

Self-Knowledge: Goethe, Kant, and Hegel

Walter Kaufman

Princeton University

Discovering the Mind: Goethe, Kant, and Hegel. Vol-
ume I of a Trilogy. McGraw-Hill: New York 1980.

How has the discovery of the mind been
furthered or impeded by major modern in-
tellectuals? Goethe and Kant can be seen
as symbolic alternatives in the modern
quest towards greater self-knowledge.
Hegel, in turn, represents an attempt to
reconcile Goethe and Kant, and fails to be
either clear or convincing to the degree he
follows Kant rather than Goethe. This
suggests that Kant’s influence on some
subsequent thinkers is largely “a disas-
ter,” while Goethe is a continuing source
for a deeper grasp of human consciousness.

Goethe’s major contributions to our
greater self-knowledge include: (1) a new
model of “autonomy”— the creative and
independent use of all human passions; (2)
the view that a man’s mind has no essence
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apart from his deeds; (3) the need for the
mind to be understood through all its
stages of development; and (4) the view
that a proper scientific method can require
multiple hypotheses founded on a rich sen-
sory experience (a “poetic science”). In ad-
dition, the force of Goethe’s own character
and living example inspired others to dis-
cover their own minds.

In contrast to Goethe, Kant fallaciously
assumed that: (1) “autonomy” means act-
ing in accordance with rules or “laws” we
have given ourselves, (which could be ob-
sessive rather than creative or indepen-
dent); (2) man has an essentially unknow-
able self behind the realm of his speech
and arts; (3) the mind does not develop but
has the same necessary structures every-
where; and (4) philosophy can prosper
from merely examining the necessary pre-
suppositions of scientific certainties, with-
out the need of rich sensory experience,
multiple hypotheses, or unceasing ques-
tioning of assumptions. In addition, Kant’s
character was no model of courage or rich

experience; his prejudices and obscure
writing style kept him and hers from dis-
covering their own minds.

Hegel had a conception for a phenome-
nology of the spirit (or “mind”) that echoed
and fruitfully developed Goethe’s four con-
tributions. Unfortunately, he also ac-
cepted Kant’s insistence on certainty,
completeness, and necessity. Hegel’s con-
tributions can be summarized by five
points: (1) that views and positions have to
be seen as a whole; (2) that each view must
be seen in relation to the person holding it;
(3) that each position should be seen as a
stage in the development of mind or spirit;
(4) that a position needs to be seen in rela-
tion to fundamentally opposing views; and
(5) that men’s creativity in art, religion,
and philosophy are illuminated by these
methods. Unfortunately Hegel’s feigned
rigor hid these contributions behind a
vague Kantian writing style, but this
makes the subservient contributions of
Nietzsche and Kierkegaard understand-
able—if not strictly “necessary.”

The Egoist as a "Psychopath”

Laurence Thomas
University of Maryland

“Ethical Egoism and Psychological Dispositions.”

American Philosophical Quarterly 17(January
1980):73-178.

Moral philosophers have argued
against ethical egoism as an internally in-
consistent theory, as a solipsism, and as a
system which cannot be properly termed a
moral theory. However, these arguments
have not proved particularly persuasive.
As a result, Prof. Thomas presents a new
argument which seeks to refute egoism on
psychological grounds.

Thomas defines ethical egoism as “the
view that a person morally ought to
maximize the satisfaction of his or her own
long-range interests”—which involves
taking advantage of others whenever the
egoist does not run undue risk physically,
financially, or psychologically. Thomas
labels his definition the E (exploitation)
principle.

In schematic form, the Thomas argu-

ment against egoism runs as follows:

“P, A true friend could never, as a mat-
ter of course, be disposed to harm or
to exploit anyone with whom heisa
friend (from theion of a friend).

P, An egoist could never be a true
friend to anyone (from P, and E
principle).

P; Only someone with an unhealthy
personality could never be a true
friend to anyone (definition of a
healthy personality).

P, Ethical egoism requires that we
have a kind of disposition which is
incompatible with our having a
healthy personality (from P,-P;).

P, Therefore, from the standpoint of
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our psychological makeup, ethical
egoism is unacceptable as a moral
theory.”
To avoid the charge of circularity in this
argument, Thomas examines at length the
psychological grounds for statements P,
and P,.

To begin, he states that all human be-
ings receive their initial sense of self-
worth from others—usually in the form of
parental love. As we mature, this need for
positive assessment from those around us
declines. Nonetheless, no human being
can maintain psychological health with-
out occasional approval from at least one
person whose judgment he respects and
trusts. The psychological principle of re-
ciprocity also makes it likely that we will
regard favorably someone who esteems us.
However, the egoist must even be
prepared to take advantage of a person
who values him whenever his interests are
at stake. Since the egoist treats those
whom he trusts and (probably) likes as if
they were enemies, he cannot act as a true
friend.

Furthermore, psychologists agree that
stability of character is one of the essential
dimensions of a healthy personality—that
is, a conjunction of positive personal traits

which endures through a wide variety of
circumstances. Anyone who feels well-
disposed towards a person and is yet capa-
ble of exploiting that person at an oppor-
tune moment manifests clear instability of
character. He thus lacks a basic element of
psychological health. In fact, the behavior
described may not only be termed un-
healthy but psychopathic. In Prof.
Thomas’s view, the true egoist would
merit the diagnostic label of psychopath.
Thomas acknowledges that several
philosophical approaches might serve to
question and perhaps refute ethical
egoism. He also emphasizes, however, that
a close examination of our human psycho-
logical make-up will yield significant ma-
terial contributing to an ultimate in-
validation of the egoist position.

EvErsox

The History of Social Psychology

Dorwin Cartwright

University of Michigan

“Contemporary Social Psychology in Historical Per-
spective.” Social Psychology Quarterly 42, 1(1979):

82-93.

The history of social psychology as a field
of empirical research covers only some
eighty years. Despite this brief period of
activity, social psychology has grown pro-
digiously in complexity and influence. Asa
social psychologist for the past forty years,
Prof. Cartwright assesses the current
state of the field in the light of its historical
and social context.

Historically, the 1930s and 1940s wit-
nessed the most rapid growth in the
number of social psychologists and in the
sophistication of their research. This de-
velopment may be attributed to two fac-
tors. First of all, the rise of Hitler provoked

a massive exodus of intellectual talent out
of Germany. Men of the calibre of Lewin,
Heider, Kohler, Wertheimer, Katona,
Lazarsfeld, and the Brunswicks decided to
settle and work in the United States.
These emigrés brought to American social
psychology a much needed freshness and
originality, while they exerted a direct
personal influence on students who would
play a crucial role in the field’s subsequent
development: Asch, Krech, Festinger,
Schachter, etc.

In addition, the problems generated by
World War IT induced the U.S. government
to seek solutions by massively subsidizing
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social research. Investigations of topics
ranging from building civilian morale to
coping with the psychological problems of
a wartime economy produced a tremen-
dous mass of new information, although
very little in the area of theory. This need
for research also gave rise to ambitious
training programs which continued
operating even after the war. Their suc-
cess may be measured by the fact that 90%
of all social psychologists who have ever
lived are alive at the present time.

While Prof. Cartwright expresses a ba-
sically positive view concerning the
present state of his field, he nonetheless
points to several areas where social psy-
chology is experiencing difficulties. He
characterizes these as maturation prob-
lems in a quite young science.

He regards, for example, the pre-

ponderantly white, American, middle-
class status of most social psychologists as
a hinderance to examining questions of
importance to other classes and ethnic
groups. He also feels that fascination with
technical virtuosity has too often
supplanted a concern for substance in re-
search projects. Even more importantly,
the lack of a general theory and the
plethora of smaller ones has tended to
fragment the field into discrete specialties
with little or no relationship to one an-
other. The most damaging of these divi-
sions is that which exists between research-
ers who stress the psychological and those
who emphasize the sociological aspects of
life in society. Any developed general the-
ory would have to integrate these two sep-
arate and often hostile approaches.

Psychology, Self, and Society

In the past fifty years psychology has suc-
ceeded in developing objective methods for
studying human behavior. These research
techniques have led to general statements
on the probability of particular human re-
sponses under specified conditions. Ac-
cording to Prof. Mitscherlich, however,
these advances have been achieved at the
cost of a considerable impoverishment of
outlook. Academic psychology’s elimina-
tion of such crucial human factors as indi-
vidual subjectivity and self-reflection has
reduced this science to a kind of “human
engineering.” Instead of cultivating and
deepening human awareness, it relies to a
large extent upon lack of awareness for its
success in the “prediction and control” of
behavior.

Pre-experimental psychologists, by con-
trast, viewed their function in almost Soc-
ratic terms. They sought to provide indi-
viduals with reliable help in the task of
self-understanding. They assumed that
each person was unique in his responses to
the physical and social environment which

Dr. Alexander Mitscherlich
Frankfurt
“Psychological Research and its Significance for

Modern Man.” Universitas (English edition): 21(No.
3, 1979).

he encountered. Because he was a deci-
sion-making being, the individual was not
governed by species-specific behavioral
patterns.

The hypothesis that man’s psyche can be
studied like any other natural object gave
rise to laboratory techniques which effec-
tively eliminated any examination of the
inner, decision-making man. Exper-
imental psychology’s focus upon exterior
behavior turned it into a “psychology
without a soul,” cut off from actual life-
situations and thus meriting the ridicule it
has received.

Sigmund Freud, while admitting the
necessity of isolating natural laws of be-
havior, recognized the folly of eliminating
so crucial a human dimension. He, there-
fore, tailored his method to the object of his
research. Depth psychology relied on a
more cumbersome, long-term observation
of emotional processes within the dynam-
ics of a true two-person relationship. A
perceptive and trained observer derived
general statements concerning human
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behavior based on the unfolding of this
dynamic process.

In Prof. Mitscherlich’s view, the results
of such human-oriented study have been
both fruitful and far-reaching. Devel-
opmental and social psychologists as well
as researchers in other fields of applied
psychology have long accepted notions of
the unconscious process and the role it
plays in generating conflict and decision.
These psychologists have also made exten-
sive use of the theory of defense mecha-
nisms which serve to attenuate a conflict
in impulses.

Nevertheless, the split between depth
psychology and experimental psychology
remains. According to Mitscherlich, aca-
demic psychology consciously or uncon-
sciously encourages regressive social pro-
cesses by its manipulation (in condition-
ing) of low-level motivation, such as the

need for social approval. By relying upon
immature emotional functions to exercise
scientific control and by excluding critical
self-perception, modern experimental psy-
chology actually works against the asser-
tion of individuality and augments al-
ready heavy social pressure at the level of
“archaic psychic responses.”

Looking toward the future, Mitscherlich
finds hope in the possibility that psycho-
analysis may extend its curative influence
beyond the level of the two-person rela-
tionship to the level of society as a whole.
The insights of psychoanalysis into the
sublimation of human instinct, emotional
deformation, rational hypertrophy, and
the formative pressure of social conditions
might well help alleviate many patho-
genic social conflicts and encourage the
development of higher ego functions on a
mass scale.

Free Will, Responsibility, and Motivation

James A. Easterbrook

University of New Brunswick

The Determinants of Free Will: A Psychological Anal-
ysis of Responsible, Adjustive Behavior. (New York:
Academic Press, 1978.

The author describes freely willed be-
havior as occurring “whenever an indi-
vidual has planfully created preferred
changes in his environment.” Free will is
conceptually linked with competence in
striving to meet personal standards and
with taking personal responsibility for
one’s actions. Such competence and re-
sponsibility depends upon a predictably
responsive environment. Failure of will is
associated with ineffective action, power-
lessness, and neurosis.

An implicit theory of responsibility is
presented in which a person’s imputation
of responsibility is described as a function
of two factors: (a) intentional vs. uninten-
tional, and (b) chosen vs. imposed. Respon-
sibility exists in circumstances where
people understand themselves to be in con-
trol of their actions, i.e., where their be-
havior appears intentional and chosen. In
those instances where there are no induc-
ing or impelling external influences evi-

dent, the causes of behavior are presumed
to be internal. Responsibility is not im-
puted when behavior is generated either
impulsively or in response to strong exter-
nal pressures, even when the behavior is
intentional.

Responsibility for behavior is associated
with “proactive” (anticipatory) informa-
tion processing and problem solving,
rather than mere “reaction.” High drive
states are associated with greater reac-
tivity and, hence, less freedom of choice. In
the process of learning methods to achieve
drive reduction, the range of freedom is
expanded.

The author also explores the relation-
ship of responsibility to Rotter’s concepts
of internal and external locus of control of
reinforcement. Individuals are shown to
differ in the extent to which they perceive
themselves to have freedom of will. Those
claiming greater sense of choice report
themselves as more satisfied, confident,
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and self-disciplined. They also scored
higher on tests of information and
intelligence.

Research connections between freedom
of will and numerous psychological
phenomena are discussed. These include
achievement motivation, persuasion, con-
formity, social cooperation, and moral rea-
soning. The research on the antecedents of
personal freedom indicates that individu-
als with a strong sense of internal control

recall their parents as providing predict-
able, consistent discipline and informa-
tive, loving support for attempts to achieve
independence. The social structures which
promote freedom of choice and personal
responsibility are identified as involving
the extensive flow of information and
trade. The more fluid a society, the greater
value is placed on education and the
greater is the likelihood of social
cooperation.

Free Will, Purpose, and Responsibility

P sychology, as a result of its emulation
of the physical sciences, has created a lan-
guage and methodology in which human
freedom cannot be properly expressed or
studied. “To be free is to be without con-
straint, open to alternatives, and not
bound by a fixed course” (p. 10). Since
there are always limitations on behavior,
freedom is relative, not absolute. Free will
and personal responsibility need to be un-
derstood in terms of the nature of causa-
tion. The author introduces Aristotle’s de-
scription of four conceptions of causation
(material causes, efficient causes, formal
causes, and final causes). Psychological
science, with its exclusive concern with
constitutional and antecedent variables,
has restricted itself to a discussion of ma-
terial and efficient causes. This precludes
the consideration of purpose in human be-
havior. This view is expressed in its classi-
cal form in the behaviorist school of psy-
chology. In contrast, psychoanalysis,
while adopting the language of deter-
minism, has incorporated the concept of
final causation. Human behavior is seen as
purposive, although these purposes are
seen as operating on an unconscious level.

The author discusses the importance of
the differences between demonstrative-
and dialectical-meaning relations. Where
science has restricted itself to demonstrat-

Joseph F. Rychlak
Purdue University, Lafayette

Discovering Free Will and Personal Responsibility.
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1979).

ive meaning, humans also think in
dialectical terms. This is a crucial fact
which psychologists must incorporate into
their theories. It is through dialectical
thinking that humans can function in the
realm of free thought and can transcend
the established categories of understand-
ing. Dialectical thought is also involved in
self-reflexive thinking, i.e., thought about
one’s own thinking.

The model of behavior offered by the au-
thor involves an analysis of human re-
sponses as a function of antecedent condi-
tions and “telosponses” toward future
goals (final causes). Human behavior be-
comes more predictable when considera-
tion is given to the outcomes a person is
trying to achieve. The results of psycholog-
ical research are presented to support the
model. Various forms of psychotherapy,
including psychoanalysis, behavior ther-
apy, and existential-phenomenological
therapy, are shown to incorporate a pur-
poseful image of human activity. Each in-
volves a self-determination process both in
its view of the development of emotional
difficulties and in their cure. Other areas
discussed in terms of “telosponsive” be-
havior include eastern philosophy, brain
research, and the popular “how-to”
psychologies.
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Political “Groupthink” and Reality

Philip E. Tetlock

“Identifying Victims of Groupthink from Public
Statements of Decision Makers.” Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology: 37(1979):1314-1324.

Irving Janis has hypothesized that deci-
sion makers are influenced by social pres-
sures toward uniformity in a group and by
a felt need for loyalty to the group. The
results may be the suppression of poten-
tially unpopular opinions within the
groups and a consequent loss of cognitive
efficiency and moral judgment. “Group-
think” is said to exist when these pres-
sures outweigh an independent critical
analysis of the problems at hand.

In previous research it was found that
groupthink policy-makers generally did
not “(a) adequately survey the full range of
policy alternatives; (b) consider the full
spectrum of objectives that might be af-
fected by the chosen policy; (c) obtain
adequate information for evaluating the
alternative policies; (d) weigh the costs
and benefits of each alternative carefully;
(e) take proper account of information that
contradicted prior beliefs and preferences;
(f) reexamine evaluations of all known al-
ternatives, including those previously re-
garded as unacceptable; (g) develop
sufficiently detailed plans for implement-
ing the chosen policy, with special refer-
ence to contingency plans in the event
known risks materialized.”

The author conducted an evaluation of
Janis’s groupthink hypothesis using a

standardized content analysis procedure
on statements of key decision-makers. Ar-
chival records were analyzed for five
American foreign policy crises, three
reflecting groupthinking (the invasion of
North Korea, the Bay of Pigs, and the
Vietnam war escalations) and two reflect-
ing non-groupthink processes (the Mar-
shall Plan and the Cuban missile crisis).
The research focused on: (a) the tendency
to process policy-relevant information in
simplistic and biased ways, and (b) the
tendency to evaluate one’s own group very
positively and to evaluate one’s opponents
very negatively.

The results indicated that decision
makers in groupthink crises showed less
complex reasoning in their statements
than decision makers in non-groupthink
crises. Further, in the groupthink crises,
political groups with which the decision
makers identified were more positively
evaluated than was the case in the non-
groupthink crises. The expected effect for
differences in the evaluation of opponent
groups was not obtained. Overall, the re-
sults provided strong support for Janis’s
groupthink hypothesis. It is suggested
that content analysis can be used to moni-
tor the quality of the decision making of
governmental leaders.

Personal Freedom and Autonomy

Peter R. Breggin

“A Libertarian Psychology: Self-ownership—A Con-
dition for Happiness.” The Humanist 39(May
1979):28-31.

The author provides an outline for a lib-
ertarian psychology: “An analysis of
human conduct consistent with the princi-
ples of maximum personal freedom.” The
concept of voluntary exchange is funda-
mental to such a psychological system.
Successful personal relationships must be

(1737-1809)
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freely chosen, honest, and non-
manipulative.

Two principles of libertarian psychology
are personal sovereignty and personal
freedom. Personal sovereignty involves
subjective freedom, the right to think, feel,
and choose as one pleases. It carries the
obligation to respect the sovereignty of
others. Personal freedom is the right to be
free of restraints within the external
world. There is a right to self-defense to
protect both personal sovereignty and per-
sonal freedom.

If emotions such as guilt, shame, or anx-
iety contribute to determining how a per-
son acts within a relationship, it cannot be

said to be voluntary. Such emotions consti-
tute a form of self-intimidation. Aside
from responsibilities to children, an indi-
vidual is free to leave any personal rela-
tionship for any subjective reason which is
sufficiently compelling.

The author maintains that “a loving at-
titude toward people is essential to per-
sonal happiness” and that love can only be
maintained in relationships that are vol-
untary. Love should not be equated with
an unfree relationship. The greatest chal-
lenge in a close personal relationship is to
grant the partner total freedom. “Friends
and lovers are people . . . whose self inter-
ests are mutual, even at times identical.”)
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more than half of each issue to review essays, book reviews, and book

abstracts.

The Journal of Modern History is edited by William H. McNeill.

The University of Chicago Press

THE JOURNAL OF MODERN HISTORY Published quarterly
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Add $2.00 for subscriptions mailed outside the USA and its possessions.
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Official Joumal of the
European Consortium for
Political Research

Unlike other joumals the
European Joumnal of
Political Research does not
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still to foster communication and
collaboration about ongoing
research across national and
linguistic boundaries within Europe.
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science.
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Political
Research
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Al back volumes
are available
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Institute for Humane Studies
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a book series examining the complex phenomena of human
behavior in relation to the dynamic market process.

Principles of Economics
by Carl Menger
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by Murray N. Rothbard
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by Murray N. Rothbard

Capital, Interest, and Rent
by Frank A. Fetter

The Economic Point of View
by Israel M. Kirzner
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by Ludwig M. Lachmann

Capital, Expectations, and the Market Process
by Ludwig M. Lachmann

Liberalism
by Ludwig von Mises

The Economics of Ludwig von Mises
Edited with an introduction by Laurence S. Moss
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by Murray N. Rothbard
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Edited by Louis M. Spadaro

Individual copies available:
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Write to: Institute for Humane Studies
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The Counter-Revolution of Science
Studies on the Abuse of Reason

by E A. Hayek

“Never will the mind of man penetrate deeper
into error than when he is continuing on a road
which has led him to great success,™ says
Nobel Laureate E A. Hayek. In this book he
provides a penetrating analysis of the
intellectual errors responsible for many
theoretical and social difficulties: the
substitution of scientism for true science and
the use of scientistic rather than truly scientific
method.

Professor Hayek shows how the use of
scientistic methods has undermined the study
of society while sowing the seeds of the
tyranny of social engineering and the
totalitarian state. Hardcover $9.00,

Paperback $4.00.

We pay postage, but require prepayment, on
orders from individuals. Please allow four to
six weeks for delivery. To order this book,
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