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Articles 

LIBERTY VIRTUE, AND 
SELF-DEVELOPMENT: 

y argument is fbr the zecessary C[>niilna-tjnn of' naIlit irs eth- - - : I  - A -  r'- ----- 
its. It is therefore at odds with clae moriern resolve to divorce 

politics, as desci-iptiiie science, f'ro~ii prescriptive thinking, oii the "'is- 
ought" distinction. In the beginning of modernity, 44130 years ago, the 
realpolitik initiative was expressly the resolve to rid politics of moral 
ideals and confine it to %hat Machiavelli termed ueriin ffitmalp, and 
what Hobbes termed "unvarnished facts." This disjunction was insti- 
tutionalized in classical liberakism's distinction between the "'public 
sector" and the "private sector," the former being the sphere of poli- 
tics and the latter the sphere of morality. And the disjunction has 
lately been perpetuated by positivism's bifurcation between the ob- 
jectivity of socio-political lalss, and the subjectivity of the moral inch- 
nations and disinclinations of persons as individuals. 

Given the predication of' political modernity upon the disjunction 
of politics and mor-alitj; to reopen the q~aestion of their interrelation- 
ship ~voulel be quixotic if the consequences of the ?-eaipolitik, classical 
liberal, and positivistic initiatives, as we live them were reason- 
ably gratifying or satisfactory. Wu; I believe they are demonstrably 
unsatisfactory and in respects which directly refiect, and therefbre 
call into question. the bifurcation of politics and moralit). 

As we understanci it today iiberty is a political concept rvhich has 
scrupulousl) been cleansed of rnsrai connotations. i t  is, as ive say, 
"negative" in tivo senses. It is negative in the sense of' representing 
"heedom from" rather than .'freedom for;" and it is understoocl as a 
right rvhich is negative, by ~vilich x\.e mean a right to ahste~ltions and 
not  to performances by others. Liberty is ~inderstrirrd as the condition 
in ithich (he individual is rzot srlhject to coercion b) other persons or 
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oprnentally this means that toward the end of one's obligatory de- 
pendence one is likely to be coinfortable with the terms of one's de- 
pendence and skilled at enacting them. On the other hand one's 
autononay is one's introduction into a wholly novel world, to be navi- 
gated at first only by the clumsiest groping. There is, then, a distinct 
attractiveness to regression and developmental arrest. It occasioned 
only momentary surprise in Nietzsche's prophet when his news of the 
death of Got1 only produced in his hearers the denland for newly- 
inrrented gods to obey." Nietzsche himself was a moral individualist, 
and thus well-armed with arguments to deplore the rejection of lib- 
erty in favor of perpetuared dependence. But where liberty is con- 
ceived as an exclusively negative freedom, as it is in the tradition of 
modern political liberalism, then its exercise is strictly non-criteriol- 
ogical, and the choice to exchange iil for perpetuateci dependence is 
faultless. 

T~lr~aing to the exchange of liberty for distributive benefits, the fai- 
lacy it embodies is what I will term the distributivist fallacy of sup- 
posing that all benefits cap be conferred. If all benefits can be con- 
fe r red ,  then an  irresistible temptation exists to conceive of 
government as a vast distributive agency whose paramount functiora 
is to f~iIfi11 the needs and gratify the desires of citizens. The irresist- 
ibility arises from the inevitable problematicity of individual initia- 
tives. As John Dewey says, "The distinctive characteristic of practical 
activity one which is so inherent that it cannot be eliminated, is the 
uncertainty which attends it."-' Famously Dewey identifies the Greek 
metaphysics of incorporealized, changeless essences and eternal 
truths, and also Christian soteriology, as compensatory myths arising 
from the uncertainty of practical life. But there is a third compensa- 
tory myth generated from the same source, namely the modern wel- 
fare-statist myth of government as the guarantor of benefits lvhich 
persons can only problematically self-provide. 

Here is the place to begin to speak of the virtues. In one important 
aspect, the virtues are the personal resources by which individuals 
qua individuals can in significant measure overcome the uncertainty 
of  practical life and enjoy significant success at achieving their ends. 
This is most evident with such of the traditional virtues as courage, 
fidelity, and wholeheartedness, but our extended argument is that it 
is no less true in the cases of justice, temperance, honesty wisdom, 
generosity, and love. For example, wisdom in the classical Greek 
meaning importantly includes the ability to distinguish in oneself be- 
tween true and false desires, right and wrong desires. And one of the 
severest impediments to the gratification of one's true desires is one's 
distractability iia this undertaking by false desires. It was in recogni- 
tion of this that Dernocritus is reported to have plucked out his eye 
when i t  follorved a passing rvoman, rvhile he -izlas engaged at his stud- 
ies. (There is no suggestion in the tale that he iVould have done the 
same thing had his studies been in a condition in ~vhich he could leave 
them fr>r a time.) 





rights but responsibilities, beginning with the f~inciarnental rnoral re- 
sporlsibility of every person to discover and progressively actualize 
his or her ciisti~lctive potential excellence. Rights derive from respon- 
sibilities by the logic that "ought" implies "caa-i". If a person ought to 
discover i n d  progressively actualize his distinctive potential excel- 
lence, and if such self-discovery and self-actualization bas necessary 
conditio~ls, then he or she is entitled to those conditions. Notice that 
this conception "takes rights seriouslfl in D~vorkin's phrase, for to 
take rights seriously means to affirm their- izlalienabilirp True to the 
classical liberal tradition, Dworkin supposes that this can be done 
only be axiornatizing rights in a rights-primitive conception of man. 
But sights are also inalienable when they are entitlements to necessary 
conciitiorls of inalienable responsibilities. Our main point here is that 
if liberty is a necessary condition of inalienable resyor~sibilitp then it 
camlot ~vith impunity be exchanged for ideological servitude. ab so 
exchange it is to default on one's fundamental rnoral responsibility. 

Returning once again to the fallacy of supposing that all benefits 
are conferrable, we have by adopting a eudainllonistic perspective in- 
troduced the idea that the highest rewards which life affords nlust be 
earned and cannot be conferred. But to understand the illusion of 
conferrability it  is important to recognize that eudairnonism is a de- 
velopmental perspective. Thus Aristotle, for example, cautions that 
nothing lle says in the S i c h o ~ ~ a c i ~ e t l ~  Elhics is applicable to children or 
youths. The earned benefits of self-actualization presuppose the au- 
tonomy of individuals, and no person is born autonomous. Fron-n 
birth persons may be said to possess the potentiality for autonunly, 
but every person in the first stage sf  his life is a dependent creature. 
It is upon the external authority of parents and community that the 
child is dependent for language, for concept-formation, for judg- 
ments, for the principles of conduct which lift his behavior out of ran- 
domness, for his repertoire of functional feelings, and incleed for his 
very identity. In this stage and by the very nature of depelldence it- 
self, benefits cannot be earned and must be ancl are conferred. De- 
veioprnental9y, then, the belief that all benefits are conferrable rep- 
resents the thesis that persons are dependent children, notjust in the 
first stage of their lives, but from the beginning of their lives to the 
end. And this is precisely the assumption of the realpolitik initiative 
with tvhicli political modernity begins. Iii Hobbes famous rvords per- 
sons have a life that is hy nature "nasty and brutish."' Before him 
Machiavelli laid the realpolitzk cornerstone by cfeclaring that "one can 
make this gelleralization about men: they are ungrateful, fickle, liars 
and deceivers, they shun danger and are greedy for prof i~ ."~  What 
rrulpolitik did Lsas to build social order out of this understanding of 
persons. It did so by teaching persons to conceive of themselves in ex- 
cllrsively economic ternis as selfish utility-maximizers. As A.O. 
Hirschman documents in his book, T12p Possi~'tzs und the Interpsts, the 
16th and 1'7th centuries witnessed a striking "semantic drift" by which 
such terms as "interest", "enterprise", and "~vorth" becan~e con- 
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truistic, but is instead a unity from which "egoism" and "altruism" 
are subseauentlv extracted and develo~ed as abstractionist fallacies. 
Eudaimonistically, worth is to be earned by self-actualization, and as 
objective, is oJ worth to and for whomever is capable of appreciating 
and utilizing it. But in Hobbes we find the famous redefinition ac- 
cording. to which "The value of Worth of a man is, as of all other 

CJ 

things, his price-that is to say, so nluch as would be given for the use 
of his power-and therefore is not absolute but a thing dependent 
upon the need and judgment of another."" It is the Hobbesian spirit 
at work today when B. F. Skinner economistically identifies "dignity" 
as being in no sense intrinsic to the person who possesses it, but in- 
stead awarded as a distributable c o m m ~ d i t v . ~ ~  , 

I will conclude on the modern redefinition of benefits with a note 
on the progressive devolution of the concept of justice to an exclu- 
sively distributive justice. Eudaimonistically, justice is first of all not 
"recipient" but "productive", and centers in each person doing what 
he or she does best and finds intrinsically rewarding to do. Distribu- 
tive justice derives from this through the indispensable concept of de- 
S P T ~ .  On the face of it what lve mean bv desert ti!! recuires to be 

1 

earned, and for this reason many modern theories ofjustice endeavor 
to disregard it. But modernity's striking enterprise of redefinition is 
in this case epitomized inJohn Ra~vls, for as Wallace Matson has been 
the first to point out, A The09 of Jzlstice makes desert a distributable 
commodity, I" 

First Rawls disposes of the ground of desert according to eudai- 
monism. That ground is the innate potentiality within every person 
which it is his or her responsibility to discover and progressively ac- 
tualize. Desert has both a lower limit and upper limit. Its lower limit 
is the desert which inheres by virtue of pure unactualized potential- 
ity; its upper limit is entitlement to the distributable goods whose po- 
tential values can be actualized by virtue of the actualized potential- 
ities of the individual. The foundation of this thesis is the recognition 
s f  potentiality as responsibility. Rawls disposes of it by regarding po- 
tentialities as benefits, unevenly distributed by the "natural lottery" of 
birth. As benefits they are not merely non-deserved but undeserved, 
and  require "to be somehow compensated f~ i - . " '~  But Rawls retains 
the concept of desert and furnishes it with a new foundation in con- 
nection with his "difference principle." He says, "At this point it is 
necessary to be clear about the notion of desert. It is perfectly true 
that given ajust system of cooperation as a scheme of public rules and 
the  expectations set u p  by it, those who, with the prospect of improv- 
ing their condition, have done what the system announces that it will 
rewarcl[,] are entitled to their advantages. In this sense the more for- 
tunate have a claim to their better sitkition: their claims are lepiti- 

V 

mate  expectations established by social institutions, and the com- 
m u n i t )  is obligated to meet them. But  this sense of desert  
presupposes the existence of the cooperative scheme ..."lfi 

It takes but a moment's thought to note the striking transformation 
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ers by the "natural lottery" of birth. Nor are they socializing or mor- 
alizing "side consiraints" on natively acquisitive conduct. Neither are 
they portable attributes, first learned independently and thereafter 
attached to selected behaviors. Finally they are not in a proper sense 
supererogatory functions. Eudaimonisticaily conceived, the virtues 
are the natural expressions of self-actualizing individuality. They are 
not supererogatory because self-actualization itself is each person's 
fundamental moral responsibility. They are not "side constraints" be- 
cause, in the first place, "side constraints" are a concession to the so- 
cial character of existence, while for eudaimonism, true individuality 
is intrillsically social in character. In this light the virtues are not 
concessions, but expressions of self-fulfillment which are themselves 
self-fulfilling. They are not sparsely distributed innate dispositions, 
but potentialities in all persons which are only rarely actualized, and 
the politics of eudaimonism is directed to securing the conditions un- 
der which their act~aalization can be generalized. And they are not 
portable attributes but natural expressions of an individuality which, 
by Spinoza's dictum omrtis determinntio est neptio, is highly selective. It 
was the mistake of regarding the virtues as portable a~triblltes that 
produced in Kant, for example, the conclusion that they are in them- 
sehes ~norally neutral, becoming good or evil according to the pur- 
pose to which they are put.'0 In this light courage, for example, is 
epitomized in the six-guns of an old West gunslinger, which are avail- 
able for hire to the highest bidder. But in fact courage is highly selec- 
tive, arising in the recognition that what the individua.1 is responsible 
for doing will not and cannot be done if he or she does not do it. 

Tb set forth eudaimonism's theory of the virtues as concretely as 
possible we can consider by way of example the much misunderstood 
virtue of generosity. Generosity is not self-sacrifice but self-fulfill- 
ment. For the self-f~~lfilling life is not the life of idle self-indulgence 
but the life of meaningful work, and in meaningful work lies a native 
theme of generosity which is expressed in two ways. In the first place 
meaningful work is self-actualizing work, and self-actualization is the 
objectivization of the self which is to be recognized as the gift of the 
best that one is to others. But "objective" here must be strictly distin- 
guished from that objectivity which has shaped modernity in the de- 
personalization of civil association and objective social structures. In 
this modern usage "objectivity" and "subjectivity" bear mutually ex- 
clusive meanings, and. endorsement of the objective has been accom- 
panied by active disparagement of the "merely subjective." But this is 
a n  abstractionist fallacy. Nothing in human experience is 'here ly  
subjective." Every human impulse is subjective in its inception but ob- 
jective in its intended outcome, and because its outcome is within it 
implicitly in its inception, it is never "'merely subjective." 

When objectivization is understood as the expression of subjective 
selfbood in objective and public fhrm, then the generosity inherent in 
self-actualization becomes apparent. Self-actualization expresses the 
intention to live a worthy life which, as objectively worthy, is of worth 
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ating their distinctive excellence. Where such is the case, then by eu- 
daimonistic lights genuine injustice exists. But the glorification of sol- 
itude, though perhaps satisfying to the vanity of the individual, is a self- 
defeating resort. The task instead is to generalize self-actualizing in- 
dividuality by urlcovering and instituting its necessary preconditions, 
thus insuring as far as possible that virtues do not go unrecognized. 

Our  description of the eudaimonistic conception of generosity is 
far from complete, but within the limits of this paper I can only very 
briefly touch upon one more aspect. Eudaimonisnl abhors what 
Durkheirn called the "malady of infinite aspirati~n."~qndividuality 
is qualitative finitude, which means that in the domain of value the 
fulfilled, self-actualizecl individual is a determinate this which is not 
that and the other. But the "thats" and "others" are likewise determi- 
nate kinds of ~ a l u e .  To actualize them is the responsibility of others. 
It is an aspect of the n a t i ~ e  generosity in the self-fulfilling individual 
that he entrusts to others the varieties of value which it is their re- 
sponsibility to actualize. I n  so doing he acknowledges the entitlements 
of others to those distinctive kinds of goods, in appropriate amounts, 
-..L:,.L ,.,.-"&.+..&- 
,vIIILIi L U I ~ > L ; L ~ L C  conditions of their fiilfillmerit of iheir responsibiii- 
ties. To their goods he recognizes that he has no claim, and he ad- 
vances none. On the other hand egalitarianism extinguishes this form 
of generosity by endorsing equal claim by all persons to all goods, 
T h e  effect of tliis is supply mindless envy with spurious warrant. 

Uk have spoken here only of generosity, but the extended eudai- 
monistic thesis is that what is trueof gener&sity holds equally for such 
of the virtues as wisdom, courage, temperance, justice, honesty 
rvholeheartedness, resourcefulness, and love. Alike they are natural 
expressions of developed individuality Alike they represent the ex- 
plication of a form of sociality which inheres in personhood from the 
beginning, and is progressively explicated through self-development, 
namely the intrinsic sociality of true individuals. 'The principle of this 
sociality, as I have argued elsewhere,24 is not the "at bottom" uniform- 
ity of persons, but the complementarity of perfected differences. In 
this aspect the virtues are this complementarity, as it is manifested in 
different but overlapping situations. Justice, for example, is not a non- 
natural artifact, but an expression of self-knowledge. Self-knowledge 
is knowledge of one's fundamental moral responsibility, and of the fi- 
nite entitlements which derive from it by the logic that "ought" implies 
"can". The foundation of justice appears in the acknowledgment by 
the individual with the lesser claim to a distributable good that his 
claim is the lesser. 

The  history of political liberalism has been the history of resolute 
defense of the right of the individual to political liberty. What remains 
is to connect liberty with worthy self-responsible, self-determined, 
intrinsically rewarding i~ldividuality. But to do this requires going be- 
yond liberty to identify others of the necessary preconditions of self- 
discover). and self-actualization, and by instituting them, to general- 
ize self-actualizi~lg individuality itself. It is noteworthy that Hobbes 
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23. Cited in Steven Lukes, Erruw nn Sotial Tt~eol? (London: hlncn~illall, 1975), p. 78. 
24. Prr.conn/ Dectlnies, Ghs 8-10; and in a hook forthcoming from I'rinccton University 
Press entitled Pollt~cal Iridlvidualzcm: '4 Eudoi,no~list~c P~rspcctiz~r. Ch. 3 ,  "The 'h\.o So- 
cialities." 
25. See Michael Oakeshott. Wobhpr ox Cnvil Associatnoi~ (Oxfol-d: Basil Blackrvell. 1975. 
re\: ed.) ,  p. 124 

*This paper Tvas prepared for the Liberty Fund Conference on I'irtue and Liberty, 
Santa Barbara. California (April 1980). 
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inspired loyalties of the same sort. For although almost all biologists 
presently subscribe to the Neo-Darwinian Synthetic 'Theory of Evo- 
lution, and although there were once Social Darwinists, no one now 
takes Darwin's works as authoritative even in biology, much less in 
anything else. As for the incomparable Newton, most of his writings 
have never been and most likely never will be published at all. For they 
deal not with physics but with religion. 

My suspicions aroused by the existence and extent of this contem- 
porary "cult of personality," I propose to develop and to support, al- 
though H cannot hope with tolerable brevity to prove, two suggestions. 
In  so far as these two suggestions are correct, there is something rot- 
ten in the state of the social sciences. The first suggestion is that, what- 
ever may have been true in earlier and more innocent periods, these 
continuing Marxist loyalties today constitute a religious rather than a 
scientific phenonlenon. The second is that, at any rate in our time, the 
maintenance of the doctrinal and behavioural commitments of this 
new godless religion-its "unity of theory and practiceM--calls for a 
deal of bad faith, both academic and political. 

(a) With my first suggestion the crux is that what is right in Marx 
was by no means peculiar to him, while what was distinctive is not 
right. T h e  predictions based upon his theories have not been ful- 
filled, while the policies which he recommended have not produced 
the results which he promised. To this predicament the devout may 
respond in two quite different ways. 

One is to try to make out that he never actually made the claims 
which have been falsified. There is plenty of scope for this kind of re- 
sponse: first, because Marx wrote so much, often unsurprisingly say- 
ing one thing at one time and, at anocher time, something else entirely 
inconsistent; second, because his writings are on occasion obscure 
and,  it appears deliberately, evasive; and, third, because-unless you 
count the Manijesto, which is scarcely composed as a theoretical doc- 
ument directed towards scientific colieagues-neither Marx nor En- 
gels ever produced a crisp, clear cut and unambiguous statement of 
exactly what it was which in their correspondence they always re- 
ferred to as "our view" or "our theory" or the like. 

The  contrast with Darwin is as complete as it is revealing of the true 
character and concerns of both men. For, years before he ventured to 
publish anything about evolution by natur-a1 selection, Darivin had for 
his private, purely scientific purposes written a "sketch of my species 
theory;" a sketch which was intended to force him to recognize the 
difficulties which, if they could not be overcome, ~vould demand the 
amendment or abandonment of that theory. (Is it possible to point to 
any of the passages in all the massed volumes of MEGA in which 
Marx accepted that anything constituted such a difficulty for "our 
view?") 

(b) The second possible response to the faisification of the predic- 
tions, and the non-fulfillment of the utopian political promises, is to 
admit  everything, or alnlost e~wything ,  yet still to insist upon de- 





perate apologeiic manoeuvres pq.rformed by apologists for the 
Christian religion. One of the most ancient as ivell as the most out- 
rageous is that summed up  in the Patristic slogan "Credo ut inteliigu?nV 
[I  believe in order that H may understand]. A sacred system is im- 
munized against hostile criticism by insisting that the necessary prior 
understanding is vouchsafed only to the totally committed. 

This is a tack taken by Althusser and by Lukacs, among many oth- 
ers: "The application of Marxist theory to Marx himself appears to 
be the absolute precondition of the understanding of h%arx;"l4 and 
"A nsn-Marxist cannot understand ... to do so requires actual partic- 
ipation in the revolutionary mo\rement."'W7hatei7er might be said 
about tokens of this type of manoeuvre in a religious context, to offer 
them as science is an indecency. If this is what is meant by "Marxist 
social science," then the word "Marxist" in that expressionis as much 
a n  alienans adjective as "Christian" in "Christian Science" or "Peo- 
ple's" in "People's Democracy." 

Another traditionally religious way of dealing with what an honest 
scientist would sate as, at best, a difficulty and, at ~vorst, a falsification 
;c rn, tho , - I P ~ ~ ~ + P P C  TA7hPn Pli,-h mlt~v;ql  ; P  enmoLnTL7  fCvPP,-i llnIi- +La;- 
I0 L V I  L I 1 L  U L I V L L L I I )  ""I L l i  G U L l l  I I I U C C I 1 U I  li) ~"IIILII"", IV ILLU U yu11 L 1 1 L 1 1  

attention, to treat it as a salutary test of the strength of their faith, the 
firmness of their cornrnitment. This was the o ~ t i o n  ostentatiou.slv 
preferred by my own sometime school friend Edward Thompson 
when he decided to write "An Open Letter to Eeszek Kolakowski," re- 
proaching him for his aposta.sy,'Tery understandably, Thompson 
scarcely attempted to conf~ate contentions that the distinctive PMarxisr 
propositions are false, and the consequences of implementing Marx- 
ist-Leninist policies lamentable. Instead Thompson had the effron- 
tery to fault KoPakourski for not having remained, despite all ternpta- 
tions, strong in the faith. He should, it seems, have continued to 
labour, with Thompson and his comrades, both for unilateral West- 
ern disarmament and for the consequent extension of what Moscow 
likes to call "The Socialist Commonwealth." 

Another leading client of this second traditional religious tactic is 
Steven Lukes. He employs it to dispose of evidence about the actual 
effects of Marxism-Leninism in practice. These, he says, 'ban egali- 
tarian socialist," which he himself pretends to be, must treat "as a 
challenge, rather than a source of despair."15 Again, in his most re- 
cent work, Lukes makes it clear from the beginning that no criticism, 
however damaging, is to be permitted to result in root and branch re- 
jection: "This book is," he assures us, in a revealingly religious 
~ h r a s e .  "not iust another anti-Marxist tract."18 

J 

kukes does, however, have some reiuctant disapproving v:ords "for 
Stalin's terror, the purges and the trials, the mass deportations a i d  
the vast network of labour camps, for the social catastrophe of Mao's 
Cultural Revolution. for the 'murdero~as u t o ~ i a '  of Poi Pot's Cam- 
bodia, and for the grim, surveillance-minded; demoralized rvorld of 
contemporary 'actually existing socialism,' above ail in the USSR and 
Eastern E ~ r o p e . " ~ "  





in rile R~issian Empire falsifies a characteristic and surely f~mdarnen- 
tal claim in A Co?ztribzriion to t / v  Critiy~te ofPolzttira/ Econonlj: "... no so- 
cial orcler ever disappears before all tlie productive forces for which 
there is roorn in it have been developed ..."24 

In  professi~lg social scientists all such evasive responses to strong 
and relevant objections have to be co~lstruecl as irldications of aca- 
delllic and political bad faith. Descartes once remarked that, in de- 
ternlining tvhat people sincerely believed, he preferred to look to what 
they dicl rather than to what they said. His advice is equally sound 
\vith regard to sincerity in general. Hence, in order to prove that they 
a re  irldeed sincerely pursuirrg some purpose, the one thing above all 
which people have to do is to be constantly concerned to monitor their 
success or failure in fulfilling that purpose. If ever and \&enever this 
monitorirmg reveals that they are not succeeding, all truly sincere pur- 
posers will there and then make that sincerity plain by their readiness 
to adopt fresh tactics offering better promise of success. 

Dropping down now from abstract and general ~o concrete and 
particular, let us suppose that someone professes to be in business in 
order,  no doubt among other things, to turn a profit; or suppose, 
again, that the captain of a sports team says that he is playing, no 
doubt again anlong other things, in order lo tsin. Then what credence 
could we give to these professions if there is no care to keep, in the 
one case, accounts and, in the other, the score? 

I n  order to discuss the methodology of Karl Marx, 1 shall now re- 
late these modest revelatio~ls of what should be familiar logical link- 
ages to the two main rnethodologictll recommendations of Sir Karl Pop- 
pen As everyone knows Popper- makes proposals which are of course 
close in kin the one to the other, for the spheres of both theoretical 
science and practical policy. I n  each case Popperian methoclology can 
b e  seen as the direct and necessary oilcconle of sincerity in the ap- 
propriate purposes. It is the more rvorth~vhile to represent these rec- 
ommendations in this Ivay in as much as he himself seenas never to 
ha l e  done so. This negligence, and the consequent failure to deploy 
t h e  most powerful supporting arguments, has probably to be ex- 
plained by referring to his generous yet ~arlrealistic reluctance to rec- 
ognize, in any opponents, discreditable distractions or even sheer bad 
h i t h .  

T h e  aim of theoretical science is truth. Given this aim the critical 
approach must foilow. The person who truly wants the truth cannot 
a n d  will not embrace unexamined candidates. He must and 5viil be 
ever ready to test, and test and test again. Bur testing for truth is in 
this context precisely what criticism is. The purposes of practical pol- 
icies, and of the institutions established for the inlpiementation of 
those policies and the fulfillmelit of those purposes, are as multifar- 
ious as hurrlail desires. Yet parallel considerations apply here too. 111 
this case criticism is just probing the effects and effectiveness of the 
policies in question. How, therefore, can anyone who has indeed beea? 
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stitute ibr you as correspondent at the Tribune ... It is possible I may be 
discredited. But in that case it will still be possible to pull through with 
the help of a bit of dialectics, It goes without saying that I phrased my 
forecasts in such a way that 1 would prove to be right also in the op- 
posite case. 

So war dieser'n'lann dm- CVissenschaft! 
(b) But now, what about the second part of that obituary address, 

and the charge of political bad faith? The most damning evidence on 
this count is that of the consistent and ~ersistent refusal of Marx to 
make any serious attempt to answer those critics who argued that the 
enforcement of full socialism, Marxist style, would inevitably result, 
as in fact it has, in a vastly intensified and more universally repressive 
form of oriental despotism; or of, as it is euphemistically labelled by 
Marxists, "the Asiatic mode of production." The fact that Marx so 
swiftly abandoned his studies of that phenomenon is doubly signifi- 
cant: first, because it could not be encom~assed within. and therefore 
constituted a falsification of "our view" of a progressive, unilinear; 
historical development; and, second, because it provided the best 
available evidence of the Bikelv political and social effects of establish- 

/ il 

ing a totally centralized command economy. 
Criticism on this count in fact began very early, even before the first 

publication of the il/annfesto. Already in 1844 Arnold Ruge, who was 
"still a democratic, not a socialist revolutionary," protested that the re- 
alization of such socialist dreams would be "a ~o l i ce  and slave state."28 
In the year of the Manifesto, when Engels eiplained its ideas to the 
Vice-President of Louis Blanc's party, that luminary responded: "You 
are  leaning towards despotism."2g The fullest contemporary devel- 
opment was to come in 1873, in Bakunin's Statehood and Anarchy. 

It is illuminating to compare this failure, or this refusal, with the 
indifference shown by most of our socialist contemporaries, even 
those who repudiate the Marxist name, towards the charges that total 
socialism must inevitablv become totalitarian: and that a ~ lura l i s t  
economy is in fact a necessary condition of pluralist politics, though 
certainly not sufficient. The  motives are in both cases, presumably, 
the same. 

Such Mayekian theses") are, or course, nowadays accepted, not to 
say relished, by the chief enemies of both individual freedom and au- 
thentic rather than People's Democracy 

Consider, for instance, the statement issued in 1971 by the Institute 
of' Marxism-Leninism in Moscow. With its ejies then mainly on Chile 
and  France, it sketched a programme for achieving, through "United 
Front" or "Broad Left" tactics, irreversible Communist domination: 
"'Having once acquired political power, the working class implements 
the liquidation of the private ownership of the means of production 
... As a result, under socialism, there remains no ground for the ex- 
istence of any opposition parties counterbalancing the Communist 
Pastv." 
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Marx. Marx discovered, however unconsciously, that to be inspiring 
to our age, one must appear scientific. It took years for Madison Ave- 
nue to catch up. 

Marx thought of his doctrine as an indivisible whole culminating 
and based on his analysis of the historical process. Consider first his 
sociological and economic doctrines. 

According to Marx, "political ... religious ... artistic ... etc. devel- 
opment is determined by economic development" which, under cap- 
italism, opposes those who own capital to the proletarians who own 
only themselves. This "class struggle" is the decisive element deter- 
mining people's behavior and the course of history. Apply this theory 
of "historical materialism" to capitalism, Marx found its past merits 
to be immense but, writing in 1848, he felt that capitalism inevitably 
was becoming a "fetter on production" ripe for being overthrown. 
The  class struggle between capitalists and proletarians unavoidably 
would become more intensive ks capitalism develops: wealth is con- 
centrated, the "misery", 6.e., poverty, of the proletariat grows, and 
crises and wars arise from the various "contradictions" of capitalism; 
ultimately the workers who have "nothing to lose but their chains," 
overthrow the system and replace it with socialism which abolishes 
private ownership of the means of production-apical--and thus 
classes and class struggles. All the evils of this world would then 
wither away, for they are due to the capitalist system. Hence no more 
crime, war, government, etc. The  average man will rise to the stature 
of Aristotle.' Homosexuality, anti-sernitism and crime will disappear. 
(Marx, like Rousseau before him, believed that men are good and 
made bad only by bad social systems. Unlike Rousseau, he believed 
that these systems arise from historical necessity. It occurred neither 
to Marx nor to Rousseau-as it did to Madison-that bad men cor- 
rupt  good systems just as often as vice versa.) 

Marx believed that social class is the decisive group to which people 
belong, that intraclass conflicts are trivial, interclass conflicts decisive; 
that intraciass economic bonds are naturally stronger than interclass 
bonds, such as nationality, sex, age, or religion. Yet people belong to, 
and  are influenced by, many groups-religious, national, sex, age, oc- 
crrpational, geographical, etc. and there is no evidence that "class sol- 
idarity" is stronger than other group bonds. 

"Proletarians are ... by nature without national prejudice ... essen- 
tially humanitarian." National and religious wars, or the voting pac- 
terns of a democracy, as well as everyday observation, all indicate that 
Marx' doctrine is wrong-unless it be so qualified as to become mean- 
ingless. One way out is to say that "objectively" people have common 
class interests and should act according to the class struggle pattern- 
b u t  that they are not always "class consc io~s ."~  They suffer from 
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change" and "economic change" independently from each other it be- 
comes obvious that- historical change is not caused necessarily be eco- 
nomic change which is neither necessary nor sufficient to bring about 
historical change. The !say out is, of course, to make Marx assert only 
that. there is a strong and, sometimes, decisive relation between eco- 
nomic and other historical factors. This would be true but it rvould be 
a truism. Perhaps in hIarx' time it Isas not as much a truism as it is 
today. Marx surely has the merit of having called attention to eco- 
nomic factors which had often been neglected. 

This brings us to the economic heart of hlarx' doctrine. 

As did Adam Smith and David Ricardo before him, Marx asked: 
what causes value and what causes the \:slue of one thing to differ 
from that of another? Marx found that value equals "the quantity of 
labor," with skilled labor reduced to "average social labor," while raw 
materials and machinery "give up  to the product the value alone 
which they themselves lose." rTn!i!e the classics! economists, Marx did 
not admit that anything but labor could create value. 

The value of labor itself is equal to the quantity of labor needed to 
produce and sustain the laborer. Employers pay to workers the value 
of their labor, but, nevertheless, "exploit" them. For labor does create 
value in excess of its own. This excess-the surplus value-is appro- 
priated by employers-hence exploitation. It may take ten potatoes to 
support a worker for an hour. This is the value of that hour. But he 
produces twenty potatoes in that hour. The ten surplus potatoes are 
appropriated by the employer who has paid the worker the value of his 
labon 

How sound is this theory? The value of the output of all factors of 
production-labor, land, capital-must exceed the value of the in- 
put-else produceio~l is not ~vorthwhile. But why attribute this excess 
to labor? Why not to capital? Or to land, as the physiocrats did in the 
18th century? We have here a petitio principii: What Marx asserts and 
wishes to prove-that labor gets less than it should-is merely reas- 
serted in the conclusion, not proved. Labor is defined as the source of 
value-yet the excess value of the product over cost depends no less 
on the other factors of production. A definition is taken for a proof. 
And the definition is quite arbitrary, 

Generally speaking, the idea that econonlic value depends on any 
or all factors of production is mistaken. If it were true, then a pro- 
ducer  could never lose. Actually, the value of the product and the 
value of what went into it are each independently determined by rel- 
ative scarcity. If the value of the product is less than cost, the producer 
loses and stops producing it. 

Things obviously do not sell on the market in proportion to the la- 
bor embodied in them. For instance, look at the frequent changes in 
the price of oil, rvbeat, cotton or diamonds. Can they be correlated to 
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everybody ~vould be re-rvarded according to his need. In both cases 
everybody contributes according to his ability. 

No~v what does it mean to be rewarded according to one's contri- 
bution? Am I so rewarded today? The value placed on my contribu- 
tion-I mean the economic value-has been the result of the estimate 
of buyer and seller of what it ~vould take to get me to do this article. 
How would that be changed under socialismXn what way would it be 
improved? Who ~vould determine what my services are worth? Marx 
left these questions unanswered. 

Under communism, one is reavarded according to need. Who 
would determine my needs? Welfare ~vorkers-God forbid! I?  They 
are infinite as far as I am concerned and no economy could produce 
enough to satisfy them. The economic problem is to allocate things 
when fewer are available than are desired. This problem is now solved 
by the market. Te surely cannot be solved by defining it away and sim- 
ply assuming that people's desires are not practically infinite, or, that 
resources-including people's willingness to work-are. 

What about that willingness to work? If we are rewarded according 
to our need, not according tn our :47erk, h o ~  do you get people :a work 
at all-they ~vould get their income if they need it urithoui work? Fur- 
thel; how would one get people to work where they are needed, rather 
than tvhere they want to if their income is independent of their work 
and of the demand for it and depends only on their need? Compul- 
sion would have to replace the inducements of the market which now 
attract people to the occupations in which they are needed and to the 
employers who can use them. Only slave labor can be rewarded ac- 
cording to need-as seen by the slave holder, of course. And slave la- 
bor is not efficient. Therefore the Soviet Union has  no^^ returned to 
a n  incentive system which differs from ours only by being much 
steeper and leading to greater inequalities. 

I f  a demonstration was needed, the recent events in Poland cer- 
tainly furnish it. In that socialist country the workers went on strike 
against the management of the socialized industries. What more is 
needed to make it clear that the classless society Marx imagined in 
which everyone ~vould share the same interest is a dream that cannot 
be realized, contrary to what he thought, by socializing the means of 
production? Indeed, the Polish workers feel exploited by the bureau- 
crats who run the factories and everything else. The bureaucrats did 
no5 e l m  allo~v the workers to bargain or form their own organiza- 
tions. That was not necessary, according to Marx, since the workers' 
interests ~vould not differ from those of the management. The Polish 
workers have rather forcef~illy shown chat they do not think so. Work- 
ers in all the communist states ~vould do the same if they could over- 
come, as they did in Poland, the power of the secret police and of the 
whole oppressive apparatus of communism, 

T h e  gulf between the income and power of the governnlent bu- 
reaucrats-who have replaced the private owners of the means of 
production-and the workers, is greater than it was when the means 





THE ETHICS OF HUNTING: 
KILLING AS LIFE-SUSTAINING 

T n  recent years there has been a great deal of discussion and polit- 
I i c a l  activity in regard to firearm ownership and use. But, there has 
not been the same degree of discussion in regard to hunting. What 
makes this surprising, if for nothing else than its political implication, 
is that 48% of all firearms owners in the United States have stated that 
they own guns in order to hunt.' Anti-gun advocates would make 
their case much stronger politically if they could ban hunting as im- 
moral (following the same basic line that went into Prohibition) and 
thus close off the gun ownership debate through the back door. But, 
oddly enough, neither the anti-gun ad\rocates nor the pro-gun ad- 
vocates deal directly with the hunting issue. Both seem to take for 
granted the morality of hunting, that is, killing animals for sport. 

Such complacency in regard to hunting, for either side, ~vould seem 
to be ill-advised. Three factors present in our society indicate a shift- 
ing of mood in regard to the morality of hunting, a shifting that could 
affect the political environment in the near future. The three factors 
a re :  1) a growing movement among philosophers to develop theories 
of animal rights in the strict sense;' 2) the general impact of the me- 
dia upon children in regard to the 'personalization" of animals, as in 
Disney animated cartoons; 3) the affective distanceiseparation be- 
tween predation and eating that has occurred due to the industrial- 
ization of the food-gathering process. These three factors, one intel- 
lectual, two affective, have had and may continue to have a reinforcing 
effect on the emotional attitudes of people in regard to the killing of 
animals, especially if that killing is done not for food directly nor de- 
fense, but for the challenge of sport hunting. 

In  this paper I would like to discuss the ethics of hunting. I will dis- 
cuss the problem of animal rights to life and freedom from harm, as 
well as the ethics of fair chase and proper weapon and shot selection. 
I ~ v i l l  do this from within the perspective of general rights theory as 
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ality of man rvith animals, possesses greater plausibility fron? within 
an  evolutionary perspective, but loses any secure grouzzd as h r  as 
identifying clearly what rights are and ~vho possesses them. 5 suspect 
that in the end such a theory ivould identifv rights with nositive con- . u 

tractual agreements, and by extension, to whatever or xvhoariever one 
agrees to extend them to. 

I believe the most iniportan~ argument is the latter argument that 
attempts to deny hunting on the grounds of strict violation of animal 
rights to life and ~i~ell-bei~lg. Therefore, I ;\.ant to address this issue 
briefly 

~ 1 1 ;  general theory of rights identifies rights ivith persons insoiar 
as persons possess intelligence and freedom. In the late 18th century 
Pnl~mlanuel Kailt provided one of the finest formuiations of the theory 
of rights through his second formulation of the categorical impera- 
tive: ahvays treat the humanity of your own person and that of others 
as an end and never as a means only. This meant for Kant that each 
person liad to be treated as an intelligent and free agent  rho pos- 
sessed the right to consent freely to hmv helshe xias to he treated by 
others. Kanr derived this principle from his conviction [hat oniy ra- 
tional beings could recognize the universal implications of their mo- 
tives and thus universalize them into absolutely binding rnora! laws. 
hlan fbr Kant was thus a moral legislator and due the respect of all 
other moral iegislacors. 

Animals. on the other hand. evidence no such rational and voli- 
tional traits. They certainly evidence enormous powers of sensation 
a n d  instinctual responsiveness. But, so far as our evidence shows, they 
d o  not exhibit the ability to know and ax-ticulate uniz~osnl concepts 
a n d  values that form the basis of moral law and personal rights. 
T h o ~ i g h  there have been some interesting experiments with chinips 
that indicate the ability to do some kind of serial reasoniaig, these ex- 
periments, to the best of my knowledge, have yet to establish the p?es- 
ence of clear universal concepts that form time basis of what we serlctly 
mean by intelligence and moral reasoning. It is precisely the status of 
universal concepts in the reasoning and volitional process that distin- 
guishes between human and non-human though sentient activity" 
Without such evidence a theory of rights as applied to animals seems 
only to be far-fetched, arbitrary and fanciful, or merely anthropo- 
moruhic. 

T h e  attempt to anthropomorphise animals finds Little support in 
the Judeo-Christian tradition of moralit): There exists no blurring of 
distinction between man and animal. Adam names the animals and 
thus is "lord" over them. Thro~aghout the Old and New Testaments 
the sacrifice of ailinlais is an integral part of worship. Christ is my- 
thologized by the Christian tradition as the Paschal Lamb who is led 
to the slaughter. 

But, on the otlmer hand, one must not forget that neither the Bible 
nor Western Tradition view man as separate from the natural world. 
Biblical man, thouglm little less than the angels, is very much a citizen 
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this right to life and the conditions of life, given this ecosystem that 
obliges hinl to kill in order to sustain his own life and the conditions 
necessary for life sustenance. There are no other rights involved and 
therefore no other sources of obligation. 

HUNTING FOR SPORT' 

Apart from and beyond the ethical issue of the right to kill animals, 
a second and much more troubling question for the hunter is raised 
in regard to hunting purely for spore, trophy hunting, The  basic 
questions are these. Can killing for sport pure and simple be moral? 
Does not killing inflict unnecessary pain upon animals? Is this ethical 
since food procurement is not the issue? Shouldn't animals be given 
a fair chance to escape, if nothing more? 

-The basic question really comes down to this: haven't animals at 
least the right to be free from undue harm and suffering, lei alone 
death, if food-gathering needs are not strictly present in each act of 
killing? 

In response to these qj-testions, at l ea t  one genera! rep? must be 
made: killing may never be done wantonly nor indiscriminately. In 
every act of killing there must be a proportionate reason for the kill- 
ing. A proportionate reason muse be present because killing is an evil, 
though not necessarily a moral evil. Some moralists call such non.- 
moral evils ontic or material evils. They mean by this that in such acts 
there is a loss of something good, in this case, the life of the animal. 
And for there ever to be the deliberate taking away of something 
good, there needs to be a proportionate good that provides an ade- 
quate reason for this deliberate loss. If the reasons are not propor- 
tionate then the material or ontic evil (assuming the motive is the rea- 
son) becomes a formal or moral evil. 

Under this general principle, may hunting for sport be moral? Ma): 
in  other words, hunting for sport be a sufficient reason for justifying 
the killing of a non-threatening animal? 

As stated above, ecological balance requires the taking of life for 
life to be sustained. But sport hunting is neither for the sake of food- 
gathering nor ecological balance, strictly speaking. It is for fun, plain 
and  simple. The hunter stalks his game for the thrill of caking the 
game. 'The eating of the game is secondary to the pursuit. The thrill 
is in the predational act itself, not in the corollary benefits of food 
andlor natural balance. 

I n  the strictest sense such forms of hunting do not violate any moral 
law so long as sufficient reason exists ihr the action. If animals haven't 
a strict right to life, they haven't the right either not to be pursued for 
sport. Only human rights have bearing in this discussion. Therefore, 
from a strict interpretation of rights and obligations, animals haven't 
irz ne any rights that could or would limit the hunter in his pursuit of 
his quarry. 

The  sufficient reason necessary to justify the action is the challenge 
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hunter in need of food to wait until dawn to kill a deer as it would be 
for a cougar to wait. IVhatever fair chase may mean, it cannot mean 
that the animal has a right to be pursued in this manner. If this is 
true, then, whj- should the hunter be handicapped in his pursuit of 
game? Why is fair chase a moral condition of sport hunting? 

The  morality of fair chase evolves from two interrelated issues: the 
efficiency of modern weapons and the need for maintaining the del- 
icate balance of the ecosystem. 

The  efficiency of modern weapons and calibers, the extension of 
effective hunting ranges and times through modern sighting systems, 
the modern means of transportation, ground and air; and the pres- 
sure on game populations due to the density of hunters in the woods 
create an ever-increasing risk that animal pop~alations will be unduly 
depleted and a general dysfunction will occur in the ecosystem if re- 
straint upon these modern technologies is not kept in place. Our 
hunting technologies have become so sophisticated that the animal's 
natural instinctual defenses cannot cope with them. The unrestricted 
use of these technologies would simply devastate animal populations. 
Instincts for survival have not evolved suficient!y quickly enough to 
match the modern weapon, sighting system, and means of transpor- 
tation. The polar bear, for instance, has no defense against a hunter 
firing a high-powered, well-scoped rifle from an airplane. If polar 
bears were to be hunted in this manner, hardly any would survive. A 
magnificent species of animal ~vould be lost and with it a link in the 
biological-ecological chain. The balance of arctic life would be nega- 
tively affected. 

In  such an unrestricted manner of hunting, killing would not be 
life-sustaining but life-diminishing. Hunting in the long run would 
become the wanton destruction of life and life systems and thus 
threatening not only to the general animal kingdom, but threatening 
to the life of man himself. 

Fair chase, then, is a significant element in the morality of hunting 
because it is a self-imposed form of restraint upon killing, a restraint 
that  is intended to ensure that killing will be life-sustaining, It is re- 
quired therefore by the rights of man who is a participant in and de- 
pendent upon the ecosystem. 

The  last condition for the morality of trophy hunting concerns the 
proper selection of weapons1caIibers and <hot selection. 

Hunters generally agree that the taking of game must be done 
quickly, cleanly, and with the least pain possible to the animal. There- 
fore, hunters are quite explicit in recommending minimum allowable 
calibers for specific game, along with proper bullet weights, velocities 
a n d  ranges. They also strongly recommend sufficient practice with 
the  weapon to ensure clean, quick kills. Poor shot selection because of 
improper caliber, excessive range, or poor judgment in regards to 
personal skills are usually strongly condemned by experienced hunt- 
ers .  The reasons are simple and clear. Failure to use weapons prop- 
erly means 1) unnecessary suffering on the part of the animal, and 





'The system of legal restraints inlposed by the state under the rubric 
of game management attempts to balance reproduction, habitat, and 
restricted predation. The observance of these laws, laws that include 
game allowed to be taken, season lengths, numbers allowable, and 
weapon selection, generally ensures this balance. The observance of 
these laws is therefore a moral issue, at least indirectly since these 
laws are geared to uphold and sustain the balance of nature which w7e 
as humans depend upon for our existence. Thus, though it may 
sound preposterous, it is nevertheless true, that weapons selection, 
practice, and shot placement are all part and parcel of a broad moral 
issue, the issue of human survival in a very complex, very delicately 
balanced ecosystem. 

The importance of any discussion in ethics is to discover consistent 
principles which lend themselves to intelligent application in human 
affairs. I have tried to do this in this paper. My thesis throughout has 
been simp!e. A!! ki!!ing of non-human anima!s is moral if there is nrn- r- - 
portionate reason. This reason must in the final analysis be consistent 
with the general principle that man alone among the animals has 
rights to life and the conditions for life. Thus, under this principle, 
hunting is moral if it contributes to man's welfare, the welfare of the 
ecosystem. To refer once again to Whitehead's remark, hunting is 
moral if it is in the end life-sustaining. 
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(19) The  capitalist receives some of the value of' what the laborer cre- 
ates. 

(1 0) The  laborer is exploited by the capitalist.' 

The  crucial premise in this argument is (17); it replaces the labor the- 
ory of value-the theory that labor alone determines andlor creates 
value-with what Cohen thinks is a much more plausible claim. 

On its face, however, the first premise of the Plain Argument seems 
no more plausible than the labor theory of value. There are a variety 
of contributions that the capitalist makes to the process of produc- 
tion-capital accumulation and risk bearing, for example. These ac- 
tilities, unlike entrepreneurial or management activities, are ones 
that the capitalist performs just as a capitalist. And they are essential 
features of any set of economic arrangements. Production, and es- 
pecially rnodern industrial production, necessarily involves capital ac- 
cumulation and risk bearing. Insofar as these are necessary compo- 
nents of the process of production, i.e., insofar as they are activities 
that someone must perform if production is to take place, it is far 
from obvious that the laborer is "the only person who creates the 
product." 

Cohen seems to have something like this concern in mind when he 
allows that tlae activities of the capitalist may be "productive" even 
though the capitalist is not a producer. To act productively, Cohen 
says, "it is enough that one does something which helps to bring it 
about that a thing is produced, and that does not entail participating 
in producing it."5 But I do not understand why Cohen thinks this dis- 
tinction between producing and productive activity reinforces, rather 
than merely restates, the first premise of the Plain Argument. I will 
return to this point below. 

Even if we accept the first premise, the Plain Argument is incom- 
plete in other ways, a fact which Cohen himself recognizes. In "The 
Labor Theory of Value and the Concept of Exploitation," he says the 
argument lacks a crucial normative premise to the effect that "under 
certain conditions, it is (unjust) exploitation to obtain something from 
someone without giving him anything in return," and a characteri- 
zation of pertinent features of capitalism "such as the fact that the la- 
borer isforced, by his propertylessness, to work for the capitaiist.""n 
"More on Exploitation and the Labour Theory of Value," he retracts 
this and argues that the case for exploitation rests on the moral status 
of  private property: 

If it is morally all right that capitalists do and workers do not own 
means of production, then capitalist profit is not the fr~rit of exploita- 
tion; and if the pre-contractual distributive position is morally wrong, 
then the case for exploitation is made. The  question of exploitation 
therefore resolves itself into the question of the moral status of capi- 
talist private propert):' 





EXPLOITATION 

f -om satisfying his needs. This may not be the case and, in many 
modern capitalist societies, it usually is not. If anyone is exploited in 
such societies it is the third party whose needs are not met because 
some of the value of the laborer's product is transferred to the capi- 
talist. And it is the fact that this third party's needs are not met, 
rather than tlme fBct that need is not the basis on which the capitalist 
receives part of the value of wliat the laborer produces, that grounds 
the charge of exploitation. 

Indeed, if Cohen is right about what a principle of distribution ac- 
cording to need entails, the laborer himself will often be vulnerable 
to a charge of exploitation. If' the value of what the laborer produces 
is more than sufficient to meet his needs, he must distribute it to oth- 
ers who are in need or be guilty of exploitation. And similar remarks 
could be made about any other principle of distribution (or entitle- 
ment). 

Cohen has simply failed to see that a specific charge of exploitation, 
i.e., the charge that a specific individual or class is exploited by an- 
other, entails more than just a maldistribution of value. If the charge 
that r.n;t.l;ats exploit vJorkers is to be rr,air,tained, it is not enOUmh 
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that  ( I )  capitalists appropriate from workers part of the value of 
something that the workers alone produce, and (2) capitalists are not 
eneirled to this value. A third condition must be met: the putative vic- 
tim of this appropriation, the worker, must be entitled to the value he 
does not get. Exploitation is, in other words, a rnaldistribution of 
value that results from the misuse of the exploited, rather than simply 
any nlalciistribution ~vhatever. 

This conclusion has rather important consequences for the Marxist 
critique of' capitalism. Cohen may be correct to argue that the labor 
theory of value and the theory of surplus value are neither necessary 
nor sufficient to ground the charge that capitalists exploit workers. 
But  the difficulties Cohen encounters illustrate an important point: 
that the logical connection between these theories and the charge of 
exploitation may well be less important than the psychological con- 
nections. If one believes that labor creates value (what Cohen calls the 
popular version of the labor theory of value) or that socially necessary 
labor detern~ines value (what he calls the strict version), it is quite nat- 
ural  to view the relationship between the capitalist and the laborer as 
one  of exploitation. For after all, what is the capitalist doing bur grow- 
ing  fat off the srveat and toil of those who labor to give value to a re- 
calcitrant material ~vorld? But if the source of value is something 
other than laboi-, the charge of exploitation is likely to lose much of its 
emotive force. 

An even more important upshot is that Marxists may be forced to 
abarmdon the most distinctive and provocative cornponermt of their cri- 
t ique of capitalism. The  labor theory of value is a persuasive and 
compeiiing ground for the charge that capitalists exploit \vorkers even 
if it is not an adequate one. Cohen's attempt to ground this charge, 
a n d  others like it, are likely to be neither. This ~:ould leave as the pri- 





HOW THE TACKSONIANS 
OPPOSED IND~STRIALIZATTON : 

LESSONS OF DEMOCRATIC 
BANKING POLICIES 

F o r  many Libertarian ~uriters, especially historians, the Jacksoni- - ans are frequently held up  as heroes of the free marker. In a re- 
cent article in this journal, Paul McGouldrick offered arguments on 
a series of topics, all of which suggested that the Jacksonians favored 
industrialization. Regardless of the Jacksonians' positions on tariffs 
o r  other industrial policies, the Democrats' approach to banking reg- 
ulation deserves a hard look based on the evidence, not on romantic 
assumptions about what these supposed laissez-faire advocates 
should have favored. I n  fact, it is clear that especially at the state 
level-but even at the national level-the jacksonians pursued activist 
policies that involved the government completely in the economy. Fi- 
nally, they pursued only slightly less enthusiastically a national pro- 
gram of centralizing the banking system. Thus, using banking as a 
weather vane, in no way did the Jacksonian winds blow in the direc- 
tion of lc~issez-faire. ' 

The antebellurn South provides an excellent testing ground for any 
discussion of Jacksonian policies because the Democrats had rela- 
tively free reign in at least six of the eleven Confederate states for ap- 
proximately forty years. In  the remaining five states, the Whigs 
formed an effective counterbalance to the iiacksonians' ~olicies. A 

4 

clear comparison ir? cause and effect is then possible, based on what, 
exactly, the Jacksonian-controlled states did. These six states-Ala- 
bama, Arkansas, Florida, Mississippi, Tennessee, and Texas-will be 
referred to here as "New South," a term that captures the demo- 
graphic shifts associated wit11 the demand for agricultural land in the 
1820s and 1830s. New South states certainly had their share of Whigs 
after 1830. but in general the Democrats controlled the statehouses 

V 

rather consistently and in many cases dominated the national legis- 
lative delegations (Alabama elected none but Democratic senators in 
the antebellum period). More than their numerical superiority the 
New South Jacksonians maintained consistent control over a period 
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1840s and early 1850s and transferred it to the plantation-dominated 
counties. Alabama's state bank semi-monopolv succeeded in retard- 
ing industrialization ~vhile at the same time it protected and nurtured 
a slave-based system that the market would nor have sustained." 

Fortunatelv for Alabama, the citizenry recognized the evils asso- 
ciated with a dominant state bank, and the legislature began killing 
it ancl its branches in 1841. The state adopted a policy of chartering 
competitive banks, adding a free-banking law in 1850. Still, despite 
tho q r ; T ~ . I , a C  fif LOP hnmlr;nm thprp r l ,nC  m n  v1x-L tn t n l , ~  n, - IT ln~~tnmD AC. 
L I 1 L  Y I I  C U L i )  "I I I  LC. VUIIRIIIS) I l i C l  C V > U O  LA" 1 U O 1 1  IV  L U R L  L L L I I L L I I L C L E L  V I  

the free-banking regulations, because the chartering laws had been 
sufficiently relaxed that obtaining a charter was as easy as opening a 
bank under free-banking laws. Democrats had Led the move into state 
banking; Whigs actually led the attacks against it. But it was not the 
jacksonians who pressed for adoption of the free-banking laws. 
Rather, coalitiorls favored such legislation. In Arkansas, Tennessee, 
Alabama, and Florida Whigs joined Democrats in wielding the power 
of the state. For Whigs this was hardly unexpected, but arguments 
that the Democrats engaged in laissez-faire policies at_ the state level 
mnst be r ~ e x a m i n e d . ~  

Arlzansas clearly demonstrates this need for revision. The le~isla- 
ture created the i ea l  Estate Bank of the State of Arkansas in itsvfirsr 
act, with Democrats joining the Whigs in voting for the bill. In activist 
fashion. the state furnished $2 million in bonds for cauital but did not 
control the operatioils of the bank. It established branches in Helena, 
Little Rock, Columbia, and Washington, and its obvious goal was to 
help the agricultural interests in the eastern and southern sections of 
the state. A group of families, headed b) the Sevier family (but re- 
ferred to as the Bourbons) soon controlled the bank, dispensing its 
largesse to friends and political cronies. But Arkansas showed a clear 
difierence in the results of Democratic policies as opposed to those of 
the Whigs that persists to this day between modern Democrats and 
Republicans: the antebellum Democratic policies relied on inflation 
as opposed to Whig legislation that utilized taxation as a means to pay 
for state intervention. For example, the Real Estate Bank permitted 
stsckhoiders to borrow half of the maximum ailowed $30,000 worth 
of stock based on the or i~ ina l  collateral. Moreover. when bond sales 

0 

flopped, the directors permitted unsold bonds to be used as collateral 
o n  a loan, a tactic of questionable legality. Consequently, the chiefjus- 
tice of the Arkansas Supreme Court ruled that the state had specu- 
lated in the bond market and was thus liable for the full par value of 
the bonds ($170,000 more than the bonds brought when sold)." 

As serious as these problems were, they masked the real mischief 
created by Democratic state banking policies. Government control of 
banking usually in~olves some abuses, and the fact that the Jackson- 
ians were the party in power proved no exception. In 1842, with the 
Real Estate Bank in a state of collapse, the directors transferred a 
deed of assignment to trustees, who demonstrated even greater gen- 
erosity toward debtors (most of them friends) than had the bank's di- 





JLCKSONIAN BANKING 5 1 

pattern, again 13ecause pianters found themselves dissatisfied with 
what they saw as an inadequate money supply. A strong, solvent bank, 
the Bank of Mississippi at Naeclaez, had acted under monopoly priv- 
ilege since 1819, but in 1832 the legislature actively participated in 
credit generation by p l e d g i ~ g  the state's "fa-ith and credit" to the 
Planter's Bank, as well as subscribing to $2 million ~vorth of the stock 
ancl appointing a majority of its directors. As the land boom of the 
1830s set in, ho~vever, even the credit generation of the Planter's Bank 
disappoii~ted htIississippians, who demanded and received a bank at 
"every cross-road. town." Nevertheless, of the totai capital in Missis- 
sippi, the state loomed as the single largest participant, authorizing 
the massive &ion Bank to be capitalized at $15.5 million backed by 
the state's "faith and credit." This means that Jacksonian-led legisia- 
tures bad directly pledged $17.5 miliion of the $30.4 million total 
banking capital in the state in 1840. But the impact of the legislature's 
actions was even deeper, because many investors who made up  the 
$12.9 million of private capital were encouraged and inAluenced by 
the speculative frenzy caused by the flood of state funds.I0 

?\;:"":"":-.-: / ,3slsslpp,'s banking management r---- ' -- - "I"-. 
LIVCCI 1 1 ~  uildel er~i  tila11 ihat of 

Arkansas, and easy lending terms contributed to the ~vjeak financial 
condition brought on by the Panic bf 1837. Mbrse. bond sales sank, 
and  a Democratic-Led repudiationist movement took root, Demo- 
cratic repudiaiors captured the 1842 election, and the state formally 
denied and ignored its contract with the bondi~olders. Banking csn- 
fidence remained so low that no major bank returned to operations 
before the Civil War. Like Florida, Mississippi appealed to foreigners 
for a loan during the Civil War, with the same sharply negative re- 
sults." 

These examples represent the most clearly illustrated cases, but the 
Jacksonians' pattern appeared consistently in other Sr~uthern states 
as well as in the North. Tennessee created a state bank with a bipar- 
tisan vote, and the Democrats conrrolled it; nevertheless, enough 
competition had existed from earlier administrations that the Jack- 
soniaris faced some major restraints in their attacks on laissez-faire. 
Wisconsin Democrats, who controlled early state politics, attempted. 
to prohibit banlzs entirely They succeeded only in driving out char- 
tered banks; but the most stable and successful bank in the Old 
Northwest emerged oztside of state regulation. George Smith, a 
Scotsman, opened an insurance company that issued its own money, 
redeemable irr gold. While the frustrated Jacksonian legislators 
searched for a legal way to close the bank, Smith's money circulated 
throughout Wisconsin, Iowa, and Tllinois, becoming the region's 
most dependable monetary standard because Smith without excep- 
tion redeemed his notes in gold." 

It is time to stop assuming that the Jacksonians stood for certain 
principles and to !ook at their policies. Clearly, their gclicies in  xhe 
states in ~z~hii-h they held effective majorities reveal a party that be- 
lie~:ed in an activist state gover-nrnerat, The ,Jacksonians did not hesi- 
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through his actions. Second, Jackson received considerable second- 
hand prodcling to centralize the banking system from Jssac Bronson, 
who submitted a ... PlnltJ6r a ~\btionnL Bar& ... to the House W7ays and 
Means Committee in 1833. Bronson, in a private letter, said that the 
beauty of the plan lay in the fact that it would "remove that bugbear- 
constitutioraal scruples," Jackson told his cabinet in March 1833 that 
he ~vould consider a new national bank if a "full and fair experi~~ment" 
with the pet banks proved unsuccessful." Indeed, he had already em- 
barked on a plan to sue the pet banks to suppress small notes.'" 

Certainly divisions within the party existed, "Hards" fought "softs" 
over the desirabilitv of an all-metallic currencv. In  most Southern 
cases, Berrlocratic g&eiiiors such as Archibald kli of Arkansas and 
Alexander McFJuat of Mississippi shifted their positions as the Panic 
greJt worse, often supporting or personally engaging in speculation 
before the Panic but moving into the "hard" camu later. What the " 
jacksonians found most difficult, ho'~vever, was to maintain their rhet- 
oric of equality in the face of evidence that not all rvould profit equally 
in a laissez-faire system. Born the view of maqJacksonians, equality 
of' opportunity meant availability of credit, whether the market would 
provide it or not. This required government activism, as each of the 
Southern case studies shows. Although the Washington Globe pre- 
dicted "a man will soon be known as belonging to the Soldparty or the 
Paper partj," Francis Blair revealed that the real war would pit "the 
ba?l,k of the US against the mint ofthe US." Thus, the true battle was 
between market control (a ~r iva te  institution, the 44.U.S.) and centra! 

I 

government control. Nationalizing the money supply by making LJ.S.- 
minted gold coins the only circulating medium w u i d  not have been 
a blow for state's rights. Quite the contrary, it would have made it eas- 
ier for the federal government by fiat to convert to an all-paper stan- 
dard.  Indeed, William C. Rives of Virginia suspected that the gov- 
ernment's purpose was "to supply thro' the national Ti-easury, a 
government paper money." That most Democrats thought they opposed 
a strong centralized government has little to do with what policies they 
elmacted.17 

Several reasons suggest that control over the money supply, and not 
its composition, remained central to the thinking of the Jacksonians, 
First, the apparently inconsistent adoption of Greenback. principles 
by Democrats after the war, as well as the enthusiasm with which 
man!; of them embraced the Populists' programs of government con- 
trol, shows that "hard money" itself constituted a relatively minor is- 
sue. Second, Jackson's personal request in 1829 that Amos Kendall 
design a new national bank plan rzot based on hard money (but per- 
mitting federal note issue) shows that Jackson himself favored a na- 
tional bank as long as it was his national bank. Third, the egalitarian 
rhetoric of the party was at odds with the realities of any market econ- 
omy. Fourth, the actual policies adopted by the Jacksonians were 
based on anything but laissez-faire principies. Finally there is an in- 
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vene in the market repeatedly. Before thejacksonians are made into 
heroes of the free market, their actions should be more carefully ex- 
amined. 
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T his is an important book. This is so in spite of the fact that the 
publisher, Louisiana State University Press, is not one of the ma- 

jor academic presses, and in spite of the fact that Kelley is not a name 
known everywhere in the Anglo-American philosophical world. The 
importance of the book has three sources. First, it is a defense of a 
striking proposal-what Melley calls the "realist theory of percep- 
tion"-that is sharply out of tune with coilventional wisdom in Mod- 
e rn  phiiosophy. Second, it had its origin in a dissertation from Prince- 
ton, supervised by Richard Rorty; for some time, Kelley's work has 
been known, mostly by word-of-mouth in libertarian-philosophical 
circles, as a professionally competent defense of epistemological 
theses originating with Ayn Rand. Third, apparently because of Kel- 
ley's participation in cognitive-science colloquia at Vassar, this volume 
has come to have a life of its own in "artificial intelligence" circles: 
there have been lively debates about it on "ai.philn, one of the elec- 
tronic news services used by AI professionals. 

Beginning with Plato and Aristotle, and including such philoso- 
phers as Aquinas and Mant, it is a well-known phenomenon that most 
epistemological and metaphysical theories (at least for major, specu- 
lative philosophers) have had behind them complex, and sometimes 
obscure, political, ethical and religious (or anti-religious) agenda. 
This  is not to accuse these philosophers of being "biased", or to ac- 
cuse them of the presentation of sophistical shams in order to lay a 
foundation for their real theory of politics, ethics or religion. It is 
rather merely to be "adult" about where human interests reailv lie, 
a n d  where the energies of philosophical expositions are-in the case 
o f  most better philosophers, at least-ultimately directed. 
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orous, iaidividualist a~zjthing. The epistemological stress on passivity 
in such a theory is horribly at odds-as a "literary" theme-with the 
main focus on vigor and self-development central to the individualist 
ideology. 

DESCARTES, KANT AND "REPRESE~"~ATIONALISFV~['~ 

As 1 have already indicated, Kelley gives us a relatively fair and so- 
phisticated picture of "enemies" of the thesis he wishes eventually to 
advance. such as Descartes and Kant. The contrast here is with Rand, 
~vhose comments on these figures could at best be described as 
"pithy" in their brevity, and at worst as cas~ial or cavalier. Comparison 
of Keliey's work with Peikofys-who was obsessed with sho~ving the 
origins of Naziism in Kant's philosophy-is tilankfully impossible. 

The view Kelley traces to Descartes, and which he then wishes to 
pin on almost ail of hlodern philosophy is termed rep?-es~?ztntionalism. 
It perhaps can be seen as having reached maturity in the works of 
Brentano and Meinong, and interestingly forms the basis of much re- 
search being pursued in artificial intelligence along the direction of 
"cognitive mocleling." Representationalism is the view that, whenever 
we hai~e thoughts about the world, presented to our thought is an ob- 
ject-a representation-that can be metaphorically seen as a "pic- 
ture" of the (real) world "outside" of us. Modern philosophy can then 
be seen essentiallv as a discourse on how exactly a representation 
arises and of what it consists (e.g., sensations), of how reliable it is, 
and of how much it is "like" the external 5vorld of ~vhich it is a "pic- 
ture"-or even of whether there is an external ~vorld. The primary 

e, ac- direct object of experience, thought, and a5vareness is therefo- 
cording to this picture, the representation (variously called the 
"idea," the "phenomenon," or the "thought-object" by Modern phi- 
losophers). The "external ~vorld" outside of the perceiver's mind and1 
or body is then at best i~zdirect<v experienced or inferred-perhaps not 
reliably (Kant), and perhaps only mythically (Berkeley). One princi- 
ple question is then horv much of a representation is determined by 
the perceiver's "mode of cognition," anci ho~v much is determined by 
the "real object" in the external world "causing" the representation. 

Even in his exposition of representationalism, one can easily guess 
~vhat Hklley's point is going to be. Perhaps awareness and thought are 
not "of' representations, but "of' real objects themselves. That is, 
perhaps the Cartesian model of directly being aware of representa- 
tions, and only indirectly (or inferentially) being aware of real objects 
is fl~ldamentally incorrec~. Although Kelley only later drives home 
the point, the suspiciously simple dichotomy beticeen "correspon- 
dence" and "coherence" theories of truth is itself predicated upon a 
r-epresei~tationalist model. Piamel), in the correspondence theory the 
qriestion is the extent to ~vhich our representations are "like.' reality. 
But as r~oteci by Berkeley and observed repeatedly since, represen- 
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What is Keliey's point here? That Kant's observations about space, 
time, and cause are now old-fashioned arcane and that the nature of 
each is 110m7 iveil understood? If so, Kelley is profoundly uninformed. 
Througl~out Evidence ofthe Senses, there is not a hint of the profound 
difficulties that still infect our understanding of these concepts 
(whether in philosophy or in the empirical psychological literature 
Kelley of'te11 cites). Kelley takes the common-sense understanding of 
them-whatever that is- as well-defined and perfectly usable in sci- 
entific explanation itself. We then shifts the discussion away from the 
role space, time and cause play in experience of the ~vorld to the ex- 
ceedingly simple-minded ivorld of the perception of middle-sized ob- 
jects (which Kant never deigns to address). Reflections on the con- 
cepts of space, time, cause and free will build the only arguments one 
sees in the Critique. If Kelley does not understand what these argu- 
ments are, he should bow out of historical criticism. 

Against ail tile represeniaiionaiists, but especially against ideaiisrs 
of aU stripes, Kelley proposes a thesis that he terms the "primacy of 
existence"-a phrase used with mind-numbing frequency in some 
Objectivist tracts, but here made comprehensible. This is the thesis 
that "consciousness is radically noncreative, radically dependent on 
existence for its conter,:~." ?JOTS, the 'radically' here suggests that con- 
sciousnesslaware~less is never creative, which is an implausible claim 
we will later have to examine. But quibbling aside, and following upon 
his exposition of representationalism, Kelley's presentation of this, 
the core of his "realism", is not unattractive. He is also extraordinar- 
ily cautious to note that this thesis cannot be the conclusion of an ar- 
gument, but rather '"must serve as an axiomatic fbundation for any 
inquiry into the nature and functioning of our cognitive capacities." 

So fal; so good. But then comes an argument with the primacy of 
existence as its conclusion. Namely, Kelley does a phenomenological 
analysis of his experience of sitting at his tvork table: "'When I reflect 
on my awareness of [the desk, typewriter, etc.], I am aware of it as 
something completely non~reat ive~ merely a revelation of what there 
is." (p. 31): 

i am aware of [my awareness itself?] 
as non-creati~e. 

Therefore, awareness is no11-creative. 

From a similar phenomenology argument, Kelley later concludes 
that  perception is "non-inferential." But there is a terrible non sequi- 
t u r  here. Can something be creative, yet tve are not aware that ~ v e  are 
"creating" it? Can we make an inference, yet not be aware of so doing? 
If one means b q  "create" intentional4 create, or intentiolzal(y infer, then 
of course not. Rut saying that Me are certain we do not intentionally 





EVIDENCE OF THE SENSE 6 3 

the causal chain, however this is to be measured, is no: crucial to per- 
ce i~ ing  or- direct awareness. 

The admission of time delays ma): however, conflate memory and 
perception. For certainly my now recalling seeing my car is little dif- 
ferent from "long" causal chains by reflected images in which I "now" 
see my car as it was. There is a certain phenomenological difference 
that is usunlb present: namely in the case of memory, I decidp to recall. 
But then, I can decide to perceive, too-although what I perceive (just 
like what I remember) is not given by the mode of cognition. Memory 
is veridical, too. And then there are cases where I failed to no tic^ 
sonlething at the time I was sensing it: I now see my car keys dangling 
in the ignition. When did 1 perceive the car keys? They made no im- 
pact ripon my awareness while I was in the car-so we cannot be said 
then to have perceived them. On the other hand, to say we now per- 
ceive them f~ir ther  blurs the edges between memory and perception. 

But suppose we have a machine which, when a person is in its 
video-camera field, transmits an image of a black dot on a white back- 
ground. - Other~vise, the image is a diffuse white field. TiVe know this. 
Now, when we see the black dot on the T V  screen, are we perceiving 
the person? Kelley in fact has one escape from this dilemma. He 
might say that in the case as I have described it, there is conscious in- 
i'erence: I see the black dot, and intentionally, consciousiy infer that 
there is a person in front of the machine's camera. But Lei us suppose 
that I have been trained for some time simply to judge that there is a 
person in front of the camera when the black dot appears. Inference 
is no longer conscious. (Just as a security guard, when he hears a bur- 
glar alarm, may no longer need consciously to infer that a door was 
opened.) li tinink Kelley would then have to ad~nit  that such a situation 
constitutes a case of direct awareness, of perceiving, the person. It is 
true that our justified perceptual judgments about the properties of 
the person is impoverished: we don't know haw he is dressed, the per- 
son's genden; size, anad so on. But this occurs in Inany cases of fog, 
poor angles and lighting, etc., in which Keliey admits we still have a 
case of perception of the person. 

Kelley's strangest remarks in connection with the theme of "di- 
rectness" come in his discussions of inference and computation. 

An inference requires knowledge of ihe connection between premise 
and conclusion, and hence an inferential view must explain this knowi- 
ecige. (p. 78) 

We can understarid direct awareness onl! by contrast with knowledge 
that results fiom consciously directed processes of integrating infor- 
mation. (p. 68) 

But [a ~lunlber of authorsj have merged the concept with the ordinary 
meaning of directness, by assuming that any processing of receptor re- 
sponses must involve cornp~atation or inference. 
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Before turning to perception alone, 4 want to make only a couple 
of observations about the generally excellent chapter on the relation 
between perception and sensation. Here, Kelley argues that percep- 
tion of whole objects, distinguished against a background, is our nor- 
mal mode of experience, and that ~vhat philosophers have called sen- 
sation (the awareness of sense data) is a chimera, or occi~rs only in 
severely impoverished perception. This general point has of course 
frequently been made against sensationalism, but 1 know7 of no single 
source that presents such an extensive barrage of argun3ents against 
sensationalism as does Kelley. The use of contemporary literature 
from psychology and cognitive science is especially devastating. 

But the weakness in this chapter is again partly one of the inter- 
pretation of historical sensationalism, What is this view? Roughly, of 
course, that any perception is analyzable as a complex of sensations. 
Much of the evidence Kelley gathers refutes the thesis that our own 
perceptual objects are phenoil~enologically experienced a.s sensations. 
Ratherj perceptual objects are experienced ho?istica!ly. He also re- 
h t e s  the claim that the development of "normal" perceptual objects 
arises from the initial awareness merely of sensations, whence one 
learns to assemble sensations into perceptions, never again attending 
to the parts that once went into making our first perceptual objects. 
But there is a far more slippery sensationalist theory that Kelley 
seems to have few weapons against: sensatio~s form the theoretical 
foundation of perceptual objects. Kt is, of course, unclear what exactly 
such a "foundation" is, or why one should want one. But such a the- 
oretical twist makes Kelley's sometimes banal use of phenomenologi- 
cal observations irrelevant. Namely, the fact that we can't find pure 
sensations in o~ar consciousness counts as little against sensationalism 
as our inability to "see" a perfect triangle counts against Aristotle's 
philosophy of mathematics. 

But let us now turn to the central point of Kelley's book. What is the 
"realist theory of perception" that he defends? This is more difficult 
to say than one would hope, for Kel?ey oddly is not given to single clear 
statements of his main positions; he is at his best on the attack. Saying, 
"Perception is ahvays of existencelreality" comes close. So, i~teresr- 
ingly, does saying, "Perceptual judgments are never mistaken." This 
last assertion is of course-especially curious, and requires us to turn 
to Kelley9s analyses of "illusions" such as a circle that appears as a.n 
ellipse or, still better, a stick half-submerged in water that "appears" 
bent. In both the case of' seeing the stick out of water and then half- 
submerged, I think Kelley wants to say, w7e perceive the stick. Other- 
wise, it is not a case of perception at all. Kelley goes on: "The normal 
look of the stick and the refracted Look are simply two different forms 
in it~hich one can perceive tile same external attribute." This externai 
attribute is ""the" shape of the stick. Perception now is notjust ofastick, 
bu t  rather of a stick in relation to a background-i.e., whether it is all 
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main case for perceptual realism is embarrassingly trivial. Can any 
case be made for a perceptual realism? I think so, even if this realism 
is not so strong a version of realism as Mr. I(elley would like. Let us 
consider a number of theses about perception and the (external) 
world: 

I. The ~ ~ o r l d  is always exactly the way we perceive it to be. 
IIa. The world is never the way we perceive it. 
I lb.  We cannot be certain the world is ever the way we perceive it. 
111. We can be certain the world is so~netimes the way we perceive it. 

( I )  is the thesis Kelley attempts to defend. Given Kelley's notion of 
'perceive', it is in fact a tautology. H use 'perceive' in the broader sense 
of being possibly non-veridical, i.e. as synonymous with "seem to per- 
ceive," or "appears." (Ila) is not an especially attractive hypothesis 
but, depending on what one takes to be the "way we (commonly) per- 
ceive it," the thesis might have been held by Berkeley or Eeibniz. (IIb) 
is almost exactly Kantian Idealism. It intimates that "the world" (nou- 
mena) is very probably not the way we perceive it-e.g.; in having no 
arrangement in time and space, no causal arrangement, etc. Al- 
though Kant does not emphasize it, it is just possible that the nou- 
mena have attributes that "mirror" the properties we experience them 
as having: they are  numerically distinct, in "space", ordered in 
"time", etc. But his point is that we have no evidence that this is so. 

I would like to sketch the beginning of an argument here that (111) 
is true, and that this is the best any seniible realist would want to do. 
I d o  so by showing that any argument for a position such as (HIb) 
makes at least one assumption that is equivalent to the negation of 
(IIb) .  That is, I suggest that all arguments in favor of (IIb) are self- 
defeating. 

Consider the neurological discovery in the 19th century that was re- 
garded (especially by Helmholtz) as a "confirmation" of Kantian 
idealism embodied in (Ilb). This discoverv is termed the " ~ r i n c i ~ l e  of 

\ ,  1 I 

specific nerve energy." The point is that the. triggering of a given 
nerve ending, and the subsequent transmission of the nerve impulse 
to the central nervous system, tells the brain nothing about the spe- 
cific nature of what caused the triggering. All that is necessary is a 
certain threshold stimulation-heat from a burner, an atomic bomb, 
o r  electrical stimulation applied by an evil scientist. The phenomena 
(what interpretation the brain puts on these received signals) need 
nor bear any functional relationship to the noumena (what is in fact 
causing the neuron to fire). But is this evidence for (IIb)? Nerves, the 
brain, and what triggers neurons, are themselves perceptual objects, 
phenomena. Causal relations which the 19th century physiologists es- 
tablished are themselves phenomenal relationships among phenon- 
ena-established by experiment and observation. Thus belief in the 
principle of specific energy requires belief that something Like nerves 
really exist and behave according to this principle. In short, the prin- 
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to argue for this thoroughly Aristotelian position, but perhaps the 
mere isolation of this inference in Kant's logic, and the gesture in the 
direction of the possibility of "internalizing" a perceived, a posteriori 
necessity gives an indication of the direction of a possible argument. 

I have also not argued directly for (111). I have rather argued that 
arguments for (IIb) are flawed. I do not have-and possibly there 
cannot be-strong, direct arguments for (III). At this point I endorse 
Kelley's cautious assessment of any such principle as necessarily an ax- . 

iom. Vis a vis (I) however, I regard my (111) as on much stronger foot- 
ing. Certainly it could be true when (I) is not, but not vice versa. P sus- 
pect, as in Kelley's case, that the only case that can be made For (I) is 
hopelessly question-begging. What is more, I do not see the method- 
ological reasons for assuming (I). I do see a reason for assuming that 
some of our perceptions are indeed veridical, even when we cannot 
ascertain which. My methodological reasons are directly analogous 
with those we might have for endorsing the negation of the Principle 
of Universal Causation. Admitting there are uncaused events in the- 
ory is harmless. Admitting that this event is uncaused is pernicious, 
bPCaUSP it lead us to ahanden any search for a possjb!e c-~se. It 
damages our incentive, our emotional motivation, for searching. 

My strongest reasons for complaint against Kelley's in places quite 
observant book harks back to my mere "stylistic" complaint. There is 
a n  emphasis, an obsession, with demonstrating the essential (episte- 
mological) passivity of human life. This is radically out of tune with 
the "spirit" of individualism. What is needed as an antidote is a phil- 
osophically well-developed theory of the "active" portions of human 
life: planning, deliberating, intending, acting, in short, a respectable, 
modernized theory of practical reasoning in the sense of Aristotle. 
Bizarrely, one might note that Marx observed this over a century ago, 
and  his successors have "capitalized" upon it, while his individualistic 
competitors have set out to show the passivity (RandIKelley) of the hu- 
man  mind, or the rule-governed, generalizably merely calculating na- 
ture  of action (von MisesIFriedman). This is all quite unhealthy, and 
concedes far too much intellectual-rhetorical ground to the undes- 
erving, non-individualistic opponent. 

I n  Aristotle's work, but in hardly any other philosopher's since, we 
see due attention being given both to "speculative" and to practical- 
that  is action-directed-reason. Indeed, the standards of speculative 
reasoning, such as the standard of certainty being applied, is neces- 
sarily conditioned for the rational acting agent by the place such judg- 
ments might occupy in action. One does not require, in order to make 
a choice between peas and carrots, absolute certainty about which is 
more nutritious-especially when the cost in such a trivial matter is 
excessive, e.g., as in the case of Buridan's Ass, postponing either ac- 
tion indefinitely. The essential action-directed nature of human ac- 





Reviews: 

E lboiu Room: krieties of Free Will VVo?-th WLI nting. By 
Daniel C. Dennett. Cambridge, Mass. and London: M I T  
Press. 1984. 

This  is a book about free will, or, more precisely about the philo- 
sophical "problem" of free will. Dennett believes that this problem is 
largely the making of the philosophers who have thought about free 
will. Overly simplified analogies, created by the "intuition pumps" of 
these philosophers, have led to a set of worries and confusions which 
together constitute the problem. When these analogies are carefully 
examined, the worries and confusions dissolve. When this dissolution 
is achieved, little if anything of the problem remains, although the po- 
tential for new variations on the anxiety-causing intuitions is abiding. 
Dennett allows, however, that when all the confusion has been 
stripped away there may remain a substantive philosophical issue. 

The  anxieties and worries which generate the free will problem 
arise because rejecting free will seems to threaten many things we 
hold dear: our sense of self-esteem, human dignity, moral responsi- 
bility, and human aspirations. The ~arieties of free will worth wanting 
a re  those connected with these values. Once confusions generated by 
owrsimplified analogies are seen for what they are, we can be com- 
fortable with a nat~aralistic, scientific account of human beings within 
which a compatibilist, if not determinist, account of free will is at 
home. Mysterious, metaphysical doctrines about agent causality or 
contra-causal freedom can be safely discarded without threat to the 
varieties of free will worth wanting. - 

The  main technique Dennett uses for exposing the confusions and 
unwarranted fears generated by philosophers' oversimplified intui- 
tions and analogies is his ample and nuanced presentation of rele~ant 
parts of a naturalistic, scientific account of human beings. Dennett's 
development of this account comprises much ofthe argumentation in 
the book. It is a witty, informed, and insightful-though at times 
speculative and sketchy-discussion of how a sophisticated, evoiu- 
tionary explanation of human beings accounts for such things as 
practical reason, self-controt, agency and deliberation, 

This discussion is complemented by creative analyses of key notions 
in the free will discussion--concepts like contn-ol and avoidance. The 
presentation of the naturalistic view of human beings together with 
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fication of effects by the nervous system. The switches which control 
output factors of the person-such factors as our mouths: arms and 
legs-use very. little input energy in controlling processes ~vlmiclm ex- 
pend observably dramatic amounts of energ): .The secoild factor 
causing the cognitive illusion is the fact that much of the processing 
of information is invisible. "We see the dramatic effects leaving: we 
don't see the causes entering; {.ire are tempted by the hypothesis that 
there a re  no causes." (p. 77) Further, these causal paths are no less 
invisible to introspection than to an outside observer. Dennett goes 
on : 

Ar-e decisions ~~oluntary? Or are they tliirlgs that happen to us? FI-orn 
some fleeting vantage points they seem to be the preeminently volun- 
tary moves in our lives, the instants at which rve exercise our agency to 
the f~dlest. But those same decisions can also be seen to be strangel) out 
of our control. TVe have to wait to see how we are going to decide some- 
thing, and when we tlo decide, our decision bubbles up  to conscious- 
ness from we know not where. We do not witness it being rnczrip; rve wit- 
ness its urrivnl. (p. 78) 

Of course, incompatibiiists believe that one cannot predict even 
one's own free choices before one makes them. Furthermore, there 
may ~vell be "decisions" of the kind Dennett describes here. Rut surely 
these a re  not the kind of decisions on which claims about agent caus- 
ality are based. These decisions are not experienced as simply the ar- 
rival of' settled state of mind and will in the absence of awareness of 
what caused the termination of the earlier state of irresolutiori. They 
are experie~iced as the person's own settling of the issue, as one's set- 
tling the matter by making a choice of one over other possibilities. 
T h u s ,  while one's experience includes the negative ele~nelmt of not 
being aware that anything eise settled one's decision except one's own 
choice, this negative elemei~t is not simple ignorance of the causes: 
one experiences one's decision as the cause. 

No~vhere in the book could I find a recognition of this positive as- 
pect of the experience of choosing, or even an ackno~vledgement that 
incolnpatibiiists think tliere is such a component to their experie~lce. 
m 

1 here is only the reference, quoted in the above passage, to what ap- 
pears from certain fleeting vantage points. Dennett discusses cases 
where it is unclear whether one actually made a decision, and cases 
where one cani~ot pinpoint the time at ~vhich one's ~rrinci became set- 
tled. (p. XU) He also discusses a smoker rvho should but does not quit; 
this person's behavior can be explained in one of only tnTo ways: as 
caused either by self-deception or by weakness of will. (p. 106) KO 
doubt tliere are cases like these, but there also appear to he cases in 
~vhich the experience is as I have suggested, and these are the cases 
csn which claims about agent causality are based. 

Thus ,  there is, or seenis to be, a n  abvareness of oneself as active 
which is not a cognitive illusien, rmot simply an exploiting of a cogni- 
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iive vacuum by filling it  in with a magical, mysterious, active self. (p. 
'79) 

Of course, this experience wiil laa~ve to be treated as like an illusion 
b; the naturalist. Brat Dennett has not given even a hint of how what 
seerris to ise part of experience is really the creation of a diagnosable 
illusion. But if this aspect of the experience is not a diagnosable illu- 
sion, but must srill be dismissed as illusory Dennett's conception of 
tire free problem is in trouble. Here is something which he does 
not Fvant. but seems to he given in experience-something which 
should continue to trouble one who accepts Dennett's naturalism 
even after a11 the bugbears have been exorcised. For the naturalistic 
compatibiiist rnust admit that his account requires that a common 
part of the experience of many people must be dismissed as illusory 
just beca~nse it conflicts with the story. The substantive philosophical 
issue about how to deal with certain difficult data remains. 

Dennett seems to recognize that there is a substantive philosophi- 
cal issue concerning what he calls "the coetBd have done otherwise 
principle," the proposition that one is free and responsible only if one 
couid have done otherwise. For he argues that this proposition is 
false. But even here Dennett regards his own distinctive contribution 
ro the discussion to be the further point that nobody is really inter- 
ested in the incompatibilists' sense of "could have done otherwise;" 
the freedom connected :vith this notion is, presumabIy, not among 
the irarieties worth wanting. 

Dennett chinks there are clear counter-examples to the could-have- 
done-otherwise principle. One of bi-anltbrt's examples of over-deter- 
mirrae!on is presented and endorsed, but with the recognition that the 
incol~mpatibil-lst can "try for a patch," and evade the force of the ex- 
ample. The example is of a person wl-io decides to do something, but 
cordd not iaave done otherwise because, had the person chosen not to 
do it, another agent tvould have caused him or her to do it anyway. 

It seems to me, however, that the incompatibilist response to this ex- 
ample is not evasive tinkering. The person in question may not have 
been able to cio otherwise, but he or she could have chosen otherwise, 
as the exaaalple admits. It is this possibility of choosing otherwise to 
whiclm the incompatibilist is committed. 

Dennett's own examples fare no better. He presents the case s f  Lu- 
ther's famous statement: "Here 1 stand. E can do no other." As Den- 
nett notes, H,nther was not trying to duck responsibilities. Quite the 
opposite. 

But Luther's statement is ambiguous. Did he mean to express his 
sense of obligation to take the stand he took? If so, perhaps he could 
have done otherwise in the relevant sense. Or did he mean that, ha17- 
ing co~nmitted himself as he did, he was resolute in the choice he 
made! Or did he mean that he never had a choice to make concerning 
the matter of his religious stance? If this last sense is clearly distin- 
guished from the others, and is taken to be LutBmer9s naeaning, then it 



is not so clear that either he or we would hold him morallv res~onsible , A 

for the stance he took. 
Similar observations apply to Dennett's other examples: surely 

there are people ibr whom some actions are just out ofthe question- 
not live outions. And this is often to their credit. Dennett is correct in 
thinking that part of the point of moral education is to rule out-to 
render unthinkable-some possible actions. But this says nothing 
about people who do face options rvhich they ~vould not face $sere they 
better educated or integrated. For them rejecting such temptations is 
doing good when they could have done otherwise, and that is to their 
nloral credit. More important, Dennett has not shown that we would 
regard as morally praiseworthy persons who could not have done 
other than the good they did, if these persons never made a choice, 
for example, to accept and internalize the moral education which 
ruled out ille bad alternative. 

Dennett's attempt to show that the incompatibilist account of the 
could-have-done-other~vise principle is not anything people are inter- 
ested in, has difficulties like those invohed in his rejeciion of agent 
causalitv. He argues that no one could know that one could have done 
otherwise in th i  incompatibilist sense, and that this should be sur- 
prising because the information involved is taken to be so humanly 
significant. (pp 135- 136) 

He supposes that in order to know that one could have done oth- 
erwise, one must be able to compare two situations which are exactly 
the same. Since no two situations in a person's life are exactly the 
same, it is impossible to know that one cduld have done otherwisk. (p. 
136) 

But the inconlpatibilist need not accept Dennett's supposition. The 
meaning of "could have done othermisen is instantiated in a single 
choice situation: one faces options and settles the matter by one's own 
choice. Since the choice is free, one can choose either option, and 
after the fact can correctly say that one could have chosen otherwise. 

Of course, in a given case,' a person may be mistaken in thinking 
that a choice was free. Some factor which determined the choice 
might come to light after the fact, or careful consideration of the ex- 
perience itself might reveal some determining factor. On the basis of 
this kind of reflection people can have considerable confidence that in 
a given situation they could or could not have done otherwise. Only 
the acceptance of a naturalistic account of human agency can justify 
general skepticism about the results of such inquiry. 

Dennett goes on to argue that even if we could know wiletiler one 
could have done other-wise, by way of a divine revelation perhaps, that 
information ~vould be useless. For knowing that one could have done " 
otherwise in a given situation would not tell us anything about the 
person's character or anything useful for f~ i ture  planning. (pp. 137- 
13 8) 

But this information 5vould tell us something important from the 
lncompatibilist point of view: that the perscrn was responsible in a full 
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and distirzctive sense for his or her action. That surely is relevant to 
one's willingness to praise or to punish in the incompatibilist under- 
standing of these activities-an understanding not rendered empty 
by the fact that Dennett can provide an alternative account of moral 
responsibility. Further, from the incompatibilist point of view a per- 
son's free choices are not irrelevant to the estimation of the person's 
character. Choices are the key factors which establish a person's moral 
character and identity. 

In short, Dennett's book is a useful propaedeutic to the free will 
problem. But not more than that. Illcompatibilist resistance to a nat- 
rlralist account of human beings is not simply a tissue of anxieties 
which dissolve when oversimplifications are unmasked. Substantive 
philosophical issues remain even when the naturalistic, compatibilist 
account is fully spelled out. Dennett fails to recognize the extent to 
which these issues remain because he does not take sufficient account 
of the data from which the incompatibilist account begins. This same 
oversight flaws his efforts to resolve the substantive issues he does rec- 
ognize. 

St. il.llchael'r College 
U?~zveiszt?; of Eronto 



Liberalism. By John Gray. Minneapolis, University of 
Minnesota Press. 1986. 

Given its brevity-93 pages of text-John Gray's Lib~ralism is remarkable for 
its scope and for the amount of supporting argumentation it manages to in- 
ciude in its exposition of "the political theory [whose] postulates are the most 
distinctive features of modern life." Thanks to its clarity of presentation the 
book is an excellent introduction to its subject, whiie at the same time the 
handling of issues will offer rewards to many political philosophers. 

The  presentation is in two parts, the first historical and thd second philo- 
sophical. In  both cases the focal point is the "classical liberalism" that had its 
ancient anticipations in Greek Sophism, Roman jurisprudence, and Chris- 
tian individualism and universalism, and its modern precursors in Hobbes 
and Spinoza. Gray finds its foundational formulation in Locke's Second 3t.a- 
t i te  on Civil Go-c~~rnmmt, and its first comprehensive and systematic expression 
in the social philosophers and political economists of the Scottish Enlight- 
enment. It was transformed into "revisionist" liberalism in the pivotal figure 
of J .  S. Mill, but is today undergoing revival in classical form at the hands 
most notably of F. A. Nayek, Karl Popper, Isaiah Berlin, and Ludwig von 
iCIises, and, more equivocally, John Ra~vls and Robert Norick. , ., 

Gray's overarching thesis is that tliroughout these changes, "liberaiisrn" 
since Locke remains a unified tradition whose central elements are individ- 
ualism, egalitarianism, universalism, and meliorism (understood as belief in 
the "improvability of all social institutions and political arrangements"). In  
the political domain it is identified with constitutionalism and the principle of 
limited government, but only contingently related to popular clen~ocrac); and 
on guard against "totalitarian democracy" In the economic domain, classical 
liberalism endorses private property and the free market, and Gray offers an 
extended argument against "revisionist" liberalism where it compromises 
these principles. 

 he immkdiate problem with the thesis is the bedfellows it makes of in- 
tractable opponents: Berlin and Bosanquet, Hayek and Mill, Nozick and 
Mill. Hayek and Max mkber, Rawls and Bentham, Lock and Kant. By casting 
so  wide a net, Gray appears to have hauled in a welter of contradictions, un- 
dermining his "unified tradition" thesis. A few examples  ill serve to illus- 
t rate the point. 

Gray includes T. H .  Green and Bernard Bosanquet as revisionist liberals, 
but  as we have just indicated, one of the four hallmarks of liberalism accord- 
ing  to Gray is individualism, and Green and Bosanquet were not individu- 
alists in anything resembling the liberal meaning of the term, but anti-indi- 
vidualists. True, both Green and Bosanquet regarded themselves as 
individualists, anel both use the term "the individual" normatively. But ac- 
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curding to both the oine true indivicluai is the Absolute, which is ever.) thing 
chat is. brought to f~~lfillment in an ilndifferentiated One. Persons as distinc- 
tive individuals among others of their kind are mere appearances, repre- 
senting a low level of evolutionary developnient tolvard the inevitable Iinal 
outcome which is the Absolute. Certainly it is the Absolute Idealists that Isa- 
iah Berlin has foremost in mind when he finds totalitarian implications in the 
concept of "positive" freedom. What is decisively anti-liberal in Absolute 
Idealism is the metaphysical doctrine chat greaier reality is possessed by the 
more inclusive whole. The Absolute. being all-inclusive, is totally real; but he- 
neath it and on the way to it, society is a inore inclusive whole than particular 
persons, therefore (by Absolute Idealist reasoning) it is more real than they, 
and unconditiol~ally authoritative with respect to them. What this makes of 
the freedom of persons is most forthrightly put by k: M .  Bradley in "Rly Sta- 
tion and Its Duties." Freedom eriables persons to gladly accept the station that 
society assigns to each. 

Perhaps not contradiction, but certainly senla~itic and conceptual confu- 
sion enters Gray's delineation of the liberal tradition by the amplitude he ai- 
lows to the idea of limited govei-fiment. At one end it includes "night watch- 
man" minirnalists (Humboldt, Herbert Spencer, Robert Nozick), rvhile at the 
other it "may even encompass some~hing akin to a welfare state." This raises 
the question whether the "unified tradition" thesis derives its credibility from 
vagueness in the definition of the tradition's essential characteristics. After 
all, all governments are "limited" by the logical principle. onznis deterrr~inutio 
est negatio; a government is not a porpoise, or a tree, the present government 
of the United S~ates is riot the present government of Mexico, etc. To be sure, 
liberals are concerned with a certain kind of limitation, namely lirnitatiorr of 
a gover~irnent's authority with respect to the persons who are its subjects; but 
without narrower specification "liberalism" will include every political view 
short of unmitigated totalitarianism and anarchism. 

To the question, "Is there a distinctively liberal conception of freedom?", 
Gray offers an interesting and-to me at any rate- compelling answel; but 
not ~ ' i thout  serious problems of internal consistency ?b begin with he cites as 
"not altogether mistaken" the familiar identification of classical liberalism 
with "negative" freedom and revisionist libel-alism with "positive" freedom. 
His response to Berlin's argument that positive freedom is anti-liberal is to 
conteild that Berlin fails to distinguish among very different positive concep- 
tions, only some of which are anti-liberal. In particular Gray points to the 
~ositive conce~tion of freedom as autononnv in the sense of individual self- 
determination, which he says "seems entirely congenial to liberal concerns 
and to have an assured place within the liberal intellectual tradition." Citing 
Spinoza, Kant, and Mill as leading advocates, Gray himself defends auion- 
orny as the best candidate for the discinctiveiy liberal conception of freedom. 

Gray is correct about the deficiency-a glaring one-in Berlin's "3vo Con- 
cepts of Liberty." He correctly notes that it is first of all Hege1 against \vhom 
Berlin's attack is properly directed. B~ar this makes an anomaly of Gray's in- 
clusion of T. H. Green and Bosanq~ret among "revisionist liberals," for as fei- 
low Absolute Idealists, their conception of freedom is identical to Hegel's. 

As part of his endeavor to establish "autonorny" as liberalism's conception 
of freedom, Gray takes up  an issue between Mill and Hayek on the subject. 
In Chapter 3 of 0 , ~  Lzberty ("Of Individuality") and elsewhere, Mill holds that 
individual autonomy, or self-direction, is irreconcilable with convention- 
bound thought and conduct, and with the blind perpet~laiion of received tra- 
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