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WESTERN POLITICAL HERITAGE

20 August 1963

COLONEL LEQOCHA: Admiral Rose, Gentlemen:

Today we begin our examination of political thought in government.. To make
the study of the management of national security meaningful we must understand
the political ideas in institutions we are trying to preserve.

Today's subjeect, our "Western Political Heritage,” is of such importance that
we are devoting an entire morning to it.

We have been most fortunate to obtain as our speaker Dr. John Hallowell of
Duke University. He is regarded as a leading theorist and political scientist.
Dr, Hallowell will present his views in two parts. He first will speak on some
ma jor ingredients of Western political tradition. After a 10-minute break we will
hear the second part treating the free society and our means. Following a 20~
minute coffee break, we will have our question-and-answer period.

It is a pleasurevto introduce Dr. Hallowell.

Dr. Hallowell.

DR. HALLOWELL: VEvery civilization consists of two sides, what might be
called an external side and an internal side. It consists on the one hand in a
certain complex of institutions, political, social, legal, scientific, artistic,
and religious. This might be called the external side of a civilization. It con-
sists on the other hand of a certain mentality in the men who live in it, a frame
of mind and mold of character appropriate to those institutions. This might be
called the internal side of a civilization,

No civiliza;ion is self-perpetuating. A tradition is certainly helpful in

maintaining a civilization, but each generation has to make that tradition its



own tradition. It is through education, principally, that that tradition is per-
petuated when it is perpetuated.

I want to talk to you today about some of the major ingredients of what we
call Western civilization. Western civilization is a product of many strands of
thought--Greek, Hebrew, Christian, Roman. Unless these previous civilizations, like
the Greek civilization and the Roman civilization, had existed and had somehow cver
‘the ‘interval of centuries entered into the very structure of our minds, you and 1
would not think and act as we do. It may be objected that most people know little
or nothing about these past civilizations, but that doesn't alter the fact that they
exert their influence none the less. A mother who instructs her young son to take
his hat off ro ladies or reproves him for not giving precedence to the girls among
his companions may know nothing about the history of the Middle Ages, but it is
nevertheless true that the instruction which she gives her son originates in medieval
chivalry. Even the language we speak is very largely composed of elements derived
from Latin and Greek, and though we may know neither Latin nor Greek we may be led
by the language we use to think in ways peculiar to the Greeks and the Romans.

If it is true that Western civilization is the product of a peculiar history
and that it embodies a frame of mind and mold of character, then it raises the ques-
tion whether Western political institutions can survive the loss of this frame of
mind, or whether Western political institutions can be exported and transplanted
" to people who lack 4n education in Western ways of thinking and acting.

I am not going to attempt to answer that question, but I think it is a perti-
nent question to raise in the context of modern political development, particularly
when we are concerned, as we are concerned today, with the problem of building up
new nations and so-called.underdeveloped areas of.the world, whether this.is. going
to be possible simply by exporting institutions from the West, unless somehow we
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are able also to transplant the frame of mind that supports those institutionms.

Let me turn more specifically to the contribution of each of the people I
have mentioned previously. When we speak of the contribution of the Greeks to
Western civilization, we have in mind principally the contributions of Plato and
Aristotle. Both Plato and Aristotle were contending against arguments advanced by
a group of Greek contemporaries, known as the Sophists. This is one of the diffi-
culties in talking about the Greeks generally or the Greek point of view. After
all, there were many points of view in Greece. The Sophists, and they were
Greeks, represented one point of view. Plato and Aristotle represented another
point of view.

The Sophists were itinerate teachers whose principal stock in trade was
teaching young people the art of rhetoric, what perhaps we call today the art of
debating—-how to win an argument and get on in the world. They were rather worldly
minded and in a sense were concerned with teaching young people how to be success-
ful in the world. As a consequence, the arguments they advance sound very familiar
to modern ears, which is to say, too, that the Sophists are always with us, though
the labe] used to describe them may change from generation to generation.

The Sophists contended that what is called the good or the right is not a
matter of knowledge but is a matter of opinion. This is certainly something we
hear frequently stated today. From their point of view there is nothing intrinsi-
cally good or bad, right or wrong, that right and wrong are conventional terms,
whether socially approved at the moment in a particular society. Morality, they
contended, is not natural but conventional. They recognized that in order to live
with other men peacefully in society it would be necessary for men to submit to
certain restraints upon their conduct, but they wanted to say that these restraints

which are imposed by society are not natural but conventional.



In one of the Platonic dialogues, the Georgias, the sophistic argument is

1

oy
represented a man by the name of Callicles. Callicles was the kind of man who,

if living today, would describe himself as a realist, a hard-boiled realist. "The
world of politics, the world of business, the world in which men become distin-
guished," says Callicles, "is not in need of moral principles but rather of ag-
gressive men, men who know what they want and are willing to take any means to
secure it. Power is the thing which real men strive after. What people conven-
tionally call the good," says Callicles, "is simply the gratification of desire.
What men conventionally call freedom is the ability and opportunity to get what

they want. He would would truly live, " says Callicles, '"ought to allow his desires
to wax to the uttermost and not to chastise them. But when they have grown to their
greatest, he should have the courage and intelligence to minister to them and to sat-
isfy all their longings. It is because most men are not sufficiently courageous to
lead this kind of life that they praise temperance and justice out of their own
cowardice."

"The first law of nature,'" he says, "is that might makes.right and no.man or
society can stand up against it. What men conventionally call justice is nothing
more than the will of the stronger."

This view of freedom presupposes that the desire for self-satisfaction is the
supreme law of human actions, that man is responsible to no one but.himself, and
that reason has no role to play in life except to minister to human passions and
desires. From this point of view there is no such thing as a genuine community and
men live most naturally alone in a state of anarchy.

This kind of argument is to be repeated many times throughout the history of
the Western world, and finds particularly forceful reexpression in the 16th century
in the writings of the English political philosopher, Thomas Hobbes. Curiously
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enough, it is the affirmation of a kind of freedom that eventually cails forth
despotism as the only way of preserving peace among men. According to Hobbes,

and this would alsc be true of Callicles, the only thing that drives men into
society and makes them sociable creatures is the fear of death. It's the desire
for physical survival and that alone which explains why men enter society and live
in society. The sole justification for govermment is that it makes possible phy-
sical survival.

Plato endeavors to answer the argument of Callicles. In one sense you might
say that the whole point of Plato's intellectual effort could be summarized as an
answer to the Sophists, as an answer to men like Callicles. Plato endeavors to
answer Callicles by pointing out that the pursuit of pleasure itself §s an endless
pursuit and that the sensual desires of men are insatiable, that men never get
enough of anything except for very short intervals of time. It is also character-
istic of us as men that the more we satisfy our desires the more they crave, "Our
souls,'” Plato says, "become like leaking casks that can never be filled." Ii is
not the satisfaction of all kinds of desire without limit that men really want, but
happiness. And how is happiness possible without some rational principle in terms
of which we can differentiate good pleasures from bad ones? A man who does exactly
as he pleases in response to the desires of the moment is not a free man nor a happy
one but a slave to his passions and miserable in his bondage. He cannot truly be
said to do what he pleases, for what he pleases is not within his rational contrel.
Particularly, the more he seeks to satisfy his desires; his passions, the more he
becomes simply an instrument of those passions.

If a man would be truly free and truly happy, he must have some understanding
of the good which for Plato is a matter of knowledge and not a matter of opinion,
and, in the light of that understanding of the good, excercise some rational
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restraint over his desires. "Freedom," says Plato, in contrast to Callicles, "con-
sists.not in the pursuit of pleasure itself'--not in doing what we please--''but

in a disciplined life directed to the perfection of that which is distinctively
human.”" That which is distinctively human, according to men like Plato and Aris-
totle, is man's capacity for rational delipyeration. It's man's rationality which
distinguishes him from animals. We all know the sense in which men are like ani-~
mals, but how are they different? They are different from animals in that they
have this capacity to reason, this capacity to deliberate over alternative ways of
acting. To develop this capacity and to live by this capacity is what it means to
be truly human.

In the Republic Plato shows us that, when instinct and desire are exalted
above reason, when all desires become lawful and no standard is left for choosing
among them, then at last a master passion—--in hié own words—-"as leader of the soul
takes madness for the captain of its guard and breaks out in frenzy. Just as a sip-
gle tyrant desire eventually takes possession of the individual who knows no re-
straint, so the mass of individuals in a society that knows no restraint at last
submit their wills to that of a tyrant.,"

In a remarkably accurate description that would fit a modern Hitler or Staliﬁ,
Plato describes the despotic man as a lunatic who dreams that he can lord it over
all menkind and Heaven pesides. 1In answer to the Sophists Plato contends that re-
straint is necessary to perfection. No one becomes good at anything, whether it
be boxing or painting, whether it be business or any activity, K without submitting
himself to some kind of discipline, without submitting himself to some kind of re-
straint.

This is true also of the excellence of man in general. A man achieves per-
fection to the degreee to which he introduces harmony into his various activities.
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Though man‘s submission to society involwes restraint, it does not follow that it
must impair his individual development, The restraint that is necegsary for the
development of man‘s proper excellence is identical for Plato with the restraint
imposed on bhim by the raquitamentswof pqlitical gssociationn It's natural for
man to live in society, it's good for man to live in society. What makes a man a
good citizen in some sense also makes a man a good man--this is if you live in a
good state.

Unlike the Shophists, who contended that the individual is naturally self-
sufficient, Plato argues that man is made for community living, that by his very
nature man requires the services and fellowship of other men. He can't develop
his human potentialities apart from society. The state, according to Plato, is
not some arbitrary, artificial instrumentality created by the consent or will of
men, as some modern contract theorists would say. Rather, the state is a natural
outgrowth of family life, of the need for the division of labor, of the dependency
of man upon man., )

It is not life itself but the good life that men desire, and the state comes
into being to help men live that good life. The unity of the state consists in a
rationally shared common purpose, a unity based upon a common understanding of
what constitutes justice. So Plato suggests that the aim of politics is not, as
Callicles would say, the acquisition and use of power, but rather the pursuit of
justice. I think we have had these two points of view contending throughout the
history of Western civilization, some contending that power describes wholly the
end of politics, and some saying justice. From my own point of view, I think it
was Pascal, the French philosopher, who put it well when he said that justice
without power is impotent and power without justice is tyrannical, that the real
task of politics is to reconcile power and justiceo He implied that this is a
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perennial, never fully accomplished task, a perennial task of politics. That is
what I would be inclined to say.

There are significant differences between the political philosophies of Plato
and A;—istotle,/bzzistotle arranges himself on the side of Plato against the Soph-
ists. Aristotle agrees with Plato that the state is natural, not only in the
sense that it is neceséary to supply men's physical needs but in the further
sense that it subports the nurture of man's true nature, his rationality. The
state is natural to man in the same sense that the beehive is natural to the bee,
but the state differs from the beehive because man's nature differs from that of
the ‘bees. The hive is governed by laws as the state is, but the bees do not live
a political life, Because they don't understand these laws, they obey the laws out
of instinct, in a sense, out of physical compulsion. Men have the fireedom #o obey
or disobey. The only way you can get good political order is to elicit their co-
operation in the qbedience of laws. They have to be persuaded to obey. They have
to have knowledge of the laws and some understanding of why they are called upon
to obey the laws.

Man's understanding of the laws must be elicited. So that politics, then, is
a form of rational, moral endeavor. Politics involves deliberation and choice.

Like Plato, Aristotle thought that it was one of the principal functions of
the state to train men in virtue. He wouid say that it was one of the purposes of
the state to help men to become better men, not only to intellectual but to moral
and physical excellence. Aristotle gave considerable attention to the classifica-
tion of forms of government. He was oneiof the very first to seek to classify
forms of government, and that classification has come down to modern times. Some
people find it unsatisfactory today, but for many centuries it was more or less
accepted as a standard classification of governments.
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He distinguished between three legitimate forms of govermment and three iile-
gitimate forms of government, three healthy forms of gevernment and three perverted
forms of government. The three healthy or legitimate forms cof government are
monarchy, aristocracy, and what he called polity. The three perverted forms of
government are what he called tyranny, eligarchy. and democracy. The three legit-
imate forms of government have this in common, that they are governments which are
restrained by law. The characteristic of the iilegitimate forms cf government, a
common characteristic of all the illegitimate forms of government, is that they
are not restrained by law but are expressions c¢f the unresirained will of the
rulers.

The forms are distinguished quantitatively. Monarchy is govermment by one,
aristocracy 1is government by a few, and polity is government by many. Another
characteristic of all the legitimate forms of government is that they are govern-—
ments in the interest of everyone, in the public interest, we would say today. He
didn't use that expression. He might say, "in the commen good.” The illegitimate
forms of government are goveruments in the interest of the ruiers.

So now you can, from this classification, get a definition for each one of
these. Monarchy is a government of one restrained by law in the interest of all.
Itg perversicn is tyranny, the government of one unrestrained by law in his own
interest. Aristogracy is the government of a few, restrained by the laws in the
interest of all. .The perversion of aristocracy is oligarchy, and that is the gov~
ernment of a few, unrestrained by laws, in the interest of a few. Democcracy, as
Aristotle described it, is a perversion form of government. Demccracy., as he
described it, is government of the many, unrestrained by the laws, in the interest
of the many. Polity is the government of the many, restrained by laws, in the in-~

terest of all.



So that, when you get his definition you see that what he_describes as polity
is what today we would probably describe as democracy, at least our own under-
standing of democracy. We would call this a cemstitutional democracy. 1 think

Zhat = what Aristotle called polity describes pretty well our own form of govern-
ment.

He also introduced sociological considerations into this classification of
governments. He suggested that an oligarchy was the government of the few rich,
and democracy, in his terms, was the government of the many poor. He thought of
a polity as the most practicable of all forms of government. This would be govern-
ment by a middle class. It could only survive where there was ; large middle class,
where you didn't have extremes of wealth and poverty.

Aristotle, more explicitly than Plato, spoke gbcut‘the supremacy of the law.
You notice that in his classification of governments he makes the legitimate forms
of government legitimate because they are restrained by the law. We can go into
this inm the question period later, if you like. Plato thought, you know, that the
best state would be run by philesophers who.in a sense would be above the laws.

He had afterthoughts about this, and in a book he called the Laws later on, the
second best state he would suggest, maybe, a government of laws, would be a good
form of govermment. But he thought of it as a second best state.

Aristotle thinks of the supremacy Qf the law as being essential to all good
government. By supremacy of the law he meant rule in the public interest rather
than rule in the interest of a faction or the interest of the ruling group. It
also meant to Aristotle that the government should be carried on by general regu-
lations and not by arbitrary decree. It also meant government carried on in the
spirit of the constitution of a state. | '
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By the constitution of a state Aristotle had a much broader view of the
constitution than we do. When we think of the Constitution, very often we are
inclined to think of it simply as a written document, or as a written document
plus judicial implementation of that written document. For Aristotle the con-
stitution of a state meant the way of 1ife of a people, not simply a legal docu-
ment. So supremacy of the Iaw.meant government carried on in the spirit of the
constitution and the spirit of the people of a particular society.

It also meant government by the consént of the governed, as contrasted with
government supported only by force and threat. He emphasized that it is part of
the obligation of a ruler to win consent for his rule, to be able tc expiain his
actions rationally, to be able to defend his decisions rationally. Moreover, he
conceived that both ruler and subject are equally bound by the law--neither is
superior to the law.

I might summarize here what I think are the great contributions of the
Greeks to Western civilization. First of ail. they bequeathed tc the Western
world the notion that we live im a world that is both rational and intelligible.
They use their own world to describe this world. 1It's a cosmos, as contrasted
with the other Greek word, chaos. It's not a chaos; it's a cosmos. It is gov-
erned by laws, intelligible laws. And it is by means of our own faculty of
reason that we are able to make sense out of the flux of our sense impressions.
Through sense impressions we know that one thing frequently follows another.
Through the use of ocur reason, we are enabled to speak of cause and effect. We
wouldn't be able to speak of cause and effect if the universe were not intelligi-
ble, if the universe were not rationally organized.

The Greeks not only had a great confidence in the ability of reason to
order sensations intelligibly but they also believed that reason could
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demonstrate the existence of a transcendant moral order. They believed that
reason could demonstrate that there are some kinds of moral conduct appropri-
ate to man as man, that these are not a matter of opinion but a matter of knowl-
edge.

To put it in more modern language, they believed in the universal valid-
ity of objective standards. Society had not created those standards and could
not abolish them. These standards are not expressions of what people want and
desire. They are expressions of the objective nature of things.

Finally, the Greeks contributed the idea that no government is a legitimate
government which doesn’t acknowledge the supremacy of the law. The law they
thought should be an expression not simply of the will of men but of their reason.
The principles behind the law are not something we make but something we discov~
er.

For a long time in the Western world, indeed, until the time of Hobbes, and
even later, until Austin in the 19th century, it was generally thought that law
was something that men discovered rather than something that they made.

This Greek idea of the supremacy of the law was developed further by the
Romans and transmitted to Rome by the Stoics. 1 am going to leave the Stoics oqut.
I hope you understand that in. such a brief period of time to cover.all this is a
.tremendous undertaking. So I do skip a lot. It was the Stoics and later.the.
Romans, principally Cicera, who developed a notion that we have come to know as
natural law. ThisAiégaigf'natqral law is implicit, I think, in Greek thought, but
it isn't explicitly spelled out as it is in the writings of Cicero. There is a
very famous quotation that is always used Erom Cicer o which describes this natural
law. Says Cicero, "There is in fact a true law, right reason, which is in accord-
ance with nature, applies to all men, and is,unchangeable and eternal. By its
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command this law: summons men to the performance of its duties, by its

prohibitions it restrains them from doing wrong. 1Its commands and prohibitions

always influence good men but are without effect upon the bad. To invalidate

this law by human legislation" (and this is an idea that has come down through

many centuries) "is never morally right, nor is it permissible ever to restrict

its operation, and to annul it is wholly impossible.

Neither the Senate nor the

people can absolve us from our obligation to obey this law. It will not lay

down one rule at Rome and another at Athens, nor will it be one rule today and

another tomorrow, but there will be one law, eternal and unchangeable, binding

at all times upon all people, and there will be, as it were, one commom master

and ruler of men, namely, God, who is the Author of this law, its interpreter

and sponsor. The man who will not cbey it will abandon his better self, and in

denying the true nature of a man, will thereby suffer the severest of all penal-

ties, though he has escaped all the other consequences which men call punisbment."

One important implication of this conception of natural law which has been

with us in the Western societies since the time of Cicero, at least until most

modern times, is. that the allegiance which any citizen owes the laws of his state

is a limited and conditional allegiance. No state can command our absolute and

pnconditional allegiance. There is implicit in this

Stoic notion, as developed

by Cicero, that we are all members of a human society which transcends the partic-

ular political society in which we live, and we have
to this great society of mankind.

There is also implicit in this the notion that
state do not conform to the laws of nature, then the
truly law and no one has anwobligation to obey them,
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do so » by force and suffer the consequences of disobedience.

There 1is stillAanother corollary or implication frem this concep-
tion of natural law as developed by Cicero and the Stoics, a very important
one, namely that, in the light of this law all men are equal. This law knows
neither Athenians nor Romans, Creeks nor barbarians. slaves nor free men,
black nor white. Under this law all men are equai. Says Cicero, "Nc single
thing is so like another, as all of us are to one another, and so, however we
may define men, a single definition will apply to all.” There is only one way
of defining a man.

This is a sufficient proof that there is no difference in kind between
man and man, for, if there were, one definition could not be applicable to all
men, and indeed reason, which raises us above the level of the beasts, is certain-
ly common to us all, and though varying in what it learns, at least in the capa-
city to learn, it is invariable.

This is a marked departure from the thought of Plato and Aristotle. In
Plato and Aristotle, the theme that runs through a lot of their writing is the
essential inequality of men. They are impressed with the essential inequality of
men. You even find Aristotle justifying slavery. But, with the Stoics, and par~-
ticularly with Cicero, the emphasis shifts to emphasize the equality of men under
the natural law.

The basic views of Cicero have dominated legal thought in the West for many
centuries, I don't think they were really seriocusly challenged until the time of
Hobbes in the 16th century, and more notably by Austin in the 1Gth century.

When the Fathers of the American Constitution proclaimed that they were es-
tablishing a government of laws and not of men, they merely restated what Cicero
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had alréady fqrﬁﬁﬁ;&ed admérably“ﬁngn.ﬁa said, "WYe are servants. of the law in
order to be ablé to be free."

Having considered tﬁe contribution of the Gteeks and the Romans very sum-—
marily--and 1 recognize it is summary-~to the formation of what we might call
Western civilization, we might turn to another ingredient, and that is the con-
tribufion of the Jew; or the Hebrew people. Here againAwe”have a new strand,

a somewhat different strand, introduced into Western civilization. It is a strand,
of course, that is influential not only upon the Jews but also upon the Chris-
tians, since Chris;ianity derives in one sense from the Old Testameﬁt and grew

out of the Jewish religion.

To the Greeks, the ultimate reality was some primal, impersonal force, some
metaphysical principle, what Aristotle called the unmoved mover, What I am trying
to say is that they didn't have any notion of God, for, if they did have a notion
Qf"goq;_;t was a very ephemeral, impersonal force, Tbﬁ'kéé; A?i§§étlé:¢6u1d say

was : o
was that the ultimate reality/ what he called the first cause or the unmoved

nover.

The-Jews taught people living in the Western world, through Christianity,
to.call this primal reality God. The Jews taught us that God is not a metaphys-
ical or impersonal force but a living, active being with personality. The Jews
spoke of God as a creator, which is an idea wholly foreign to the Greeks. The
Jews spoke of God és the creator of the universe and of mankind. So that, fol-
towihg those teachings, we think of man as a creature, a creature of God.

The Greeks never conceived of the ultimate reality as either a person or—-
certainly not--a creator. The Jews.supplied more vocabulary. They taught us to
think of God as a Father, of God as a Judge. The kind of morality or right con-

duct which the Greek thought he derived from rational deliberations about the
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nature of man the Jewish religion identified as expressions of the will of God.

Christianity combines or seeks to combine both notions. Christianity takes
from the Greek the notion that morality is an expression of the reason of man,
looking at the nature of man, deriving principles by looking rationally at the
nature of man and what is.good for him, therefore, and from the Jews the notion
that moral principles are expressions ofvthe will of God, the Commandments pf
God.

The Jews also contributed something that was unknown to the Greeks, and
that was what I would call a more realistic understanding of the nature of evil.
Not only are we conscious, but people in the past have been conscious, that there
is evil in the world. Now to account for it--what is the nature of this evil?
The Greeks were inclined to equate evil with intellectual error, with poor judg-
ment. The Greeks were inclined to say that if you did the wrong thing it was be-
cause you mistook the wrong thing for the right thing, that it was a mistake in
judgment, a ratiopdl error. The prophetic Rabbinic teaching, I think, reveals
a more profound uﬁderstanding of the roots of human evil, and this profound under-
standing of the roots of human evil was taken over by Christians from the Jews.
The Jews and the Christians describe this evil as sin. What they mean by this is
essentially that the root of all evil is pride. The root of all evil, according
t.o both Jewish and Christian teaching, is pride, and pride can mean man's attempt
to be and to act as though he were self-sufficient and éutonomous, as though he
were not a creature but as though he were a god.

It is when man sets himself up as an idol--and men have this propensity to
set themselves up as idols, worshipping their own selves—-they come necessarily
into collision with God and with their fellowmen. In the attempt to exalt
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himself and thus to usurp the place of God, man forfeits the diviné fellowshipj
which alone can bring him peace and fulfillment. He condemns himself to frus-
tration-and despaif, to an anxious insecurity that grows more intense with every
éffo;prtq overcome it.

The Jewish re}igion taught th@%uit is only through repentance, by turning
back to’God, that man can remove the wall of alienation and regain fellowship
with Go§ and his fellowmen. Man is a creature, relative, finite, and incom-
plete, but he is-glsg a creature endowed with the capacity to know and resent
his fi:{i"t:eness, his relativity and incompleteness. In his efforts to surmount
his limitations, he is tempted to forget his Creator and to insert himself at the
center of all his enterprises, to make every activity serve his ownrself—glorifi—
cation and aggrandizement.

When man thus runs amok in the pride of his épirit, his reason is warped,
his natural instincts are perverted, and his relations with his fellowmen are
poisoned.

There is another contribution which the Jews, through Christianity taking
over some of the teaching of the Jews, have made to the Weétern world, and that
is its understanding of history. The modern Western world's understanding of
history derives from the Jews and the Cﬂristians. The Greeks had no sense of
histofy. One writer says that the Hebrews were the first people in the ancient
world to have a sense of history. Tﬁéy were the first to conceive of God as a
God of history, manifesting Himself on the stage of time and controlling the des-
tiny of men and nations. The Hebrews affirmed the reality and importance of time.
To them it was an illusion, something from which man must escape but something

which must be redegméd. For the Greeks, history was simply--they didn't use the
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‘term, history, buﬁ if they had used that term they would have said that history
was s;mp}yf-the repetition of events, an endless cycle of events. For them his-
tory had no beginning and no end, and hence, despite the rationality of the
Greeks, an air of melancholy very often peﬁetrates Greek thought, because they
could sée no purpose to history. Aristotle even once was led to exclaim that
perhaps’it would Eave been better not to have been born at all. The Greeks
could see no purpose or meaning in time. To put it simply in modern slang--
it was'onevdamn thing after another. That'’s why the idealism of Greek thought
often endéd in melancholy.

-The pagan world Qas liferally without hope. There was nothing to look for-
‘ward to except the repetition of the c&cle. But in the prophetic Books of the
--01d Testament we see the doings of men in time as the medium and vehicle of
dfviné purpose. |

From the Jewish understanding it matters tremendously what»men do, since
ﬁen'svwﬁole purpose of.being here is the achievement or lack of échievement of
salvation. It is in the context of history in time that men decide what will
happen to them ultimately. The Greeks woqld have said that the essential char-
acteristic of man was his ability to.reason, to rationally deliberate over al-
ternative ways of acting. The Jews would have said that this freedom of decis-
ioﬁ*~a1though they didn't always think.of it as rational--was what was meant by
' the image of God and man. It is man's freedom to decide what he shall do which
describes his dignity as a man and which makes him in some sense like God. 1In
his freedom of decision man confronts God and works out his destiny.

S; history, as the Jews see it--and when 1 say the Jews 1 mean also the
Christians, Because the Christians‘take'ove: the same understanding from the

Jews, but I méntion the Jews becausé the Jews were the first ones to explicitly
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state it--and the Christians see it, is a divine humin encounter. This sums

up in one sentence the whole purpose of history. History is the field,; the con-
text in which man confronts God and God confronts man, in which God judges man
and man decides what he shall do and determines his ultimate destiny.

The Jews, as you remember from the 0ld Testament, the prophetic Books of
the Bible, are constantly talking about the judgment of God and explaining in
concrete histo:iqal terms how. God chastises sinful men by bringing down their
kingdoms periodically in order tOg@ﬁ?ﬁ'them a lesson. Thus thunders Ezekiel,
"Because you are puffed up with pride and have said, 'I am a god, 1 sit in the
seat of the gods,' therefore, beﬁold, I will bring strangers against you, the
most ruthless of nétionsn Yoﬁ“éfe ﬁuffed up with pride because of youf beaut?.
You have corrupted your wisdom by reason of your splendor.. Therefore 1 have
flung you to the ground and exposed you for kings to gaze at." This is typical
of the kind of prophetic judgment expressed time and again in'the 0ld Testament.

Npt only does the Jewish religion emphasize theljudgment of God in histor§
and the perennial humbling of man who in his pride endeavors to usurp the role of
God but it has another side to it, the other side being that man is also a co~-
YOmker With God.  §ot only does God chastise man in history by humbling man and
bringing down his glorious kingdom when he has sinned against the Commandments
but on the other hand God calls upon man to be a co-worker with Him‘in the build~
ing of the Kingdom of God.

To those who meet. the judgment of God in history and respond to it with a
change of heart, 'fvigh an abandonment of all,pretensions.to self-gufficiency, and
..with a cobcern.tqipefg¥mAso¢i¢ty;_ﬁ?gsehare.é leaven that worked within ﬁisto;y

to help dissolve the rigid structures of sinful self-interest.
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1 For the Jew the completion of history is nothing less than the establish-
ménttof"phe Kingdom of God, and this idea has had tremendousz influence in West-
ern thought. Thﬁ purpose of history is nothing more nér less than thg attempt

on the part of men to establish the Kingdom of God on earth. We say in a Christ-
ian prayer, "Thy'will be done." This is what we have in mind.

- This vision pf the Kingdom of God which men must work to bring about has
given great zest‘and hope to many who have fought in the fr;ﬁt ranks against
social injustice, It has been the motive force behind most of>the idealistic
social reform movements of the Western world. Sometimes it is perverted. A
perverted express@on of it, I think, is Marxism. We might talk about this later.
Marxism contains in its secularized form some of the hope inspired by this Bib-
lical vision of history. Only it isn't the Kingdom of God that Marxism wants
to bring in but the kingdom of man, and it isn't through repentanée and reorien-
tation of man's will from éelf.tovGod but. rather byujoﬁning,the.CommunistﬂEartyv
mand.pxamqting;th%+§evqlqgioq,‘ B@tAt@?thPe is similar, you see. There could have
‘mever -been-any Marxism if thgrg4b§dpf; fi:gp been Christianity and Judaism,
Marxism has been described as a Christias heresy, and, I think, with good reason.

Now, whenAﬁe come to discuss the influence of the Christian religion upon
Western thought, we are confronted with the fact that there are several Christian
traditions, and it is difficult to generalize about them all. None'of you would
be happy, I am sure, if I attempted to.say what was the Christian point of view.

Much of whag 1 h&ve said about the introduction of the idea of sin, the
idea of God as a ﬁersonal Being, and history as a reflection of divine-human
encounter and the judgment of God--all of this--of course is takem over by
Christianity, tob? so I needn't repeat that.

On strictly political matters, there aye two different traditioms in
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Christianity, Christain political traditions, one sympathetic to the Greek and
one not sympathetic to tﬁg Greek. Men like St. Augustine and Protestants like
. Luther have genera}ly emphasized the wide gulf which separates Christian think-
ing from Greek thinking, and on the other hand Christian thinkers like Thomas
Aquinas and Richaré Hooker have found it possible to incorporate a great deal
of Greek thinking into Christian thinking.

So you have two strands of Christain thought, one which is very sympathetic
to Greek thought and tries to embody it in its own thinking, and another which is
unsympathetic to Greek thought. The tradition which is sympathetic to Greek
thought, like the thinking of Thomas Aquinas and Thomas Hooker, tends to think
of the state, as_Aristotle'does, as natural and to think of the government as
having positive fqnctions to perform in order to provide an environment congen-
ial to the welfare and nurture of human beings. The other tradition, represented
by St. Augustine and Luther, is a more pessimistic thinking of the state as having
primarily negative functions. They think of the state as not so much a positive
instrument for good as a dike against sin,vthat the princépal function of the
state ia to restrg;ﬁ‘men,fcom doing evil to one another, buﬁhéviﬁ§pfimgri§rﬁegative
and limited fungtipns; Tﬁe 6ther ;rg@{tiqn emphasizes the more positive functions,

Both traditi;Rs, hqweve:} do agree'in distinguishing--and this is the great-
est contribution, I weuld say, of Christianity to the Western political tradition--
between two spheres of activity-—temporal and spiritual. This is something new.
The Greeks never Qistinguished between temporal and spiritual spheres of juris-
diction, They haver distinguished between the gods of the city and other gods.
They thought of a state as rightly demanding, in some sense, the total allegiance
of the qitizens. But‘it is one of the distimctive contributions of Christianity
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to Western civilization that it introduces a dual loyalty into life. Saint
Augustine distinguishes between what he calls the City of God and the city of
man. "Two cities," he says, "have been fOrmed-by two loﬁes; the earthling by
the love of seif, evén to the contempt of God, the heavenly by thé love of God,
even tq;;bg contemétlofvself, for the»one seeks glory from men, but the great-
estvglofy of the other is ng, the witness of conscience." The two cities are
cnncel_ivéd.a‘,s intermingled and no specifically human or historical 'm-sv’:itution
cah,gfted as a precisé illustration of either. 'The City of God is composed of
all those who love and wdréhip the one God, and this idea has soﬁg kinship with
Cicerc's conception of axsociet§ coterminist with mankind, a society which
tfanécegds all the limited ésspciations‘of state, race, aﬁd class, of which all
men are qualified to be members simply by virtue of their humanity.

But the Christian idea of this great sdc{eﬁfidfftﬁg City of God is also
different from Ciéero"s idea, because, accordiﬁé ta Cicero all men are:members
of this great brotherhood of man, this great society of makind simply by Qirtue
of being ﬁuman. Christianity says this was God's original intentién, that.all
men shoﬁld be members of it, but; througb man's arrogance and.selféassertion,
,ﬁxhxough:his pride and arrogance ip‘gggy%ngpgs.creatuﬁ{iness,‘this plan has been
defeated, and since the fall of man men, therefore, can become membérs of this
Kingdom“pnly by grace.

Néyertheless it should Be pointed out that grace can come to all men of any
class, ?éce? or C;Fizenship. Any man whatsoever may receive thergrace . of God.

In the lastvyears of the Sﬁh century A.D., Pope Calézius I made one of
the most comprehensiVe statements concerning the relationship between the tempo-
ral and spiritual,spheres,zlaying.down;what came. ta be known.as_tbe.docﬁtiue.ofn7

the two swords. vBe?pre';hg coming of Christ, he pointed out, no sharp distinction
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was made/ priests and kings and pagan emporers often bore the title "Chief Priests.”

Duties to God were not dispingpisheg-fiom duties to the state. .In his own words,
he says, "“After the coming of Christ, Who was Himself both the true King and the
true Pr;est, no emporer thereafter has assumed. the title of priest, and no priest
has seized a regal throne, for Christ, being mindful of human frailties, separated
the kingly duties and powers from the priestly according to the different func-
tions and dignity proper to each, wishing that His people should be preserved by
a saving humility. Henceforth Christian emporers should stand in need of priests
for their eternal life“and priests, for their part, should employ ‘the aid of the
imperial government for the direction of temporal matters. Thus if was sought to
secure that both the orders might be humble, since no man could coﬁbine eminence
in both of them, and tbat the profession of each might be suited to the special
aptitudes of those who followed it."

According to this. doctrine, the Church has its own autonomy, its own laws,
its own administrative authority and organization, and in no sense is dependent
upon the state fotr its existence, but stands side by side gith the state, inde-
pendent of the state. And while both Church and state derive their authority from
God, each is supreme in its own sphere and independent within its own sphere of
the other. While each is supreme in its own sphere-—this is the medieval notion--
each is also subordinate to the other in‘relatign to the other's sphere. The
king, hence, is subject to the bishop in spiritudal matters, the bishop subordi-
nate to the king in temporal matters.

The great disputes in the Middle Ages--and I can’t go through all those, but
there were great disputes--riwere ébout the application of this principle. 4s you

know, popes and emperors denounced one another and sought to unseat one another,
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sometimes successfully, But 1 think it is significant that the principle itself
was never challenged. The application of the principle was challenged, because
it is extremely difficult to say where the temporal realm begins and where the
spiritual begins. There is a certain overlapping which is always difficult to
distinguish. |

From our point of view, what I want to emphasize is that ever since this
notion was put forth that there is ofi-:the one hand a church and on the other hand
a’'state, a Cﬁristian has an obligation to both, a dual loyalty. I think in this
we have one of the essential bases of constitutional government. This dual loy-
alty does create a tension, but I think when we lose this tension we are on the
verge of having totalitarian government, for the characteristic of totalitarianism
is precisely that the state becomes the church, in the sense that the state becomes
the final authority as to what is right and what is true, There is no institution
which cap challenge the state's right to say what is true and what is right. The
sEate beéomes the final arbiter of all truth, of all orthodoxy, and of all morality;

It bas always been difficulf——and we are experiencing it today in our own
system where there is talk of church and state--and sometimes churchmen themselves
have been at fault.‘This principle of"the:sepa:afion of church and state, under-
--stood in the terms in which I have just'explained it, has been violated by Chxist—
ians, too. Some Christiansﬂhave §ought_to_unite.qhurch‘énd state themselves.in
. theocratic forms, the mostlgbviousiegample inAdur.own experience being . the Masé-
..achuse;tszBay Colgny, but it was also true in Geneva. We have seen from our
\wexpepience.wirh the‘yassachusgtts Bay Cplopy how bad ;his can be, and hoy bad the-
ocracy can.be when';heﬂghupch tgkesmqyer the functions of the state,'of tries ﬁo
takg;ovgr the functions of the state.
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The opposite extreme is the secularist who makes the state the church.

This is what 1 would call fotalitari&nism. That's why I'd say that constitution-
al governmentidepends upon-keepiag xhis‘tensign-between church and state, at
least in the Western world, in the light of our tradjtion. Constitutional gov-
ernment depends upon keeping this notion of dual loyalty, of tension.

Those who have been anxious to assert the absolute sovereignty of the
state have always been critical of the Christian religion as a divisive force
in society. You frequently hear it said, even today, that the trouble with
religion is that it is divisive.

Thus Jean Jacques Rousseau,‘the French political philosopher, cqmplains
that Jesus came to establish on earth His spiritual Kingdom. B3 separating the
theol@gicalvsyStem_frgmjthgfpplié@@a;.system He brought it about that the state
ceased to be.one anqﬁgagsegA;g;g;pglugivisioqs which have never ceased to agitate
Christian people. From this two-fold power there has resulted a perpetual con-
flict of jurisdiction which has rendered all good politics impossible in Chris~
tians today. No one has ever been able to know which one to obey, priest or polit~
ical ruler.

Thomas Hobbes registered his complaint by saying, "Temporal and spiritual
government are but words brought into the world to make men see double and mis-
take their true sovereign, which is the Leviathan."

The modern totalitarian staté claims to be both curch and state. It acknowl-
edges no limitation to its competence and claims to be both the source of truth
and the determiner of the purposes of society.

It is a part of both Christian and classical teaching that the purpose of a

. 8tate derives from the nature of man himself; While men are free to choose the
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form of government under which they live, they are not free to alter the purposes
of government itself.

I haven't finished my lecture, but I think I have talked long enough. You
need a.break and 1 need & break. 171l finish up on the second lecture what 1 was

going to say here and go on with something else 1 was going to talk about.

I know it's hard to listen to anybody for two hours., 1 am going to try
to make this short. I'll stop in 40 or 45 minutes and then we will have a break
and some questions.

What we had in the Middle Ages, I think, was a theoretical foundation for
good government. A historian in the Middle Ages, Professor C. H. MacElwain,
says that a nobler conception of kingship, a higher conception of govermment,
even, has seldom been expressed than that of the Middle Ages. Yes, he says,
injustice was rife.ad private war almost constant, and lords and kings alike often
ruled arbitrarily and oppressively. The main political defect of the times was
not a lack of'pfinpiples but an almost total absence of any effective sanction for
them. This is undoubtedly one of the chief reasons for the later acquiascence
in royal absolutism. One tyrant was preferable to a thousand. Though the king
was under the law in theory there was little effective machinery in existence to
make this theory a practical reality.

So T would summarize what we've said so far by saying that we had, through
the Greeks, the Romans, and the Judaic~Christian religions, and the experience of
state and church in the Middle Ages, laid the foundations in theory and philosophy
for good government, but what was lacking, as Professor MacElwian points out, was
any effective political machinery for really translating this philosophy into
practice.
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So we might say that constitutional government, as we understand it today,
is a prodict of two things. It's a product of this philosophy, this mentality
which grew up through the traditions that 1 have talked about, plus the institu-
tions, whith aré-largely a contribution of wodern times. By institutions I mean
things like parliaments, court$ of law, recegnition of the rights of man, polit-
ical parties, cabinet systems. f%is is always the trouble with generalizing.
Parliaments and coukts of law have roots, .6f ¢ourse, in the Middie Ages, but
still I think it's possible to say that these things are largely, as we know
them, a product'of:mOQern times. By modern times 1 mean since the 16th and 17th
centuries. That yould be what I say is principally the contribution of what we
have come to call ?1beralism.' Liberalism provides us with some of the effective
machinery of constitutional govermment,

I would be inclined to describe, if I bad to characterize the Western polit-
ical tradition. ' in any one way, with a phrase. I would say that the Western
political tradition has been synonymous with the attempt to establish constitu-
tional government. This is the theme, the political thread that runs through it
all. From the Middle Ages the modern world has inherited the spirit or ethos of
- constitutional.government, but the institutions of constitutional government are
largely a product of modern times,

Although Magna Carta in 1215, which is still the Middle Ages, very early pro-
claimed that no free man should be arrested or detained in prison or deprived of
his freehold or outlawed or in any way molested, unless by the lawful judgment
of his peers and by the law of the land, it remained.for the 17th and.18th cen-
turies to draft more elaborate sta;éments enumerating the rights of men. One of
the earliest of these statements was the Massachusetts Body of Liberties adopted
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by the General Court of Massachusetts in 1641. The preamble to this statement
describes - = it as the free fruition of such liberties, immunities, and
priveleges»as humanity, civility, and Christianity cal} for as due to every man
in his place in proportion. It promises to every man the equal and indiscrimina-
tory protection of law. It guarantees/ggery man the right of petition, the

right to trial by jury, - protection against inhuman or barbarous punish-

ment, the right to counsel in criminal cases,

It was followed by the English Bill of Rights in 1689. Among other things,
the English Bill of Rights declared that no laws could be created without the
consent of Parliament., This is putting some effective teeth into constitutional
government. No money could be levied without a grant from Parliament. The people
were entitled to free elections, and it was declared that legislators must have
freedom of speech in the sense that they could not be held accountable outside of
Parliament for anything they might say in Parliament. They could not be impris-
oned or tried for things that they might say in Parliament.

The English Bill of Rights provided that there should be frequent meetings
of the Parliament. Numerous bills of rights were adopted after this--the Virginia
Bill of Rights in 1776, the French Declaration of the Rights of Men and of its
Citizens in 1789, and the first ten Amendments to the United States Constitution
were proposed by Congress in 1789.

Demands for freedom of speech, the press, and assembly, the right to petition
the Government, the demand for equal protection of the law, and additional rights
which we tend today to take for granted were not simply theoretical demands but
demands occasioned by specific abuses. The proclamation was intended to correct
prevailing injustices and to bind the Governwent irrevocably to their recognition.
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They'e one of the ways in which the modern world has given specific form and ..
substance to thevdemanduﬁoriindividual liberty and respect for the individual
personality, | |

The modern.emphas;s,uppn‘iﬁéi¥§4ual;rightsjgmé;gEd during the political and
religious struggles of the 17th century. I some sense théy are the fruit of
those struggles. ;Bq;hJ;hemgrggggggng'Bgﬁgfqa;iqnnand theﬁrise of capitalism
had much to doﬂyi;h the proclamation of individual rights. When the Protestant
Reformation descréyed_tﬁg‘pppqut of .an intervening hierarchy or priesthood be-
tween the individual and Ged, when it proclaimed the priesthood of .all believers,
a greater emphasis was placed than ever before upon individual comscience, When
the Reformation deposited the:Church as a fellowship of believers, each the direct
concern of God, each di;e;;{y rgsponsible to Goé, eaqh gu;dedmby the illumination
of God in his.own heart ggd cangience, respongibility for spiritual salvation.
became a very personal_qudininidual matter. Never bgfore.had the individual had
so much requnsibilitng;asgd:upop him. He was biskown.prophet and his own priest.

- He would acknowledge ng-au:bority’but that of his own conscience., When, in fact,
the Protestant found himself constrained in his religious activities, his insist-
~ence upon the right to-worship God as he pleased and to follow the dictates of his

own conscience led him to imsist upom the many freedoms that are enumerated in
these successive bills of rights.

Liberty became his watchword. But it was not license that he demanded but
liberty to do what duty or conscience dictated. He insisted that the state recog-
nize the diversity of spiritual life and protect that life in its diversity.

The demand for the recognition of individual rigpts naot only was stimulated

;?;otestant individualism.but also_by_capitalism, by e;onomic individualism.
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Capitalism was beginning tqQ emerge in the 16th and 17th centuries by what ap-
peared often to be the adventurous daring of individuals. A new class was
emerging which came to be called the. commercial class. The commercial classes
needed to free themselves from the fetters of feudalism, . They needed a sound
currency, 4 stable“gqyepgggntgiggiform trade regulations, and freedom from arbi-
trary taxation. Commercial activity could flourish only under conditions that
were calculable and stable,

‘The. commercial classes found existing restraints incompatible with their
economic aspirations, and they bgggq to demand a greater share in the formula-
tion and administration of governmental policy. They spoke of the right to
-possess things which they had acquired by their own labor, and all the early bills
of rights mentioned prominently the right of property as one of the basic indi-
vidual rights.

Athg~xisiag.commeggial»clqssés supported the parliament in opposition to the
king/i;:ough the power of the purse were able to extract political concessions
from.a king who was often desperately in need of money. This is one of the ways
in which parliament achieved its supremacy over thguabsqluté monarchy in the 16th
~century. _ihekgings:gggggd;mgggyvggsfiaange»;he-wars.and otheruactivitles and
found that they had to call parliaments more frequently in order to gétvthe mon-
ey, and those who came Fo.phe-geepiggs of pérliamentfwouldnlt-deliver the money
without first getting some redress of their grievances.

The political theory that is é#éqgigted«wi;h these developments is known
as liberalism; The keys;cne pf the theory is individual.freedom, a freedom
that embraces not only economic freedom but po;itical,.soc;al, inteilectual, and
religious freedom as well. It conceivesref goverpmgnt_as.arising,from a social
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contract and ascribes to government the role of pfotéctiqg the individual in hig _
right to life, liberty, and property. Government is conceived of as having
primarily negative functions, and a government which governs least presumably
governs best,

It was a theory well suited to the time in which it emerged, and in its
insistence upon civil liberties it made a signitificant contribution to modern
government.vBut, with the coming of the indﬁstrial revolution, the doctrine of
laissez faire proved té be inadequate, thoﬁgh I recognize that this subject is
still being debated. There came into being with the industrial revolution a
new social class, an industrial working class,

The industrial working classes began to challenge the pol&tical supremacy
of the commercial classes. They began to demand and to get suffragef They were
not content with the kinds of liberties with which the commerci;l classes were
content. On the one side the industrial revolution‘did provide great technolog-
ical achievements, achievements that made possible a higher and more comfortable
standard of living for an ever-increasing number of people. But fhe pauper was
just as prominent as the millionaire. On the other side of the industrial revo-
lution was the great waste of natural and human resources, human misery, and
degradation. The notion that some kind of natural harmony would result from
each one pursuing his own self-interest simply didn't work out in‘pfactice.

When the industrial working classes secured the suffrage and began to
participate more actively in politics, they demanded that the state reguléte
economic activity in the public interest, that the state provide some measure
of economic security for the victims of the system. The demands éf the indus-
trial working clasg varied from country to country. Some demanded simply an

amelioration of the worst evils. Others demanded a socialist state, and still
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-others were-attracted to communism., But in every country liberalism of the
laissez fair variety was put on ;hé-éefens;vg. Tha#,:l take it, is where we
stand today.

It seems to me that there was both gain and loss in the.rise of the liberal
theory of the state. Through its elaboration of the rights of the individuai
the liberal theory did giveAconérete substance to legitimate demands for indi-
vidual freedom. But liberalism erred, it seems to me,.in tending to emphasize
the inalienable and absolute nature of these rights and to neglect mention of
the duties which these rigbts imply. The liberal endeavor, moreover, to ground
these rights in the.empirécah.natu;g.ofhman in.an effort to divorce them from
any theological consideration ignores a fact which soon became apparent that such
rights are rot empiricaily demonstrable.,

The rights of man derive not from his empirical nature but from the fact
-that he is a spiritual being, created in the image of God. Because we have a
- destiny and a responsibility which transcend the demands of the particular time
and society in which we live, we must have the freedom proportionate to those
responsibilities and the rights are derived from these obligations. Because.
rights are correlative .to responsibilities they'are never as absolute as the 1ib-
eral believes but are relative to the.wgy_invwhich such responsibilities are con-
ceived and carried out. |

Not only does the liberal theory of rights need correction but also the
liberal theory of the state. The stéte is :egarded by the classical liberal not
as an actual necessity, as the Greeks and the Romans and the Christians rggard it,
arising .out of men's needs and social nature, with a purpose transcending ﬁhe
subjective will of individuals, but as an artificial instrumentality created by
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the consenf of individuals and existing to serve their desires, The sfate,
according to the classical 1ibefa1 theory, exists to satisfy men's claime,
to effect their will,

This conception did not appear dangerous in any way to the 19th century
liberal, for it was inconceivable to him that the will of men would be anything
other thar good or their claims anything other than legitimate. We have wit-
nessed the rise of states in the 20th century, however, in which the will of
men which they reflected was anything but good and the claims they advanced
anything but legitimate. The risé¢ of these states was made possible partly
because of the conception of the state which was embodied in classical liberal-
ism,

The liberai conception of society ignores the organic nature of the com-
munity and the fact that individuals require one another of necessity. Indi-
viduals d6 not create society but are born into it, and this fact alone imposes
obligations upon them. These obligations do not require their formal consent but

“arise out of a relationship which is natural and essential rather than volun-
tary. The relation of a man in society is like the relation of parent and child.
We don't choose to assume our parental and filial obligations. We have parental
and filial obligations because we are parents and sons, ahd they rest upon a
matter of fact and not upon a matter of choice.

The intellectugl task, I think, of our generation is to find and formulate
a political and social philosophy that can retain the truth in liberalism and
transcend its errors.

I'd like to turnp our attention to the American system. If we are asked to
say what it is that distinguishes our form of government and way of life from
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that found in the Soviet Union or some other totalitarian regime, we would
respond by saying that we are & free society and they are not. And'we can be
rather specific in pointing to particular institutions and practices that dis-
tinguish our way of life from theirs. I might list some of these. One char-
acteristic of totalitarian regimes is g_siagle political party claiming a mon-
ppq;y pf gql;t;calﬂtruth:and justice: By qoﬁtrast, we--and when”I‘say wg’l
mean those of us in the free societigs of the West--believe not only in the
desirability but ‘the ﬁecessity of rival political parties. A one-pafty system,
to our way of thinking, is a contradiction in terms;

The British have institutionalized this necessity by officially recognizing
and paying out of public funds a leader of the opposition who is éecond in im-
portance only to the Prime Minister and is the next Prime Minister hpparent.
While we haven't institutionalized this position in the same way, we do recog-
nize both the necessity and the desirability of loysal opposiﬁion. This is some-
thing. There can't be such a thing as loyal opposition in a totalitarian regime.

Totélitarién regimes seek to manufacture a kind of consent for their rule
by the extensive use of propaganda. One of the characteristics of .a totalitarian
government is that it exercises a monopoly of control over all the media of mass
communication. In a free society the media of mass communications are in private
hands. As a rule, » government regulation of these media is designed to pre-
vent a monopoly oflcOptrol. _Whiie“prqpaggnda, of course, is not unknown ih E
. free society, there are competing ~ -sources from which this propaganda emanates.
.”Moreover,-itsdoesn'twéll have phg'gamguﬁessage—0r:the~same purpose. In totalitar-
~-ign regimes, when ngpggaﬁda failglq?.falters the regime can.always resort to.
- terror, the secret police, and the concentration camps to further get across their
message. |

34



Through a2 wide range of civil liberties enumerated in cur Constitution,
and through judicial safeguards developed over many centuries out of English
experience, we have developed procedures and principles which seek to guarantee
the individual ad¢cused of crime a fair and speedy trial before his peers.

Among the civil liberties that characterize a free society are freedom of
speech and press, freedom of religion, freedom of assembly, right of petition.
It is significant that would-be dictators usually seek to curtail the civil
liberties of the people before they launch afrontal attack upon formal govern-
mental institutions.

Af ter being appointed;Chancellor, one of Hitler‘s very first acts was

the suspension by means of presidential edict of all the constitutional guaran-
tees of individual liberties. He didn‘’t touch the Reichstag or the courts di-
rectly. He came into dicﬁatorial power by first destroying the civjl liberties.,
In effect this meant that the. police could " arrest and detain persons, seize
property, suppress newspapers, prohibit public meetings, and disband associations
without legal warrants and without judicial control.

Another characteristic of the free society is that we hold our govern-
mental officials responsible for their actionslby means of free, regular elections
in which, in theory, at least--in other words, we know that in practice this is not
always true-—there are no arbitrary qualifications for voting or holding office.
Such elections are replaced in totalitarian regimes by plebiscites. A plebiscite
. has the form of an election but not the stbstance, because there is no real choice
between candidates.

We could undoubtedly go on and enumerate other institutions and practices
which distinguish the free society from the totalitarian, but 1 am sure that these
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are well understood.

It is sémetfmes said that the distinguishing characteristic of democracy is,
as the fact is expressed in the words of John Locke, that the majority have a right
to act and conclude the.rest, that democracy is the same as majority rule. I think
it is very important that we try to understand what is meant, hox;vever9 by majority
rule. How are we to conceive the majority rule, and upon what principle is it based?
Is majority rule based upon ‘the principle that the will of the many should predomin-
ate over therwill of the few? 1If that's the principle, then it is indistinguishable
from tyranny,:because the will of many, when it is unrestrained,‘is the very essence
of tyranny. Up;estrained will is what we mean by tyranny.

What is demanded, it secems to me, by the democratic form of government is not
submission to the will of the majority because that will is numerically superior, but
rather submission"to the reason-judgment of the many. It is founded upon the principle
that the judgﬁent of the many is likely to be superior fb the judgment of the few.,
Aristotle understood this when he was describing one of the characteristics of polity.
"For the many," he says, "of whom each individual is but an ordinary person. when they
meet togethef may very likely be better than the few good, if regarded not individually
but COllectively° For each individual among the many has a share of virtue and pru-
dence, and ‘when they meet together they become in a manner one man who has many feet
and hands and senses., Hence the many are better judges than a single man, for some
understand one part and some another, and among them they unaerstand the whole,"

I Qould describe dembcratic.governmenﬁ as government by peréuasion and delib-
eration, and I would want to emphasize that democrgtic government, if it is to be
,,t;ge to ;his_agcient ;;agition wbich 1 ;glkgé'gpéu; in thg last hour, is government
. by, diishouldm:?y\tq be government by, rat;gnal"deiiberation. A majority vete is not
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intended to take the place of discussion but to bring discussion temporarily to an
end. A majority vote is.conceived of as takén after you've had a discussion, in-
order to agree on some policy. Im any.organization, 1 think, we resent the tactics
of those who call for a vote preﬁaturely, who would cut off discussion before all
the issues have been fairlyl" and ‘fully ‘examined. The majority vote is simply a
technical device for temppfarily ending a discussion and arriving at some state-

. ment of poliey. But'in a democra?ic éystem the minority ig always free to contin-
ue the discussion. In a democratic system the minority is always free to try to
beéome the majority. Thaﬁfs one of its functions, to try tb persuade, the majority
that they are wréngi if théy think so, in the decision they've made, and to try to
get them to alter it.

The majority, is not always the same one but a fluctuatipg and changing one.
Historically considered, there have been two kinds o§ democracy in the modern world,
one emerging’ from English political thought and experience and the other emer-
ging from the Jacobihs - at the time of the French Revolution. The ﬁhilosopher of
one, a form which might be designated as Anglo-Saxon democracy, is John Locke. The
philosopher of the other‘form, which might be called totalitarian democracy, is Jean
Jacques Rousseau.,

Throughout American history, it seems to me, there has been competition between
the two concepts of democracy, but for the most part, and un;il recently, we have
been cpmmitted to Ehe Anglo-Saxon form: Now, what's the difference? The Jacobin,

. or totalitarian form of democracy, not only believes that government should be based

. upon the consent of the goverpedjE:Whigh is one oftthe principglsingredients .of de-

T mopraéy-—but believes in the absolute sovepeigntonfvthe people, and it tends to. .

:mipvest the peoble with absolute and unlimited power. Rousseau speakg of the genérél
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will of the people, and for him, the only legitimate form of govermment is the
government that reflects the will of the peopleal This general will he regards as
being alﬁays right and always tending to the public advantage. The people, in short,
can do no wrong. They can never mistake their own best interests. The general will,
moreover, is indivisible, inalienable, and infallible. The test of true law‘is not
its conformity to reason or to the demands of jﬁstice But rather its emanation from
the»wili of the.people. Law is what. the general will of ;he.peopleAdecla;es it to be.
In can no longer, in fact, be asked if the law is just, for justice is by definition
what the people decree.

Now, such a conception of democracy_gan tolerate no intermediate association
between the indivigual and the state nor any 1imits to what the state mey do. In
fact, the whole of human‘existehee-beccmes*theﬂproper domain of politics. The ob-
sessive conviction that the people can and should rule, that the general will must
prevail, moreover leads very easily to the rise of a dictator who claims to know
and embody the general will better than any than any elective assembly,

It is the qlaim of our modern totalitarian dictators--people like Mussolimi
and Hitler, Stalin or Cas;rqﬁr Beron—jthat>;hg¥ represent somghow and know .the inter-
ests of the people.better-than the people know them themselves. They embody the
general will of the peqpie,‘_Mcd?rn“tptalita:ianism, it seems to me, is the end pro-
duct of this kind of..theory of democracy.

Now, by contras;?’Ang}of$gxon degpcra;y has never invested the rule of the
vmajgyityvwithpagymunQSual sancitity of authority. What I am trying to say is thét
it .is thought that majority rule is a desirable technical device but it doesn't as-
sign to the peoélekﬁgilipility. While it has assigned to the majority a legitimate
and necessary role ;o‘play in politics, it has never equated the will of the
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ma jority with what is true and good. Moreover, 1 think it has been characteristic
of Anglo-Saxon democracy that it has been generally more in favor of representa-
tive government than of direct democracy.

While the f;amers of our Constitution recognized the principle that govern-
ment should rest upon the'consent of the governed, they thought of méjority rule as
a check upon government and not as a substitute for government. They established
accordingly a representative government by means of which the voice of the people
would be filtered through many layers of mediating institutions. They accepted a
principle as put forth by Montesquieu that, although all are capable of ¢hoosing,
all are not .capable .of heipg.chdsen. Moptesquieu once said that democracy is in
danger if we once forget .that principle. |

It is significant that no-law can be adopted under our form of government by
direct ‘vote.of .the enfranchised population of our country nor has.any officer of our
government been elected by any such direct vote. There'is no one majority under our
system of government hut many majorities for gig;é?gpt‘purposes. There is no place
in our system of .government for a plebiscite. Not anly is there no direct vote by
the people but power is divided and diffused; ﬁnlike the totalitarian form of
democracy, the Anglo—Saxbn democracy has always espoused rule by law and has been a
constitutional form of government.

The framers of our Comstitution thought that they had established a reas;nably
good framework of government within which men could work to find in the words of
RheinhpldhNiebuhr;approximgtg“solptions to insoluble problems. This is another way
in which I .thipk Angla-Saxon pplities and governpent have differed from modern total-
itarian governments. We have never taken the whqle of life as the province of poli-

tics. We have never believed that salvation could be won through politics. We have
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made ’ ) ‘ , :
neéver in a sense/a religion-ef politi¢s. But this is precisely what we are confroni-

- @4 with in the modern world--im fagcism, and more particulerly %Qw\iaﬁeammuﬂiém. We
Aanggegl;y.gogfgogted-withrgege;hi%guyhicb is a political religion, which holds out
to men through politics the promise of salvation, the end of exploitation and in-
_jﬁstice, paradise on eath. |
The framers of our Constitution never héd such plans ﬂbr:our system of govern~
ment. They didn’t think that politics could or should extend Qvér all aSpectézof
life or that politics could cure evils that sprang from the defects of human na-
ture. They believed that politics had as its funpction creating a kind of just and
peaceful environment in which men could attend to.the really important affairs of
life, and while they thought that politics could help to create pbe conditicns-for
a good life they didn't think that this good life could in the main be achieved by
political means., It is in this sense, 1 think, that the framers diﬁfer so radically
 £rom many moder political thinkers, for today politics have become a kind of reli-
gion,,#rying»tOAperformathe taskélofu;gligioq,.pfqmising’men nothing short of re-
demptiop from evil and salvation.
The Marxists,.for examp;e,.ﬁelieve, in theory, at least, that the.evil in the
- world.is im appearance only, tha; it}dqe§h't spring from some defect inherent in
‘human nature itself,.§s ye.wgre”taqgh; iq ngMF;§d§ti9m but_rather that it is a re~
flection of the prevailing capitalistic mode of production,:to the private ownership
-of the .means of produc;;pq,'and to the class struggle #ngendered.by that institution.
. material satisfaction evil‘wii} qisgppeat.
. The¢Ma§xisgvb§1ieges thi$“é9j5FF9ﬂ§E¥,FP?t he has killeq untoid-millions of

 individuals, imprisoned and tortured countlesg others, and is determined to foment
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revolution until he has achieved his goal of a worldwide dictatorship of the prole-

: tariaha Yet the ultimate goal, -at least some ofvus;;ﬁink,uhe\seeksuto achieve is
impossible of attaipment because he doesp't understand the dimensions of evil. He
might~cngg§yably~§p99§¢d‘1gges§abiishing-a.worldwide dictatorship of the proletar-
iat, but.his ultimapqwgpgl; th¢ elimination of evil and exploitation from the wa ld,
he canmot attain by~thg @géps7hg has in mind, since he doesn't undefstand-the nature
of the problem, He has a false conception of the nature of men. Hé~thinks of man
as being primarily a material thing, a producing and~consumiqg-&nimal. I1f man -were
simply a material thing, & producing and consumingwanimal,.;hen-his.solution would Ee
a correct ome. If evil giﬁvspring‘simply from material frustration, then .evil could
be cured by carxgctigg that material frustration.

But all of;oq; @aterial needs have a spiritual dimension, and this is a thing
which the Marxists overlook. Give all men enough to eat, clothes to wegr,‘and a
decent abode and they will not necessarily live forever after g peace and harmony
with one another. I am not denying that men need food, clothing, and shelter, and
they would be more content with a decent supply of these than they would be without
a decent supply. That's not my point. But, to equate happiness with material satis-
faction is greatly to underestimate human nature. However trite it may be, it is
still true that men don't live by bread alone, and have never been satisfied with’
bread alone.

in

Professor Niebuhr has pointed out/"The Children of Light and the Children of
Darkness," that even economic desires are never merely the expression of the hqqger
or survival impulse in human life, that tﬁey‘haveba spiritual element, for théy are
. always subtly compounded with a desire for power and glory. The lion's desire for
food, .he points out, is gg;?gﬁieq wheq his_may is crammed. Man's desire for food is
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more easily limited than other human desires, yet the hunger imposed is subject to the
endless refinements and perversions of the gourmand. Shelter and raiment have mich
more extensible limits than food. A man's coat is never merely a cloak fqr his na-
kedness but the badge of his vocation or the expression of an artistic impulse or

- a-method of attracting the other sex or 4 proof of> social position. A mar's hguse

is not merely a4 shelter but even more than his raiment the expression of his per-
sonality and the symbol of his power, position, and prestige.

There is, in other words, a spiritual dimension to men's wants, a spiritual
dimension that the Marxist overlooks. The Marxist, at least in theory, seems to
think that it is possible to satisfy men's material wants and that no one would
want more than enough. The truth of the matter is that men's wants are inéatiable.
We often want more than someone else thinks is enough. And when the Marxist theory
has been put into practice--and it presumably has been put into practice in the
Soviet Union--we have not witnessed the disappearance of crime and evil but, if any-
thing, their great incidence.

The Marxist overlooks the passions of men in which we find the root of evil,
that is, evil that expresses itself in the form of greed, envy, and jealousy, and
it is this dimension of evil which he has no means of combatting.

Now, to return to an earlier topic, I have said that our democratic institu-
tions ar?'desigped, both individually and collectively, to preserve and enlarge ;he
area of f;eedom‘wiphin which individuals may fulfill their potentialities as huﬁan
beings. But, however essential to the enjoyment of a freédom these institutions
may be, they are not identical with freedom itself. There is no democratic insti-
tution which is not subject to perversion. All of them are subject to perversion.
Free elgct;ons may be used to elect statesmen. They may be used, as we well know,
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to elect demagogues.,

Popularly elected legislative assemblies may neglect their deliberative role
and degenerate into playing the role of a broker among competing interest groups.
Indeed, there are some political scientists today who will tell you that this is
principally the role of parliamentary bodies today, to serve as a broker between
competing interest groups, that they have no deliberative function at all.

Freedom bffspeech and the press may be used to promote the intelligent dis-
cussion of significant issues or to pander to the lowest human instincts. Freedom
of speech and the press may be used to deceive as well as to enlighten, to engender
prejudice or to combat prejudice.,

What I am trying to say is that the institutions themselves, while essential
to democratic government, are not iden;ical with freedom. They are no guarantee in
themselves that dehgcracy will be perpetuated, It's the way in which democratic
institutions are conceived andvused that will ultimately determine their efficacy
as instruments of freedom.

Democraéy is not self-validating, nor is its mere existence a guarantee of
continued existence. We have to remember, in short, in this long tradition that I
talked about in the first hour that, unless we have that ethos, it is8 my thesis that
democratic institutions, however effective as machinery, won't long survive, because
the spirit won}t be there to support them,

Now, this is not a view that is always held today. Professor T. V. Smith
has said that democracy is whatever can be arrived at democratically, and not another
thing., What's wrong with that? Suppose that a democratic legislature decided by
democratic“procedures to do away with civil liberties. Suppose it went further and

decided by democratic procédurel by taking a the, to do away with itself as a
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deliberative body. We would havé no choice, if we agreed with Professor Smith, but
to applaid tlis action as democratic. This is something more‘than a moot point,
because this is precisely what'haﬁpened in the Weimar Republic in the way in which
the Nazis camé into power.

No procedure is a guarantee in itself that that procedure will always be -
followed. IndiVidgals will adhere to a particular procedure like the democratic -
one only so long as they recognize some reason for it, only so 1ong-as they value
it. That reaéon must be derived from something beyond the procedufe'itself. The
democratic procedure is not self-validating. You sometimes hear it said that an-
other characzer;s;i¢7ofmdemccxaticwgovernment is that it is based upon compromise.
FWell,.I?m*sure it is; But that isn't to say that democratic government is based
upon the love of compromise. If it were; it wouldn't long survive. WNone of us
likes to compromise. Democratic government does indeed depend upon compromise, but
we are willing to make compromises, when weAdo, because we value some things more
than the thing we are compromising. The éraﬁtice of compromise depends upon the
existence of a community of values and interests which unite those people who are
parties to the compromise. When that community of values and interests disinte-
grates, then the practice of compromise is no longer possible, and you have civil
war or the breakdown ?f politics. So democratic government cén't be explained or
described simply as tﬁe practice of compromise, because it couldn't long survive
without a community of values and interests.

There is a great deal more 1 want to say but I see my time is running out.

‘
One of the things I waéted to say is that what seems to me so essential to the
practice of moderq demécratic government is the preservation of what has been
called thé natural law; This 1 see greatly attacked today, and many people don’t
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éven believe in it. Walter Lippman, as some of you may know, wrote avbook whic¢h is
essentially

- .called "The Byblic:?hilospghy." The thesis of his book is/that there has been a
.decline in.the.?pblig_philpgpphy. By 'public gpinsqphy"-henmeaas.what I meant by

‘natural law, what Cicero meant by natural lav. He thinks that this makes demo-
cratic government more iiablé to decline, because democracy works only so long as
there is agreement on fundamentals, so long as there is some common area w{thig
which discussion and deliberation can take place.

The deliberation we expect in democracy ié really é deliberation about means
rather than abouﬁ ends. I think it presuﬁpogés that the question,of ends has been
settled and that the proper deliberation is about the best means t§‘aghieve these
ends. But, if the purposes of government itself are up for diségséion, if the ends
of government are up for discussion, you are on the verge of civil war.

Walter Lippman calls our attention to the eclipse of the qulic‘philosophy in
our country today, and he says, YThe freedom which modern men are turnéd away from,
not seldom with r?lief and often with enthusiasm, is the hollow shell of freedom.
The.current theory of freedom holds that what“mén;may believe may be important to
them but it has no public significance. .Tbe_qu;er defenses of the free way of life
stand upon legal guaraptees against the coercion of belie&é. But the citadel is va-
cant.because.the.public philosophy is gone»and all the.défenders of freedom have to
defend in common is e puhiic neutrality and a publlc agncsticxsm»" :

All cf.our 1nstitutions are designed to preserve individual freedom. The
Point is: Whatdo we yant to do with this freedon? [Freedom for what? We give
.ve;y‘little”atteq;iqnwﬁqngpé §§P§E§E?ﬁ“?§_gf§?dgm' VWe seem to be in some sense con-
tent with the fact of £¥§§QQP!J‘?h?.EEEQVF§Qt thing is what we'do'with the freedb@,
Ahow‘we 9onceive i;vqnd how we use it. ?
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Freedom of spéech was originally justified on the grounds that it was a ne-
cessary means for the attainment of truth. As such it imposed upon those who
claimed the freedom an obligation to engage in rational discussion and deliberation.
It was not conceived as a license to pander to men's lowest instincts or as a li-
cense deliberately to deceive other men.

Our youth today is exposed, through thousands of cheap books, to the most
sadistic and obscene suggestions on the grounds that no one is competent to dis-
tinguish between literature and writing. We have no hesitation is prescribing all
kinds of measures designed to protect the bodily health of our children. For exam-
ple, no one says that inoculations against physical disease--with perhaps a few
Christian Scientists, but with their exception--are an infringement of anybody's.
freedom. 1 think this is because we think that health is something objective and
knowable, that physical health, bodily health, is objective, while mental or moral
health is something that is a matter of opinion. There is a greater consensts as to
what constitutes bodily health than there is as to what constitutes moral well-being.

We tolerate assaults on our minds through the media of mass communication which
we would never tolerate if these assaults were directed at our bodies. We see no
basic infringement upon our liberties when we pass a pure-food-and-drug act or when
we impose penalties upon brokers who lie about the securities they are offering for
sale--in fact we insist upon this kind of protection--but we shrink from any restric-
tions upon liberty of speech and press because there is no agreement as to the form
such restriction should take. And there is no agreement because we lack cémmon
standards of what is morally right.

I know I have talked too long again, but there is just one thing. There is
a book 1 have been readiﬁg recently by Hans Mergenthau, called "The Purpose of
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American Politics,'" and in part he says this about the same problem: '"American
society, like the great, vital spcieties of the past, was created and maintained

by the belief in the universal validity of -objective standards. Society had not
created these standards and hence could not abolish them. The standards were the
human formulation of the objective nature of things.. In brief, society was be~-
lieved to be imbedded in and guided by self-evident truths, rational and moral,

from which society derived whatever truth was to be found im its thought and action.
Regardless of one's view as to the merits of this conception of society, it is
emphatically the copception that prevails in America today. In the prevailing view
of social life, nothing precedes and transcends society. Whatever exists in the
social sphere has been created by society itself, and the standards by which it
abides are also its own. A society conceived so as to find a standard for its
thought and action only within itself becomes the sovereign arbiter of all things
human.‘ The objéctive criteria of excellence through civilized man has learned to
distinguish a work of art from trash, craftsmanship from shoddiness, scholarship
from preténtious sophistication, a good man from a scoundrel, a statesman from a
demagogue, greatness from mediocrity, these vital distinctions, are blurred, if not
obliterated, by the self-sufficient preferences of the crowd. What the crowd desires
and tolerates becomes the ultimate standard of what is good, true, beautiful, useful,
and wise. What you can get away with, then, is morally permitted, what you can
get accepted in the marketplace becomes the test of truth, art is what people like,
what can be sold is useful, what people will vote for is sound. The honest man and
the scoundm 1, the scholar and ;he charlatan, the scholar and the hadk the states=
man and the demagogue, live side by side, and it is not always easy to tell which is
which.,"

47



1'd better stop here and let you ask me some questions. Maybe 1 can elabor-
ate in the question period upon some of these and say some things that I didn't hawve
a .chance to say.

Thank you.

COLONEL LEOCHA: Gentlemen, Dr. Hallowell is ready for your questions.

QUESTION: Sir, I've had some.trouble with the definition of liberalism. Will
you give us the 20th century definitiou"of liberalisﬁ.?

DR. HALLOWELL: That's a tall order. Actually, there are two kinds of liikeral-
ism, I think, histotically. We have to say that liberalism emerged in the 17th
century and finds expression principally in the wri;ings of someone‘like John
Locke in England and Thomas Jeffersgn in fhis country-~1 guess théy would be a good
example of the early liberal thinkera This kind of liberalism I call classical li-
beralism. The emphasis is upon individual freedom and the rights of maﬁ. Govern-
ment'is conceived to come intq being by voluntary contract. The classical liberall
typically talks about man living previously in what he calls a state of nature and
agreeing to leave that state of nature through a compact or contraét, thus forming
a civil society of government. So thé relationship between individual and govern-
ment is a contractual ome. The individual agrees to.oBey the’government, and thé’
government in turn agrees to ruléfiﬁStly and to protect and defend his individual
rights, patticularly his rights to life, liberty, and property. In classical liber-
alism the emphasis very often tends to be upon property and the absoluteness of
property rights. It is significant that Thomas Jefferson.amended that phrase,
"life,vliberty,»aqg‘pfgge;ty," in the Declaration of Independence to read, "life,
liberty, and the.pursyit.of happiness," which is apother.little twist, with emphaf
sis more upon happiness than upon property, bvaefferson, although for a lot of
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people, with the framers of the Constitution the emphasis is still largely upon
property. Government was conceived to govern best which governed least. We as-
sociate with liberalism in the economic sphere the theory of laisseé faire.

Now, then, what bappenéd was that, in the end of the 19th century, it be-
came apparent that this theory of laissez fair wasn't doing justice to everyone's
freedom, that it was necessary for the state to intervene, particularly in the
economy, and to endeavor to regulate the economy in ways which would better pro-

~mote the freedom of more people. “John~Stuart Mill was.one one who bridged this
gap between classical liberalism and more modern liberalism.

This is a curious transition. Liberalism which once defended laissez faire
became associated with a welfére state. This is the confusion we have today about
liberalism. At -the time-of Roosewelt and Hoover you would hear Hoover say he was
a liberal, and you Qould hear Roosevelt say he was a liberal. Who’ was a liberal,
Herbert Hoover or Franklin D. Roosevelt? They each ~ claimed to be liberal. The
trouble was that they were both liberdls but they were thinking in a different tra-
dition. Herbert quver'was a liberal in the old, classical, 17th century notion of
liberalism, and Ffénklin D. Roosevelt was a liberal 'in the more modern sense of a
liberal who believes in what we would call today the welfare staﬁe° This is the'!
confusion we have today, with Goldwater and others. Goldwater is called a conser-
vative, but actually, from my point of view, he's not a conservative at all, he's
really an old, classical liberal. His philosophy of government is essentially this
old, classical liberal philosophy of government.

There's a lot of confusion in these terms. Iidon't know that anyone can
autboritativgly-saj, “Now, this is liberalism and you've got to tgke my word for it.“

This is one attempt to try to explain historigally what happened: Freedom was thought ‘
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at first to consist of being left alone by the government to do whatever one wanted
to do, particularly to use one's property as one saw fit, without any limitation.
That was the classical liberalism. Modern liberalism is the attempt to assign to
the government more positive functions in behalf of a freedom which is denied by
this activity of the individuai unrestrained by the government.

The trouble with freedom is that it is always a question of whose freedom.
You might say that we've come to the view now that the manufacturer doesn't have
the freedom to adu}terate his product or put poisonous substances in it. At the
very least we séy he's got to put a label on there and tell us what is in the prod-
cut, so that‘he can't adulterate his product. This is in some sense interference
conceivably with his freedom. I wouldn't say it was an interferencevwith an authen-
ticl.freedoms but it was interference with what he might consider to be his freadom.
It is an interference made neceééary in order to protect the freedom of other people.

This isthW‘mggern liberalism‘emerges. It is an attempt to provide freedom
for some .people ﬁho felt.thgir freedom was not Being protected under the older view.

QUESTION: This whole concept of government interference that we read so
much about has been characterized since 1935. Does this embrace a new philoscophy
or modification of political thought? ‘

DR. HAKLOWELL? I don't like to use the word "interference." I don't think
it's interference. I think it is a function of government. I think the Government
is only doing what government ought to do. It doesn't mean a modification of this
whole liberal idea. I would say it is a return to the classical notion. The Greeks
would have no difficulty with this. The Greeks said the géverﬁméht'provided a |
decent environment for men to mature in as human beings, where they were educated

and taught a role to perform, as distinguished from the liberals who stated that

50



the only purpose of the state was as an arbiter, holding a ring in which people
could compete with one another. This kind of laid down the rules and molded the.
ring, but it doesn't get in there or take sides. That was the old, classical
view., I think it‘was denying the government a legitimate role which government by
its very nature must play.

I think this is a return, if anything, to an clder wiew of government, a

that

more ancient view of government than such/was meant by the Greeks.

. .For .that reason I thipk it is wrong to talk about interference. 1 don‘t knew
mhy it_is, but some people today always assume that when the Governmment exercises
some kind of control by its very nature it is going tc be bad. Wé are all subject
to restraints by other bodies. There is private power very often concentrated in
economic corporations. Why do we assume that that power is always beneficent and
‘that government power is never beneficent? Why do we always talk‘about government
bureaucracy, as though government has a monopoly on bureaucracy.- There is bureaucra-
cy in economic organizations as well. Sometimes, in order tc restrain them and to
force them to consider the public interest, it is necessary for government to step
in, I could go on on this line.

QUESTION: Sir, we usually think of ourselves as the direct imheritors of
Greek and Roman and Judgje and Christian ideas., Would you care te comment on
our possible legacy from such ancient, alien gentlemen as Hammurabi, and his laws,
from-people we think of as foreigners?

DR, HALLOWELL: 1 am afrai@ I am fgust not competent. I don't know encugh
about Hammurabi, excepf that he had a code of laws.

QUESTION: Sir, if the American society is abandoning its traditional.ethos,

as Professor Moegenthau asserts, what in your .opinion is the likely direction we
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may bhe going, and at what speed?

DR, HALLOWELL: It is hard to say. 1 don't like to prognosticate. 1f we
continue in the same direction, I think there is all the likglihood that we might
very well have a totalitarian regime, but I don't think that is in the immediate
future. It is easier to'diagqose the 111 than it is to prescribe a cure for iﬁo
It is easy to recognize the decline of moral standards and a repudiation of this
ethos than it is to tell people how we can recover if, and also without seeming to
engage in preaching ;nd moral exhortation. It comes down %o something like that.

One thing I didn“t‘get a chance to say in my formal remarks is that Oneyof
the reasons for this decline in ethos, I think, is the rise of what I call scien-
tisme 1 was going to talk about that and didn't get an opportunity tc. The
modern world very qbyiously depeﬁds a great deal upon modern science, particularly
modern scientific development in the 16th and 17th centuries. All of our techno-
logical achievements, and they are tremendous as we all know--and we all ermjoy
them-~I am not disparagi;g_these technological achievements=-I wouldn't 1live without
them-~1 like them--have had the intellectusl effect of making us think that science
somehow is the liberator of man and that science is the only way of achieving use-
ful and legitimate knowledge.

The result is that when you appeal to science as the only methodolegy for
achieving knowledge, it falls down in precisely those areas where we need some
. assurance.,  19.9:her:w9rds,_you,can‘t prove scientifically the ekistence of some-
thing like monal.iay. It is ye;y_difficult to use science to support traditional
religious beliefs. Tﬁe~consequence is that many people have lost their belief in
some of the traditional religious teachings and some of the traditioral moral

teachings because they don't feel that science will permit them any longer to
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hold to these beliefs. I would say that this is a dilemma we face on technolog-

ical achievemenits. Undoubtedly it rests: on the great, exalted role that science
plays in our lives. But science itself can’t be a liberator of man. Science itself -
can provide the motive power, the pufposes and the ends toward which all this is
directed, but somehow we have to recover this older ethos and re;ognize that there are
other realms of being thap that which is measuracie ana quantifiable or that which

can be discovered and tested by scientific means.

We have to free intellectuaily our minds, I think, to some extent from the
domination of science. I think social sciences are more apt to be dominated than
the physical sciences. You read some physicallscientists today who taik sometimes
on theoretical physics somgthing-like poets, but the social scientists are the oﬁes,

I think,‘whb are principally dominated by this scientism. They won't "allow” us
to believe anything that can't be put to the test of science. When you put some of
these things to the test of science you come up with very little.

QUESTION: Doctor, we hear a lot and read a lot about man's confusion today.

I wonder how this interferes with our rights and stuff. Has there been Interference
with the pBs®'@n you say something on this?

DR. HALLOWELL: I suppose every government tries to put the best light on its
own activities., 1 think.it is a matter of degree. In the first instance, 1 expect
that every government has managed the news to some extent. It's a question of whether
you think they manage it more now than they did before. But certainly the implica-
tion of your guestion I .would agree with. If democracy is governed by persuasion and
1deliberation, we can't obviously deliberate very well unless we.have all the facts at
our disposal. A free flow of information is certainly an essential part of demo-
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The management of news, which has as its purpose.to deceive people, to
suppress facts which should be publicly known and debated 1s certainly inimical
to freedom and the proper function of democratic government. It would be a
matter of judgment as to whether this present Administration is any more guilty
of managing news than some other Administrations. I think the management of news
is something that every administration engages in.

QUESTION: Dr. Hallowell, you discussed briefly Montesquieu and his influ-
ence on the development of this current government. Would you care to comment
on whether the checks and baiances and the separation of power have changed ap-
preciably today to any degree?

DR. HALLOWELL: Yes, they have. 1t is sometimes said that we derive our
notion of the separation of powers and the checks and balances from Montesquieu.
As you know, the separation of powers is that the Executive, Legislative, and Ju-
dicial branches of the Govermnment shall be composed of of distinct. separate per-
sonnel, and that the member of one branch of the Government shculd not be a mem-
ber of another branch of the Government, and that esach should check and balance
the other.

Well, this has changed, undoubtedly., but I am nct sure that it hasn't
changed for the better. This was good at a time when the prevailing phiiocsophy
was.that the government which governs least governs best. If things were donme in
which you couldn't get the cooperation of all three at the same time, that was all
right,xbecause the government which governs least governs best. But I don't know
that there is anything so sacrosanct about this. In truth, the British, for exam-
ple, don'r follow and never have followed this the same way we have. They don't
believe in separation between the legislative ancd the mecutuve branches of govern-
ment, for example, like we do, nor does any parliamentary system. Under a
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parliamentary system--which I think has some merit and may be better than our
presidential system-—-the executive branch of the government is a committee,
really, of the legislative branch. That's what the British cabinet really is,
It's an executive committee for the House of Commons. This has the gooed ad-
vantage that the government has less difficulty getting its legislative pro-
gram passed. The executive branch participates directly in the legislative body
to see that its program is supported, and, indeed, stands or falls

on whether or not it can get its legislative program adopted.

I sometimes think that whether it's Eisenhower or Kennedy this complete
separation of the Executive and Legislative branchesis a stumbling block. Come
the Presidential election year, we always hold the President responsible for what
happens during his term of office, This is somehow unfair, because, try as he
might, because of this separation of powers, it is often impossible or very diffi-
cult for him to get a legislative program through the Congress.

If we do believe~-and 1 think we come to believe more and more--that the
functions of government should be positive, then maybe what we need is less check-~
ing and balancing and more cooperation. I don't think we have to think that the
framework of government as set up by the framers of the Constitution--and 1 don't
think that they themselves thought it--is something sacrosanct and unalterable.
It should be possible to discuss the feasibility of changing some of our institu-
tions and improving them. We don't have to stick to the frame of government pre-~
cisely as described by them.

QUESTION: In our democratic or republican form of government, our repre-
sentatives in Coqg;ess and other elements of the Government apparently have two
choices on ce:ta;p'isgues—jthat_is,‘to take a.position the way they feel or the
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way they feel their constituents feel. What, in your opinion, sir, if you could,
elaborate on this, should be the impact of the people’s thought on an issue of
this type? As an example in point there is the situation which Mr. Goldwater
finds himself concerning the terms of the treaty.

DR, HALLOWE}L: I would rather not comment on him, but on the principle,
There aren't many ﬁheories of representation. Briefly, there have been two
predominant ones. :One is that the representative goes there with a mandate from
his constituents to vote as they think he should vote on every issue, and that he
shouldn't vote until his consultants find out what they want. In.this sense he
}s there as a delégate.'

But I don't think this was the classical view of representation, or in my
opinion the best view of representation, because, if a parliamept or a congress
is truly to be a deliberative body--and 1 think it should be--and if democracy, as
I said before, is governed by persuasion and deliberation--not a matter of will but
I think a matter of rea#on—-then I think that the legislator should vote his con-
science. He should listen to the debate, take part in it, feel free to change his
mind wben he is convinced by argument that he is wrong, and then he should vote his
copscience.

As I said earlier, we never believed in the direct rule qf the people any-
way. We believe in representative government. Presumably, as 1 said before, if we
believe everybody is papasle of choosing, not everybody is capable of being chosen.
I assume that we say, "This is the kind of person whom we want there to exercise
"his own judgment. "Now, then, periodically--and that's why we.havé periodic elec~
tions--we expect him to come back home and explain to us why he voted the way he

did and try to persuade us that heé eXercised his judgment in a good, wise.fashion.
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Whether he is reelected or not depends upon his ability to perstiade us that he
did act wisely. But 1 don't'fhink he should comsult his voters on everything that
comes up or follow their mandates. I think he should lead instead of follow..

This is the présent view of representation that I am expounding. We
expect him to ;gﬁ}ly_be a leader of public opinion rather than a follower of
public opinion. He should mold public opinion. This also means that people
should understaﬁd,that,this is his function and shouldn't expect him to be é
lackey.

This is the';roubleAwith public opinion polls. I think they ought to be
abandoned. Govermment can't'be run by public opinion polls. It is not simply
a matter of finding out what the majority want. It is a matter of deliberation.
Public opinion polls ignore the fact that government is a matter of deliberation,
listening to other people, trying to persuade other people, weighing arguments,
holding hearings. 1t is not a matter of asking what is your opinion and acting on
it.

QUESTION: . Dr Hallowell, will you distinguish between the term, "republic,™
and the term, "democracy?" The reason for this question is that certain people to
the right of:center in this country make quite an issue over the usage of phese
Cerms,

‘DR, HALLOWELL: ;Yes, they do., The first republic originally simply meant

-
the opposite of monarchy. A republican form of government was a government of the
people as'if_distinqt from government by a king or a monarch with sovereign power
over the people;l' |

These ﬁepplg on the right are correct historically, 1 think, in saying tha;

the framers of the Constitution would have defcribed our Government as a republican
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form of govermment rather than a democratic form of govermment. Historically they
are correct. If you read the accounts of the Constitutional Convention, and so on,
you would be surprised at some of the terrible things they said iq there about de-
mocracy. They thought of democracy in the terms in which Plato and Aristotle thought
of democracy, as a perverted form of government. That's the way they would have
defined democracy, as the unrestrained rule of the many in their own interest.

So they were in’ some sense just following the Greek practice by describing democ-
racy as a perverted form of government.

But, I think, what they were really talking about, when they were talking
about a republican form of government was what Aristotle described as a polity.

It's too bad that we debate these terms rather than debate the substantive
‘issues, I don't know that there is much point, really, in arguing' about these
terﬁs, “republican" and "democratic." |

While I am on this topic, I think that one of the troubles with political
_ discussion in our country today is that too often people keep saying, "What did the
framers say?" I have done this some in my lecture myself. The framers were wise
men and I think they provided us with a very good constitution. As a mtter of fact,
we have one of the pldest forms of goverpment in the world today. In the sense that
we are not one of tbe oldest countries, we have one of the oldest governments in the
sense of havingﬁgefteaching of this form of gerénmént;qverA; l;pé>pefioavof time.
And it has proved to be a very effective form of government.

But that doesn't mean that the framers'ﬁideas are sacrosancf and that we can't
~modify, discuss, and deliberate about ways of changing some of ou? institutions. I
think we waste. too much timé sometimes arguing about the questionabf whether they. in-
tended to establish a democracy or a republicgn form of government, which really isn't

58



the issue. The question is what we want to do today and what is it thgt we have
today. The framers didn’t believe in umiver%al suffrage. So what? We do today
and practice 1it. At the time the Constitulion was framed there wasn't universal
suffrage. There were property qualifications for veiing and property gqualifications
f@txhelding.offiée.:ﬁA.1g;gg.part.of.thsupggkLaﬁﬁgn-mg@“di@énfragéhz@@de

QUESTION:_;ng%eg,hyéuﬁmga;iengd ;hé’ipg9;§&n¢¢~gffggreeimg‘on the ends of
government. I wonder if you will share with us your views on the best statement of
these ends and the principles that express these ends.

DR. HALLOWELL: I can only do it in the broad general terms as I diﬂ eaflier.
I would like to describe it as the idea fhat government exists for purposes of pro-
moting justice among men, that government exists to provide thg best conditions for-
all men to develop their full potentialities as human beings, to, provide the condi-
tions which make it possible for a man to develop his excellence as a man, This
includes people of all colors, all economic classes. It is a sort of very positive
role of government.

Justice is obviously a very difficult thing to define. Aristotle says it is
giving each man his due. But the queétiOn, of course, is: Wha;'is a man's due?
Nevertheless the difficulty is in defining justice. Cohstantly.?n our discussions
we make people talk to(this point, 1 think it is important that we make people ar-
gue in terms of justice that the proposals they put forth be jusgifiede It is not
so much that we define it as that we discuss it in. these terﬁs and argue ambng ouf-
selves .as to what is just in a particular situation, rather than to abandon that and
. say, “"A lot of politipalfs;ien;ists tell you that of course it's difficult to define
. justice, so you should just forget it."

You .may have some.otber speakers tell you this later on--what comes out of
legislation finally is what interest groups, through competition and with the
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Government acting_gs-a broker bgtween-these interest groups, desire, and what ;esults
is a result of this competition among-interest groups., The only role of the Govern-
ment is to serve‘as‘a béoker bgtween.these interest groups. 1 think this is bad,
because it is giving up too eaéily. It's not doing the function of govermment.

It is important,vl think, that even though we have difficulty defining jus-
tice, still we should frame our appeals in those terms and try to explain our pro-
posals in the light of justice. There is a professor of law in New York University
Law School who has written a book called "The Sense of Injustice." He has a notion
which I think has some meérit. While a lot of us have difficulty defining justice,
none of us has any difficulty in understanding injustice.

Maybe the way to approach this problem is is not through the question of jus-
tice but rather through the sense of injustice. Maybe he's got éomething there,

None of us has any QiffiCulty when we think we have been treatedbunjustly in explain-
ing why we think we have'been treated unjustly. I think that's therway you approach
this thing, with a sense of injustice. ,

One of the purposes of government is to be responsive to tﬁe claims of people
who have been treated unjustly, to ask whether in fact they have, and to determine
what to do about it.

QUESTION: - Doctor Hallowell, is there any residual of Western political her-
itage in Russia todqy in the elite groups?

DR. HALLOWELL: That I wouldn't know. There are certainly residual elements
in the philosophy itself. Marxism is, after all, a product of Western thought.
Marx was a German. As 1 said before, I don't think you could have had any Marxism
if you hadn't had a previous Christian idea of Judaism. Marxism as 1 understand it
is a secularizedfversioﬁ, really, of Christianity. Soc in that sense Marxism is a

Christian heresy and is a product of the West.
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Then there are some residual elements in the Soviet Union itself, They
have some rule of law; they have some courts. They_féel a necessity of putting
some policy ih the form of laws. They even have the form of a parliament, alfhoush
they don't have the substance of a parliament. Parliament is a purely deliberative
body.

I would describe it more as an imitation and a perversion pfpen of Western
institutions. To what extent there is present in the minds of the Russian elite
these notions, It would be difficult for me to say. I just don't kpow how you find
that out. I would hope there is some residual,

One interestiﬁg thing is that the Church, despite all the efforts of the
Communists to destroy Christianity--and they have made systematic and deliberate
efforts to try to wipe out the Church--is still a going institution in Russia. There
is the Orthodox Church and there are some Peotestant sects like the Baptists. The
Baptists are very numerous in the Soviet Union. The Church is very definitely a going
institutien. It is something fhat they haven't been able to eradicate. I think that
is a good sign.

QUESTION: Doctor, the role of Christian influence on ¢ - the constitutional
form of government was part of your presentation. What effect in the long run do you
see in the recent trend of judicial decisions>regarding the practice of religious
exercises in public schools?

DR, HALLOWELL: I haven't had time really to digest that. My wife and 1
argue about this, I don't know what my final conclusion is. My initial reaction
was disappointment that the court should_have found it necessary ko putlaw the
- Lord's. Prayer and'B;bleA;gading in .the public schools on the grohpds that, as one

- of the Chief Justices in an earlier decision said, "We are a religious people.” I
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think it was Justice Douglas who in an earlier decision said, "We are a religious
people and we acknowledge the sovereignty of God," and so on. Well, if that is so,
I can't see any great harm in acknowledging this in the public schools by reading
from the Bible and saying the Lord's Prayer.

I do think in some sense--and I don't mean to be misunderstood in this~-
we have become too sensitive sometimes to the views of a minority. What about the
rights of the wajority? The people who brought these suits have acknowledged that
they are ahteists, and they felt psychologically bad to be singled out as individ-
uals who had to leave .the classroom when these services were going on. They should
have the courage of their convictions, and have their freedom to believe that they
don't want to participate. But they should also have to bear the brunt of that
belief, Why must we always be so sensitive to the conscience of such people that
the majority don't have an opportunity to exercise their convictions and express
their convictions,

Nobody ever said that you are immune from criticism., You are entitled to
your convictions, but everybody has to bear the brunt then of not being liked, or
ostracized, or criticized. JIf you hold these convictions, that's the price you pay
for having them. 1 should think the atheists would recognize this and accept that
role.,

That was my initial reaction. I am sorry the Supreme Court did it. It was
an.undesi;able“;hiqg. ‘But I can see thg other side. Some religious peop1e>say
that this is a good thing because feligion is a personal thing. You don't always
like the way in which these things are don'e in public schools, and you might get the
wrong kind of religious slant in these practices, and families wopld rather train
their own children in their own religion.
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The trouble with this is that all of us who have children, I think, recognize
that you need to help a society to bring up children. I used to argue with this
until I had children of my own. If education and”religious training were largely
a matter of training at home, one could argue with this. But I think we all recog-
nize that, without the help of society, without the help of our neighbors, it would

be hard to bring up our ' children the way we want to bring them up. You say, "I

- -want you £o be in by midnight'to a teenager. They think this is an arbitrary thing,

and say, "My friends are all allowed to stay out until 1:00 or 2:00," and so on.
- How do you enforce this when it is arbigrary.and you are running against

the current? The only way you can do it is if all the parents get together and
-agree on the time, and say, "We are all going to agree on the time and we are all
going to enforce it."

It's the same way with religious instruction and these other things, I think,
- You need the help.of the community and of the society. If religibn isn't mentioned
in the schools, if -a prayer is never said in the schools,. if the Bible is not used
in -the schools, the'kida thinks this is a peculiarity of his parents, that they are
oddballs. How much time do we spend reading the Bible with our kids and talking to
them? ”Maybe we should do more of it and then it's our responsibility and not the
school's.

Whgt I am trying to say is is that you need the help of other people. You
. need - the help of soecial institutions to educate your ;hildreng You can't do it all
- alone. The child spepds more hours in school than he»does,a; home. The impression
- -impoxtant, aad thaija;‘best.it is'a gecqliarigyipﬁ his parents that they are trying
~ to impose upon him.
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QUESTION: Doctor, we are hearing more and more about government support of
political parties. Would you care to comment on this?

DR, HALLOWELL:You meaﬁ the use of public funds to help support candidates in
their campaigns. 1 think that there is something in this, as we are all beginning to
see. 1t doesn't seem as though you have much of a chance to be President unless
you've got a personal bankroll. This isn't right. You should not have to be a
Kennedy or a Rockefeller to aspire to the Presidency. There would probably be a
lot of difficulty about government financing campaigns. You have to try to think up
ways in which it could be done fairly. Certainly government funds, I think, could
be used to publicize the qualifications of people, and maybe even within limits £0";
pay their actual campaign expenses.

1 think it would be a desirable expenditure of public funds. It would pre-
sumably mean that more people would have an opportunity to go into politics, and
opbortunities would not depend upon their own personal wealth.

QUESTION: You mentioned Jean Jacques Rousseau in terms of social contracts
and the natural law, and so forth. He also, from my reading, gave c¢redit to total-
itarianism. Would you explain how he did this?

DR. HALLOWELL:‘ He put emphasis on the absclute sovereignty of the people.
As he expressed it, he called it the general will of the people, and he said that
the people could never be wrong. The judgment must always be in the public interest,
because they were infallible. That is what totalitarianism is, in a sense. The
government says it reflects the general will of the people and claims it knows
what is right and in the public interest, and is infallible. 1t is the final ar-
biter of all truth and all goodness. Justice is what the state commands, There
is no notion of any transcendant or objective norms above the state, such as, 1
think I pointed out, we have in the Western tyadition, of a law higher than the
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law of the state.

One characteristic of totalitarian dictators—-whether it be Castro or Peron
or Hitler or Mussolini--is that they always claim to embody somehow in their own
persons the general will of the people. They always set themselves forth as spokes-
men of the people, and attributé to themselves all the qualities Rousseau attribu-
ted to the general wi;}—finfallibility.

I would say that modern totalitarianism is a form of democracy, a totalitar-
ian democracy.

QUESTION: Based on the trend for governmental controls and regulation in
the past/izzrs, what are the prospects for socialism in about 25 or 50 years?

DR, HALLOWELL: I am not concerned--~I think we worry too much about words
sometimes. The trénd undoubtedly is toward socialism throughout the world. It
depends on how you define it. 1 expect that complete socialism would be govern-
ment ownership of all meens of production and'distribution, and government opera-
tion of the economy. While we haven't got very far along that road, 1 thisk, in
this country, I think you do have a thorough—going socialism in some of the Scandi-
navian countries and in New Zealand, and, of course, in the Soviet Union. I think we
have to distinguish between the democratic socialism of Great Britain and the total-
itarian socialism of the Soviet Union:

We have what I would call a social welfare state with some features of social~
ism. Perhaps the principal one would be something like TVA. This is a kind of mild
socialism at best. We haven't gone very far. In most countries today the govern-
ments own and operate the railroads. I am not sure that‘that wouldn't be a gqod idea
. .here, certainly if you are a commuter living on Long Island, or living up in Connec-
ticut, and have to use the New York,vNew ﬁavem, and Hartford. Maybe this would be
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a very desirable thing,

I don't think we oﬁght to be worried about the term or be frightened by
the term. What we shgg}d ask in every instance is whether the Government could
do it better and morgmg?ficiently than a private enterprise could; and ask this
about each specific prgpqsal that is made. The answer may be ves here and no
there. It might be yeggfﬁbthe case of the New Yofk, New Haven, and Hartford,
and it might be no iﬂvignpection with something else. I would rather that we
would take each issuevégbit comes along and not worry so much aboﬁt the term,
"socialism." What is capitalism? We call our system capitalism. Why is it
called capitalism today? It doesn't resemble the capitalism of the 19th century.
Capitalism itself has changed.

People talk about free private enterprise. How much free private enter-
prise is there in fact in the American economy today? The day of the individual
entrepreneur owning and managing his own factory is gone, That's small potatoes
today. It doesn't describe what. our ecenomy is like. So capitalism itself has
;chanéed. What kind of capitalism are you talking about? I don‘t think we get
very far.in arguing the theoretical issues about capitalism and spcialismc I_think
it would beamuﬁp.more fruitful substantively to examine each proposal as it is put
forth.

1 think.socializgd;medicinemis‘bad,‘but there is a specifip'wedicare program
for aged people. Is that a desirable governmental activity or not? Ts government
ownership of railroads desirable or not? .Is government building of new power sta-
tions and dam projects in particular localities desirable or not? Let's argue
each specific thing as it comes up, rather than worry about the term.

‘The trend is certainly toward more government participation.in ouy economic
life. _ )
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COLONEL LEOCHA:( Dr. Hallowell, on behalf of the Commandant and my fellow
seekers of knowledge, thalﬂ;ou for ahincisive, interesting review of our Westerp
political heritage.

DR. HALLOWELL: Thank you.
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