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cally, Section 10.7, Sravery, follows directly
after the section in which despotism and tyr-
anny are discussed. The last two sections of
the chapter are also closely related to one
another; for, as the reader will find, one of
the main points made in both Sections 10.8
and 10.9 is that class conflict breeds revolu-
tion.

Four other chapters deal with subjects

and problems that either fall within the do-
main of politics or are closely related to it.
They are Chapter 11 on Economics, Chapter
12 on Law anp Justice, Chapter 13 on Liserty
anD Equarity, and Chapter 14 on War anp
Peace. The reader is advised to consult these
chapters for matters that are not fully treat-
ed here, or for the discussion of matters that
throw light on what is treated here.

Man, it is said, is both a social and a politi-
cal animal. Of these two ascriptions, “so-
cial” has the broader connotation. Like
other animals, man is gregarious rather
than solitary. His gregariousness is manifest-
ed in various forms of human association:
the family is one of these; the tribe or vil-
lage, another; and a third is the state. It is
only in virtue of this last form of association
that man is called a “political” animal; and
among gregarious or social animals, man
alone is political.

The political community or civil society
may be a city-state or a nation-state, and it
might, at some future date, even be a world-
state. In any of these embodiments, the state
differs in a number of respects from all other
forms of society, among which the most dis-
tinctive, perhaps, is that it may include
within its domain other societies, such as
families or tribes, but while it remains an
independent or autonomous state, it is itself
ncluded in no larger community.

The reader will find that ancient and
‘modern writers offer different characteriza-
tions of the state, as well as different ac-
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counts of its nature and origin. However,
careful reading will discover that, although
the moderns employ the fiction of a social
contract as the original constitution of the
state, there is underlying agreement that the
state is both natural and conventional—nat-
ural in the sense that man is by nature polit-
ical and needs the state for the perfection of
human life, and conventional in the sense
that the state comes into existence through
human institutions, intelligently devised and
voluntarily adopted.

The foregoing considerations affect the
answers given to such questions as whether
man is made for the state or the state for
man; whether man is a part of the state and
subordinate to it as an organic part is subor-
dinate to the body of which it is a member;
whether the end that the state serves is the
happiness of its constituent beings; whether
the state can exist without law or govern-
ment; and whether, as contrasted with the
state of nature and the state of war, civil
society is identical with civil peace. The
reader will find that these questions are also
discussed in other contexts—in Section 9.8
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on Happiness; in Section 10.3 on Govern.  Section 12.1 on Law anp Lawyvers; in Section
MENT: Its Narure, Necessity, anp Forms; in 14.3 on The Conprmons or Peacs.

I Socrates. Mankind at first lived dispersed, and other plunged in grief at the same events happen-

there were no cities. But the consequence was that
they were destroyed by the wild beasts, for they
were utterly weak in comparison of them, and
their art was only sufficient to provide them with
the means of life, and did not enable them to car-
ry on war against the animals: food they had, but
not as yet the art of government, of which the art
of war is a part. After a while the desire of self-
preservation gathered them into cities; but when
they were gathered together, having no art of gov-
ernment, they evil intreated one another, and
were again in process of dispersion and destruc-
tion. Zeus feared that the entire race would be
exterminated, and so he sent Hermes to them,
bearing reverence and justice to be the ordering
principles of cities and the bonds of friendship and
conciliation,
' Plato, Protagoras, 322A

Socrates. A State . . . arises, as [ conceive, out of
the needs of mankind; no one is self-sufficing, but
all of us have many wants. Can any other origin
of a State be imagined?

Adeimantus. There can be no other.

Then as we have many wants, and many per-
sons are needed to supply them, one takes a help-
er for one purpose and another for another; and
when these partners and helpers are gathered to-
gether in one habitation the body of inhabitants is
termed a State.

True, he said.

And they exchange with one another, and one
gives, and another receives, under the idea that
the exchange will be for their good.

Very true.

Then, I said, let us begin and create in idea a
State; and yet the true creator is necessity, who is
the mother of our invention.

Plato, Republic, 11, 369A

Socrates. Can there be any greater evil than discord
and distraction and plurality where unity ought
to reign? or any greater good than the bond of
unity?

Glaucon. There cannot.

And there is unity where there is community of
pleasures and pains—where all the citizens are
glad or grieved on the same occasions of joy and
sorrow?

No doubt.

Yes; and where there is no common but only
private feeling a State is disorganized—when you
have one half of the world triumphing and the

ing to the city or the citizens?

Certainly.

Such differences commonly originate in a dis-
agreement about the use of the terms “mine” and
“not mine,” ““his” and “not his.”

Exactly so.

And is not that the best-ordered State in which
the greatest number of persons apply the terms
“mine” and “not mine” in the same way to the
same thing?

Quite true.

Or that again which most nearly approaches to
the condition of the individual-—as in the body,
when but a finger of one of us is hurt, the whole
frame, drawn towards the soul as a centre and
forming one kingdom under the ruling power
therein, feels the hurt and sympathizes all togeth-
er with the part affected, and we say that the man
has a pain in his finger; and the same expression
is used about any other part of the body, which
has a sensation of pain at suffering or of pleasure
at the alleviation of suffering.

Very true, he replied; and I agree with you that
in the best-ordered State there is the nearest ap-
proach to this common fecling which you de-
scribe.

Then when any one of the citizens experiences
any good or evil, the whole State will make his
case their own, and will either rejoice or sorrow
with him?

Yes, he said, that is what will happen in a well-
ordered State.

Plato, Republic, V, 462A

Man is a political creature and one whose nature

is to live with others.
Aristotle, Ethics, 116918

Every state is a community of some kind, and ev-
ery community is established with a view 1o some
good; for mankind always act in order to obtain
that which they think good. But, if all commu-
nities aim at some good, the state or political com-
munity, which is the highest of all, and which em-
braces all the rest, aims at good in a greater
degree than any other, and at the highest good.
Aristotle, Politics, 125221

When several villages are united in a single com-
plete community, large enough to be nearly or
quite self-sufficing, the state comes into existence,
originating in the bare needs of life, and continu-
ing in existence for the sake of a good life. And
therefore, if the earlier forms of society are natu-
ral, so is the state, for it is the end of them, and the
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nature of a thing is its end. For what each thing is
when fully developed, we call its nature, whether
we are speaking of a man, a horse, or a family,
Besides, the final cause and end of a thing is the
best, and to be self-sufficing is the end and the
best.

Hence it is evident that the state is a creation of
nature, and that man is by nature a political ani-
mal. And he who by nature and not by mere acci-
dent is without a state, is either a bad man or
above humanity. . . .

Further, the state is by nature clearly prior to
the family and to the individual, since the whole
is of necessity prior to the part; for example, if the
whole body be destroyed, there will be no foot or
hand, except in an equivocal sense, as we might
speak of a stone hand; for when destroyed the
hand will be no better than that. But things are
defined by their working and power; and we
ought not to say that they are the same when they
no longer have their proper quality, but only that
they have the same name. The proof that the state
is a creation of nature and prior to the individual
is that the individual, when isolated, is not self-
sufficing; and therefore he is like a part in relation
to the whole. But he who is unable to live in soci-
ety, or who has no need because he is sufficent for
himself, must be either a beast or a god: he is no
part of a state. A social instinct is implanted in all
men by nature, and yet he who first founded the
state was the greatest of benefactors.

Aristotle, Politics, 125228

As a means to the end which he [Plato] ascribes to
the state, the scheme, taken literally, is impracti-
cable, and how we are to interpret it is nowhere
precisely stated. I am speaking of the premiss
from which the argument of Socrates proceeds,
‘that the greater the unity of the state the better’.
Is it not obvious that a state may at length attain
such a degree of unity as to be no longer a
state?—since the nature of a state is to be a plu-
rality.

Aristotle, Politics, 1261213

A state exists for the sake of a good life, and not
for the sake of life only: if life only were the ob-
ject, slaves and brute animals might form a state,
bur they cannot, for they have no share in happi-
ness or in a life of free choice. Nor does a state
exist for the sake of alliance and security from
injustice, nor yet for the sake of exchange and
mutual intercourse. . . . Virtue must be the care
of a state which is truly so called, and not merely
enjoys the name: for without this end the commu-
nity becomes a mere alliance which differs only in
place from alliances of which the members live
apart; and law is only a convention, ‘a surety to
one another of justice’, as the sophist Lycophron
says, and has no real power to make the citizens
good and just. . . . It is clear then that a state is

not a mere society, having a common place, estab-
lished for the prevention of mutual crime and for
the sake of exchange. These are conditions with-
out which a state cannot exist; but all of them
together do not constitute a state, which is a com-
munity of families and aggregation of families in
well-being, for the sake of a perfect and self-suffic-
ing life. Such a community can only be estab-
lished among those who live in the same place
and intermarry. Hence arise in cities family con-
nexions, brotherhoods, common sacrifices, amuse-
ments which draw men together. But these are
created by friendship, for the will to live together
is friendship. The end of the state is the good life,
and these are the means towards it. And the state
is the union of families and villages in a perfect
and self-sufficing life, by which we mean a happy
and honourable life.

Our conclusion, then, is that political society
exists for the sake of noble actions, and not of
mere companionship. Hence they who contribute
most to such a society have a greater share in it
than those who have the same or a greater {ree-
dom or nobility of birth but are inferior to them in
political virtue; or than those who exceed them in
wealth but are surpassed by them in virtue.

Aristotle, Politics, 1280232

A state . . . only begins to exist when it has at-
tained a population sufficient for a good life in the
political community: it may indeed, if it some-
what exceed this number, be a greater state. But
. . there must be a limit. What should be the
limit will be easily ascertained by experience. For
both governors and governed have duties to per-
form; the special functions of a governor are to
command and to judge. But if the citizens of a
state are to judge and to distribute offices accord-
ing to merit, then they must know each other’s
characters; where they do not possess this knowl-
edge, both the election to offices and the decision
of lawsuits will go wrong. When the population is
very large they are manifestly settled at haphaz-
ard, which clearly ought not to be. . . . Clearly
then the best limit of the population of a state is
the largest number which suffices for the purposes

of life, and can be taken in at a single view.
Aristotle, Politics, 132658

States require property, but property, even
though living beings are included in it, is no part
of a state; for a state is not a community of living
beings only, but a community of equals, aiming at
the best life possible. Now, whereas happiness is
the highest good, being a realization and perfect
practice of virtue, which some can attain, while
others have little or none of it, the various qual-
ities of men are clearly the reason why there are
various kinds of states and many forms of govern-
ment; for different men seek after happiness in
different ways and by different means, and so
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make for themselves different modes of life and
forms of government.
Aristotle, Politics, 1328235

Let us . . . enumerate the functions of a state,
and we shall easily elicit what we want:

First, there must be food; secondly, arts, for life
requires many instruments; thirdly, there must be
arms, for the members of a community have need
of them, and in their own hands, too, in order to
maintain authority both against disobedient sub-
jects and against external assailants; fourthly,
there must be a certain amount of revenue, both
for internal needs, and for the purposes of war;
fifthly, or rather first, there must be a care of reli-
gion, which is commeonly called worship; sixthly,
and most necessary of all, there must be a power
of deciding what is for the public interest, and
what is just in men’s dealings with one another.

These are the services which every state may be
said to need. For a state is not a mere aggregate of
persons, but a union of them sufficing for the pur-
poses of life; and if any of these things be wanting,
it is as we maintain impossible that the commu-
nity can be absolutely self-sufficing. A state then
should be framed with a view to the fulfilment of
these functions. There must be husbandmen to
procure food, and artisans, and a warlike and a
wealthy class, and priests, and judges to decide
what it necessary and expedient.

Aristotle, Politics, 1328b4

The principles of fellowship and society that na-
ture has established among men must be traced
back to their origins. The first principle subsists
among all members of the human race. It is that
connecting link of reason and speech by which the
several processes of teaching, learning, communi-
cating, discussing, and debating associate men to-
gether and unite them in a kind of brotherhood.
In no other particular are we more distinct from
the animals. We may grant them courage (for ex-
ample, horses and lions). But we do not credit
them with justice, equity, and goodness, because
they are not endowed with reason or speech.
Cicero, De Officiis, I, 16

As a foot is no longer a foot if it is detached from
the body, so you are no longer a man if you are
separated from other men. For what is a man? A
part of a state, of that first which consists of Gods
and of men; then of that which is called next to it,
which is a small image of the universal state.
Epictetus, Discourses, 11, 5

If we . . . say that a people is an assemblage of
reasonable beings bound together by a common
agreement as to the objects of their love, then, in
order to discover the character of any people, we
have only to observe what they love. Yet whatever
it loves, if only it is an assemblage of reasonable
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beings and not of beasts, and is bound together by
an agreement as to the objects of love, it is reason-
ably called a people; and it will be a superior
people in proportion as it is bound together by
higher interests, inferior in proportion as it is
bound together by lower.

Augustine, City of God, XI1X, 24

The light of reason is placed by nature in every
man, to guide him in his acts towards his end.
Wherefore, if man were intended to live alone, as
many animals do, he would require no other
guide to his end. Each man would be a king unto
himself, under God, the highest King, inasmuch
as he would direct himself in his acts by the light
of reason given him from on high. Yet it is natural
for man, more than for any other animal, to be a
social and political animal, to live in a group.
Aquinas, On Kingship, 1, 1

The preservation of states is a thing that probably
surpasses our understanding.
Montaigne, Essays, 111, 9, Of Vanity

Archbishop of Canterbury. Therefore doth heaven di-
vide
The state of man in divers functions,
Setting endeavour in continual motion;
To which is fixed, as an aim or butt,
Obedience: for so work the honey-bees,
Creatures that by a rule in nature teach
The act of order to a peopled kingdom.
They have a king and officers of sorts;
Where some, like magistrates, correct at home,
Others, like merchants, venture trade abroad,
Others, like soldiers, armed in their stings,
Make boot upon the summer’s velvet buds,
Which pillage they with merry march bring home
To the tent-royal of their emperor;
Who, busied in his majesty, surveys
The singing masons building roofs of gold,
The civil citizens kneading up the honey,
The poor mechanic porters crowding in
Their heavy burdens at his narrow gate,
The sad-eyed justice, with his surly hum,
Delivering o’er to executors pale
The lazy yawning drone.
Shakespeare, Henry V, 1, ii, 183

Ulysses. The providence that’s in a watchful state

Knows almost every grain of Plutus' gold,

Finds bottom in the uncomprehensive deeps,

Keeps place with thought and almost, like the

gods,

Does thoughts unveil in their dumb cradles.

There is a mystery—with whom relation

Durst never meddle—in the soul of state;

Which hath an operation more divine

Than breath or pen can give expressure to.
Shakespeare, Troilus and Cressida, 111, iii, 196
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In the youth of a state, arms do flourish: in the
middle age of a state, learning; and then both of
them together for a time: in the declining age of a
state, mechanical arts and merchandize.

Bacon, Of Vicissitude of Things

A state is a perfect body of free men, united to-
gether in order to enjoy common rights and ad-
vantages.

Grotius, Rights of War and Peace, Bk. I, 1, 14

Nature {the art whereby God hath made and gov-
erns the world) is by the art of man, as in many
other things, so in this also imitated, that it can
make an artificial animal. For seeing life is but a
motion of limbs, the beginning whereof is in some
principal part within, why may we not say that all
automata (engines that move themselves by
springs and wheels as doth a watch} have an arti-
ficial life? For what is the heart, but a spring; and
the nerves, but so many strings; and the joints, but
so many wheels, giving motion to the whole body,
such as was intended by the Artificer? Art goes yet
further, imitating that rational and most excellent
work of Nature, man. For by art is created that
great Leviatian called a CommonweaLTH, or StaTe,
which is but an artificial man, though of greater
stature and strength than the natural, for whose
protection and defence it was intended; and in
which the sovereignty is an artificial soul, as giv-
ing life and motion to the whole body; the magis-
trates and other officers of judicature and execu-
tion, artificial joints; reward and punishment (by
which fastened to the seat of the sovereignty, ev-
ery joint and member is moved to perform his
duty) are the nerves, that do the same in the body
natural; the wealth and riches of all the particular
members are the strength; the people’s safety its
business; counsellors, by whom all things needful
for it to know are suggested unto it, are the memo-
ry; equity and laws, an artificial reason and will;
concord, health; sedition, sickness; and civil war,
death. Lastly, the pacts and covenants, by which
the parts of this body politic were at first made, set
together, and united, resemble that fiat, or the Let
us make man, pronounced by God, in the Creation.

Hobbes, Leviathan, Intro.

The final cause, end, or design of men (who natu-
rally love liberty, and dominion over others) in
the introduction of that restraint upon themselves,
in which we see them live in Commonwealths, is
the foresight of their own preservation, and of a
more contented life thereby; that is to say, of get-
ting themselves out from that miserable condition
of war which is necessarily consequent . . . to the
natural passions of men when there is no visible
power to keep them in awe, and tie them by fear
of punishment to the performance of their cove-
nants.

Hobbes, Leviathan, 11, 17
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Irrational creatures cannot distinguish between
injury and damage; and therefore as long as they
be at ease, they are not offended with their fel-
lows: whereas man is then most troublesome when
he is most at ease; for then it is that he loves to
show his wisdom, and control the actions of them
that govern the Commonwealth. . . .

The agreement of [irrational] creatures is natu-
ral; that of men is by covenant only, which is arti-
ficial: and therefore it is no wonder if there be
somewhat else required, besides covenant, to
make their agreement constant and lasting; which
is 2 common power to keep them in awe and to
direct their actions to the common benefit.

The only way to erect such a common power, as
may be able to defend them from the invasion of
foreigners, and the injuries of one another, and
thereby to secure them in such sort as that by
their own industry and by the fruits of the earth
they may nourish themselves and live contentedly,
is to confer all their power and strength upon one
man, or upon one assembly of men, that may re-
duce all their wills, by plurality of voices, unto one
will: which is as much as to say, to appoint one
man, or assembly of men, to bear their person;
and everyone to own and acknowledge himself to
be author of whatsoever he that so beareth their
person shall act, or cause to be acted, in those
things which concern the common peace and safe-
ty; and therein to submit their wills, every one to
his will, and their judgements to his judgement.
This is more than consent, or concord; it is a real
unity of them all in one and the same person,
made by covenant of every man with every man,
in such manner as if every man should say to ev-
ery man: [ authorise and give up my right of governing
myself to this man, or to this assembly of men, on this
condition; that thou give up thy right to him, and authorise
all his actions in hike manner. This done, the multi-
tude so united in one person is called a Cosmmon.
weaLTH. . . . This is the generation of that great
LeviatHan, or rather, to speak more reverently, of
that mortal god to which we owe, under the im-
mortal God, our peace and defence.

Hobbes, Levathan, 11, 17

Though nothing can be immortal which mortals
make; yet, if men had the use of reason they pre-
tend to, their Commonwealths might be secured,
at least, from perishing by internal diseases. For
by the nature of their institution, they are de-
signed to live as long as mankind, or as the laws of
nature, or as justice itself, which gives them life.
Therefore when they come to be dissolved, not by
external violence, but intestine disorder, the fault
is not in men as they are the matter, but as they are
the makers and orderers of them.

Hobbes, Leviathan, 11, 29

It is by the highest right of nature that each per-
son exists, and consequently it is by the highest
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right of nature that each person does those things
which follow from the necessity of his nature; and
therefore it is by the highest right of nature that
each person judges what is good and what is evil,
consults his own advantage as he thinks best,
avenges himself, and endeavours to preserve what
he loves and to destroy what he hates. If men
lived according to the guidance of reason, every
one would enjoy this right without injuring any
one else. But because men are subject to affects
which far surpass human power or virtue, they are
often drawn in different directions and are con-
trary to one another, although they need one
another’s help.

In order, then, that men may be able to live in
harmony and be a help to one another, it is neces-
sary for them to cede their natural right, and be-
get confidence one in the other that they will do
nothing by which one can injure the other. . . .
By this law, therefore, can society be strength-
ened, if only it claims for iwelf the right which
every individual possesses of avenging himself and
deciding what is good and what is evil, and pro-
vided, therefore, that it possess the power of pre-
scribing a common rule of life, of promulgating
laws and supporting them, not by reason, which
cannot restrain the affects, but by penalties.

This society, firmly established by law and with
a power of self-preservation, is called a State, and
those who are protected by its right are called Citi-
zens. We can now easily see that in the natural
state there is nothing which by universal consent
is good or evil, since every one in a natural state
consults only his own profit; deciding according to
his own way of thinking what is good and what is
evil with reference only to his own profit, and is
not bound by any law to obey any one but him-
self. Hence in a natural state sin cannot be con-
ceived, but only in a civil state, where it is decided
by universal consent what is good and what is evil,
and where every one is bound to obey the State.
Sin, therefore, is nothing but disobedience, which
is punished by the law of the State alone; obedi-
ence, on the other hand, being regarded as a ment
in a citizen, because on account of it he is consid-
ered worthy to enjoy the privileges of the State.
Again, in a natural state no one by common con-
sent is the owner of anything, nor is there any-
thing in nature which can be said to be the right-
ful property of this and not of that man, but all
things belong to all, so that in a natural state it is
impossible to conceive a desire of rendering to
each man his own or taking from another that
which is his; that is to say, in a natural state there
is nothing which can be called just or unjust, but
only in a civil state, in which it is decided by uni-
versal consent what is one person’s and what is
another’s. Justice and injustice, therefore, sin and
merit, are external notions, and not attributes,
which manifest the nature of the mind.

Spinoza, Ethics, IV, Prop. 37, Schol. 2
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If all the members of a state wish to disregard the
law, by that very fact they dissolve the state and
destroy the commonwealth.

Spinoza, Theologico- Political Treatise, 111

The commonwealth seems to me to be a society of
men constituted only for the procuring, preserv-
ing, and advancing their own civil interests.
Civil interests I call life, liberty, health, and in-
dolency of body; and the possession of outward
things, such as money, lands, houses, furniture,
and the like.
Locke, Letter Concerning Toleration

The political society is instituted for no other end,
but only to secure every man’s possession of the
things of this life. The care of each man’s soul and
of the things of heaven, which neither does belong
to the commonwealth nor can be subjected 1o it, is
left entirely to every man’s self.

Locke, Letter Concerning Toleration

Man being born . . . with a title to perfect free-
dom and an uncontrolled enjoyment of all the
rights and privileges of the law of Nature, equally
with any other man, or number of men in the
world, hath by nature a power not only to pre-
serve his property—that is, his life, liberty, and
estate, against the injuries and attempts of other
men, but to judge of and punish the breaches of
that law in others, as he is persuaded the offence
deserves, even with death itself, in crimes where
the heinousness of the fact, in his opinion, requires
it. But because no political society can be, nor
subsist, without having in itself the power to pre-
serve the property, and in order thereunto punish
the offences of all those of that society, there, and
there only, is political society where every one of
the members hath quitted this natural power, re-
signed it up into the hands of the community in
all cases that exclude him not from appealing for
protection to the law established by it. . . . Wher-
ever, therefore, any number of men so unite into
one society as to quit every one his executive pow-
er of the law of Nature, and to resign it to the
public, there and there only is a political or civil
society.

Locke, I Civil Government, V11, 87-89

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

For in the state of Nature to omit the liberty he
has of innocent delights, a man has two powers,
The first is to do whatsoever he thinks fit for the
preservation of himself and others within the per-
mission of the law of Nature; by which law, com-
mon to them all, he and all the rest of mankind
are one community, make up one society distinct
from all other creatures, and were it not for the
corruption and viciousness of degenerate men,
there would be no need of any other, no necessity
that men should separate from this great and nat-
ural community, and associate into lesser combi-
nations, The other power a man has in the state of
Nature is the power to punish the crimes commit.
ted against that law. Both these he gives up when
he joins in a private, if I may so call it, or particu-
lar political society, and incorporates into any
commonwealth separate from the rest of man-
kind.

The first power—viz., of doing whatsoever he
thought fit for the preservation of himself and the
rest of mankind, he gives up to be regulated by
laws made by the society, so far forth as the pres-
ervation of himself and the rest of that society
shall require; which laws of the society in many
things confine the liberty he had by the law of
Nature.

Secondly, the power of punishing he wholly
gives up, and engages his natural force, which he
might before employ in the execution of the law of
Nature, by his own single authority, as he thought
fit, to assist the executive power of the society as
the law thereof shall require. For being now in a
new state, wherein he is to enjoy many convenien-
cies from the labour, assistance, and society of
others in the same community, as well as protec-
tion from its whole strength, he is to part also with
as much of his natural liberty, in providing for
himself, as the good, prosperity, and safety of the
society shall require, which is not only necessary
but just, since the other members of the society do
the like.

Locke, II Civil Government, IX, 127-130

In the state of nature . . . all men are born equal,
but they cannot continue in this equality. Society
makes themn lose it, and they recover it only by the
protection of the laws.

Montesquieu, Spirit of Laws, VIII, 3

I suppose men to have reached the point at which
the obstacles in the way of their preservation in
the state of nature show their power of resistance

to be greater than the resources at the disposal of
each individual for his maintenance in that state.
That primitive condition can then subsist no lon-
ger; and the human race would perish unless it
changed its manner of existence.

But, as men cannot engender new forces, but
only unite and direct existing ones, they have no
other means of preserving themselves than the for-
mation, by aggregation, of a sum of forces great
enough to overcome the resistance. These they
have to bring into play by means of a single mo-
tive power, and cause to act in concert.

This sum of forces can arise only where several
persons come together: but, as the force and liber-
ty of each man are the chief instruments of his
self-preservation, how can he pledge them without
harming his own interests, and neglecting the care
he owes to himself? This difficulty, in its bearing
on my present subject, may be stated in the fol-
lowing terms:

“The problem is to find a form of association which
will defend and protect with the whole common force the
person and goods of each associate, and in which each,
while untting kimself with all, may stll obey humself
alone, and remain as free as before.” This is the funda-
mental problem of which the Socal Contract pro-
vides the solution.

The clauses of this contract are so determined
by the nature of the act that the slightest modifi-
cation would make them vain and ineffective; so
that, although they have perhaps never been for-
mally set forth, they are everywhere the same and
everywhere tacitly admitted and recognised, until,
on the violation of the social compact, each re-
gains his original rights and resumes his natural
liberty, while losing the conventional liberty in
favour of which he renounced it.

These clauses, properly understood, may be re-
duced to one—the total alichation of each associ-
ate, together with all his rights, to the whole com-
munity; for, in the first place, as each gives
himself absolutely, the conditions are the same for
all; and, this being so, no one has any interest in
making them burdensome to others.

Moreover, the alienation being without reserve,
the union is as perfect as it can be, and no associ-
ate has anything more to demand: for, if the indi-
viduals retained certain rights, as there would be
no common superior to decide between them and
the public, each, being on one point his own
judge, would ask to be so on all; the state of na-
ture would thus continue, and the association
would necessarily become inoperative or tyran-
nical,

Finally, each man, in giving himself to all, gives
himself to nobody; and as there is no associate
over whom he does not acquire the same right as
he yields others over himself, he gains an equiva-
lent for everything he loses, and an increase of
force for the preservation of what he has.

Rousseau, Soctal Contract, 1, 6
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The passage from the state of nature to the civil
state produces a very remarkable change in man,
by substituting justice for instinct in his conduct,
and giving his actions the morality they had for-
merly lacked. Then only, when the voice of duty
takes the place of physical impulses and right of
appetite, does man, who so far had considered
only himself, find that he is forced to act on differ-
ent principles, and to consult his reason before
listening to his inclinations. Although, in this
state, he deprives himself of some advantages
which he got from nature, he gains in return
others so great, his faculties are so stimulated and
develeped, his ideas so extended, his feelings so
ennobled, and his whole soul so uplifted, that, did
not the abuses of this new condition often degrade
him below that which he left, he would be bound
to bless continually the happy moment which
took him from it for ever, and, instead of a stupid
and unimaginative animal, made him an intelli-
gent being and a man.

Rousseau, Social Contract, 1, 8

The social compact sets up among the citizens an
equality of such a kind, that they all bind them-
selves to observe the same conditions and should
therefore all enjoy the same rights, Thus, from the
very nature of the compact, every act of Sover-
eignty, that is, every authentic act of the general
will, binds or favours all the citizens equally; so
that the Sovereign recognises only the body of the
nation, and draws no distinctions between those of
whom it is made up. What, then, strictly speak-
ing, is an act of Sovereignty? It is not a convention
between a superior and an inferior, but a conven-
tion between the body and each of its members. It
is legitimate, because based on the social contract,
and equitable, because common to all; useful, be-
cause it can have no other object than the general
good, and stable, because guaranteed by the pub-
lic force and the supreme power. So long as the
subjects have to submit only to conventions of this
sort, they obey no-one but their own will; and o
ask how far the respective rights of the Sovereign
and the citizens extend, is to ask up to what point
the latter can enter into undertakings with them-
selves, each with all, and all with each.
Rousseau, Social Contract, 11, 4

What is the end of political association? The pres-
ervation and prosperity of its members. And what
is the surest mark of their preservation and pros-
perity? Their numbers and population. Seek then
nowhere else this mark that is in dispute. The rest
being equal, the government under which, with-
out external aids, without naturalisation or colo-
nies, the citizens increase and multiply most, is
beyond question the best.

Rousseau, Social Contract, 111, 9

The oppasite of the state of nature is the civil state
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as the condition of a society standing under a dis-
tributive justice. In the state of nature, there may
even be juridicial forms of society—such as mar-
riage, parental authority, the household, and such
like. For none of these, however, does any law ¢
priort lay it down as an incumbent obligation:
“Thou shalt enter into this state.” But it may be
said of the juridical state that: “All men who may
even involuntarily come into relations of right
with one another ought to enter into this state.”
The natural or non-juridical social state may be
viewed as the sphere of private right, and the civil
state may be specially regarded as the sphere of
public right. The latter state contains no more
and no other duties of men towards each other
than what may be conceived in connection with
the former state; the matter of private right is, in
short, the very same in both. The laws of the civil
state, therefore, only turn upon the juridical form
of the coexistence of men under a common consti-
tution; and, in this respect, these laws must neces-
sarily be regarded and conceived as public laws.
Kant, Science of Right, 41

Before a legal state of society can be publicly es-
tablished, individual men, nations, and states, can
never be safe against violence from each other;
and this is evident from the consideration that ev-
ery one of his own will naturally does what seems
good and right in his own eyes, entirely independent of
the opinion of others. Hence, unless the institution
of right is to be renounced, the first thing incum-
bent on men is to accept the principle that it is
necessary to leave the state of nature, in which
every one follows his own inclinations, and to
form a union of all those who cannot avoid com-
ing into reciprocal communication, and thus sub-
ject themselves in common to the external re-
straint of public compulsory laws. Men thus enter
into a civil union, in which every one has it de-
termined by law what shall be recognized as his;
and this is secured to him by a competent external
power distinct from his own individuality. Such is
the primary obligation, on the part of all men, to
enter into the relations of a civil state of society.
Kant, Science of Right, 44

The state is the actuality of the ethical Idea. It is
ethical mind gua the substantial will manifest and
revealed to itself, knowing and thinking itself, ac-
complishing what it knows and in so far as it
knows it. The state exists immediately in custom,
mediately in individual self-consciousness, knowl-
edge, and activity, while self-consciousness in vir-
tue of its sentiment towards the state finds in the
state, as its essence and the end and product of its
activity, its substantive freedom. . . .

The state is absolutely rational inasmuch as it is
the actuality of the substantial will which it pos-
sesses in the particular self-consciousness once that
consciousness has been raised to consciousness of
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its universality. This substantial unity is an abso-
lute unmoved end in itself, in which freedom
comes into its supreme right. On the other hand
this final end has supreme right against the indi-
vidual, whose supreme duty is to be a member of
the state.

If the state is confused with civil society, and if
its specific end is laid down as the security and
protection of property and personal freedom, then
the interest of the individuals as such becomes the
ultimate end of their association, and it follows
that membership of the state is something option-
al. But the state’s relation to the individual is
quite different from this. Since the state is mind
objectified, it is only as one of its members that
the individual himself has objectivity, genuine in-
dividuality, and an ethical life.

Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 257-258

A nation does not begin by being a state. The
transition from a family, a horde, a clan, a multi-
tude, etc,, to political conditions is the realization
of the Idea in the form of that nation. Without
this form, a nation, as an ethical substance—
which is what it is implicitly, lacks the objectivity
of possessing in its own eyes and in the eyes of
others, a universal and universally valid embodi-
ment in laws, that is, in determinate thoughts,
and as a result it fails to secure recognition from
others. 8o long as it lacks objective law and an
explicitly established rational constitution, its au-
tonomy is formal only and is not sovereignty. . . .
It is the absolute right of the Idea to step into
existence in clear-cut laws and objective institu-
tions, beginning with marriage and agriculture,
. . whether this right be actualized in the form
of divine legislation and favour, or in the form of
force and wrong. This right is the right of heroes

to found states.
Hegel, Philosophy of Right, 349-350

The rational end of man is life in the state, and if
there is no state there, reason at once demands
that one be founded. Permission to enter a state or
leave it must be given by the state; this then is not
a matter which depends on an individual’s arbi-
trary will and therefore the state does not rest on
contract, for contract presupposes arbitrariness. It
is false to maintain that the foundation of the
state is something at the option of all its members.
It is nearer the truth to say that it is absolutely
necessary for every individual to be a citizen.
Hegel, Philosophy of Right, Additions, Par. 75

When we walk the streets at night in safety, it
does not strike us that this might be otherwise.
This habit of feeling safe has become second na-
ture, and we do not reflect on just how this is due
solely to the working of special institutions. Com-
monplace thinking often has the impression that
force holds the state together, but in fact its only
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bond is the fundamental sense of order which ev-
erybody possesses.

Hegel, Philosophy of Right,

Additions, Par. 268

We should desire to have in the state nothing ex-
cept what is an expression of rationality. The state
is the world which mind has made for itself; its
march, therefore, is on lines that are fixed and
absolute. How often we talk of the wisdom of God
in nature! But we are not to assume for that rea-
son that the physical world of nature is a loftier
thing than the world of mind. As high as mind
stands above nature, so high does the state stand
above physical life. Man must therefore venerate
the state as a secular deity, and observe that if it is
difficult to comprehend nature, it is infinitely
harder to understand the state.
Hegel, Philosophy of Right,
Additions, Par. 272

The state of nature is . . . predominantly that of
injustice and violence, of untamed natural impul-
ses, of inhuman deeds and feelings. Limitation is
certainly produced by society and the state, but it
is a limitation of the mere brute emotions and
rude instincts; as also, in a more advanced stage of
culture, of the premeditated self-will of caprice
and passion. This kind of constraint is part of the
instrumentality by which only, the consciousness
of freedom and the desire for its attainment, in its
true—that is, rational and ideal form—can be ob-
tained. . . . Society and the state are the very
conditions in which freedom is realized.

Hegel, Philosophy of History, Introduction, 3

In dealing with the State we ought to remember
that its institutions are not aboriginal, though
they existed before we were born; that they are
not superior to the citizen; that every one of them
was once the act of a single man; every law and
usage was a man’s expedient to meet a particular
case; that they all are imitable, all alterable; we
may make as good, we may make better.
Emerson, Politics

The power of love, as the basis of a State, has
never been tried.
Emerson, Politics

The highest conceivable form of human society is

that in which the desire to do what is best for the

whole, dominates and limits the action of every
member of that society.

T. H. Huxley, Science and Christian

Tradrtion, Prologue

The proletariat seizes the state power, and trans.
forms the means of production in the first instance
into state property. But in doing this, it puts an
end to itself as the proletariat, it puts an ¢nd to all
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class differences and class antagonisms, it puts an
end also to the state as the state. Former society,
moving in class antagonisms, had need of the
state, that is, an organisation of the exploiting
class at each period for the maintenance of its ex-
ternal conditions of production; that is, therefore,
for the forcible holding down of the exploited class
in the conditions of oppression (slavery, villeinage
or serfdom, wage labour) determined by the ex-
isting mode of production. The state was the offi-
cial representative of society as a whole, its em-
bodiment in a visible corporation; but it was this
only in so far as it was the state of that class which
itself, in its epoch, represented society as a whole;
in ancient times, the state of the slave-owning citi-
zens; in the Middle Ages, of the feudal nobility; in
our epoch, of the bourgeoisiec. When ultimately it
becomes really representative of society as a
whole, it makes itself superfluous. As soon as there
is no longer any class of society to be held in sub-
Jection; as soon as, along with class domination
and the struggle for individual existence based on
the former anarchy of production, the collisions
and excesses arising from these have also been
abolished, there is nothing more to be repressed
which would make a special repressive force, a
state, necessary. The first act in which the state
really comes forward as the representative of soci-
ety as a whole—the taking possession of the means
of production in the name of society—is at the
same time its last independent act as a state. The
interference of the state power in social relations
becomes superfluous in one sphere after another,
and then ceases of itself. The government of per-
sons is replaced by the administration of things
and the direction of the processes of production.
The state is not “abolished,” it withers away.
Engels, Anti-Duhring, 111, 2

Though society is not founded on a contract, and
though no good purpose is answered by inventing
a contract in order to deduce social obligations
from it, every one who receives the protection of
society owes a return for the benefit, and the fact
of living in society renders it indispensable that
each should be bound to observe a certain line of
conduct towards the rest.

Mill, On Liberty, IV

I used the word “State”: my meaning is self-evi-
dent, namely, a herd of blonde beasts of prey, a
race of conquerors and masters, which with all its
warlike organisation and all its organising power
pounces with its terrible claws on a populatien, in
numbers possibly tremendously superior, but as
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yet formless, as yet nomad. Such is the origin of
the “State.” That fantastic theory that makes it
begin with a contract is, I think, disposed of. He
who can command, he who is a master by “na-
ture,” he who comes on the scene forceful in deed
and gesture—what has he to do with contracts?
Such beings defy calculation, they come like fate,
without cause, reason, notice, excuse, they are
there like the lightning is there, too terrible, too
sudden, too convincing, too “different,” to be per-
sonally even hated. Their work is an instinctive
creating and impressing of forms, they are the
most involuntary, unconscious artists that there
are:—their appearance produces instantaneously
a scheme of sovereignty which is /ive, in which the
functions are partitioned and apportioned, in
which above all no part is received or finds a
place, until pregnant with a “meaning” in regard
to the whole,

Nietzsche, Genealogy of Morals, 11, 17

The truth is that the social order is fixed by laws
of nature precisely analogous to those of the physi-
cal order, The most that man can do is by igno-
rance and self-conceit to mar the operation of so-
cial laws. The evils of society are to a great extent
the result of the dogmatism and self-interest of
statesmen, philosophers, and ecclesiastics who in
past time have done just what the socialists now
want to do. Instead of studying the natural laws of
the social order, they assumed that they could or-
ganize society as they chose; they made up their
minds what kind of a society they wanted to
make; and they planned their little measures for
the ends they had resolved upon. It will take cen-
turies of scientific study of the facts of nawre to
eliminate from human society the mischievous in-
stitutions and traditions which the said statesmen,
philosophers, and ecclesiastics have introduced
into it.

W. G. Sumner, Soczalism

The teaching of Marx and Engels regarding the
inevitability of a violent revolution refers to the
bourgeois state. It cannot be replaced by the prole-
tarian state (the dictatorship of the proletariat)
through “withering away,” but, as a general rule,
only through a violent revolution. . . .

The replacement of the bourgeois by the prole-
tarian state is impossible without a violent revolu-
tion. The abolition of the proletarian state, i.e. of
all states, is only possible through “withering
away.”

Lenin, State and Revolution, 1, 4




