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Sucs legislation {against private property] may have a spe-
cious appearance of benevolence; men readily listen to it, and
are easily induced to believe that in some wonderful manner
everybody will become everybody’s friend, especially when
some one is heard denouncing the evils now emstmg in states,
... which are said to arise out of the possession of pnvata
property. These evils, however, are due to a very different
cause — the wickedness of human nature.
AristoTLE: Politics, 1263b, 11.

SocreTY eannot exist unless a controlling power upon will and
appetite be placed somewhere, and the less of it there is
within, the more there must be without. It is ordained in the
eternal constitution of things, that men of intemperate minds
cannot be free.

Burkxr: Letter to a member of the National Assembly.

Tas fundamental article of my political creed is that despot-
ism or unlimited sovereignty or absolute power is the same in a
majority of & popular assembly, an aristocratical council, an
oligarchical junto, and a single emperor — equally a.rbltrary,
cruel, bloody and in every respect diabolical.

JOHN Apaus: Letter to Thamas Jefferson (13 November, 1815)

Den einzelnen Verkehrtheiten des Tags sollte man immer nur
grosse weltgeschichtliche Massen entgegensetzen

GogTEE; Spriche.






PREFATORY NOTE

PARTS of this book were used in a series of four lec-
tures that I gave at Kenyon College on the Larwill
Foundation in March, 1920. I called the series
“PDemocracy and Imperialism.” In April, 1922, 1
gave four lectures at the Leland Stanford Univer-
sity on the West Foundation. This series, which I
entitled “ The Ethical Basis of Democracy,” con-
tained some of the same material as the Kenyon
series, altered, however, in form and with consider-
able additions. Finally, I drew on certain chapters
of the volume for a course of public lectures deliv-
ered at the Sorbonne (March—-May, 1923) under the
title “‘Les Ecrits politiques de J.-J. Rousseau.” 1
desire to thank the authorities of these institutions
for various courtesies extended to me in econnection
with the giving of the lectures.
L B.

CaMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS

February, 1924
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DEMOCRACY AND
LEADERSHIP

INTRODUCTION

AccorpiNg to Mr, Lloyd George, the future will be even
more exclusively taken up than is the present with the
economic problem, especially with the relations between
capital and labor. In that case, one is tempted to reply,
the future will be very superficial. When studied with
any degree of thoroughness, the economic problem will
be found to run into the political problem, the political
problem in turn into the philosophical problem, and the
philosophical problem itself to be almost indissolubly
bound up ab last with the religious problem. This book
is only one of a series in which I have been trying to
bring out these deeper implications of the modern move-
ment. Though devoted to different topics, the volumes
of the series are yet bound together by their common
preoccupation with the naturalistic trend, which goes
back in some of its main aspects at least as far as the
Renaissance, but which won its decisive triumphs over
tradition in the eighteenth century. Among the men of
the eighteenth century who prepared the way for the
world in which we are now living I have, here as else-
where in my writing, given a preéminent place to Rous-
seau. It is hard for any one who has investigated the
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facts to deny him this preéminence, even though one
should not go so far as to say with Lord Acton that
“Rousseau produced more effect with his pen than Aris-
totle, or Cicero, or Saint Augustine, or Saint Thomas
Aquinas, or any other man who ever lived.” * The great
distinction of Rousseau in the history of thought, if my
own analysis be correct, is that he gave the wrong an-
swers to the right questions. It is no small distinction
even to have asked the right questions.

Rousseau has at all events suggested to me the terms
in which I have treated my present topic. He is easily
first among the theorists of radical democracy. "He is _
also the most eminent of those who have attacked civili-
zatlon Moreover he has brought his advocacy of de-~
fhocracy and his attack on civilization into a deﬁmte
rélationskip with one another. Herein he seems to go
deeper than those who relate democracy, not to the
qﬁe_sﬁon of c1v1hzatlon versus barbarism, but to_ the
questlon of progress versus reaction. For avhy should
men progress unless it can be shown that ; they are pro-
gressmg towards civilization; or of what avail, againis
progress 5 it barbarism is, as Roussean affirms, more felici-
tous? If we thought clearly enough, we should probably
dismiss as somewhat old-fashioned, as a mere survivor of
the nineteenth century, the man who puts his primary
emphasis on the contrast between the progressive and
the reactionary, and turn our attention to the more es-
sential contrast between the civilized man and the bar-
barian. The man of the nineteenth century was indeed
wont to take for granted that the type of progress he

i See Letters of Lord Acton to Mary Gladstone, p xu.
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sought to promote was a progress towards civilization,
Some persons began to have doubts on this point even
before the War, others had their doubts awakened by
the War itself, and still others have been made doubtful
by the peace. An age that thought it was progressing
towards a “far-off divine event,” and turned out instead
to be progressing towards Armageddon, suffered, one
cannot help surmising, from some fundamental confu-
sion in its notions of progress. One may be aided in
detecting the nature of this confusion by the Emersonian
distinction of which I have made considerable use in my
previous writing — the distinction, namely, between a
“law for man” and a “law for thing.” The special
praise that Confucius bestowed on his favorite disciple
‘was that he was “always progressing and never came to
a standstill.” What Confucius plainly had in mind was
progress according to the human law. What the man of
the nineteenth century meant as a rule by the term was
no less plainly material progress. He seems to have as-
sumed, so far as he gave the subject any thought at all,
that moral progress would issue almost automatically
from material progress. In view of the duality of human
experience, the whole question is, however, vastly more
complex than the ordinary progressive has ever sus-
pected. Progress according to the natural law must, if it
is to make for civilization, be subordinated to some ade-
quate end; and the natural law does not in itself supply
thisend. As a result of the neglect of this truth, we have
the type of man who deems himself progressive and is
yet pursuing power and speed for their own sake, the
man who does not care where he is going, as some one
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has put it, provided only he can go there faster and
faster.

- If progress and civilization do not mean more than
this, one might be justified in sharing Rousseau’s pre-
dilection for barbarism. The reason he gives for pre-
ferring the barbaric to the civilized state is in itself
extremely weighty: the barbaric state is, he maintains,
the more fraternal. The fraternal spirit is the fine
flower, not merely of genuine philosophy, but of genuine
religion. One should be ready to make almost any
sacrifice in order to attain it. My endeavor has, how-
ever, been to show that Rousseau’s fraternity is only a
sentimental dream. The psychic impossibility involved
in this dream is obvious, one may even say, glaring,
For example, Walt Whitman, one of the chief of Rous-
seau’s American followers, preaches universal brother-
hood among men each one of whom is, like himself,
to “permit to speak at every hazard, Nature without
check with original energy’;! in other wards, Whit-
man proposes to base brotherhood, a religious virtue,
on expansive appetite.

i I have tried here and elsewhere to show that demo-
cratic fraternity, as a Rousseau and 2 Whitman conceive
it, and progress, as the utilitarian conceives it, are,
however much they may clash at certain points,
nevertheless only different aspects of the same natu-
ralistic movement. This movement may be defined in
its totality as humanitarianism. I ventured the asser-
tion several years ago that something is omitted in this
movement, and that the something may turn out to be

1 See Song of Myself.
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" the keystone of the arch.! The error that results from
this central omission assumes many forms. I choose
almost at random a very crude form — the form in
which it is finally reaching the man in the street. A
writer in a widely circulated magazine, ‘“Photoplay,”’
devotes several editorial paragraphs to denouncing the
people who say ‘“don’t”’; they are, he complains, mere
destroyers, the enemies of every generous creative im-
pulse. Only in so far as one gets rid of the don’ts does
one fulfil the saying of the Teacher, “I am come that ye
shall have life, and that ye shall have it more abun-
dantly.” Mr. Henry Ford would no doubt dismiss such
utterances as part of the great Jewish plot to destroy
Gentile civilization. It was not, however, a Jew, but
Madame de Staél who declared that everything expan-
sive in human nature is divine. This notion of a divine
expansiveness has a long history in the Occident anterior
to Madame de Stagl, a history that in some of its phases
goes at least as far back as the Neoplatonists.

In any case the assertion that one attains to more
abundant life (in the religious sense) by getting rid of
the don’ts sums up clearly, even though in an extreme
form, the side of the modern movement with which I
am taking issue. This book in particular is devoted to
the most unpopular of all tasks — a defence of the veto
power. Not the least singular feature of the singular
epoch in which we are living is that the very persons
who are least willing to hear about the veto power are
likewise the persons who are most certain that they
stand for the virtues that depend upon its exercise —

1 See The Masters of Modern French Criticism (1912), p. 188.
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for example, peace and brotherhood. As against the
expansionists of every kind, I do not hesitate to affirm
that what is specifically human in man and ultimately
divine is a certain quality of will, a will that is felt in its
relation to his ordinary self as a will to refrain. The
affirmation of this quality of will is nothing new: it is
implied in the Pauline opposition between a law of the
spirit and a law of the members. In general, the
primacy accorded to will over intellect is Oriental. The
idea of humility, the idea that man needs to defer to a
higher will, came into Europe with an Oriental religion,
Christianity. This idea has been losing ground in al-
most exact ratio to the decline of Christianity. Inas-
much as the recognition of the supremacy of will seems
to me imperative in any wise view of life, I side in im-
portant respects with the Christian against those who
have in the Occident, whether in ancient or modern
times, inclined to give the first place either to the in-
tellect or the emotions. I differ from the Christian,
however, in that my interest in the higher will and the
power of veto it exercises over man’s expansive desires
is humanistic rather than religious. I am concerned, in
other words, less with the meditation in which true
religion always culminates, than in the mediation or ob-
servance of the law of measure that should govern man
in his secular relations. Moreover, I am for coming at
my humanism in a positive and critical rather than in a
merely traditional manner. To this extent I am with
the naturalists, who have from the start been rejecting
outer authority in favor of the immediate and experi-
mental. One should have only respect for the man of
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geience in so far as he deals in this critical fashion with
the natural law — and no small part of human nature
itself comes under the natural law. The error begins
when an attempt is made to extend this law to cover the
whole of human nature. This is to deny not merely
outer authority, but something that is a matter of im-
mediate experience, the opposition, namely, of which
the individual is conscious in himself, between a law of
the spirit and a law of the members. Deny or dis-
simulate this opposition and the inner life tends in the
same measure to disappear. Carlyle’s contrast between
the Rousseauism of the French Revolution and true
Christianity is also the contrast between humanitarian-
ism in general, in either its sentimental or its utilitarian
form, and any doctrine that affirms the higher will.
‘““Alas, no, M. Roux!” Carlyle exclaims. “A Gospel of
Brotherhood not according to any of the four old
Evangelists and calling on men to repent, and amend
each his ownrwicked existence, that they might be saved;
but a Gospel rather, as we often hint, according to a new
fifth Evangelist Jean-Jacques, calling on men to amend
each the whole world’s wicked existence and be saved by
making the Constitution. A thing different and distant
toto ceelo.”

My own objection to this substitution of social re-
form for self-reform is that it involves the turning away
from the more immediate to the less immediate. In
general I have sought in my attack on the utilitarian-
sentimental movement to avoid metaphysical and
theological assumptions, and to rely on psychological
analysis supported by an immense and growing body of
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evidence. My humanism is in this sense not only posi-
tive and critical, but, what will be found to come to the
same thing, individualistic. Under existing conditions,
the significant struggle seems to me to be not that be-
tween the unsound individualist and the fraditionalist,
nor again, as is currently assumed, that between the un-
sound individualist and the altruist, but that between
the sound and the unsound individualist. To be a sound
individualist, one needs, as I take it, to retain one’s hold
on the truths of the inner life, even though breaking
more or less completely with the past.

It may help to a fuller understanding of my present
attempt to deal in a fashion at once critical and human-
istic with the problem of the will in its bearing on the
political problem if I say a few words at this point about
certain previous stages in my argument. In the opening
chapters of “Literature and the American College” I
seek to discriminate between the humanist and the
humanitarians of either the utilitarian of the senti-
mental brand. These two sides of the movement I
sometimes term the Baconian and the Rousseauistic
after the names of the men who seem to me to have pre-
figured them most completely in their writings and per-
sonalities. The humanitarian is not, I pointed out,
primarily concerned, like the humanist, with the individ-
ual and his inner life, but with the welfare and progress
of mankind in the lump. His favorite word is “service.”
The current tendency to regard humanism simply as an
abbreviated and more convenient form for humanitari-
anism can only be the source of the most vicious con-
fusions,
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In “The Masters of Modern French Criticism” I
attempt.to carry a stage farther my defence of a critical
humanism. Though the basis of the inner life is the op-
position between a lower and a higher will, the higher
will eannot, after all, act at random. It must have
standards. Formerly the standards were supplied by
tradition. The man who accepted Christian tradition,
for example, was in no doubt as to the kind and degree
of discipline he needed to impose on his lower nature.
He thus achieved some measure of moral unity with
himself and also with other men who accepted the
same discipline. If the individualist, on the other hand,
is to have standards, he must rely on the critical spirit
in direct ratio to the completeness of his break with the
traditional unifications of life. He is confronted at the
outset with the most difficult of philosophical problems
— that of the One and the Many. For it is obvious that
standards cannot exist unless there is an element of one-
ness somewhere with which to measure the infinite
otherwiseness of things. The special theme of “The
Masters” is the problem of the One and the Many and
the failure of Sainte-Beuve and other eminent French in-
dividualists to deal with it adequately and so to achieve
standards in a modern fashion. The results of the critical
endeavor of the past century may be sumomed up most
completely, perhaps, in the word relativity. The failure
of criticism to attain to any centre of judgment set
above the shifting impressions of the individual and the
flux of phenomenal nature is a defeat for civilization it-
self, if it be true, as I have tried to show, that civiliza-
tion must ultimately depend on the maintenance of
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standards. In “The New Laokoon” I have sought to ex-
hibit the anarchy that has supervened in literature and
the arts with the progressive decline of standards. Super-
ficially, this anarchy seems above all an anarchy of the
emotions. On closer scrutiny, however, emotional an-
archy itself turns out to be only a sign of something sub-
tler and more dangerous — anarchy of the imagination.
In “Rousseau and Romanticism,” a book that-is closely
connected in argument with ‘“The New Laokoon,”’ the
problem of the imagination receives special treatment.
I come here to another distinctive feature of the type of
humanism I am defending. I not only have more to say
of will and less of reason than the humanist in the
Greco-Roman tradition, but I also grant a most im-
portant role to imagination. If one does not, like
Diderot, dismiss as *“artificial”’ the conflict between a
natural or expansive will and a specifically human will
or will to refrain, if, on the contrary, one insists on this
conflict as a primordial fact of consciousness, one will
be led, I believe, to the further conclusion that the
outcome of this “civil war in the cave” will be deter-
mined by the attitude of the imagination; that the
imagination, in other words, holds the balance of power
between the higher and the lower nature of man. In the
light of history (one need not go any farther back than
the Great War) man’s pretence to be governed by
reason in any ordinary sense of the word seems a bad
jest. The critical observer is forced to agree with
Napoleon that, not reason, but “imagination governs
mankind.” It does not follow that mankind need be
governed, as it has been very largely during the past
century, by the Napoleonic quality of imagination.
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The complaint has been made that the word imagi-
nation has been used in so many senses that it has
ceasgd to have any meaning. My own understanding
of the term may perhaps be made clearer by a brief
historical survey. The Latin word ({maginatio) from
which our word is derived is itself a rendering of the
Greek phantasy or fancy (¢avrasia). Fancy means
literally “what appears”; in other words, either the
various impressions of sense, or else a faculty that
stores up these impressions and is therefore closely
related to memory. Greek philosophy gave a rather
low rating to “fancy’ or appearance in comparison
with reality, which it inclined to identify with reason or
mind. To the Stoic in particular it seemed both feasible
and imperative that reason should hold sway over all
the impressions that beat upon the gateway of the
senses and make & severe selection among them. “How
easy a thing it is,” says Marcus Aurelius, “to put away
and blot+out every ‘fancy’ [i.e., impresston] that is dis-
turbing or alien, and to be at once in perfect peace.” The
disparagement of fancy in this sense is already found in
Plato. He hopes to attain a truth that is “firm and not
pulled around this way and that by our ‘fancy.’”! A
chief source of Christian humility, onthe other hand, was
the conviction that man is unable by his own resources
to achieve any such truth, the conviction, above all,

t Cratylus, 386 E. It goes without saying that no philosopher
affords better examples of the higher uses of the imagination
(in the extended sense that we have come to give to the word)
than Plato. As for the Platonic theory of the imagination in
this extended sense, it is not altogether easy to grasp, even alter
every allowance has been made for changes in terminology.
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that mere reason cannot prevail over the deceits of the
senses. Pascal, for example, gives to the word imagi-
nation about the same meaning that the Stoic gave
either to it or its Greek equivalent, and like the Stoic
he disparages imagination; only to this disparagement
he adds the disparagement of reason. What he opposes
to an imagination that is only a “mistress of error’” and
to a reason that is impotent to resist this error is the
“heart,” by which he means the illumination of the
higher will in the form of grace. This inner revelation
has itself the support of outer revelation. Here, he
holds, one may find at last a firm footing of truth and
reality. He does not admit that imagination has any
part either in outer revelation or in the life of the
“heart.” He bas this much at least in common with
Plato that he believes it possible to draw a firm and
fast line between imagination (or mere appearance)
and reality. Strict psychology, however, scarcely
warrants any such sharp discrimination between the
true and the illusory. It forces one rather to conclude
with Joubert that “illusion is an integral part of reality.”
This conclusion, however damaging it may be to mere
dogma, does not force one to forego standards. But in
that case one needs to attend to another possible mean-
ing of the word imagination, the second main meaning,
one is tempted to say, that the word has actually had
in Occidental thought. The word in this other meaning
stands less for what one perceives, either inwardly or
outwardly, than for what one conceives. Conceit, it
should be remembered, was in older English usage not
only a complimentary term, but one of the synonyms of
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imagination. The process by which the term has come
to have its present unfavorable meaning of vain imagin-
ing has its adequate historical explanation into which I
need not here enter. Now to ‘“conceive’ is, in an al-
most etymological sense, to gather things together, to
see likenesses and analogies and in so far to unify what
were else mere heterogeneity. The imagination, says
Coleridge somewhat pedantically, is the ‘“esemplastic”
power — the power, that is, that fashions things into
one. The passages in which Coleridge expounds this
view of the imagination afford, perhaps, the best ex-
ample in English of what I have called the second main
meaning of the word. For an instance of the other
main meaning we may turn to Addison’s papers on
the imagination in the “Spectator.,” Addison not only
tends to reduce imagination to outer perception, but,
encouraged by the Latin rendering of the Greek
“fancy,” to narrow outer perception itself to visual
perception.

If we mean by imagination not merely what we per-
ceive, but what we conceive, it follows inevitably that
the problem of the imagination is closely bound up with
that of the One and the Many and therefore with the
problem of standards; for it is impossible, let me repeat,
to achieve standards, at least along critical lines, unless
one can discover in life somewhere an abiding unity
with which to measure its mere variety and change.
Because “‘illusion is an integral part of reality,” we are
not justified in assuming that every unity that the
imagination may conceive must therefore be dismissed
as illusory. A somewhat paradoxical person might in-
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deed affirm that, even though one did not raise directly
the question of reality at all, it would still be possible to
have standards; that one might measure men accurately
enough for most practical purposes simply by the qual-
ity of their illusions — and their disillusions. However,
in spite of the fact that absolute unity and reality must
ever elude us and that the absolute in general must be
dismissed as & metaphysical dream, we may still deter-
mine on experimental grounds to what degree any
particular view of life is sanctioned or repudiated by the
nature of things and rate it accordingly as more or less
real. God, according to Synesius, communicates with
man through the imagination. Unfortunately the devil
communicates with him in the same way and the test of
these communications is not, strictly speaking, in the
imagingation itself. To determine the quality of our
imaginings, we need to supplement the power in man
that perceives and the power that conceives with a third
power — that which discriminates. Al divisions of
man into powers or faculties are, I am aware, more or
less arbitrary, but, though arbitrary, they are inevitable,
if only as instruments of thought; and the threefold
division I am here employing will, I believe, be found
practically one of the most helpful.

In emphasizing the importance of the power in man
that discriminates, I mean this power, working not
abstractly, but on the actual material of experience. I
may perhaps best sum up my whole point of view by
saying that the only thing that finally counts in this
world is a concentration, at once imaginative and dis-
criminating, on the facts. Now the facts that one may
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perceive and on which one may concentrate are not
only infinite in number, but of entirely different orders.
This is one reason why material progress, so far from
assuring moral progress, is, on the contrary, extremely
difficult to combine with it. This progress has been
won by an almost tyrannical concentration on the
facts of the natural law. Man’s capacity for concen-
tration is limited, so that the price he has paid for
material progress has been an increasing inattention to
facts of an entirely different order — those, namely, of
the human law. The resulting spiritual blindness has
been an invitation to Nemesis. One may have some
inkling of the nature of this Nemesis from the Great
War and other similar symptoms that have been mul-
tiplying of late in our Western societies.

It goes without saying that the partisans of “prog-
ress’” have not admitted their spiritual blindness. They
have accepted as valid substitutes for the traditional
standards and the moral unity that these standards
tended to promote certain new unifications of life that
display great imagination, indeed, but an imagination
that has not been sufficiently tested from the point of
view of reality. These new schemes for unifying men
flourished especially in connection with the so-called
romantic movement. It is therefore no small matter
that the leaders of this movement can be shown to have
erected deliberately a cult of the creative imagination
on the ruins of discrimination. Any one who takes
seriously the creations of this type of imagination, an
imagination that is not disciplined to either the natural
or the humen law, but is, in Young's phrase, free to
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wander wild in its own realm of chimeras, falls into
mere conceit or vain imagining. Conceit has always
been the specifically human malady, but never, perhaps,
more so than to-day. The outstanding trait of the men
of our period may seem in retrospect to have been the
facility with which they put forth untried conceits as
“jdeals.” We have all grown familiar with the type of
person who is in his own conceit a lofty “idealist,” but
when put to the test has turned out to be only a dis-
astrous dreamer.

Though man is governed by imagination, fortunately
it does not follow that he must be governed by coneeit.
There remains the distinetion between the mere vision-
ary and the man of vision. This distinction acquires its
full importance only when related to the question of
leadership. A main purpose of my present argument is
to show that genuine leaders, good or bad, there will
always be, and that democracy becomes a menace to
civilization when it seeks to evade this truth. The
notion in particular that a substitute for leadership
may be found in numerical majorities that are sup-
posed to reflect the “general will” is only a pernicious
conceit. In the long run democracy will be judged, no
less than other forms of government, by the quality of
its leaders, a quality that will depend in turn on the
quality of their vision. Where there is no vision, we are
told, the people perish; but where there is sham vision,
they perish even faster. The worst difficulties of the
present time arise, I am sometimes tempted to think,
even less from lack of vision than from sham vision.
Otherwise stated, what is disquieting about the time is
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not so much its open and avowed materialism as what
it takes to be its spirituality.

Among the visionaries who have usurped the ecredit
that belongs only to the man of vision, Rousseau seems
to me to have been, at least in these recent ages of the
world, the most conspicuous. The Nature to which he
invites us to return is only a conceit. This conceit
encourages one to substitute for the vital control, which
is the true voice of man’s higher self, expansive emo-
tion. Ideally this substitution is to be marked by a
triumph of the fraternal spirit. Actually, as I have
sought to prove, the outcome of yielding to a mere ex-
pansive conceit of the emotions is not fraternity, but a
decadent imperialism. I have made a considerable use
of the word imperialism in this work and in a some-
what broader sense than is familiar to English and
American readers. My justification lies in the fact that
one finds behind every other form of imperialism the
imperialism or push for power of the individual. In this
respect, at least, I am in accord with Bergson, who de-
clares that “imperialism is, as it were, inherent in the
vital urge. It is at the bottom of the soul of individuals
as well as of the soul of peoples.”! By his cult of élan
vital Bergson is in the direct line of descent from Rous-
seau. One must note, however, an important divergence
between master and disciple that is all to the advantage
of the latter. Bergson does not hope to base on élan
vital a fraternity that must be sought rather in the exer-
cise of frein vital. On the contrary, élan vital is, he

1 See Bergson’s introductory note to Balzac et la morale roman-
tique, par E. Seilliére,
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avows frankly, imperialistic. According to the new
Bergsonian beatitude, not the meek in spirit, but those
who have the most vigorous vital urge are to inherit the
earth. It is hard to overlook the affinity between this
world-famed philosophy, as interpreted by its author,
and the vulgar admiration for “punch.”

My application of the epithet decadent to the type of
imperialism that has been promoted by the glorification
of instinet from Rousseau to Bergson calls for a word of
comment. That there are various types of imperialism,
even if we use the word, not in the psychological, but in
the more familiar political sense, appears evident. For
example, the imperialism that made the Romans masters
of the world is not of the same kind as that which pre-
vailed when they cringed beneath a Tiberius or & Nero.
Yet it is possible to trace the process by which the older
imperialism finally took on a decadent cast. The critical
moment for Rome was the moment of triumph when the
leaders of the State no longer felt the restraining influ-
ence of dangerous rivals like Carthage. At the same
time they were beginning to grow individualistic in the
sense that they were beginning to throw off the tradi-
tional controls. As a result of all this emancipation,
“‘men's desires,” in Montesquieu’s phrase, ‘‘became
immense.” It has been usual to regard as the most
significant symptom of this inordinateness the growth of
luxury. “Luxury,” says Juvenal, “more cruel than the
foeman’s arms, fell upon us, and is avenging the con-
quered world.” A still graver symptom, however, was
the appearance of leaders who were ever more and more
ruthless in the pursuit either of their personal advantage
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or that of some class or faction. The new spirit that
was undermining the Roman constitution manifested
jtself even less, as Cicero notes, in acts of injustice and
cruelty to the vanquished peoples than in the rage
of civil strife. It can scarcely be maintained of the
Romans who thus precipitated the decadence that they
exercised to any serious degree their frein vital, or will
to refrain. The right opponents of these anarchical
individualists, one may venture to affirm, were not the
mere traditionalists, but the individualists who had
qualified for true leadership by setting bounds to their
expansive lusts, especially the lust of domination.
Rome declined because she failed to produce individual-
ists of this type in sufficient numbers. Certain analogies
may be discovered between this Roman dilemma and
the dilemma with which we are now confronted in
America. We, too, seem to be reaching the acme of our
power and are at the same time discarding the standards
of the past. This emancipation has been accompanied
by an extraordipary increase in luxury and self-indul-
gence. Persons who postpone everything else to their
“comfort” and to commercial prosperity are probably
more numerous in America to-day than they were in
ancient Rome. Disturbing as this symptom may be, it
is less so than the increasing role played in our national
life by “blocs® with highly unethical leaders — leaders
who seek to advance the material interests of some
special group at the expense of the whole community.
The actual gravity of this symptom may perhaps be
exaggerated; if it should prove, however, to be some-
thing more than a passing phase, it portends the end of
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our constitutional liberties and the rise of a decadent
imperialism. The more one ponders either the modern
American or the ancient Roman situation, the more
surely will one be led from imperialism in the political,
to imperialism in the psychological sense. In other
words, one will be forced, if one wishes to get at the root
of the matter, to turn from the merely peripheral man-
ifestations of the push for power to the inner life of the
individual.

My views as to the relation between the Rousseau-
istic movement and imperialism may perhaps be still
further elucidated by a comparison with the views on
the same subject of two recent European writers, the
German, Oswald Spengler, and the Frenchman, Ernest
Seillire. Spengler has developed in his chief work,
“The Downfall of the Occident,” the thesis that the
Western world, especially Western European “ culture,”
is now engaged in a sort of rake’s progress that starts
with Rousseau and his return to nature. The goal of
this decadence, as Spengler describes it, is not unlike
what I have termed a decadent imperialism. Moreover,
we are not only on a descending curve, but it is a fatal
eurve. He has actually appended to the first volume of
his book a table exhibiting the degree of degeneracy
that the Occident will have attained about the year
2000. The whole conception not only implies a phil-
osophy of history, but a philosophy of history that has,
in my judgment, gone mad. This conception is based in
any case on an utter denial of the quality of will in man
on which I myself put supreme emphasis. In spite
therefore of certain superficial resemblances in our re-
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spective views, Spengler and I are at the opposite poles
of human thought. My own attitude is one of extreme
unfriendliness to every possible philosophy of history
(in the more technical sense of the term), whether it be
the older type found in a Saint Augustine or a Bossuet,
which tends to make of man the puppet of God, or the
newer type which tends in all its varieties to make of
man the puppet of nature. “The Downfall of the
Occident’” seems to me a fairly complete repertory of
the naturalistic fallacies of the nineteenth century; it is
steeped throughout in the special brand of fatalism in
which these fallacies culminate, and as a result of which
the Occident is actually threatened with ‘““downfall.”
One is justified in my opinion in dismissing Spengler as a
charlatan, even though one be forced to add that he is a
charlatan of genius. The immense sale of his books in
Germany, if it is indicative of a real influence, is a de-
pressing symptom.

The second writer I have mentioned, M. Seillidre,
merits a very different judgment. In about a score of
volumes he has been tracing with great psychological
finesse the influence of Rousseau on the literature and
life of the past century. This influence he associates
with what he calls an irrational imperialism. In short,
the results of his survey are on the negative side very
similar to my own. On the positive or constructive
side, on the other hand, M. Seillidre and I diverge
sharply. What he opposes to an irrational imperialism
is a rational imperialism; by which he means * the social
army on the march towards the conquest of power by
the cobrdination of individual efforts.”” ! In his general

t Balzac et la morale romantique, p. 42.
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position, as revealed in such utterances, he seems to me
to strike back through the utilitarians to Hobbes and
ultimately, in some respects, to Machiavelli. The es-
sential contrast for me is not, as for M. Seilliére, that
between a rational and an irrational imperialism, but
between imperialism and that quality of will in man
which is, in every possible sense of the word, anti-
imperialistic. M. Seillidre, again, seems as much bent
on running together Stoical and Christian ethics asI am
on separating them and insisting on their firal incom-
patibility. Stoicism in both its ancient and modern
forms I regard, at least in its total trend, as false and
impossible; whereas I hold that at the heart of genuine
Christianity are certain truths which have already
once saved Western civilization and, judiciously em-
ployed, may save it again.

I wish also to say a few words at the outset regarding
certain possible misapprehensions of my method. The
most serious of these misapprehensions may arise if one
looks either in this volume or in the previous volumes of
the series (with the partial exception of “The Masters of
Modern French Criticism”) for rounded estimates of
individuals. I have not attempted such estimates. Still
less have I attempted rounded estimates of historical
epochs — for example, of the nineteenth century. It is
even less sensible, perhaps, to indict a whole century
than it is, according to Burke, to indiet a whole people.
I am attacking, not the nineteenth century in general,
but the naturalistic nineteenth century and its prolon-
gation into the twentieth century, along with the
tendencies in the previous centuries, from the Re-



INTRODUCTION _ 23

naissance down, that prepared the way for naturalism.
My treatment of this whole naturalistic trend haa
seemed, even to critics who are not altogether un-
friendly, to be negative, extreme, and one-sided. I hope
I may be pardoned if I reply briefly to each of these
three charges.

As to the charge that my treatment of naturalism is
one-sided, there is a sense, it must be admitted, in
which it is not only one-sided, but one-sided to the last
degree. There is, however, a humanistic intention even
in the one-sidedness, I dwell persistently on the aspect
of human nature that the naturalists have no less per-
sistently neglected in the hope that the way may thus be
opened for a more balanced view. Moreover, what the
naturalists have neglected is not something that is on
the fringe or outer rim of human experience, but some-
thing, on the contrary, that is very central. The nat-
uralistic effort during the past century or more has
resulted in an immense and bewildering peripheral en-
richment of life — in short, in what we are still glorify-
ing under the name of progress. I have no quarrel with
this type of progress in itself, I merely maintain that no
amount of peripheral enrichment of life can atone for
any lack at the centre. Furthermore, though I assail the
naturalists for what seems to me a vital oversight, I
have, let me repeat, at least one trait in common with
them — I desire to be experimental. I seek to follow
out the actual consequences of this oversight, to deal
with it, not abstractly, but in its fruits. If certain
readers have persisted in seeing in my books something
that I myself have not sought to put there, namely,
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rounded estimates of individuals and historic epochs,
the misapprehension has no doubt arisen from the very
abundance of my concrete illustrations.

As to the charge that I am negative, I have already
said that the element in man that has been overlooked
by naturalistic psychology is felt in relation to his ordi-
nary self negatively. If instead of taking the point of
view of one’s ordinary self, one heeds the admonitions of
the inner monitor, the result is two of the most positive
of all things: character and happiness. This is the great
paradox of life itself. For being negative in this sense
I am not in the least apologetic. There is, however,
another sense in which I may seem negative and about
this I feel somewhat differently. The type of criticism
that prevailed about the beginning of the nineteenth
century proposed to substitute the “fruitful criticism of
beauties for the barren criticism of faults.” I may be
accused of reversing too sharply this maxim even by
some who admit that the proper remedy for the lax ap-
preciativeness of the modern movement is a criticism
that displays a tonic astringency. I am constantly call-
ing attention to the defects of certain eminent personal-
ities, it may be urged, and at the same time have little
or nothing to say of their virtues. My method is even
in this respect, I believe, legitimate, provided that it be
properly understood, though I myself cannot help re-
gretting that it should make me appear so constantly
unamiable.

The charge that I am extreme touches me even more
nearly than the charge that I am negative and one-sided;
for I aim to be a humanist and the essence of humanism
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is moderation. There is, however, much confusion on
the subject of moderation. A man’s moderation is
measured by his success in mediating between some
sound geuneral principle and the infinitely various and
shifting circumstances of actual life. The man who is
thus rightly mediatory attains to one of the most
precious of virtues — urbanity; though one must add
that probably no virtue has been more frequently coun-
terfeited. When an intellectually and spiritually in-
dolent person has to choose between two conflicting
views he often decides to ““split the difference” between
them; but he may be splitting the difference between
truth and error, or between two errors. In any case, he
must dispose of the question of truth or error before he
can properly begin to mediate at all. Otherwise he will
run therisk of resembling the English statesman of whom
it was said that he never deviated from the straight
and narrow path between right and wrong. Some of
the casuists whom Pascal attacked had managed to
assume a moderate attitude towards murder! One may
fancy oneself urbane when in reality one is in danger of
being numbered with the immense multitude that Dante
saw in the vestibule of Hell — the multitude of those
who are equally *“displeasing to God and to the enemies
of God.” To be sure, it is not always easy in any par-
ticular instance to distinguish between the humanist
and the mere Laodicean. Thus Luther denounced
Erasmus as a Laodicean, whereas to us he seems rather
to bave shown real poise and urbanity in his dealings
with the religious and other extremists of his time.

At all events the differences of doctrine I debate in
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the following pages are of a primary nature and so not
subject to mediation. Between the man who puts his
main emphasis on the inner life of the individual and
the man who puts this emphasis on something else —-
for example, the progress and service of humanity —
the opposition is one of first principles. The question I
raise, therefore, is not whether one should be a moderate
humanitarian, but whether one should be a humani-
tarian at all. In general I commit myself to the posi-
tion that we are living in a world that in certain im-
portant respects has gone wrong on first principles;
which will be found to be only another way of saying
that we are living in & world that has been betrayed by
its leaders. On the appearance of leaders who have re-
covered in some form the truths of the inner life and re-
pudiated the errors of naturalism may depend the very
survival of Western civilization. The truths of the inner
life may be proclaimed in various forms, religious and
humanistic, and have actually been so proclaimed in the
past and justified in each case by their fruits in life and
conduct. It is because I am unable to discover these
truths in any form in the philosophies now fashionable
that I have been led to prefer to the wisdom of the age
the wisdom of the ages.



CHAPTER I
THE TYPES OF POLITICAL THINKING

AccorpinG to Aristotle, a government, if it is to endure,
must reflect the ethos or body of moral habits and beliefs
of the governed. There is no abstract and ideal political
form, as the French Jacobins inclined to believe, that
may be imposed to advantage on all communities. If we
attempt to apply the Aristotelian principle of the neces-
sary relation between the government of any particular
community and its ethos to the governments that have
actually existed in the past, our first impression is of an
endless diversity in political forms as in everything else.
But if we penetrate beneath this bewildering surface
variety, we shall discover, as I have tried to show else~
where, that human experience falls, after all, into a few
fairly distinct categories. The view of life that prevails
at any particular time or among any particular people
will be found, on close inspection, to be either predomi-
nantly naturalistic, or humanistic, or religious; and it will
also be found that political forms tend to vary accord-
ingly.

If, for example, a people is deeply religious, a govern-
ment with a more or less strongly marked theocratic
element is probable. Fustel de Coulanges has shown how
closely allied the government of the ancient city-state
was at the outset with traditional religious forms, and
then how government tended to change when the hier-
archy that traditional religion had established, first of
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all in the family and then in the State, was gradually un-
dermined by individualistic and equalitarian tendencies,
The yielding of religious control to an anarchiéal natu-
ralism led in the political order to the triumph of naked
force and to the decline of ancient civilization. As
Christianity prevailed over this effete paganism, a new
religious ethos gradually took shape and, corresponding
to it, arose a theocratic conception of government that
was to prevail throughout the medizeval period. During
that period Europe enjoyed, in theory and to no small
extent in practice, a genuine religious communion. The
Church had succeeded in creating symbols that in a very
literal sense held sway over men’s imagination and
united them from the top to the bottom of society in the
same spiritual hopes and fears. Every one might, as
Villon relates of his aged mother, enter the great cathe-
dral and see depicted on one hand the torments of the
damned and on the other the bliss of paradise, and, like
her, he would normally be filled by the former images
with fear and by the latter with joy and gladness. Asa
result of this imaginative control exercised over all
classes the Church did not need the support of physical
force: purely spiritual penalties, especially excommuni-
cation, sufficed. Henry IV at Canossa is usually taken
to typify the extreme triumph of the theocratic idea.
The Church is no negligible factor even to-day. When
Cardinal Mercier visited Americs, it was reported in the
press that engineers and firemen knelt on the platform
of the Pennsylvania Railway Station in New York to
receive his blessing. Here is at least some survival of the
older loyalty, a loyalty utterly different in essence from
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that of these same men to their unions. Still, if one com-
pare the power of the Church to-day with its power in
the Middle Ages, one becomes aware of a change in the
ethos, not of this or that country merely, but of the
whole of the Occident. The older religious control has
been giving way for several centuries past to individual-
istic and centrifugal tendencies, and the danger is now
manifest that in the absence of any new integrating
element, what may triumph in our modern world, as it
finally triumphed in the ancient world, is the principle
of naked force.

The theocratic conception of government always im-
plies a divine grace or sanction somewhere; but as to the
channel through which this grace is received important
differences of opinion are possible. In the Middle Ages,
for example, some held that the only channel of grace
was the Church and so tended to subordinate the Em-
peror, the head of the temporal order, to God’s vicar
upon earth, the Pope. Others maintained that the Em-
peror derived his sanction, not through the Pope, but
immediately from on high. This latter form of the theo-
cratic conception is best set forth, perhaps, in Dante’s
“Pe Monarchia.” Dante desires codperation and ulti-
mate unity of the two powers, secular and spiritual, but
without confusion.

Dante and other political theorists of the Middle Ages
who accepted the theocratic idea, but wished at the same
time to keep separate the things of God and the things
of Cesar, showed themselves in so far true Christians.
We need to remember, however, how much in the Chris-
tian tradition itself goes back ultimately, not to Judees,
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but to Greece and Rome. There is no small element
of truth in the common assertion that Saint Augustine
is the Christian Plato and Saint Thomas Aquinas the
Christian Aristotle. Yet we need to emphasize at this
point certain important differences between the Platonic
and Aristotelian type of political thinking and the type
that prevailed during the medizval period. In a certain
sense, Aristotle and Plato are in their true spirit nearer
to us than to the men of the Middle Ages. The medize-
val view of life rests on a belief in a supernatural revela-
tion. This in turn is made the basis of an absolute outer
authority; whereas Plato and Aristotle belong, 3§_ﬂl&
said, to an age e of free critical 1 mqulry They are, in
short “true moderns For, as I have tried to show
elsewhere, to be crltlcal and individualistic in one’s out-
look on life and to be modern come to very much the
same thing. In seeking to make of Aristotle a prop of
outer authority, Saint Thomas and other men of the
Middle Ages were therefore using Aristotle in 2 very un-
Aristotelian way; and the confusion continued when the
men of the Renaissance, on breaking with tradition in
favor of a more individualistic and experimental atti-
fude, inclined to repudiate Aristotle as the chief source
of the scholastic logomachy. Bacon, for example, practi-
cally never gets behind the scholastic Aristotle to the
real Aristotle. '

- Plato, then, differs from the medizval thinkers in
dealing critically “with the political problem in the “Re-
public” and elsewhere. He arrives, however, at a con-
ception that is on the whole theocratic; so that if one
looks, not to the method, but to the conclusions, one is
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forced to agree in part with those who assert that the
Middle Ages already begin in Plato. Add the all-impor-
tant distinction between the things of God and the things
of Cesar and the class of Guardians in the “Republic”
would work out into something very similar to a monas-
tic order. It is hard, again, not to see in the Nocturnal
Council and the House of Reformation of the “Laws”
a first adumbration of the Inquisition. In general Pla-
to’s growing sense of the dependence of man on God
foreshadows Augustine and the reign of grace. Aristotle,
on the other hand, remains the chief example in the past
of a thinker who has treated in a way at once critical and
humanistic the problems of government. Before writing
his “Politics,” he had made detailed studies of the his-
tory and constitutions of one hundred and fifty-eight
city-states, and in general rests his conclusions upon a
great body of actual political experience. One may dis-
agree with these conclusions — I disagree with them in
essential particulars — but the method itself for any one
who aspires to be modern would seem to be impeccable,
Even when we differ from Aristotle, we should differ
from him on Aristotelian grounds. We have been en-
lightened concerning certain problems by an enormous
mass of experience in both the East and the West that
he did not bave at his command. We have been enlight-
ened by the Christian experience above all and the great
new principle it brought into the Occident, namely, the
separation of the temporal and spiritual powers, and all
the consequences that flow from this principle either
directly or indirectly, especially the idea of individual
liberty that ultimately rests on this distinction, and of



32 DEMOCRACY AND LEADERSHIP

which neither Aristotle nor Plato_has any adequate

coneption, ‘

“We have been enlightened since the time of Aristotle
not merely by the Christian experience; we also have
more or less available an enormous mass of experience
unknown until recently to the Occident — that of the

Far East, especially India and China. Here again we
find political institutions that reflect views of life that
are predominantly either naturalistic, humanistic, or
religious. Perhaps no country has ever been more reli-
gious than India. India has always been the home of
religion, good, bad, or indifferent; and so one is not sur-
prised to find the theocratic view of life set forth more
uncompromisingly perhaps than in any other book of
the world in the “Laws of Manu.” The precepts of this
work have probably never been applied in their full
rigor, but they have always been of great aid to the
Brahmin caste in maintaining what would seem to us a
veritable spiritual tyranny. In controlling men by an
appeal to their religious hopes and fears without any
need of physical compulsion, the Brahmin caste has per-
haps been even more successful, and that down to our
own day, than the Church of medizval Europe. It has
been alleged that the Montagu Act (1919), designed to
give a greater measure of self-government to the Hindus,
would in practice simply play into the hands of the
Brahmin theocracy.

v Buddhism, another produet of ancient India, is inter-
esting from the point of view of our present topic for
two reasons: first, because Buddha, even more perhaps
than Plato or Socrates, worked out & positive and criti-
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cal view of life; secondly, because he displayed this posi-
tive and critical spirit in the field of religion. His king-
dom, like that of Jesus, and unlike that of Plato, is not of
this world. He does not seek, like the Plato of the “Re-
public,” to achieve ideal good in the secular order and
with the aid of political institutions. Buddha did not
set out to reform society directly, but established a reli-
gious order in which caste and other like distinctions did
not exist. Later Buddhism, especially Buddhism of the
so-called Great Vehicle, is a vast and complex move-
ment that departs widely from the positive and critical
spirit of the founder. Lamaism, the very corrupt form
of the doctrine that prevails in Tibet, marks an extreme
of theocratic interference with the secular order. In a
country like Burma, where something of the older and
more individualistic form of the faith still survives, the
distinction between spiritual and temporal is fairly well
maintained. In general the rival pretensions of Church
and State have led to less frequent and less serious polit-
ical clashes in Buddhist than in Christian lands. It is,
indeed, this aspect of Christianity that more than any
other seems to justify Christ’s saying that he brought
not peace, but a sword.

India has never seen an important humanistic move-
ment. The nearest approach to it, perhaps, is the doc-
trine of the middle path that Buddha proclaimed in the
religious life itself. It is difficult to imagine a more com-
plete contrast in this respect than that between India
and China, which in its central tradition, of which Con-
fucius is the chief exponent, has always been humanistic.
The bathing ghats at Benares suggest something almost
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as remote from ordinary Chinese psychology as from our
own. Confucius is less concerned with the other world
than with the art of living to the best advantage in this,
To live to the best advantage in this world is, he holds,
to live proportionately and moderately; so that the Con-
fucian tradition of the Far Fast has much in common
with the Aristotelian tradition of the Occident. In one
important respect, however, Confucius recalls not Aris-
totle, but Christ. Though his kingdom is very much of
this world, he puts emphasis not merely on the law of
measure, but also on the law of humility. He was hum-
ble both in his “submission to the will of Heaven” and
in his attitude towards the sages of old. He aspired at
most to be the channel through which the moral experi-
ence of his race that had accumulated through long cen-
turies and found living embodiment in these sages should
be conveyed to the present and the future; in his own
words, he was not a creator but a transmitter. A _man
who looks up to the great traditional models and imi-
tates them, becomes worthy of imitation in his turn. He
must be thus rightly imitative if he is to be a true leader.
No one has ever insisted more than Confucius on a right
example and the imitation that it inspires as the neces-
sary basis of civilized society. This insistence would
seem justified by the force of his own example which has
moulded, for seventy generations or more, the ethos of
about a fourth of the human race — and that with little
or no appeal to the principle of fear either in this world
or the next. The Confucian influence seems, indeed, to
offer more warrant than anything in our Qccidental
experience for the belief that man may after all be &
reasonable animal.
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In dealing with the political problem, Confucius is
inevitably led to brush aside, as of slight account, every-
thing except the question of leadership. “The virtue of
the leader,” he says, “is like unto wind; that of the peo-
ple like unto grass. For it is the nature of grass to bend
when the wind blows upon it.”! Now the true leader is
the man of character, and the ultimate root of character
is humijlity. This Confucian conception has such a cen-~
tral soundness that I shall need to return to it later. At
the same time, Confucianism, like all great doctrines,
has its characteristic weaknesses. The chief of these, we
scarcely need to be reminded, is that the present seems
to be held in a perpetual spiritual mortmain by the past.
A purely traditional humanism is always in danger of
falling into & rut of pseudo-classic formalism., Confu-
cius himself had a deep and genuine perception of what
is specifically human in man which he defines as a prin-
ciple of inner control; this principle, however, at least if
we accept as ancient and authentic all that is in the
“Li-Ki"” or Book of Rites, is from the start too much as-
sociated with outer forms and, at times, with the rules of
etiquette. Some of the prescriptions are not much
more closely related to the decorum which is at the
centre of every truly humanistic doctrine than the in-
formation, which has also been piously handed down
to us, that Confucius ate ginger at every meal, and that
he always changed countenance in a thunderstorm. We
desire a spirit that is more free, flexible, and imagina-

1 Cf. Aristotle, Polilics, 1273a: * Whenever the chiefs of the
state deem anything honorable, the other citizens are sure to
- follow their example.”
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tive, such as is found in Greek humanism at its best.
We are also likely to feel something more modern and,
therefore, more congenial to us in the highly untradi-
tional and individualistic Buddha. Still Confucius,
though traditional, is not dogmatic; he is not even sys-
ternatic. His extreme reticence about ultimate things
that so irritated his translator, the Christian dogmatist,
Dr. Legge, seems, now that we are coming more and
more to appreciate the psychological method of dealing
with certain problems, a merit rather than a defect. Asa
result of all that is summed up in Confucianism, China
has, perhaps, in spite of all its corrupt mandaring and
officials of the past and present, planted itself more con-
sistently than any other country on moral ideas, and this
fact is not unrelated to its long survival. The Greeks
have disappeared; for the Greeks of to-day can be re-
garded only in a very qualified sense as the deseendants
of the Greeks of the age of Pericles: whereas the de-
scendants of the Chinese of the age of Confucius are
still with us to the number of several hundred millions.
Their civilization has numerous and grave peripheral
faults. At the same time, it is likely to have a secret
strength as long as the Chinese refuse to “drop their
pilot,” as long as they hold fast, in other words, in spite
of pressure from the West, to what is best in the Confu-
cian tradition.

I have been considering thus far, in both East and
West, various religious and humanistic views of life,
whether on a traditional or a positive and critical basis,
and the corresponding types of political thinking. It re-
mains to consider the daturalistic view of life and its
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political implications. The naturalist no longer looks on
man as subject to a law of his own distinct from that
of the material order— a law, the acceptance of which
leads, on the religious level, to the miracles of other-
worldliness that one finds in Christians and Buddhists
at their best, and the acceptance of which, in this world,
leads to the subduing of the ordinary self and its spon-
taneous impulses to the law of measure that one finds
in Confucianists and Aristotelians. The rise of the indi-
vidualistic and critical spirit and the resulting break
with the medizval and theocratic ideal, from the Renais-
sance on, might have assumed a religious or humanistic
character; it has actually been in the main naturalistic.
One important outcome of this naturalistic trend has
been the growth of the national spirit. The Protestant
religion itself, if one takes a sufficiently long-range view,
appears largely as an incident in the rise of nationalism.
If one wishes, however, to study, in its purest form, the
new nationalistic spirit that was destined finally to de-
stroy the religious unity of medizval Europe, one needs
to turn to Machiavelli. He will probably remain the
best type in either East or West of the unflinching politi-
cal naturalist. To understand Machiavelli, one needs to
study him in his relation to traditional religion. Chris-
tianity, especially in its Pauline and Augustinian forms,
has always tended to oppose a stark supernaturalism to
a stark naturalism; so that when an austere Christian,
such as Pascal, considers man in his fallen estate, man
unsupported by divine grace, he quickly arrives at con-
clusions regarding the secular order and its political
problems that are, if possible, more Machiavellian than
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those of Machiavelli himself. One seems to have no al:
ternative except to get rid of ethics in getting rid of
theology. Moreover, the Church, as an actual institu-
tion, had such a monopoly of the higher life of man that
to seek, like Machiavelli, to give the State a basis inde-
pendent of the Church was to run the risk of giving it a
basis independent of morality. Furthermore, Machia-
velli was, within certain limits, an extraordinarily
shrewd observer. His views reflect the failure of Chris-
tianity to control men’s actual deeds, either in his own
time or in the medimval past with which he was familiar.
His infention, as he proclaimsit, is “to follow up the real
truth of a matter rather than the imagination of it, . . .
because how one lives is so far distant from how one
ought to live, that he who neglects what is done for what
ought to be done sooner effects his ruin than his preser-
vation.” ! The statesman should, therefore, be sternly
realistic. Asa matter of fact, any one who neglects men’s
ideals and fine phrases and attends solely to their actual
performance is always Likely to seem a bit Machiavel-
lian. There is, for example, a strong Machiavellian ele-
ment in this sense in Thueydides.

The conclusions to which Machiavelli was led by his
special type of realism are familiar. The rules of ordi-
nary morality may hold in the relations between man
and man, but have only a secondary place in the rela-
tions between state and state; what prevails in these lat-
ter relations is the law of cunning and the law of force.
The ruler who wishes to succeed should, therefore, blend
barmoniously in himself the virtues of the lion and the

1 The Prince, ch. xv.
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fox.! The true essence of any doctrine is revealed finally
in the kind of personality in which it becomes incarnate.
Machiavelli, as is well known, saw the perfect incarna-
tion of his own conception in Cesar Borgia. He relates,
in one place, the detestable treachery by which Borgia
trapped and then had strangled several of his political
enemies, and then says elsewhere: “When all the ac-
tions of the duke are recalled, I do not know how to
blame him, but rather it appears to me, as I have said,
that I ought to offer him for imitation to all those who,
by fortune or the arms of others, are raised to govern-
ment.” * One should mark especially the meaning that
Machiavelli attaches to the word virtue. He begins an
account of the medizval tyrant, Castruccio Castricani,
in which the main traits that emerge are ruthlessness and
cruelty, by praise of his “virtue.” The virtue of the

Machiavellian political leader plainly Tas very little in
cornmon with humanistic virtue and nothing at all Wlth
rehglous virtue. “Christian virtue Th particular has Tts
folinidéition rthe law of humility. The man who takes
on the yoke of this law enters, at the same time, into a
realm of free conscience; he has ceased to be subject to
any mundane state and has become a member of a heav-
enly commonwealth or City of God. This divided alle-
giance seemed to Machiavelli a source of weakness and
effeminacy. Humility should give way to patriotic pride.
The ruler above all should have no conscience apart
from the State and its material aggrandizement. Any
one who consents to become 8, passive instrument in the
service of any corporation, political, commercial, or re-
t The Prince, ch. x1X. ¢ Jbid., ch. vi.
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ligious, to the point of practising a morality different
from that which should rule the individual, is in the
Machiavellian tradition. Machiavelli is the ‘ancestor
of the German who puts the fatherland “over all,” and
of his equivalent the one hundred per cent American,
and in general of those who are so patriotic that they
are ready to back their country right or wrong. He em-
bodies, more completely than any one else, what is
usually defined as the realistic tradition in European
politics. Yet one cannot grant that either Machiavelli
or his spiritual descendants, the Realpolitiker, are thor-
oughgoing realists, The Nemesis, or divine judgment,
or whatever one may term it, that sooner or later over-
takes those who transgress the moral law, is not some-
thing that one has to take on authority, either Greek or
Hebraic; it is a matter of keen observation. Without as-
serting that there is no such thing as reason of state and
that public and private morality should coincide pre-
cisely at all points, nevertheless, one may affirm that
“it is chimerical to set up a dual code in the Machiavel-
lian sense, to suppose that men can, as a rule, be ruth-
less in the service of country and at the same time up-
I‘ig%lt as individuals. To be merely a naturalistic realist,

combine, that is, a clear perception of the facts of the
material order with spiritual blindness, leads practically
to imperialistic dreaming. Machiavelli relates how at
the time he was composing “The Prince” he was wont,
after a day spent in petty occupations on his small prop-
erty at San Casciano, to pull off his peasant clothes and
don court attire in the evening, and then, retiring into
his study, escape from the trivialities of the present to
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the imperial glories of ancient Rome. This particular
land of heart’s desire is still that of a certain number of
Italians.

Perhaps the most important followers of Machiavelli,
in actual practice, have been found among the Germans
from Frederick the Great to Bismarck. For the student
of political theory, on the other hand, the most signifi-
cant line of development runs rather through England.
Hobbes is possibly even more lacking in ethical percep-
tion, even more naturabstic in s conception of human
nature, & than Machiavelli himself. Stnp man of the con-

ventlons that have been ‘imposed P_PMMM

out says Hobbes “and what one discovers as his essence

o, perpetual a‘ﬁ&-restless “desire of power alter pewer,
that ceaseth only in_ death "1 Hobbes reflects, to some
extent, in his philosophy the cyWﬂusmn
that had been engendered in many by the civil convul-
sions of seventeenth-century Engla,nd If one is to re-
tain a rose-colored view of human nature, it is not well,
it should seem, to see it at too close range in periods of
great upheaval. La Rochefoucauld, who is also in the
Machiavellian tradition by his insistence on the egoistie
element even in what appear to be man’s fairest virtues,
was influenced, we are told, in no small measure by his
participation in the Fronde.

Though Hobbes is Machiavellian in his emphasis on
the law_of i d the law of force, he is, unlike
Mly systematic but metaphysical.
He seeks to develop the postulates of naturalism into a
logical and closed System. The dilference between the

~—"""""T Leniathan, Part 1, ch. 1x.
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two men is related to Pascal’s distinction between the
geometrical spirit and the spirit of finesse. Hobbes’s
extreme confidence in reasoning of the abstraét or geo-
metrical type (lo raison raisomnante) strikes one as
rather un-English, but in other respects he belongs to
the great English utilitarian tradition, and points the
way to Locke, who is himself, in essential respects, a
dogmatic rationalist. For a striking fact about the Eng-
lish utilitarian is that, while professing to appeal from
mere theory to experience, he repudiates that whole side
of experience that belongs to the realm of the human
law. Wishing to be thoroughly positive and critical, he
inclines to identify this experience with the traditional
forms in which it had become embedded and so to reject
it as mere myth and fable; and herein he is at one with
the traditionalists themselves who do not admit that the
truths of the human law can be disengaged from certain
special forms and, like the truths of the natural law,
dealt with in a purely critical fashion. As I have tried
to show elsewhere, the positivists have failed signally
thus far to live up to their own programme. Hobbes, for
example, opposes to the dogmas and metaphysical as-
sumptions of the traditionalists other assumptions that
are almost equally metaphysical. One needs to consider
what some of these assumptions are, for, in one shape or
other, they have pervaded most political thinking from
the time of Hobbes to our own day, even the thinking
of those who at first sight seem most opposed to him.
One may take as the first of these metaphysical as-
sumptions the conception of absolute and unlimited
sovereignty. When anything absolute is set up, we may



THE TYPES OF POLITICAL THINKING 43

know that we are running into metaphysics; for precise
observation of life does not give anything absolute. The
only thing that approaches the absolute in man is
his ignorance, and even that is not quite absolute.
Hobbes’s assertion of absolute and unlimited sovereignty
recalls the medi@val notion of sovereignty with a most
important difference: it rests upon force and is in this
sense imperialistic; it does not, like the sovereignty of
the Middle Ages, have a supernatural sanction. For the
medizval sovereign, whether Pope or Emperor, if not
responsible to the people, is responsible to God, who is,
finally, the only absolute and unlimited ruler. Further-
more, the individual in the State of Hobbes has no
refuge from its despotic control in religion, or, what
amounts to the same thing, in a domain of conscience
set apart from the secular order. Hobbes subordinates
the spiritual to the temporal, and, in his dealing with
the rival claims of Church and State, is, like Machia-
velli, not only unmedizval but un-Christian.

Whence, one may inquire, does the sovereign of
Hobbes derive a power so unlimited and irresponsible
as to be subversive not only of liberty in the temporal
order, but also of the “liberty wherewith Christ hath
made us free.” The reply is that the sovereign holds his
unlimited and irresponsible power, not by the grace of
God, but as a result of a contract with the people; and
here emerges another metaphysical assumption, that of
the social contract, which dominated to an extraordinary
degree the political thinking of several generations.
This involves, in some form or other, the assumption of
g state of nature, in which man is isolated and unsocial,
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in opposition to a state of society where men escape
from their isolation on the basis of a convention or con-
tract. Just as Machiavelli is infinitely below Aristotle
in setting up two codes of morality, one for the State
and one for the individual, so Hobbes marks a great
retrogression from Aristotle in aceepting this mythical
contrast between man in society and man as he is natu-
rally. According to Aristotle, it is natural for man, being
as he is a political animal, to live in society. Hobbes,
also, as we have just seen, by running together the things
of God and the things of Czsar, compromises the chief
advance in political thinking that has been made since
Aristotle. As a whole, his work may be described as an
attempt to justify metaphysically what would result
practically in a violent materialism.

To the social contract, unlimited sovereignty, and the
state of nature, we need to add natural rights if we wish
to complete the list of abstract and metaphysical con-
ceptions that have dominated so much modern political
thinking. The rights that man possesses in the “state of
nature’ would not seem very valuable, since his life in
this state, as conceived by Hobbes, is “solitary, poor,
nasty, brutish, and short”; and since, as a result of the
dominance of self-love, every one is at war with every
one else (bellum omnium conira omnes). From the point
of view of theory, it is, however, important that man has
in the state of nature unlimited liberty, in the sense that
he has unlimited sovereignty over his own person, and
can, therefore, transfer by the social contract this un-
limited sovereignty to the State. Men also tend to be
equal in the natural state, since the physically weak may,
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according to Hobbes, develop a cunning that will in the
conflict of egoisms put them more or less on a level with
the strong. The state of nature according to Hobbes
may, then, be defined as liberty, equality — and war.
Natural rights and the freedom and equality that are
supposed to be based upon them become increasingly
important with the tendency that appears about the
time of Hobbes to interpret more optimistically the
state of nature. The origins of this tendency are com-
plex. Perhaps the most important single influence was
the revival of Stoical philosophy and the Stoical views
regarding jus naturale and jus gentzum that had been in-
corporated in Roman law. The underlying driving
power behind the “return to nature” from the Renais~
sance down was the rise of the new astronomy and the
growing triumphs of physical science. The success of
the great revolt on naturalistic lines against the Chris-
tian and mediseval dualism was due even less perhaps to
scientific discovery, and to the type of progress that re-
sulted, than to the positive and critical method by
which the progress and the discoveries had been
achieved, a method that was in direct conflict with the
dogmatic and uncritical affirmations of the traditional-
ists. In the political theorists of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, the naturalistic and Stoical ele-
ments are combined in almost every conceivable propor-
tion with elements that derive from the traditional su-
pernaturalism. A mixture of this kind is especially
evident in the *“De Jure belli et pacis” (1625) of Grotius,
the father of international law. The great nationalities,
that were arising with the breakdown of medizval



46 DEMOCRACY AND LEADERSHIP

theocracy, were plainly in a state of nature as regards
one another, so that it was even more important to de-
termine, in the case of the nation than in the cdse of the
individual, whether there can prevail in the state of
nature any other law than the law of cunning and the
law of force. If one is to refute Machiavelli and Hobbes,
one must show that there is some universal principle
that tends to unite men even across national frontiers, a
principle that continues to act even when their egoistic
impulses are no longer controlled by the laws of some
particular state supported by its organized force.
Whether one starts with a state of nature in which men
are conceived as mere isolated units, and then imagines
a contract of some kind by which they pass from a state
of nature into society, or whether one asserts with Aris-
totle that man is a political animal, and that it is, there-
fore, natural for him to live in society, one needs in
either case to define with some care the principle of co-
hesion among men. According to the true Christian, the
final counterpoise to egoism, in virtue of which alone
men may be drawn to a common centre, is submission
to the will of God, a submission that is conceived in
terms of the inner life. The attempt to find a bond of
union among men in a ‘‘rule of reason,” and the associa-
tion of this rule of reason with nature, is, strictly speak-
ing, not Christian, but Stoical. It is asnatural for a man
to serve other men, says Marcus Aurelius in his exposi-
tion of Stoical “reason,” as it is for the eye to see. This
doctrine of service, which the Stoic deems at once ra-
tional and natural, does not involve the inner life in the
Christian sense. The final appeal is to something out-
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side the individual — namely, to what Cicero, & main
source of Stoical influence upon the modern world, calls
the “common utility” (utilitas communis). The com-~
munity that one serves may again, according to Cicero,
be either one’s country or mankind at large (societas
generis humanz), Stoical utilitarianism is in general
highly rationalistic. English utilitarianism, on the other
hand (and England is the chief source of utilitarian doc-
trine in modern times), puts far greater emphasis on the
principle of pleasure, and in general on the instinctive
side of man, an emphasis that is less Stoical than
Epicurean. Cumberland, for example, seeks to refute
Hobbes not merely by an appeal to right reason, but
by asserting the presence in man of an instinct to pro-
mote the common good; thus to serve the community,
says Cumberland, combining the new utilitarian con-
ception with the older theology, is to fulfil the will of God.

One finds, however, in writers like Cumberland only
the beginnings of the transformation in the very basis of
ethies that has taken place in connection with the great
movement, partly utilitarian, partly sentimental, that
I have defined in its totality as humanitarianism. What
i3 singular about the representatives of this movement
is that they wish to live on the naturalistic level, and at
the same time to enjoy the benefits that the past had
hoped to achieve as a result of some humanistic or reli-
gious discipline. They have contradicted religion by
asserting in substance that man, in order to rise above
his selfish impulses, does not need conversion and the
system of supernatural sanctions on which conversion
has traditionally rested. They have also sought to refute



48 DEMOCRACY AND LEADERSHIP

the egoistic naturalists of the type of Machiavelli and
Hobbes, who have maintained that the most funda-
mental impulse in man is the push for power. The rise of
emotional ethics may be studied, especially in the Eng-
land of the early eighteenth century, in connection with
the deistic movement. The trend of deistic moralists
like Shaftesbury and Hutcheson is all towards what we
should call, nowadays, altruism and social service.
With the decline of the doctrine of total depravity, the
age of theology is beginning to give way to the age of
sociology. The word beneficence gains currency about
this time. The sympathetic man, the good-natured man,
the man of feeling are emerging and are being held in
ever-increasing estimation.

Those who believed in the intrinsic evil of human na-
ture on either theological or naturalistic grounds were
still numerous and aggressive. The divergent views con-
cerning the goodness or badness of human nature were
combined in almost every conceivable proportion in dif-
ferent individuals. They were so combined in Pope and
Voltaire, for example, as to introduce into their writings
a central incoherency. A curious attempt to combine
the new expansiveness with an attack on the school of
Shaftesbury and an affirmation of the egoistic element
in man that reminds one of Hobbes and La Rochefou-
cauld and Machiavelli, is found in Mandeville’s ¢ Fable
of the Bees.” With the growth of the new philosophy,
man was encouraged to indulge more freely his natural
desires. At the same time, scientific discovery was mak-
ing increasingly possible the satisfaction of these desires.
It was gradually developing a vast machinery designed
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to minister to man’s material comfort and convenience
and destined to culminate in the industrial revolution.
Mandeville warned the English, who were entering an
era of commercial and imperialistic expansion, that this
expansion, with its concomitant growth of luxury, would,
so far as the individual is concerned, be an expansion of
vice and selfishness. The Stoical notion that mere “rea~
son” can control the selfish passions, he refutes. The
assertion of Shaftesbury that there inheres in the na-
tural man a “moral sense” or will to serve, that can pre-
vail over the will to power, or instinet of sovereignty, as
he terms it, he dismisses as “romantic and chimerical.”
He recommends ironically as a remedy a return to the
Golden Age and its diet of acorns. The true remedy, he
professes to believe, is the most austere Christianity and
its renunciation of the lusts of the flesh. The real sting
of his argument, however, is in the new turn that he
gives to the Machiavellian idea of the double standard.
The multiplication of wants, which is bad, considered
from the point of view of the individual, may, if properly
directed by government, make for the greatness of the
State. Private vices are public benefits:
Thus every part was full of vice,
Yet the whole mass & paradise,

........... Luxury
Employ’d a million of the poor,

And odious pride a million more;

Envy itself and vanity,
‘Were ministers of industry.
Mandeville concludes:
Fools only strive

To make a great an honest hive.
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In Shaftesbury and Mandeville, we see clearly re-
vealed, for perhaps the first time, the opposition be-
tween the romantic idealist and the Machiavellian
realist. Much of Shaftesbury’s doctrine stands in close
relation to that of the ancient Stoics, notably Marcus
Aurelius and Epictetus, so that there is truth in Mande-
ville’s accusation that Shaftesbury ‘endeavored to
establish heathen virtue on the ruins of Christianity.”
Shaftesbury, for example, does not go beyond Stoicism
when he hopes, in Mandeville’s phrase, to ““govern him-
self by his reason with as much ease and readiness as a
good rider manages a well taught horse by the bridle.”
But Mandeville is not entirely wrong in discovering in
Shaftesbury a flattery of human nature beyond what
the Stoics or other pagan moralists ever attempted.
““He imagines that men without any trouble or violence
upon themselves may be naturally virtuous. He seems
to expect and require goodness in his species as we do a
sweet taste in grapes and China oranges.” On the basis
of this natural goodness which displays itself in an in-
stinctive affection of man for his own species, Shaftes-
bury was the first “to maintain virtue without self-
denial.” The word sympathy first became ecurrent
largely as a result of its use by the Greek Stoics, but
there is a wide gap between Stoical sympathy and the
incipient sentimentalism of a Shaftesbury. So far from
encouraging emotional effusion, the Stoic aimed at
“apathy,” and in his more austere moments would
have us serve men, but refrain from pitying them.!
The moral ®stheticism that is beginning to appear in

1 See Seneca, de Clem., 11, 4-6.
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Shaftesbury, though it has no strict parallel in classical
antiquity, is Epicurean rather than Stoical. The more
advanced type of sentimentalist has, in order to display
his “virtue,” merely to palpitate deliciously.! Asa mat-
ter of fact, the lIove or sympathy on which the romantie
idealist puts so much emphasis is, as I shall try to show
later, a subrational parody of Christian charity.

The moral sense of Shaftesbury and his disciple
Hutcheson was developed by Hume and Adam Smith
and other exponents of emotional ethics, and is not un-
related to the emphasis that the later utilitarians put on
the principle of pleasure. Though Mandeville denied
that sympathy of the humanitarian type can prevail
over the “instinct of sovereignty,” it is well to remem-
ber that he was himself an emotional moralist. He even
recognizes among man’s natural passions a passion of
pity that may on occasion be violent. One has only to
exalt this passion of pity and, at the same time, to take
seriously Mandeville’s occasional praises of ignorance
and the simple life, to be in sight of the primitivistic
solution of the problem of luxury and of civilization it~

1 The following passage from Rousseau (Emile, Livre 1v) may
gerve as a sample of the fully developed emotional ethics of which
the beginnings are found in Shaftesbury: ““Cet enthousiasme de la
vertu, quel rapport a-t-il avec notre intérét privé? . . . Otez de nos
cceurs cet amour du beau, vous 6tez tout le charme de la vie.
Celui dont les viles passions ont étouffé dans son Ame étroite ces
sentiments délicieux; celui qui, & force de se concentrer au dedans
de lui, vient a%bout de n’aimer que lui-méme, n’a plus de trans-
ports, son eceur glacé ne palpite plus de joie, un doux attendrisse-
ment n’humecte jamais ses yeux, il ne jouit plus de rien.” This
type of “enthusiasm’ assumes at times a Platonie coloring, as in
Nouvelle Héloise, Pt. 11, Lettre x1. Plato, however, as Gompers
points out (Griechische Denker, 11, p. 411), “would bave utterly
despised the sentimentalism of Rousseau.”
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gelf that Rousseau was to set forth in his two Discourses.
Mandeville is on the side of decorum, and yet he admits
that decorum is not only ‘“artificial,” but is, as Rous-
seau was to say later, only the “varnish of vice” and the
“mask of hypocrisy.” He affirms that vice in general is
nowhere more predominant than where arts and sci-
ences flourish, and that we shall find innocence and
honesty nowhere more widely diffused than among the
most illiterate, the “poor silly country people.” ““Would
you banish fraud and luxury? Break down the printing-
presses and burn all the books in the Island, except those
at the Universities where they remain unmolested.”
What is being weakened by the realism of Mandeville,
as well as by the idealism of Shaftesbury, is the sense of
the inner life. And by the inner life, I mean the recog-
nition in some form or other of a force in man that moves
in an opposite direction from the outer impressions and
expansive desires that together make up his ordinary or
temperamental self. The decisive victories of both ra-
tionalistic and emotional ethics over the traditional
dualism were won in the eighteenth century. At the
same time, we must not forget that we have to do with
the final stages of a secular process. The political reflex
of this process is the passage from a Europe that was
unified in theory, and to some extent in practice, by the
Roman theocracy to a Europe made up of great terri-
torial nationalities governed in their relations to one
another by international law. As conceived by Grotius,
internatioral law rests largely upon naturalistic founda-
tions. The publication of his work was followed in a few
years by recognition of the new Europe in the Peace of
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Westphalia (1648). Within the bounds of each separate
nationality, the essential aspect of this secular process is
the passage from divine right to popular right, from the
sovereignty of God to the sovereignty of the people. In
the long period of transition, supernaturalist and natu~
ralistic views are blended in almost every possible pro-
portion. For example, Protestants, especially the Cal-
vinists, and Catholics, especially the Jesuits, borrowed
naturalistic concepts such as a state of nature, natural
rights, and the social compaet, but only that they might
affirm more effectively the principle of divine sover-
eignty, with its theocratic implications, in the spiritual
order.

Some, to be sure, saw the danger of thus making secu-
lar power seem to receive its sanction, not from above,
but from below. Thus Filmer says in his “Patriarcha’:
“Late writers have taken up tco much upon trust from
the subtle schoolmen who, to be sure to thrust down the
king below the Pope, thought it the safest course to ad-
vance the people above the king.”” A doctrine that was
opposed to Jesuitical encroachments of this kind, and
played an important rdle in the rise of nationalism, was
that of the divine right of kings and of passive obedi-
ence. The strict subordination of the spiritual to the
temporal power, urged by Erastus, had been encouraged
by Luther himself. And Luther’s own attitude was re-
lated to that of medizeval theorists like Occam, who had
sought to exalt the Emperor and depress the Pope. The
monarchs, however, to whom the Lutheran inclined to
give jurisdiction in matters religious (cujus regio, ejus
religio), were not like the Emperor universal; they ruled
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by hereditary right over certain limited territories. The
theocratic state of Calvin again is related to the mediz-
val theory that exalted the Pope at the expenke of the
Emperor; but here also there is lacking the element of
universality. Practically both the Lutheran and the
Calvinistic state tend to run together the things of God
and the things of Czsar, and to leave the individual
without any civitas det in which he may take refuge from
the secular power. There is, then, this justification for
the opinion of those who look upon Protestantism in
all its forms as only an incident in the rise of nation-
alism.

A defence of divine right that should receive atten-
tion as an example, though a very imperfect one, of an
important type of political thinking, is the work of Fil-
mer I have just mentioned: ““Patriarcha, or the Natural
Power of Kings” (1680). The arguments in favor of
the patriarchal view of government have indeed never
been adequately set forth in the Occident. In spite of
all that has been urged by Aristotle and others, we must,
if we go by the actual experience of mankind, conclude
that the patriarchal conception has enormous elements
of strength. It has been the normal conception of great
portions of the human race over long periods of time.
Such a study as that of Fustel de Coulanges on the
Greek and Roman city-state, and its derivation from the
religion of the family, aids us to understand political and
social institutions that still survive in countries like
China and Japan. Unfortunately, Filmer does not ap-
ply an adequate psychological analysis to the patri-
archal conception and uncover its deep roots in the
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actual facts of human nature. He is at once too natural-
istic and too theological. By his very sub-title, he
proclaims that the patriarchal power is “natural,” and,
at the same time, he seeks by somewhat grotesque
speculations to prove that the actual power of kings is
based on their direct descent from Adam.

Filmer seems to have missed the point seriously in
seeking to show that the basis of patriarchal and royal
power is natural. A more powerful and consistent
champion of divine right is Bossuet in his “Politique
tirée de I'Ecriture Sainte” (1709). He asserts, indeed,
that all laws are founded on the first of all laws, that of
nature, conceived as a law of equity and right reason,
But in general he opposes to the oncoming naturalistic
tide a thoroughgoing supernaturalism. Men are born,
not free and equal, but subjects, first of all to their
parents. Parental authority itself is the image of that
of God, who is the only absolute sovereign. Parental
authority serves, in turn, as a model for that of the king.
The king’s power does not depend upon the consent and
acquiescence of his people. It is independent of the
Pope. But though absolute, it is not arbitrary; for it is
controlled from above. Bossuet exalts the monarch in
the secular order only to humble him in the sight of God
and to lay upon him the weight of an almost intolerable
responsibility. “Behold,” he says, “an immense people
brought together in a single person, behold this sacred,
paternal, and absolute power; behold the secret reason
which governs all this body of the State. You see the
image of God in kings and gain from them the idea of
royal majesty. And so, oh kings, exercise your power



56 DEMOCRACY AND LEADERSHIP

boldly; for it is divine and salutary to mankind; but
exercise it with humility. It islaid upon you from with-
out. At bottom it leaves you weak, it leaves you mor-
tal, it leaves you sinful; and burdens you in God’s sight
with a heavier reckoning.” Kings, after all, he goes on
to say, are but gods of flesh and blood, of clay and dust.
Earthly grandeur may separate men for a moment, buf
they are all made equal at the end by the common
catastrophe of death.

This exercise of the royal office in humble subordina-~
tion to God was scarcely achieved even by a Saint Louis.
As for Louis XIV, one is tempted to say that he took to
himself the first part of Bossuet’s doctrine (I'état c’est
moz) and overlooked the humility. Bossuet, in asserting
the immediate derivation of the royal power from God,
goes back, like other champions of divine right, to the
medizval theorists of the Empire. But there was only
one Emperor whose sway was supposed to be universal,
whereas there were a number of kings equally absolute
in their pretensions, ruling by hereditary right over
great territorial nationalities, and clashing, not merely
in their secular ambitions, but also, as a result of the
Reformation, in their religion. Practically the rulers of
these nationalities were in the state of nature with
reference to one another, whatever one may conceive
the state of nature to be. Bossuet pushed his love of
unity to the point of encouraging religious persecution,
as manifested, for example, in the Revocation of the
Edict of Nantes (1685). Yet his doctrine not only failed
to provide an adequate offset to a centrifugal national-
ism, it seemed by its insistence on the liberties of the
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French king and clergy (les libertés gallicanes) to make
against unity in the Church.

In asserting the Gallican liberties, Louis XIV and
Bossuet were setting themselves against the main trend
of the Church since the later Middle Ages. The fourth
article of the Declaration of the French clergy, made in
1682 and subscribed by Bossuet, declares that the judg-
ment of the Pope is not definitive without the consent of
the Church. But this type of limited and constitutional
Catholicism had been compromised by the breakdown
of the conciliar movement. Every significant change
from that day to this has been in the direction of greater
papal centralization. The theorist of this ultramontane
type of Catholicism and the enemy of Bossuet and
Louis XTIV is Joseph de Maistre. His book on the Pope
(1819) looks forward to the final trumph of the doctrine
of papal infallibility in the Vatican Council (1870). A
main element in Christianity from a fairly early period
is what one may term Roman imperialistic organization.
This element de Maistre develops into a thoroughgoing
papal imperialism. The supreme ruler by divine right is
the Pope. Temporal rulers, so far as they profess to be
Catholic, should recognize his hegemony. This concep-
tion of rigid outer authority de Maistre proceeds to
establish on the ruins of every type of individualism. In
contrast to Bossuet, who was in the great central Chris-
tian tradition, so much so that one is tempted to call him
the last of the fathers of the Church, de Maistre, though
a man of admirable character, reveals in his writings
little sense of the inner life, not much more, it might be
maintained, than the rationalists of the eighteenth cen-
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tury whom he was assailing. The subordination of the
true Christian is based on humility and charity. The
subordination at which de Maistre aims is primarily
social. The chief need of society is order, and order, as
de Maistre conceives it, must be achieved largely by
fear and repression. The ultimate support of the whole
social structure, as he tells us in a celebrated chapter, is
the executioner. He champions the agencies of the
Church that are most frankly ultramontane and anti-
individualistic — the Index, the Inquisition, and the
Jesuits.

Bossuet pushes the doctrine of the divine right of
kings about as far as it will go, and no one is ever likely
to go beyond de Maistre in asserting the divine right of
the Pope. The reply to the absolute and unlimited
sovereignty, whether of Pope or King, based on divine
right, was the assertion of the absolute and unlimited
sovereignty of the people, based on natural right. The
doctrine of popular sovereignty is found even in the
Middle Ages, notably in Marsilius of Padua, and at the
beginning of the seventeenth century is worked out
along rather radical lines by Althusius. Practically,
however, the most important precursor of Rousseau in
the development of this doctrine is Locke. The first of
his two ““ Treatises of Government” (1690) has lost its
interest along with the special form of the doctrine of
divine right that he sets out to refute, that of Filmer’s
“Patriarcha’; the second Treatise, however, remains a
chief landmark of political thinking. To understand
this work in its derivation, one needs to go back to the
contrast between nature and convention established
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by the early Greek thinkers, and to the conception of a
law of nature that grew out of this contrast, largely
under Stoieal influence, and became embedied in
Roman law; finally one needs to trace through the
centuries the process by which the Roman juristic con=
ception finally became, in writers like Locke, the doe-
trine of the rights of man. The doctrine of natural
rights, as maintained by Locke, looks forward to the
American Revolution, and, as modified by Rousseau,
to the French Revolution. Locke has to defend natural
right not merely against the partisans of royal preroga~
tive, but also against Machiavellian realists like Hobbes.
For Hobbes, the state of nature is liberty, equality, and
war. He would, therefore, in the interests of peace have
the individual enter into a contract by which he re-
nounces once and for all his liberty or unlimited sover-
eignty over his own person, and enjoy equality under a
despot. For Locke, on the other hand, though he has an
occasional primitivistic touch, the state of nature is
liberty, equality, and reason. It is “a state of peace,
good-will, mutual assistance, and preservation.” ! In
fact the law of nature is identical with the will of God 2
(or, as Pope was to say a little later, “The state of nature
was the reign of God”’). Locke, indeed, so runs together
the spiritual and the temporal order that be speaks of an
“appeal to heaven” when he means an appeal to force.
He recognizes, however, certain disadvantages in the
state of nature, especially in its bearing upon the safety
of private property. If property is to be fully secured,
men need in addition to the natural law a positive law
1 Book 11, ch. 111, ! tid., ch. x1.
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to be administered by impartial judges who require in
turn the force of an organized state to give their decisions
due execution. The first aim, therefore, of the contract
by which men substitute a settled government for the
state of nature, is to secure the common good, which is
taken to be identical with the protection of property.
The source of property itself, and this is a point of ex-
treme importance to which I shall need to return later,
is manual labor. The will of the people, conceived as the
will of the majority, is to be supreme. This will, how-
ever, is to be expressed not directly but through the
legislative, which as the organ of the popular will is to
dominate both the executive and the judiciary. Prac-
tically, Locke’s treatise reflects the upshot of the revo-
lution of 1688, the transfer, namely, of the final power
of the State from the King to Parliament. The legisla-
tive is especially vigilant in its control over the executive
in all that relates to the common interest, that is, the
safety of property. (Taxation without representation is
tyranny).

Even a theorist of divine right like Bossuet admits the
danger of an uncontrolled executive. “Let us candidly
confess,” he says, “that there is no temptation equal to
that of power, nor aught more difficult than to refuse
yourself anything when men grant you everything, and
think only of forestalling or even of stimulating your de-
sires.” As for Locke, he does not even deem it worth
while to reply to those who maintain that a ruler, though
not limited by men, may be limited by his responsibility
to what is above him. For him, a king is in a state of
nature not only with reference to other kings, but with
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reference to his own subjects; and being thus unre-
strained he is at the same time corrupted with flattery
and armed with power. Though Locke is thus on his
guard against an uncontrolled royal will, it is hard to see
that he has taken any precautions against the opposite
danger. However moderately he himself may interpret
the sovereignty of the people, it is not easy to discover
in his theory anything that will prevent this sovereignty
from developing into a new absolutism., The people
exercises not only legal control over its legislators, but
has the right, if they seem to be acting contrary to the
people’s interest, to rise up against them in insurrection.
In the final analysis, the only check to the evils of an
unlimited democracy will be found to be the recognition
in some form of the aristocratic principle. Such a recog-
nition is entirely lacking in Locke. The very logic of
natural rights runs counter to the idea of deference and
subordination, at least on any other basis than that of
force. In the state of nature, says Locke all men are
equally kings, and subject to nobody; and this equality
does not suffer serious diminution as the result of the
social contract. Locke simply dodges the political prob-
lem that seems so important to an Aristotle and a Con-
fucius, namely, the problem of leadership. It is charac-
teristic of the English that the radical and equalitarian
side of Locke should be slow to develop. The Revolu-
tion of 1688, of which he is the theorist, gave the control
of government to an oligarchy that owed its power and
prestige to the survival of the traditional subordinations.
The difficulties of the Whig position, that of carrying on
government by an aristocracy that lacks doctrinal justi-
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fication, became manifest in time. This aristocracy vir-
tually abdicated at the time of the Reform Bill (1832).
The full results of the movement that was getting under
way in the time of Locke are becoming apparent in our
own day. The people, especially the people of the great
urban centres, no longer look up with respect to repre-
sentatives who are themselves so imbued with the utili-
tarian temper encouraged by Locke that they have per-
haps ceased to be worthy of respect. If the aristoeratic
principle continues to give way to the equalitarian de-
nial of the need of leadership, parliamentary government
may ultimately become impossible.

It is Locke’s aim to deal with human nature in a more
empirical or experimental way than his philosophical
predecessors. At the same time he has a strongly ra-
tionalistic side that reveals the Cartesian influence.
By their assertion of a “reason’ in man that can prevail
unaided over the imagination and expansive desires,
both Locke and Descartes renew the Stoical position.
The counter-assertion of Pascal that unaided reason
cannot win any such easy victory, that on the contrary
“imagination rules everything,” seems nearer to the
observed facts, and, therefore, more truly experimental.
According to Locke, imagination becomes embodied in
customs and traditions that may from the point of view
of reason be dismissed as mere prejudice, By the oppo-
sition that he thus establishes between reason and prej-
udice, Locke becomes, along with Descartes, a main in-
fluence on the period of European culture known as the
Enlightenment. Although no one perhaps did more for
Locke’s French and European influence in general than
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Voltaire, in the field of political theory, on the other
hand, this influence is perhaps best studied in Mon=
tesquiew.! Like Locke, he stands for parliamentary con-
trol of the executive, especially in all that relates to
taxation and the initiation of money bills. He tends,
however, to separate more sharply than Locke the legis-
lative, the judiciary, and the executive, and to make the
judiciary and the executive more independent of the
legislative, in such wise that the different functions of
governinent may serve as a system of checks and bal-
ances upon one another. As is well known, it was this
side of Montesquieu that was most influential on early
American political theory. At the same time, only an
unfriendly eritic will see in the framers of the American
Constitution pure disciples of Montesquieu, They pos-
sessed in a marked degree something that can searcely
be claimed for Montesquieu— practical sagacity. Com-
pared with the political views of a Machiavelli those
of Montesquieu have about them an atmosphere of un-
reality; so much so that even the angelic Joubert said
that one might learn more of the art of government from
a page of Machiavelli than from a volume of Montes-
quieu. Moreover, our own constitutional statesmen did
not for the most part share Montesquieu’s general philos-
ophy. This philosophy as it appears in “L’Esprit des
Lois”’ (1748) suffers from certain inconsistencies, but on
the whole it shows, even when compared with that of
Locke, a noteworthy advance in the direction of a pure
naturalism. The theological has given way still further

1 See J. Dedieu: Montesquicu et la tradition politique anglaise en
France,
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to the sociological point of view, so much so that Mon-
tesquieu has been regarded by some as the founder of
sociology. ‘““He is the least religious spirit that ever
was,” says Faguet; and in truth he reveals an almost
total lack of sense of the values of the inner life. To
be genuinely religious or humanistic, one must assert
whether in the form of divine grace or of free moral
choice, a power in the heart of the individual that may
lift him above physical nature. In the three main forms
of government that he recognizes — monarchical, repub-
lican, and despotic — Montesquieu gives little weight to
any such specifically human factor. Though he does lip-
service to Christianity, he leans towards determinism
and the empire of physical causes, putting special stress,
as is well known, on the relation between climate and
national character. His insistence, therefore, that laws
must not be regarded as anything absolute, but must co-
incide in their general spirit with national character, is
very different from the Aristotelian emphasis on ethos.
For though Aristotle recognizes the influence of climate,
he is on the whole less concerned with what nature
makes of man than with what man makes of himself. In
Montesquieu’s view, even religion is largely a matter of
climate. Climate determines the parts of the world that
are to be Mohammedan or Christian,* and within Chris-
tianity itself those that are to be Protestant or Catholic.?
“Good sense” is likewise, it would seem, a matter of
climate.? This naturalistic relativism implies a revolu-
tion in the very basis of ethics. As a matter of fact,

! Espril des Lots, liv. xx1v, ch. 26. ? Ibid., ch. 5.
# Ibid., liv. x1v, ch. 3.
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Montesquieu has the grace to warn us that he is not
using a_word like virtue in the traditional meaning.
“What I call virtue in a republic,” he says, “is not a
moral or Christian virtue, it is the love of country, that
is to say, the love of equality.” He develops admirably
the thesis that this republican love of equality must not
be pushed to a point where it becomes incompatible
with the necessary subordinations. The obvious reply
of a Bossuet would be that if subordination is to rest on
any other principle than foree, it must imply the sub-
mission of man’s ordinary will to some higher will, it
must in other words be ultimately rooted in humility.
To be sure, Montesquieu seems at times to recognize the
relation between republican virtue and religious control.
He says in a celebrated sentence: ““Rome était un vais-
seau tenu par deux ancres dans la tempéte — la religion
et les meeurs.” With the decay of this traditional ethos,
luxury increased and liberty declined.!

Montesquieu conceives in an external and formalistic
fashion the honor that is the informing principle of
monarchy. It has little to do with virtue either as he
defines it or as it has been traditionally understood. His
treatment of this form of the aristocratic principle, how-
ever faithfully it may reflect what aristocracy had ac-
tually become in the age of Louis XV, can scarcely be
said to do justice to the implications of the maxim
noblesse oblige. In the humanistic poise that the gentle-
man (honnéte homme) sought to combine with the cult

1 Yet in another chapter — and this is a good sample of his
inconsistency — he adopts Mandeville’s arguments in favor of
luxury. (Ibid., liv. x1x, ch. 9.)



66 DEMOCRACY AND LEADERSHIP

of honor, he discovers little more than a veneer of polite-
ness that dissimulates the scramble of courtiers for the
royal favor.

Since laws and governments, according to Montes-
quieu, are relative, and relative chiefly to physical
causes, one might suppose that not much is to be gained
from human interference with the working of these
causes. As a matter of fact, there is another side of
Montesquieu that suggests that though man cannot
modify himself from within along humanistic or reli-
gious lines, he may be modified from without not merely
by climate but by institutions; and that these institu-
tions may be of a more or less progressive character. He
displays, in short, the usual confidence of the man of the
Enlightenment in the final triumph of reason over prej-
udice. His influence can be traced on those persons,
especially numerous towards the end of the eighteenth
century, who hoped to renovate society by an ingenious
manipulation of political machinery, and who had an
almost unlimited faith in the efficacy of paper constitu-
tions.

I have just used the word progressive. As a matter of
fact, the idea of progress, which was to give its distine-
tive note to modern naturalism, was just taking definite
shape in the time of Montesquieu. Only the barest be-
ginnings of this idea can be found in the naturalism,
whether Stoic or Epicurean, of ancient Greece and
Rome. The idea of progress has its ultimate source in
the first triumphs of scientific method in the Renais-
sance. Inits early English form, it is associated with the
Baconian influence and the founding of the Royal So-
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ciety (1662), and tends to be practical and empirical.
In its early French form, it is associated with the Car-
tesian influence, and tends to be more abstract and log-
ical. The Baconian and Cartesian currents come to-
gether in the eighteenth century, especially in France.
The result is an ever-growing confidence in human per-
fectibility. The Abbé de Saint-Pierre is already a fairly
complete specimen of what one may term the pro-
fessional philanthropist. Diderot and other Encyclo-
padists set out deliberately to substitute the Baconian
kingdom of man for the traditional kingdom of God.
At the same time, the new doctrine did not have all that
it needed if it was to develop into what has been, for
several generations past, the true religion of the Occi-
dent — the religion of humanity. The movement thus
far had been predominantly rationalistic. Its main
achievement had been to develop, largely on Cartesian
lines, the idea of universal mechanism, and to oppose
nature, conceived as a system of constant and inflexible
laws, to the providential interference with natural law
that had been asserted, in some form or other, by the
older dualists. A Christian supernaturalist like Bossuet
was, therefore, justified from his own point of view in
putting at the very centre of his defence of religion
against naturalistic tendency the idea of Providence.
The substitution of the idea of law for Providence is not
in itself, from the point of view of the strict positivist, a
chimerical undertaking.! But in that case one would

! Buddha, for example, bestowed his final homage not upon
Providence in the Christian sense, but upon the Law (“ Dbam-
ma™), a law, one scarcely need add, quite distinct from that of
physical nature,
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have needed, if the truths of the inner life were to be
retained, to assert iwo laws — a law for man as well as a
law for thing. The whole point of the new movement,
however, was that it did nothing of the kind. It sought
to bring both the natural and the human order under
one law, and then, following the lead of Descartes, to
reduce this one law to mathematical and mechanical
formulz. To be sure, in the deistic movement, an im-
portant intermediary stage in the passage from the older
dualism to modern monistic conceptions, the idea of
Providence is still retained after a fashion. This deistic
Providence, however, acts not immediately, as in true
Christianity, but mediately through the laws of nature,
which Providence was deemed, therefore, to have con-
trived with a special view to man’s benefit. Hence the
emphasis that most deists put on the doctrine of final
causes, and their consternation at an event like the
Lisbon earthquake which scarcely seemed to square
with their theory of a Providence that worked for
man’s good through the natural order.

The deistic movement, and indeed, as I have already
said, the whole naturalistic movement from the Renais-
sance down, had been thus far predominantly rationalis-
tic. Now it has been a constant experience of man in all
ages that mere rationalism leaves him unsatisfied. Man
craves in some sense or other of the word an enthusiasm
that will lift him out of his merely rational self. Even
Voltaire, perhaps the outstanding figure of the Enlight-
enment, declared that illusion is the queen of the human
heart. In the field of political thought, the conception of
the rights of man remained comparatively inert as long
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as these rights were derived from a hypothetical state of
nature merely by a process of abstract reasoning, ““Cold
reason,” as Rousseau declared, “has never done any=-
thing illustrious.” Rousseau had many precursors, as
appears from what I have already said about the Eng-
lish background, yet it was he who more than any
other one person put behind the doctrine of the rights
of man the imaginative and emotional driving power it
still lacked, and at the same time supplied the missing
elements to the religion of humanity. Among those who
took up the defence of the tradifional order against
Rousseau, Burke is easily first, because he too perceived
in his own way the truth that cold reason hag never done
anything illustrious. He saw that the only conservatism
that counts is an imaginative conservatism. One may,
therefore, without being fanciful, regard the battle that
has been in progress in the field of political thought since
the end of the eighteenth century as being in its most
significant phase a battle between the spirit of Burke
and that of Rousseau. And this opposition between
Burke and Rousseau will itself be found to turn, in the
last analysis, on the opposition between two different
types of imagination.



CHAPTER II
ROUSSEAU AND THE IDYLLIC IMAGINATION

TaE period that extends from the Renaissance to the
eighteenth century was, as I have indicated in my first
chapter, marked by the progressive emancipation of the
individual from outer authority and the supernatural
beliefs that this authority sought to impose. The indi-
vidual did not use his new liberty to work out some
critical equivalent of traditional religion; on the con-
trary, he became increasingly naturalistic. At the
same time he often indulged in theories of government
that were at the opposite pole from those of Machia-
velli, the typical political naturalist. This is because
certain virtues were associated more and more with
“nature,” virtues that the past had deemed the hard-
won fruit not merely of humanistic but of religious dis-
cipline. If the legitimacy of this association could be
established, the Aristotelian generalization with which I
started as to the necessary relation between ethos and
government would evidently have to be abandoned.
Before deserting Aristotle, however, we may do well to
consider whether some sophistry does not lurk in what
came to be the popular interpretation of the “state of
nature.”

The notion of a state of nature and of a law of nature
antecedent to positive law and organized society is, as
we have seen, nothing new. It emerges in classical antig-
uity, especially among the Stoics, and survives through-
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out the Middle Ages, largely as a result of the infiltra-
tion of the Stoical influence into Roman law, It is re-
inforced again, as I have said, by the direct return of the
Renaissance to the Stoical ! and other ancient sources.
Moreover, one may find as early as the Church Fathers
a tendency to identify the supposed state of nature with
the state of man before the Fall and then to give to this
state a communistic coloring, and at the same time to
associate with man’s lapse from innocence the rise of
private property.? Though the law of nature was con-
ceived to be in its own way divine, its authority was
after all not to be compared with that of the divine law
of which one secured knowledge through revelation. As
long as one held to this positive form of God’s law, one’s
assertion of a state of nature was sure to be tempered by
a lively conviction of the survival in man of the “old
Adam.” Hooker, for example, whose “Ecclesiastical
Polity " appeared in 1592, looks forward in many of his
ideas about natural law to Locke. But though asserting
this law he declares: “Laws politic, ordained for ex-
ternal order and regimen among men, are never framed
as they should be, unless presuming the will of man to
be obstinate, rebellious, and averse from all obedience
to the sacred laws of his nature; in a word, unless pre-
suming man to be in regard of his depraved mind, little
better than a wild beast.” In the period between Hooker
and Locke, the conviction of man’s depravity undergoes
a notable diminution. Grotius already affirms that,

1 See L. Zanta, La Renaissance du stoicisme au zvie siécle.

2 The Stoical influence can be traced here also. See Sepeca,
Epistles, x1v, 2. Cf. also The Social and Political Ideas of Some
Great Medieval Thinkers (edited by F. J. C. Hearnshaw), pp. 43 ff.
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even if there were no God and no positive revelation,
man might be guided aright in matters politicgl by the
law of nature conceived as a law of right reason. Along
with this glorification of reason, one should note as far
back as the sixteenth century an incipient glorification
of instinct that was later to culminate, in one of its most
characteristic expressions, in the cult of the noble savage.
It is only, however, with the early eighteenth century
that the glorification of instinct takes on so distinctly
emotional a cast as to affect the very basis of ethics.
Shaftesbury’s doctrine of the “moral sense” and the
instinctive goodness it implies had wide and immediate
popularity. For example, Sir John Hawkins says in
his “Life of Johnson’: “His [Fielding’s] morality, in
respect that it resolves virtue into good affections,
in contradiction to moral obligation and a sense of
duty, is that of Lord Shaftesbury vulgarized. He was
the inventor of that cant-phrase, ‘goodness of heart,
which is every day used as a substitute for probity,
and means little more than the virtue of a horse or a
dog.”

Not only Shaftesbury, the optimistic naturalist, but
the naturalistic cynic, Mandeville, prepared the way, as
I have already said, fm affiics of Rous-
seall, Accordmg to Rousseau, the state Mt

“g depray_ggl__gmmaf ” A‘cﬁm‘ding‘ to~hif, man in the
state of nature is isolated and at the same time domi-
nated by instinct. These isolated units will not, how-

ver, as Hobbes averred, be so dominated by the instinct
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of self-love as to make war on one another. Natural man
has anofher instinct, namely, an instinctive dislike of
seeing his fellow creatures suffer, which is alone a suffi-
clent counterpoise to the love of self. From the con-
course and combination of these two principles — love
of self and instinctive pity — Rousseau seeks to derive
all the rules of natural right. ‘‘ Even the most outra-
geous detractor of human virtue” (that is, Mandeville),
says Rousseau, “was forced to admit natural pity,
though he did not see that from this quality alone derive
all the social virtues — generosity, clemency, humanity,
benevolence, and friendship itself — that he seeks to
deny men.” Indeed, if one considers unsophisticated
man, man subject, that is, only to the primordial in-
stinets of pity and love of self, one must conclude that
he is “ the most virtuous who offers the least resistance
to the simple impulses of nature.” According to Scho-
penhauer,! it was the glorious achievement of Rousseau
to transform morality by thus basing it upon pity. A re-
sult of this achievement that should be noted is the mod-
ifieation, apparent in the sentence I have just quoted,
in the meaning of such words as virtue. The more, in-
deed, one studies the eighteenth century, the plainer it
becomes that all other modern revolutions were pre-
ceded at about that time by a revolution in the diction-
ary. For a fuller understanding of Rousseau’s recoining
of the word virtue, one needs to turn back for a moment
to the “First Discourse” (1750). He there asserts the
incompatibility between virtue and the refinement and
luxury that seem to him to result necessarily from a
1 Grundlage der Moral, § 19, 9.
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cultivation of the arts and sciences. In his account of
the undermining of Rome and other great states by the
invasion of luxury, he uses by actual count the word
virtue forty-three times. But one is not to suppose that
in his solution of the problem of luxury that so preoc-
cupied his age he is really seeking to recover the virtue
of a Fabricius or a Lycurgus or a Calvin. What he op-
poses to luxury is rather a return to nature and the
simple life — and the simple life, as he conceives it, is
to be very simple indeed.! His virtue is a glorification
of the instinctive and the subrational. So that Joubert
was justified from his own point of view in saying that
Rousseau had destroyed wisdom in men’s souls by talk-
ing to them about virtue.

Though the virtue of the “ First Discourse” is dis-
tinctly primitivistic, it received an essential addition
in the “Second Discourse” by being associated with the
idea of pity. The state of nature for Hobbes, as we have
seen, meant liberty, equality, and war; for Locke, lib-
erty, equality, and reason. On the contrary, says Rous-
seau, both war and reason are the result of social sophis-
tication. The true state of nature is liberty, equality,
and fraternal pity. By his refutation of Hobbes, and
his substitution of fraternity for reason, Rousseau
gave to naturalism the driving power it still lacked. It
thus became possible to develop it into a new evangel
that seemed to culminate, like the old Evangel, in love.

! See, for example, Dernitre Réponse @ M. Bordes: ““Qu'ils pais-
sent méme, §'il le faut: j’aime encore mieux voir les hommes
brouter I'herbe dans les champs que s’entre-dévorer dans les

villes . . . Osera~t-on prendre le parti de Vinstinct contre la
raison? C'est précisément ce que je demande.”
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This conception of love in terms of expansive emotion
is, as I have already said, a sort of parody of Christian
charity.

In the state of pature all men are, it would seem,
equally capable of pity. But in actual society the em-
phasis on pity leads to the setting up of a sort of in-
verted hierarchy. Just as in Christianity a man’s spir-
itual rank is determined by his nearness to God, which is
revealed in turn by the ardor of his charity, so in the
new evangel man is to be rated by his nearness to na~
ture, which is revealed in turn by the warmth of his
commiseration. Now it is in the man of the plain people
that the lively native impulse is least sicklied o’er by the
pale cast of thought. “Love had he found in huts where
poor men lie.” As one ascends in the social scale, love
diminishes, and as one approaches the top, it gives way
toits opposite. As for the rich, Rousseau compares them
to “ravening wolves, who having once tasted human
flesh, refuse every other food, and henceforth desire to
devour only men.”

Rousseau is, as a matter of fact, busy in creating a
new sef of myths that have, in their control of the human
imagination, succeeded in no small measure to the old
theology. Just as in the old theology everything hinged
on man’s fall from God, so in Rousseau everything
hinges on man’s fall from nature. The first and decisive
step in this fall and the source of social evils was, ac-
cording to Rousseau’s familiar account, the invention of
private property in the form of property in land. With
the invention of property, “equality disappeared.”
“Work became necessary, and the vast forests were
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changed to smiling fields that had to be watered with
the sweat of men, in which slavery and wretchedness
were soon seen to spring up and grow with the crops.”
Misery, in short, is the result of industry.

What evidently underlies the mythology that Rous-
seau is thus creating is a new dualism. The old dualism
put the conflict between good and evil in the breast of
the individual, with evil so predominant since the Fall
that it behooves man to be humble; with Rousseau this
conflict is transferred from the individual to society.
That there is some survival of the older dualism in Rous-
seau is beyond question; but it is equally beyond ques-
tion that the actual influence of his work has been almost
entirely associated with the new dualism. He himself
saw in this new dualism the essence of the apocalyptic
vision that came to him under the tree by the roadside
on his walk to Vincennes. The guiding principle of his
WI‘ItngS, he says, is to show that vice and error, stran-
gers to man’s constitution, are mtroducéa'f_" om W1thout
that they are due in short to his institutions. Now insti-
tutions mean in practice those who administer them.
A small group at the top of the artificial hierarchy, kings
and priests and capitalists, sit on the lid, as it were, and
keep man’s native goodness (as in Shelley’s “Prome-
theus Unbound”’) from gushing forth torrentially. The
fault in any case is not “ Nature’s”’;

* Nature! No!
Kings, priests and statesmen blast the human flower
Even in its tender bud; their influence darts
Like subtle poison through the bloodless veins
Of desolate society.
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Whence this strange dualism arose, “how George III
and Paley and Lord Eldon came to possess an existence
independent of Nature, and acquired the power of turn-
ing all her good purposes to nought,” is, as Leslie Ste-
phen remarks of Shelley, “one of those questions which
we can hardly refrain from asking.” A similar question
arises regarding the dualism of Rousseau. Most people,
however, have not been inclined to subject the myth of
natural goodness to any such indiscreet serutiny. It is
not only very flattering in itself; it seems to offer a con-
venient avenue of escape from the theological nightmare.
Above all it flattered those at the bottom of the social
hierarchy. Christianity at its best has sought to make
the rich man humble, whereas the inevitable effect of
the Rousseauistic evangel is to make the poor man
proud, and at the same time to make him feel that he is
the victim of a conspiracy. The establishment of society
and laws made it possible to change ““an adroit usurpa-
tion into an irrevocable right, and for the profit of a few
ambitious persons subjected henceforth the whole of
human kind to toil, servitude, and wretchedness.” One
need scarcely be surprised that this and similar passages
of the “Second Discourse’” should still be a direct source
of inspiration to the bomb-throwing anarchist.! What
one hears throughout this treatise, as elsewhere in Rous-
seau, is the voice of the angry and envious plebeian, who
in the name of love is actually fomenting hatred and
class warfare. “What was hardest to destroy in me,” we

1 For the testimony of a French magistrate on this point, see
L. Proal: “L’Anarchisme au xviii® siécle,” Revue philosophique,
vol. 82, pp. 135-60, 20242.
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read in “Emile,” “was a proud misanthropy, a certain
acrimony against the rich and happy of the world as
though they were so at my expense, as though their
alleged happiness had been usurped from mine.”

The crusader against social inequalities on Rousseau-
istic lines may easily become not merely an enthusiast
but a fanatic. This emancipation of feeling seems at
first sight the essential aspect of Rousseau’s interpreta-
tion of nature. Instead of the rationalistic and mechani-
cal nature of the Cartesian, nature is spontaneity, in the
sense of an expansive and even an explosive emotional-
ism. “I threw reason overboard,” says Rousseau him-
self, “and consulted nature, that is to say the inner
sentiment which directs my belief independently of my
reason,” But on closer examination one discovers that
there is in Rousseau something even more fundamental
than his emotionalism, and that is his special quality of
imagination. In order to make this point clear, we need
to consider with some care the contrast between the
natural and the artificial that he establishes in his
“Second Discourse.” His method in reaching this con-
trast is similar in some respects to that of the modern
evolutionist. Instead of having us look forward to ends,
as Aristotle urges, if we are to understand man’s nature,
he would, like the evolutionist, have us grope our way
back to beginnings. The change from primitive to civi-
lized man is presented as a slow development with certain
intermediary stages, each one of which Rousseau sup-
poses to have consumed ‘‘thousands of centuries.” This
portrayal of the evolution of mankind asa whole through
various stages aided, one may note in passing, the efflo-
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rescence in Germany of numerous philosophies of his-
tory.! Rousseau’s nature, however, is in one particular
violently at variance with the nature of most of the
philosophers of history and with that of all the evolu-
tionists. Though the evolutionist is only too prone to
whisk us off into some prehistoric period where he is free
to indulge in airy hypothesis, he does not see in nature
at any stage of the evolutionary process a source of pity.
By his attribution of pity to the state of nature, Rous-
seau has indeed gone far to justify the sentence with
which he opens his discussion of this state in the “Sec-
ond Discourse”: “Let us begin by setting aside all the
facts.” The key to Rousseau’s nature, and also to what
has passed for the ideal with innumerable Rousseauists,
is found in his declaration that, not being able to dis-
cover men to his liking in the real world, he built up for
himself a “golden age of phantasy.” 2 His nature is in
short what I have desecribed elsewhere as a projection of
the idyllic imagination.

Faguet complains that the image Rousseau has left.an
the mind of the public is that of a gentleman up in a
cherry tree tossing down cherries to two maidens’ below
(incident of Mesdemoiselles Galley and Graffenried in
the “Confessions”). Perhaps the public is not so far
wronE after all as To Rousseau’s essential attitude. One
can scarcely go through Rousseau’s writings without
being struck by the number of variants he has given of
the pastoral theme. Let no one suppose that it is a small

1See Richard Fester: Rousseau und die deutsche Geschichige
philosophue.
% Leitre & M. de Malesherbes, 26 janvier, 1762.
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matter to be, like Rousseau, richly and spontaneously
imaginative in this idyllic fashion. Perhaps no human
trait is more universal than the longing for some golden
age or land of heart’s desire. This longing has not only
inspired a large proportion of the art and literature of
the world, but has found its way into philosophy and
religion. The idyllic element is unmistakably present in
the story of the Garden of Eden; the Song of Solomon is
described by Milton as a “divine pastoral”; the millen-
nial yearnings of the early Christians are not unrelated
to the same type of imagination. The Krishna of the
Bhagavadgita is not in the least pastoral, but in the pic-
ture that often serves as frontispiece to Indian editions
of this poem, Krishna appears with the pastoral flute
and kine, surrounded by the goprs or shepherdesses.
What concerns us here is the relation of this type of
imagination to modern political idealism. The agitator
makes his chief appeal to it when he stirs the multitude
by his pictures of the felicity that is to supervene upon
the destruction of the existing social order. The English
painter, Edward Lear, relates that in the year of revo-
lution, 1848, he was staying in a Sicilian town. He left
the town for some weeks and locked up his pictures and
other things in a room, leaving the key with the hotel-
keeper. A revolution had just broken out when he re-
turned, and he found the waiters full of Chianti and
patriotic fervor. He ventured to ask one of them for the
key of his room that he might get his clothes. The wait-
er utterly refused to be led from his dreams of a golden
age to such details of daily life. “There isn’t any longer
any key or room or clothes,” he exclaimed indignantly.
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“Everything is love and liberty. O che bella rivolu~
zione!”’ ! Unfortunately when the real refuses to vanish
in favor of the ideal, it is easy to persuade the simple-
minded that the failure is due not to the ideal itself, but
to some conspiracy. In speaking of one of these childlike
disciples of Rousseau, Anatole France says that it was
his misfortune to have carried into the profession of cook
to which fate had condemned him an Elysian soul in-
tended for the golden age. He had been led to the most
savage ferocity by the tenderest optimism. AgAnatg]e
France addg,‘when one starts with the supposition that
men are naturaﬂy_ggo& and wrtuousl_qne me\rltably ends
by w1shmg to klll them all. What is remarkable about
the period since “the 1 elghteenth century is the extent to
which not merely the rank and file, but the leaders have
followed the lure of the idyllic imagination. Thus
Schiller exalts the idyll to the first places in literature,
and associates it with the ideal. Elsewhere I have tried
to show that the idyll does not deserve any such rank in
literature. It would seem even more open to suspicion
as & basis for political action. Lincoln writes to his
friend Speed: “I have no doubt it is the peculiar mis-
fortune of both you and me to dream dreams of Elysium
far exceeding all that anything earthly can realize.”
Lincoln was in these Elysian yearnings, as in other re-
spects, very human. He was not, however, Elysian in
his actual statesmanship.

Later in this book we shall study more in detail vari-
ous persons who, unlike Lincoln, have carried over the

t This story was a favorite of Tennyson’s. I abridge it from
Wilfrid Ward, Problems and Persons, pp. 204-05.
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idyllic type of “vision” into the field of politics and
economics. All that I wish to show now is that, in the
case of Rousseau himself, even his sensibility is subject
to his imagination, inasmuch as this imagination con-
jures up the Arcadian state that he terms “nature,”
towards which his emotions expand so freely. But to
present Rousseau merely as an idyllic and emotional
dreamer, it may be urged, is to forget that part of his
writings, the “Social Contract,” for instance, in which
he shows himself severely and coldly logical. The occa-
sional severity of Rousseau’s logic one may grant, but its
coldness is another matter. Starting from the premise of
a fictitious state of nature, it leads to conclusions that
justify emotional revolt against everything established,
that are indeed enough to make “the very stones of
Rome to rise and mutiny.” If the subjects of a despot,
for example (every king in Europe was a despot accord-
ing to the logic of the “ Social Contract”), seem to enjoy
domestic tranquillity, it is merely, says Rousseau, the
tranquillity of the companions of Ulysses in the den of
the Cyclops, waiting their turn to be devoured. Rous-
seau’s logic has been compared in its relation to his emo-
tions to a henpecked husband, who keeps up a brave
outer show of independence while actually doing his
wife's bidding. Moreover, another end is accomplished
by Rousseau’s display of logical rigor. The man at the
bottom of the existing social order is flattered by being
told that he is more virtuous, more fully possessed, in
other words, of the spontaneous goodness of the state of
nature than the man at the top. But, however ready he
may be to believe that he is superior in feeling, he does
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not after all like to look upon himself as incapable of
thought. The multitude, says Aristotle, cannot make
distinetions. Rousseau’s logic is so contrived as to give
to the multitude at least the illusion that it can make
distinctions. He owes no small part of his amazing influ-
ence to his flattery of the popular head as well as of the
popular heart. AsTaine writes in aletter to W. S. Lilly:
“What gives extraordinary power to the ideas of Rous-
seau is above all the simplicity of the conception. Asa
matter of fact, the political reasoning that it produces is
as easy as the rule of three. How are you to prove to this
man that he does not understand, that the notion of the
State is one of the most difficult to form, that political
reasoning is beyond his grasp? You would insult him.
He cannot admit even as possible a thing so prepos-
terous: and his self-love is sufficient to blind his good
sense.’!

Thus far I have been dealing with the Rousseau who
has actually moved the world — the Rousseau whose
feelings fly out towards the vision conjured up by his
imagination, and whose logic is in turn pressed into the
service of his feelings. One must, however, grant that
there is alongside of this Rousseau a very different Rous-
seau. It is related that when he was in Strassburg a
father told him that he was educating his son strictly on
the principles of “Emile.”” He replied: “So much the
worse for him.” Even if not strictly true, this anecdote
has a certain symbolical value. It isto be associated with
his saying that his heart and his head did not seem to
belong to the same individual. If his heart (to which, as
I have tried to show, his logic is subservient) is revolu-
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tionary, his head is cautious. His replies to those who
sought counsel of him, as any one who has been through
his correspondence will testify, were frequently very
shrewd and sensible. As M. Lanson says, he applies his
boldest doctrines in a way to reassure conservatives and
satisfy opportunists.

The contrast between the two Rousseaus is indeed so
marked as to raise the question of his sincerity. As a
preliminary to a discussion of this point, one needs to
note that a special type of sincerity which seems to be
much in request these days is itself an outcome of the
Rousseauistic movement. It seems to be assumed in cer-
tain quarters that almost any opinion is justified pro-
vided it be held with sufficient emotional vehemence.
One cannot help reflecting that perhaps the best exam-
ples of sincerity in this sense are to be found in insane
asylums; and that much of Rousseau’s sincerity, his
conviction for instance during his later years that he
was the victim of a universal conspiracy, was of this
order. Sincerity is indeed only one of a whole class of
virtues that are often taken to be primary when they are
in fact only virtues with reference to something more
fundamental, Thus many of our “liberals’” conceive
that it is in itself a virtue to be forward-looking, whereas
it may be a vice, if what one is looking forward to should
turn out to be pernicious or chimerical. A similar re-
mark applies to those who pique themselves on their
open-mindedness. It is well to open one’s mind, but
only as a preliminary to closing it, only as a preparation,
in short, for the supreme act of judgment and selection.
In much the same way, the value of sincerity can be
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estimated only with reference to the previous question

of truth or error. What makes the Socratic group at

Athens and the scientific investigator to-day seem so

respectable, when compared with the emotionalist, is

that they ask, first of all, not whether a man is sincere,

but whether he is right or wrong. If one is right, it is of -
course important, at least in the domain of moral values,

that he should be sincerely right.

It is hard to deny Rousseau the type of emotional
sincerity that I have just been discussing — a type that
in its milder form reminds one of what would be known
nowadays as the will to believe, and in its extreme form,
is not far removed from madness. At the same time,
Rousseau’s head could on oceasion stand aloof and deal
rather Socratically with his heart. For example, he said
to Hume who had complimented him on the style and
eloquence of his books: “To tell the truth, I am not dis-
pleased with myself in that particular: at the same time
I dread lest my writings are good for nothing at bottom,
and that all my theories are full of extravagance.” !

It is not, however, the self-critical Rousseau of this
passage that need concern us, for the simple reason that
it is not this Rousseau who has moved the world. The
side of Rousseau that has moved the world, as M. Lan-
son continues, is the side that ‘‘exasperates and inspires
revolt . . .; it is the mother of violence, the source of all
that is uncompromising. It launches the simple souls
who give themselves up to its strange virtue upon the

1 Letter of Hume to Dr. Blair, 25 March, 1766. This letter was
written, it will be noticed, while Hume was still on friendly terms
with Rousseau.
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desperate quest of the absolute, an absolute to be real-
ized to-day by anarchy and to-morrow by social des-
potism.” !

Though the Rousseau who has been influential is
always Rousseau the extremist, he osc1llams M.
Lanson s says, between opposxte extremes From the un-
flinching ¢ individualism of the “Second Discourse,”
where man is conceived as a sort of isolated and un-
related particle, he passes to the no less unﬂmchmg
collectivism of the “Social Contract.” He fluctuates’
between extremes even in his collectivistic ideal. Thus
he writes to the Marquis de Mirabeau that He does not
see “any endurable mean between the most aiistere
demioeracy and the most perfect Hobbism.” You must
choose, he says, between making a man and making a
citizen. You cannot hope to make both. Hitherto, I
have been speaking for the most part of the virtue of
man in the state of nature as depicted in the “Second
Discourse.” It remains to speak of the “Social Con-
tract,” and of the method there outlined for divesting
man as completely as possible of his natural virtue in
order that he may acquire the virtue of the citizen. In
what I have to say about the “Social Contract,” I shall
confine myself to the uncompromising main argument.
That there are other elements in the “Social Contract”
is beyond question. Rousseau affirms at times that the
principles of government are not absolute but relative;
that they are subject in their application to historical
circumstances and physical environment, notably
climate. But this relativistic Rousseau who reveals at

1 Annales de la Sociélé Jean~J acques Rousseau, vii, p. 31.
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times the influence of Montesquieu is, as I have said,
unimportant compared to the Rousseau who is strain-
ing out towards the absolute and the unlimited. This
absolutism of Rousseau appears, as is well known,
most strikingly in his doctrine of popular sovereignty.
This doctrine he reasons out from first principles with
almost geometrical rigor. The first effect of this reason-
ing is to make all existing governments seem illegiti-
mate. “Man is born free, and everywhere he is in_
chains.” The ¢ only free and legitimate government i is
that founded upon a true social compact. On this bas1s,
it is possible to combine the advantages of organized
government with the liberty, equality, and-fraternity
that man enjoys, not as the result of moral effort, but’
as a-free gift, in the state of natufe, Only, under the
social contract, these virtues no longer reside in the
individual, but in the general will. All the clauses of
the social contract ‘“reduce themselves to one: the
total alienation of every associate with all his rights™”

(1nclud1ng his rights to property) “to the whole com-
munity.” What guarantee is the individual to have that
the community will not abuse this unlimited control
that he has granted it over his person and property?
Though the State is for Rousseau as for Hobbes not
natural but artificial, he proceeds to develop the analogy
between this artificial body and the body of an actual
person. One of the most important sources of this ten-
dency to set up an elaborate parallel between the indi-
vidual and the State is Plato’s “Republic.” In Plato,
however, the parallel is used to establish a severe hier-
archy in the State, in much the same way that the pow-
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ers and faculties of the individual must work in due
order and subordination; whereas the informing spirit
of the Rousseauistic conception is the idea of equality.
The use that Rousseau makes of the parallel is to argue
that the community cannot will the harm of any of the
individuals that compose it any more than the single
person can will the harm of one of his own members,
On the side of theory, however, Rousseau’s chief argu-
ment in favor of the disinterestedness of the general will
is that it has had transferred to it by the social contract
the spontaneous goodness that belongs to the will of the
individual in the state of nature. At this point, however,
Rousseau’s good sense intervenes. Granted that the
multitude from whom the general will emanates wishes
the right thing, it does not always see it. The people,
after all, needs guidance. Hence arises the necessity of
the Lawgiver; and Rousseau goes on to imagine some
person of almost superhuman sagacity, set apart from
other men, and under no suspicion of self-secking, who
draws up an ideal code that is to direct the general will,
a code which actually enjoys credit with the people be-
cause it seems to have religious sanction, in other words,
because the Lawgiver seems to speak not for himself,
but only as a channel of divine wisdom. One might sup-
pose that the general will would be limited by the Law
thus imposed; that the Law would become a permanent
principle of control in the State, its higher self, as it
were, in opposition to its mere passing desires. But at
bottom, Rousseau does not want any effective check on
the reaching out of his logic and emotions towards the
unlimited; and so he finally transfers to the general will



ROUSSEAU AND IDYLLIC IMAGINATION 89

the anarchical impressionism he has asserted for the in-
dividual. The only clear result of his speculations about
the need of a Law and a Lawgiver was to encourage the
conceit of followers like Robespierre, who felt that they
had within them the making of a modern Lycurgus.
Practically the general will is lawless; it cannot bind
itself to obey its rulers, whom it regards as mere execu-
tive officers, the people’s hired men as it were, revocable
at pleasure. It cannot bind itself to anything it has
willed in the past, or obligate itself in any way for the
future. An assembly of the sovereign people should in-
variably begin by voting separately on the two follow-
ing questions: “first, whether it pleases the sovereign
to preserve the present form of government; second,
whether it pleases the people to leave the administration
of it to those who are now in charge.” The sovereign
people cannot be represented by a parliament, as in
England. ‘“At the moment a State gives itself repre-
sentatives it no Tonger exists.” Sovereignty is absoltte
and indivisible. “To limit it is to destroy it.” “The
sovereign people, by the very fact that it is, is always all
that it should be.” It has often been pointed out that
Rousseau transfers to the people the doctrine that the
king can do no wrong. But he does more than that.
The king, if not responsible to what is below him, is at
least responsible to what is above him — to God. But
the sovereign people is responsible to no one. It s God.
The contract that it makes is with itself, like that which,
according to the old theologians, was made in the coun-
cil chamber of the Trinity. “By the mere pleasure of
God,” says Jonathan Edwards, “1 mean his sovereign
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pleasure, his arbitrary will, restrained by no obliga-
tion,” etc. The popular will is the successor of the divine
will, from which everything finally derived in the me-
dizval theocracy.

Rousseau’s idea of soverelgnty, belng as it is natural-
istic, 1s of course in its ultimate essence neither medlaeva.l
nor theocratlc His idea of a contract that the peop]e
makes with itself, by which it arrogates to itself full
power without any reciprocal obhgat}gn, s in im-7
portant respects original with Rousseau. “We are en-
tering,”’ he wrote in “Emile,” “on the era of crises and
the age of revolutions.” He not only made the prophecy,
but did more than any other one man to bring about its
fulfilment. By asserting a general will that is at once
absolute and shifting, he achieved the paradox of basinfr
government on permanent revolution. Perhaps he 1s
moré closely related to Hobbes than_to any prev1ous
\&fﬁcal thinker, especially if it be true, as Sainte-Beuve
says, that nothing resembles a hollow so much as a swell-
ing. His state of nature and his sovereignty are merely
the state of nature and the sovereignty of Hobbes re-
versed. In Rousseau the people can do anythinE it
pleases with its ruler, in Hobbes the ruler can do any-
thing he pleases with the people. But though the State
of Hobbes has no higher self — the e very idea of a hlgher
self is forelgn to his materiafistic phil philosophy — it has ab
least a permanent self. The contract by which the peo-
ple divestsitself of its power in favor of its ruler is defini-
tive. But Rousseau, as we have seen, will have no such
element of f permanency. If he had conceived of the gen-
eral will as the pe permanent will of the people that might
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on occasion be in conflict with its ordinary will, his dis-
tinction ! between a disinterested volonté générale and a
volonté de tous, which may stand for nothing more than
the egoistic wills of individuals or groups, might have a
serious meaning. As it is, this distinetion melts away
under close scrutiny. It is mystical in the bad sense.
On all ordinary occasions the general will means a
numerical majority at any parficular moment. An in-
dividual or a minority of individuals has no appeal from_
the decision of this majorlty in its mterpretatlon of the
general will. Th1s is logical, inasmuch as the individual
has transferred to the general wxll the unlnmt QJMy
that he enjoyed in the state of nature. If any one is
outvoted, he can console himself by the reflection that
he was mistaken, that what he took to be the general
will was not this will: If his private opinion had won,
he would have been doing something contrary to THis
true will and his true hberty In exercising constraint
upon him, therefore, the majority is simply “forcm;g_
him to be free.” By this device Rousseau gets rid of the
problem that has chiefly preoccupied political thinkers
in the English tradition — how, namely, to safeguard
the freedom of the individual or of minorities against a
triumphant and despotic majority.
~” This solution of the problem involves the setting up
of a new dualism — that between the individual in his
ordinary self and the individual as a citizen and member
1 Strictly enforced this distinction makes party government
impossible. It also points the way to the decision reached by the
States General in 1789 that the deputies should vote individually

and not as members of an order, a decision that meant practically
the triumph of the Third Estate over the clergy and nobility.
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of the sovereign people conceived as his true self. But
though the first term of this dualism, the individual in
his ordinary self, may be subject to rigid control, the
second term of the dualism, the State as embodied in the
general will, is, let me repeat, subject to no contro! at
all. The liberty of the general will, like that of the in-
dividual in the state of nature, can be limited, if at all,
as Rousseau says significantly, only by force.

Any one who traces the subject historically will ac-
quire the conviction, as I have already said, that the
Christian religion founded something of which not even
a Plato or an Aristotle had any adequate notion — per-
sonal liberty. By its separation of the things of God and
the things of Cesar, it established a domain of free con-
science, in which the individual might take refuge from
the encroachments of the omnipotent State. It is plain
that Rousseau does not propose to leave the individual
any such refuge. The last chapter of the ““Social Con-
tract” is devoted to Civil Religion, This chapter
abounds in remarks of extraordinary shrewdness and
penetration (as, for instance, where he observes that the
Crusades were not truly Christian in spirit) and at the
same time, so far as its general conclusions are con-
cerned, may be described in Rousseau’s own phrase as a
“sea of sophisms.” Roussean distinguishes three types
of religion: first, organized and traditional Christianity,
especially the Christianity of the Catholic Church.
This type of religion is so evidently bad as scarcely to
merit serious refutation. “All institutions that put man
in contradiction with himself are worthless.” The obvi-
ous reply of the older type of dualist would be that man
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7s in contradiction with himself, and that the Church
merely reflects a primordial fact of human nature. One
can no more grant that institutions per se are capable of
any such effect than one can admit Rousseau’s counter-
assertion that, merely as a result of institutions, all the
members of a community may possess good sense, jus-
tice, and integrity.!

The second religion that Rousseau recognizes is true
Christianity, a religion entirely of the heart, without
rites and ceremonies, and having much in common, as
he conceives it, with the fluid emotionalism of the senti-
mental deist. True Christians are like those great
cosmopolitan spirits of whom Rousseau speaks in the
“Second Discourse,” who “transcend the imaginary
barriers that separate peoples, and like the sovereign
being who has created them, embrace the whole human
race in their benevolence.” The person, however, in
whom natural pity has thus blossomed into universal
benevolence is not necessarily either otherworldly or
humble, and Rousseau is shrewd enough to see that the
true Christian is both. He, therefore, proceeds to attack
not merely institutional Christianity but true Christi-
anity. Italso divides man against himself, and by giving
him a celestial fatherland weakens his allegiance to the
civitas terrena. Rousseau brings up questions of extra~
ordinary complexity regarding the distinction between
a, spiritual and a secular order, and the actual political
results of this distinction as worked out in Christianity,
questions that for their proper elucidation would require
& volume. The main point that concerns us here is his

1 Condrat Social, liv, 1v, ch. 111,
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attack on humility, the underlying Christian virtue, on
the ground that it is incompatible with the full virtue
of the citizen. To be humble is to be submissive; so that
“true Christians are meant to be slaves.” One should,
therefore, discard humility in favor of patriotic pride, of
the kind that flourished in the great days of Rome and
Sparta.

Here again in his dealings with the relations of Church
and State, Rousseau reminds us of Hobbes. “Of all
Christian authors,” he himself says, ‘“‘the philosopher
Hobbes is the only one who saw clearly the evil and the
remedy and ventured to propose bringing together the
two heads of the eagle,” thus subordinating everything
to political unity. But before Hobbes, Machiavelli, as I
have already remarked, had sought to discredit the idea
of a separate spiritual order, and also of Christian hu-
mility itself, so that the State might be all in all. Quite
apart from Rousseau’s admiration for Machiavelli and
from any conscious discipleship, his view of the State
has more in common with the Machiavellian view than
one might at first suppose. Machiavelli is not, of course,
like Rousseau, an emotionalist, but is, in his main trend,
utilitarian. It is no accident that Francis Bacon, the
prophet of utilitarianism, should be, as Lord Acton
points out, his most distinguished English disciple. But
Rousseau too has a strongly utilitarian side. Indeed one
finds in him, as in the whole of our modern age, an end-
less interplay of sentimental and utilitarian elements.

This utilitarian side of Rousseau appears in the third
form of religion he discusses in the “Social Contract.”
After rejecting both institutional Christianity and true
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Christianity, on the ground that they are anti-national,
he proposes as worthy of approval a religion which,
properly speaking, is not a religion at all, but a social
utility. The articles of its creed, which are determined
by the sovereign, are to be imposed not precisely as dog-
mas, but as promoting sentiments of sociability. The
positive dogmas of this civil creed are, as Rousseau states
them, fairly substantial (e.g., the existence of God, the
future life, the happiness of the just and the punishment
of the wicked). If any one does not believe them he may
be banished from the State, not as impious but as un-
sociable. “If any one, after having recognized publicly
these same dogmas, conducts himself as though he did
not believe them, let him be punished with death.” The
civil religion is to have only one negative dogma — the
condemnation of intolerance. This is directed especially
against institutional Christians, but it is hard to see how
any one can escape this condemnation who holds in mat-
ters religious to a definite standard of right and wrong,
quite apart from the omnipotent State and its supposed
utility.

Rousseau’s “civil religion” evidently looks forward
to such an event as Robespierre’s Festival of the Su-
preme Being. Unfortunately, it also looks forward to
the Civil Constitution of the Clergy and to the guillo-
tining as “fanatics” of many of the priests who refused
to forswear their allegiance to Rome. It is fair to add
that the “Social Contract” is only one source?® of the
strife between clericals and anti-clericals that has been
so prominent in France since the Revolution as to

1 Cf, P.-M. Masson, La Religion de J .-J. Rousseau, 111, ch. v.
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amount at times almost fo eivil war. In general we
should recollect that Rousseau was less an originator of
the ideas we have been discussing than the most im-
portant single figure in a vast movement that had been
gaining head for generations. In the words of Madame
de Staél he invented nothing, but set everything on fire.
Burke, the chief antagonist of Rousseau, took serious
cognizance of this movement and of the enthusiasm it
inspired only when they had begun to translate them-
selves into great historical events. It was Rousseau and
all he typified that he attacked in the French Revolution,



CHAPTER III
BURKE AND THE MORAL IMAGINATION

“EveERrYBoDY knows,” Burke writes of the members of
the French National Assembly, “that there is a great
dispute amongst their leaders, which of them is the best
resemblance of Rousseau. In truth, they all resemble
him. His blood they transfuse into their minds and into
their manners. Him they study; him they meditate;
him they turn over in all the time they can spare from
the laborious mischief of the day, or the debauches of
the night. Rousseau is their canon of holy writ; in his
life he is their canon of Polycletus; he is their standard
figure of perfection. To this man and this writer, as a
pattern to authors and to Frenchmen, the founderies of
Paris are now running for statues, with the kettles of
their poor and the bells of their churches.”

I have presented Rousseau in his essential influence as
the extremist and foe of compromise. In contrast to
Rousseau, Burke is usually and rightly supposed to em-
body the spirit of moderation. Many of his utterances
on the French Revolution, however (the passage I have
just quoted may serve as a sample), are scarcely sugges-
tive of moderation, and towards the end he becomes
positively violent. There is at least this much to be said
in justification of Burke, that in his writings on the Rev-
olution, he is for the most part debating first principles,
and when it comes to first principles, the issue raised is
not one of moderation, but of truth or error. Burke was
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no mere partisan of the status quo. He was not opposed
on principle to revolutions. He is perhaps open to the
charge of pushing too far his admiration for the Revolu-
tion of 1688. His attitude towards the American Revo-
lution was consistently one of compromise and in many
respects of sympathy. He did not stand in any undue
awe of those in authority. No one could on occasion call
them to a stricter accounting or show himself a more dis-
interested champion of the vietims of unjust power. He
recognized specifically the abuses of the Old Régime in
France, and was ready to admit the application to these
abuses of fairly drastic remedies. If he refused, there-
fore, to compromise with the ¥rench Revolution, the
reason is to be sought less in the field of politics than in
that of general philosophy, and even of religion. He saw
that the Revolution did not, like other revolutions, seek
to redress certain specific grievances, but had universal
pretensions. France was to become the “Christ of na-
tions” and conduct a crusade for the political regenera-
tion of mankind. This particular mixture of the things
of God and the things of Cassar seemed to him psycho-
logically unsound, and in any case subversive of the ex-
isting social order of Europe. The new revolutionary
evangel was the final outcome of the speculations that
had been going on for generations about & state of na-
ture, natural rights, the social contract, and abstract
and unlimited sovereignty. Burke is the chief opponent
of this tendency towards what one may term meta-
physical politics, especially as embodied in the doctrine
of the rights of man. “They are so taken up with the
rights of man,” he says of the members of this school,
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“that they have totally forgotten his nature.” Under
cover of getting rid of prejudice they would strip man of
all the habits and concrete relationships and network of
historical circumstance in which he is actually impli-
cated and finally leave him shivering “in all the naked-
ness and solitude of metaphysical abstraction.” They
leave no limit to logic save despotism. In his attack on
the enemies of prejudice, by which was meant practi-
cally everything that is traditional and prescriptive,
Burke has perhaps neglected unduly certain minor
though still important distinctions, especially the dis-
tinction between those who were for getting rid of prej-
udice in the name of reason, and those who, like Rous-
seau, were for getting rid of it in the name of feeling,
The rationalists and the Rousseauists were actually
ready to guillotine one another in the Revolution, an
opposition prefigured in the feud between Rousseau and
various “philosophers,” notably Voltaire. Rousseau
was as ready as Burke, though on different grounds, as
I shall try to show presently, to protest against the
“solid darkness of this enlightened age.”

By the dismissal as mere prejudice of the traditional
forms that are in no small measure the funded experi-
ence of any particular community, the State loses its
historical continuity, its permanent self, as it were, that
unites its present with its past and future. By an un-
principled facility in changing the State such as is en-
couraged by Rousseau’s impressionistic notion of the
general will, the generations of men can no more link
with one another than the flies of a summer. They are
disconnected into the dust and powder of individuality.
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In point of fact, any political philosophy, whether that
of Hobbes or of Rousseau, which starts from the suppo-
sition that men are naturally isolated units, and achieve
society only as the result of an artifice, is in its essence
violently individualistic. For this atomistic, mechanical
view of the State, Burke is usually supposed to have
substituted an organie, historical conception. Much of
his actual influence, in Germany ! and elsewhere, has
certainly been along these lines. Yet this is far from
being the whole truth about Burke. A one-sided devo-
tion to the organic, historical conception is itself an
outcome of the naturalistic movement. It may lead to
fatalistic acquiescence in traditional forms, and discour-
age, not merely abstract rationalism, but a reasonable
adjustment of these forms to shifting circumstance. It
relates itself very readily to that side of the romantic
movement that exalts the unconscious at the expense of
moral choice and conscious deliberation. Once obscure
this capacity in the individual, which alone raises him
above phenomenal nature, and it will not be easy in the
long run to preserve his autonomy; he will tend, as so
often in German theory, to lose his independent will and
become a mere organ of the all-powerful State. Though
Taine, again, often professes to speak as a disciple of
Burke in his attacks on the French Revolution, it is not
easy to see a true follower in & philosopher who pro-
claimed that “‘vice and virtue are products like sugar
and vitriol.”

The truth is that Burke is in no sense a collectivist,
and still less, if possible, a determinist. If he had been

10n Rehberg, Savigny, ete.
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either, he would not have attained to that profound per-
ception of true liberty in which he surpasses perhaps any
other political thinker, ancient or modern. For one who
believes in personal liberty in Burke's sense, the final
emphasis is necessarily not on the State but on the indi-
vidual. His individualism, however, is not, like that of
Rousseau, naturalistic, but humanistic and religious.
Only, in getting the standards by which the individual
may hope to surpass his ordinary self, and achieve hu-
manism or religion, he would have him lean heavily on
prescription. Burke is anti-individualistic in that he
would not set the individual to trading on his own pri-
vate stock of wit. He would have him respect the gen-
eral sense, the accumulated experience of the past that
has become embodied in the habits and usages that the
superficial rationalist would dismiss as prejudice. If the
individual condemns the general sense, and trusts un-
duly his private self, he will have no model; and a man’s
first need is to look up to a sound model and imitate it.
He may thus become exemplary in his turn. The prin-
ciple of homage and service to what is above one has its
culmination and final justification in fealty to God, the
true sovereign and supreme exemplar. Burke's concep-
tion of the State may be described as a free and flexible
adaptation of genuinely Platonic and Christian ele-
ments. “We know, and what is better, we feel inwardly,
that religion is the basis of civil society, and the source of
all good and all comfort.” “God willed the State.”
(Thus to conceive the highest in terms of will is Chris-
tian,) “He willed its connection with the source and
ariginal archetype of all perfection.” (The language is
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here Platonic.) Not merely religion but the actual
church establishment is held by Englishmen to be es-
sential to their State, as being indeed the very founda-
tion of their constitution.

“Society is indeed a contract,” though the basis of the
contract is not mere utility. The State is not to be re-
garded as a partnership agreement in a trade of pepper
and coffee. It is not, as a contemporary pacifist has
maintained, the “pooled self-esteem’ of the commu-
nity, but rather its permanent ethical self. It is, there-
fore, a partnership in all science and art and in every vir-
tue and perfection. “‘As the ends of such a partnership
cannot be obtained in many generations, it becomes a
partnership not only between those who are living, but
between those who are living, those who are dead, and
those who are to be born.”

Though Burke thus uses the language of contract, it
is plain that he moves in a different world from all chose,
including Locke, for whom the idea of contract meant
that man has certain rights as a free gift of nature and
anterior to the performance of his duties. Talk to the
child, says Rousseau, of something that will interest
him — talk to him of his rights, and not of his duties.!
To assert, as Burke does in the main, that one has only
concrete historical rights, acquired as ihe result of the
fulfilment of definite obligations, is evidently remote
from Rousseau’s assertion that a man enjoys certain
abstract rights simply because he has taken the trouble
to be born. The difference here is not merely between
Burke and Rousseau, but also between Burke and Locke.

1 Emile, liv. 1.
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The final superficiality of Locke is that he granted man
abstract natural rights anterior to his duties, and then
hoped that it would be possible to apply this doctrine
moderately. But it has been justly said that doctrines
of this kind are most effective in their extreme logical
form because it is in this form that they capture the
imagination. Now if the out-and-out radical is often
highly imaginative in the fashion that I have attributed
to Rousseau, the Whigs and the liberals who follow the
Whig tradition are rather open to the suspicion of
being deficient on the side of imagination. One cannot
help fecling, for instance, that if Macaulay had been
more imaginative, he would have shown less humani-
tarian complacency in his essay on Bacon. Disraeli
again is said to have looked with disdain on J. S, Mill
because of his failure to perceive the role of the imagina~
tion in human affairs, a lack that can scarcely be charged
against Disraeli himself, whatever one may think of the
quality of his imagination.

Now Burke is the exceptional Whig, in that he is not
only splendidly imaginative, but admits the supreme
réle of the imagination rather more explicitly than is
common among either Christians or Platonists with
whom I have associated him. He saw how much of the
wisdom of life consists in an imaginative assumption of
the experience of the past in such fashion as to bring it
to bear as a living force upon the present. The very
model that one looks up to and imitates is an imaginative
creation. A man’s imagination may realize in his ances-
tors a standard of virtue and wisdom beyond the vulgar
practice of the hour; so that he may be enabled to rise
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with the example {0 whose imitation ke has aspired.
The forms of the past and the persons who administer
them eount in Burke’s eves chiefly as imaginative svm-
bols. In the famous passage on darie Antoinette ope
almost forgets the living and suffering woman to see in
her with Burke a gorgeous symbol of the age of chivalry
yielding to the age of “sophisters, economists, and cal-
¢ilators.”” There is in this zense truth in the taunt of
Tom Paine that Burke pities the plumage and forgets
the dying bird. All the decent drapery of life, Burke
complains of the new philosophy, is to be rudely torn
off. “All the super-added ideas, furnished from the
wardrobe of a moral imagination, . . . are to be ex-
ploded as a ridiculous, absurd, and antiquated fashion.”

The apostles of the rights of man were, according to
Burke, undermining the two principles on which every-
thing that was truly civilized in the European order had
for ages depended: the spirit of religion and the spirit
of a gentleman. The nobility and the clergy, who were
the custodians of these principles and of the symbols
that embodied them and ministered to the moral imag-
ination, had received in turn the support of the learned.
Burke warns the learned that in deserting their natural
protectors for Demos, they run the risk of being * cast
into the mire and trodden under the hoofs of & swinish
multitude.”

Burke is in short a frank champion of aristocracy. It
is here especially, however, that he applies flexibly his
Christian-Platonic, and humanistic principles. He com-
bines a soundly individualistic element with his cult of
the traditional order. He does not wish any static hier-
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archy. He disapproves of any tendency to deal with
men in classes and groups, a tendency that the extreme
radical shares with the extreme reactionary. He would
have us estimate men, not by their hereditary rank, but
by their personal achievement. “There is,” he says,
“no qualification for government but virtue or wisdom,
actual or presumptive. Wherever they are actually
found, they have in whatever state, condition, profession
or trade, the passport of Heaven to human place and
honor.” He recognizes, to be sure, that it is hard for the
manual worker to acquire such virtue and wisdom for the
reason that he lacks the necessary leisure. The ascent
of rare merit from the lower to the higher levels of soci-
ety should, however, always be left open, even though
this merit be required to pass through a severe probation.

In the same fashion, Burke would admit innovations
in the existing social order only after a period of severe
probation. He is no partisan of an inert traditionalism.
His true leader or natural aristocrat, as he terms him,
has, in his adjustment of the contending claims of new
and old, much of the character of the “ trimmer” as
Halifax has described him. “By preserving the method
of nature in the conduct of the State, in what we improve
we are never wholly new; in what we retain, we are never
wholly obsolete.” ‘‘The disposition to preserve, and
ability to improve, taken together, would be my stan-
dard of a statesman.” In such utterances Burke is of
course simply giving the theory of English liberty at its
best, a theory almost too familiar for restatement. In
his imaginative grasp of all that is involved in the task
of mediating between the permanent and the fluctuating
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element in life, the Platonic art, as one may say, of see-
ing the One in the Many, he has had few equals in the
field of political thinking.

Burke is, however, in one important respect highly
un-Platonic, and that is in his attitude towards the in-
tellect. His distrust of what we should call nowadays
the intellectual may be variously explained. It is related
in some respects to one side, the weak side, one is bound
to add, of Christianity. “A certain intemperance of
intellect,” he writes, “is the disease of the time, and the
source of all its other diseases.” He saw so clearly the
dangers of this abuse that he was led at times, as the
Christian has at times been led, to look with suspicion
on intellect itself. And then he was familiar, as we are
all familiar, with persons who give no reasons at all, or
the wrong reasons, for doing the right thing, and with
other persons who give the most logical and ingenious
reasons for doing the wrong thing. The basis for right
conduct is not reasoning but experience, and experience
much wider than that of the individual, the secure pos-
session of which can result only from the early acquisi-
tion of right habits. Then, too, there is something speci-
fically English in Burke’s disparagement of the intellect.
The Englishman, noting the results of the proneness of a
certain type of Frenchman to reason rigorously from
false or incomplete premises, comes to prefer his own
piecemeal good sense and proclivity for “muddling
through.” As Disraeli told a foreign visitor, the country
is governed not by logic but by Parliament. In much
the same way Bagehot in the course of a comparison be-
tween the Englishman and the Frenchman in politics,
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reaches the semi-humorous conclusion that “in real
sound stupidity the English are unrivalled.”

The anti-intellectual side of Burke reminds one at
times of the anti-intellectual side of Rousseau: when, for
instance, he speaks of “ the happy effect of following na-
ture, which is wisdom without reflection and above it.”
The resemblance is, however, only superficial. The wis-
dom that Rousseau proclaimed was not above reflection
but belowit. A distinction of this kind is rather meaning-
less unless supported by careful psychological analysis.
Perhaps the first contrast between the superrational
and the subrational is that between awe and wonder.!
Rousseau is plainly an apostle of wonder, so much so that
heis probably the chief single influence in the “‘renascence
of wonder”’ that has resulted from the romantic move-
ment. The romantic objection to intellect is that by its
precise analysis and tracing of cause and effect, it dimin-
ishes wonder. Burke, on the other hand, is fearful lest an
indiscreet intellectual activity may undermine awe and
reverence. “We ought,” he says, “to venerate where
we are unable presently to understand.” As the best
means of securing veneration, Burke leans heavily upon
habit, whereas the romantics, from Rousseau to Walter
Pater, are no less clearly hostile to habit because it seems
to Iead to a stereotyped world, & world without vividness
and surprise. To lay stress on veneration meant for
Burke, at least in the secular order, to lay stress on rank
and degree; whereas the outstanding trait perhaps of the
state of nature projected by Rousseau’s imagination,
in defiance of the actual facts of primitive life so far as

3 Cf. Rousseau and Romanticism, p. 49 £.
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we know them, is that it is equalitarian. This trait is
common to his no-state and his all-state, his anarchistic
and his collectivistic Utopia. The world of the “Social
Contract,” no less than that of the “Second Discourse,”
is a world without degree and subordination; a world in
which no one looks up to any one else or expects any
one to lock up to him; a world in which no one (and this
seems to Rousseau very desirable) has either to com-
mand or to obey. In his predominant emphasis on
equality,’ Rousseau speaks, to some extent at least, not
merely for himself but for France, especially the France
of the last two centuries. “Liberty,” says Mallet du
Pan, “a thing forever unintelligible to Frenchmen.”
Perhaps liberty has not been intelligible in its true es-
sence to many persons anywhere. ‘“The love, and even
the very idea, of genuine liberty,” Burke himself admits,
“is extremely rare.” If the basis of this genuine liberty
is, as Burke affirms, an act of subordination, it is simply
incompatible with Rousseauistic equality.

The act of subordination to any earthly authority is
justified only in case this authority is looking up to
something still higher; so that genuine liberty is rooted
in the virtue that also underlies genuine Christianity.

1 It would not be easy to find in an English author of anything
like the same intellectual distinction the equivalent of the follow-
ing passage from Proudhon (Euwres, 11, p. 91): “L’enthousiasme
qui nous posséde, I’enthousiasme de !'égalité, . . . est une ivresse
plus forte que le vin, plus pénétrante que 'amour: passion ou
fureur divine que le délire des Léonidas, des Saint Bernard et des
Michel-Ange n’égala jamais.”

% Cf. E. Faguet, Politiques et moralistes, vol. 1, p. 117: “Il est &
peu prés impossible 4 un Frangais d’étre libéral, et le libéralisme
n’est pas francais.” See also ibid., 11, p. 95.
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“True humility, the basis of the Christian system, is
the low, but deep and firm foundation of all real virtue.
But this, as very painful in the practice and little impos-
ing in the appearance,” he goes on to say of the French
revolutionists, “they have totally discarded.” They
have preferred to follow Rousseau, the great “ professor
and founder of the philosophy of vanity.” Rousseau
himself said that he based his position on the “noblest
pride,” and pride is, even more than vanity, the signifi-
cant opposite of humility. I have already spoken of
Rousseau’s depreciation of humility in favor of patri-
otic pride. The problem of pride versus humility is, of
course, not primarily political at all. It is a problem of
the inner life. Rousseau undermined humility in the in-
dividual by substituting the doctrine of natural good-
ness for the older doctrine of man’s sinfulness and falli-
bility. The forms and traditions, religious and political,
that Burke on the other hand defends, on the ground
that they are not arbitrary but are convenient sum-
mings up of a vast body of past experience, give support
to the imagination of the individual; the imagination,
thus drawn back as it were to an ethical centre, supplies
in turn a standard with reference to which the individual
may set bounds to the lawless expansion of his natural
gelf (which includes his intellect as well as his emotions).
From a purely psychological point of view, Burke’s em-
phasis on humility and on the imaginative symbols that
he deems necessary to secure it, reduces itself to an em-
phasis on what one may term the centripetal element in
liberty. Rousseau, at least the Rousseau that has influ-
enced the world, practically denies the need of any such
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centripetal element in liberty, inasmuch as what will
emerge spontaneously on the disappearance of the tra-
ditional controls is an expansive will to brotherhood.
If one rejects like Burke this gospel of ““universal benev-
olence,” it is hard not to conceive of liberty in Burke’s
fashion — namely, as a nice adjustment between the
taking on of inner control and the throwing off of outer
control. “Society,” he says, ‘“‘cannot exist unless a con-
trolling power upon will and appetite be placed some-
where, and the less of it there is within, the more there
must be without.” This adjustment between inner and
outer control, which concerns primarily the individual,
is thus seen to determine at last the degree to which any
community is capable of political liberty. True states-
manship is in this sense a humanistic mediation and not
an indolent oscillation between extremes. “‘To make a
government requires no great prudence. Settle the seat
of power; teach obedience: and the work is done. To
give freedom is still more easy. It is not necessary to
guide; it only requires to let go the rein. But to form a
free government — that is, to temper together these oppo-
site elements of liberty and restraint in one consistent
work, requires much thought, deep reflection, a saga-
cious, powerful, and combining mind.”

I have already said that Burke is very exceptional in
that he is a splendidly imaginative Whig. As a matter
of fact, most of the typical Whigs and liberals in the
Whig tradition, are, like Burke, partisans of liberty in
the sense of personal liberty and of moderation. They
do not, however, give their personal liberty and modera-
tion the same basis of religion and humanistic control.
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On the contrary, they inecline to be either rationalists or
emotionalists, which means practically that they found
their ethics either on the principle of utility, or else on
the new spirit of sympathy and service, or more com-
monly on some compound of these main ingredients of
humanitarianism. The liberty of Burke, I have tried to
show, is not only religiously grounded, but involves in
its political application a genuine humanistic mediation.
The Whig compromise, on the other hand, is only too
often an attempt to compromise between views of life,
namely, the religious-humanistic and the utilitarian-
sentimental, which are in their essence incompatible.
Thus the liberalism of J. S. Mill is, compared with the
liberalism of Burke, open to the charge of being un-
imaginative. Furthermore, from a strictly modern point
of view, it is open to the charge of being insufficiently
critical. For the liberty Mill desires is of the kind that
will result only from the traditional spiritual controls,
or from some adequate substitute, and his philosophy,
as I shall try to show more fully later, supplies neither.

Burke can scarcely be charged with the form of super-
ficiality that consists in an attempt to mediate between
incompatible first principles. One may, however, feel
that he failed to recognize the full extent and gravity of
the clash between the new principles and the old; and
one may also find it hard to justify the obscurantist
element that enters into his defence of his own religious
and humanistic position. One might gather from Burke
that England was almost entirely made up of Christian
gentlemen ready to rally to the support of the majestic
edifice of traditional civilization, to all the decencies of
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life based finally on the moral imagination, whereas the
‘“‘sophisters, economists, and calculators’ who were de-
stroying this edifice by their substitution for the moral
imagination of an abstract metaphysical reason were
almost entirely French. He does indeed refer to the
English deists, but only to dismiss them as obscure ee-
centrics. The English intellectuals and radical thinkers
of his own time he waves aside with the utmost con-
tempt, opposing to them not those who think more
keenly, but those who do not think at all. ‘“Because
half a dozen grasshoppers under & fern make the field
ring with their importunate chink, whilst thousands of
great cattle, reposed beneath the shadow of the British
oak, chew the cud and are silent, pray do not imagine
that those who make the noise are the only inhabitants
of the field; that, of course, they are many in number;
or that, after all, they are other than the little, shriv-
elled, meagre, hopping, though loud and troublesome,
insects of the hour.”

In this passage we have the obscurantist Burke at his
weakest. The truth is that the little, meagre, hopping
insects of the hour were representatives of an interna-
tional movement of vast scope, a movement destined
finally to prevail over the prejudice and prescription
that Burke was defending. Moreover, this movement
was largely, if not indeed primarily, of English origin.
“Tt is from England,” says Joubert, “that have issued
forth, like fogs, the metaphysical and political ideas
which have darkened everything.” 1t is hard to trace
the main currents of European life and thought from the
Renaissance, especially the rise of humanitarianism in
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both its utilitarian and its sentimental aspects, and not
assent in large measure to the assertion of Joubert.
Burke's conception of man and of the State with its
sirong tinge of Platonic realism (in the older sense of
the word) and its final empbasis on humility, or sub-
mission to the will of God. bas important points of
contact with the medi@val conception. Now, even bes
fore Francis Bacon, men from the British Islands played
an important part in breaking down this realism. Duns
Secotus diseredited reason in theology in faver of an
arbitrary divine will, and so relessed reason for use in
the secular order. William of Qceam asserted a nomi-
nslism that looks forward to our type of realism, arealism,
that is, not of the One but of the Many. and, therefore,
at the opposite pole from the medizval vadety. Roger
Bacon is significant for the future both by his interest in
the physical order and by the experimental temper that
he displays in dealing with this order.

To come to a later period, the upshot of the civil con-
vulsions of seventeenth-century England was to dimin-
ish imaginative allegiance to the past. The main achieve-
ment of Cromwell himself was, as his admirer Marvell
avowed, to “ruin the great work of Time.” As loyalty to
the great traditions declined, England concentrated on
the utilitarian effort of which Francis Bacon is the
prophet, and thus did more than any other country to
prepare and carry through the industrial revolution,
compared with which the French Revolution is only a
melodramatic incident.

If the Christian classical England that Burke took to
be truly representative has survived in a place like Ox-
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ford, utilitarian England has got itself embodied in cities
like Birmingham, so that the opposition between the
two Englands, an opposition that is one of first princi-
ples, has come to be written on the very face of the land-
scape. The Englishman, however, does not proceed by
logical exclusions, and is capable of maintaining in more
or less friendly juxtaposition things that are ultimately
incompatible. Thus a young man receives a religious-
humanistic training at Oxford as a preparation for help-
ing to administer the British Empire in India, an em-
pire which is, in its origins, chiefly an outcome of the
utilitarian and commercially expansive England. The
kind of leadership that Burke desired, the leadership of
the true gentleman, still plays no small part in the affairs
of England and of the world. The Englishman whom he
conceives to be typical, who “fears God, looks up with
awe to kings, with affection to parliaments, with duty to
magistrates, with reverence to priests, and with respect
to nobility,” is still extant, but is considerably less typi-
cal. Above all, his psychology is not that of the great
urban masses that owe their existence to the industrial
revolution. What Birmingham stands for has been
gaining steadily on what Oxford stands for, and that
even at Oxford itself. I have said that the only effective
conservatism is an imaginative conservatism. Now it
has not only become increasingly difficult to enter im-
aginatively into certain traditional symbols, but in gen-
eral the imagination has been drawn away more and
more from the element of unity in things to the element
of diversity. As a result of the type of progress that has
been proclaimed, everything good has come to be asso-
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ciated with novelty and change, with the piling up of
discovery on discovery. Life, thus viewed, no longer in-
volves any reverence for some centre or oneness, but is
conceived as an infinite and indefinite expansion of won-
der and curiosity. As a result of all this intoxication
with change, the world is moving, we are asked to be-
lieve, towards some “ far-off divine event.” It is at this
point that the affinity appears between the utilitarian or
Baconian, and the emotional or Rousseauistie side of the
humanitarian movement. The far-off divine event is,
no less than Rousseau’s state of nature, a projection of
the idyllic imagination. The felicity of the divine event,
like that of the state of nature, is a felicity that can be
shown to involve no serious moral effort or self-disci-
pline on the part of the individual. Rousseau himself put
his golden age in the past, but nothing is easier than to
be a Rousseauist, and at the same time, like the Baco-
nian, put one’s golden age in the future. The differences
between Baconian and Rousseauist, and they are nu-
merous, are, compared with this underlying similarity in
the quality of their “ vision,” unimportant. I remarked
at the outset that the modern political movement may
be regarded in its most significant aspect as a battle be-
tween the spirit of Rousseau and that of Burke. What-
ever the explanation, it is an indubitable fact that this
movement has been away from Burke and towards
Rousseau. “The star of Burke is manifestly fading,”
Lecky was able to write a number of years ago, “and a
great part of the teaching of the ‘ Contrat Social’ is pass-
ing into English politics.” Professor Vaughan, again,
the editor of the recent standard edition of Rousseau’s



116 DEMOCRACY AND LEADERSHIP

political writings, remarked in his introduction, appar-
ently without awakening any special contradiction or
surprise, that in the essentials of political wisdom Burke
is “‘immeasurably inferior to the man of whom he never
speaks but with scorn and loathing; to the despised the-
orist, the metaphysical madman of Geneva.”

Burke will be cherished as long as any one survives in
the world who has a perception of the nature of frue
liberty. It is evident, however, that if a true liberalism
is to be successfully defended under present circum-
stances, it will not be altogether by Burke’s method.
The battle for prejudice and prescription and a “ wisdom
above reflection” has already been lost. It is no longer
possible to wave aside the modernists as the mere noisy
insects of an hour, or to oppose t6 an unsound activity
of intellect mere stolidity and imperviousness to thought
— the great cattle chewing their cud in the shadow of
the British oak. But before coming to the question of
method, we need to consider what the triumph of Rous-
seau has actually meant in the history of modern Eu-
rope, during and since the Great Revolution. A survey
of this kind will be found to involve a consideration of
the two chief political problems of the present time, the
problem of democracy and the problem of imperialism,
both in themselves and in their relation to one another.



CHAPTER IV
DEMOCRACY AND IMPERIALISM

In our recent crusade to make the world safe for democe-
racy it was currently assumed that democracy is the
same as liberty and the opposite of imperialism. The
teachings of history are strangely different. Democracy
in the sense of direct and unlimited democracy is, as was
pomteJ out long ago by Aristotle, the death qﬁ);h,exty,
in virtue of its tyrannical temper, it is hkemse, in the
broad sense in which I have been using the term, closely
a&m to imperialism. Now the distinction of Rousseau
is, as we have seen, to have been the most uncompro-
mising of all modern theorists of direct democracy.
How far have the actual results of Rousseauism justified
Aristotle rather than those who have anticipated from
the diffusion of the Rousseauistic evangel, a paradise of
liberty, equality, and fraternity? The commanding
position of Rousseau in the democratic movement is
at all events beyond question, though even here it is
possible to exaggerate. ‘Demoecracy,” says M. de
Vogiié, “has only one father — Rousseau. . . . The great
muddy stream which is submerging us flows from the
writings and the life of Rousseau like the Rhine and the
Po from the Alpine reservoirs which feed them perpetu-
ally.” 1 It is interesting to place alongside of this and
similar passages which might be multiplied indefi-

1 I'ntroduction & I Iconographie de J.-J. Rousseau, 1, pp. vii-viii.
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nitely, passages! from German authorities, likewise
very numerous, to the effect that Rousseau is more than
any other person the father of their Kultur. Here, too,
one must allow for an element of exaggeration. Much in
Germany that is often ascribed to Rousseau may be
traced to English influences, the same influences that
acted on Rousseau himself.

Passages of the kind I have just cited seem to estab-
lish a first connection between Kultur, which has come
to be regarded as in its essence imperialistic, and Rous-
seauistic democracy. Kultur, when closely scrutinized,
breaks up into two main elements — on the one hand,
scientific efficiency, and on the other, & nationalistic en-
thusiasm to which this efficiency is made to minister.
The relationship to Rousseauism must evidently be
looked for first of all in the second of these elements, that
of nationalistic enthusiasm. One needs to recall here a
saying of Renan’s that goes back to the seventies of the
last century. “The sentiment of nationalities is not a
hundred years old in the world.” 2 Renan might have
said with about equal truth that international or cosmo-
politan sentiment is likewise not a hundred years old.
Both sayings are approximately true, provided sufficient
emphasis is put on the word sentiment. One scarcely
needs to repeat that the Middle Ages were cosmopolitan,
and that a chief result of Protestantism was the develop-
ment of the national idea, and that the national idea
was also promoted, though on different postulates, by

1 T have cited some of these passages in Rousseau and Romanti-
cism, p. 194 n.
3 Réforme intellectuelle et morale, p. 194.
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Machiavelli. But with the eighteenth century, nation-
alism and internationalism take on a more emotional
coloring. An underlying influence here is Rousseau’s rein-
terpretation of “virtue,” a reinterpretation that is itself,
as I have tried to show, the outgrowth of a considerable
previous movement. According to the new ethics, vir-
tue is not restrictive but expansive, a sentiment and even
an intoxication. In its unmodified natural form, it has
its basis in pity which may finally develop into the vir-
tue of the great cosmopolitan souls of whom he speaks
in the “Second Discourse,” who transcend national
frontiers and embrace the whole of the human race in
their benevolence. We are here at the headwaters of
the sentimental internationalism of the past century.
But Rousseau, as I have already said, distinguishes
sharply between the virtue of man simply as man and
the virtue of the citizen. When man is “denatured” by
entering the State, his virtue is still a sentiment and
even an intoxication, but is very far from being cosmo-
politan. Rousseau oscillates between the two types of
virtue, that of the man and that of the citizen, and can
scarcely be said to have attempted a serious mediation
between them. According as he wants the one or the
other type of “virtue,” he devises different systems of
education. In “Emile,” for example, he sets out to
make a man, in the “Considerations on the Government
of Poland,” a citizen. The love of country and the love
of mankind are, he declares, incompatible passions.!
What is Rousseau’s own choice, one may ask, as between
an emotional nationalism and an emotional internation-

1 See Political Writings (Vaughan), 1, p. 172.
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alism? On this point no doubt is possible. The love of
country he takes to be the more beautiful passion. The
virtuous intoxication of the internationalist seems to
him pale and ineffectual compared with the virtuous in-
toxication of the citizen; and herein history has cer-
tainly confirmed him. The fact that Uivresse patriotique
may make the citizens of one country ruthless in their
dealings with the citizens of other countries seems to
him a matter of small moment.! In his schemes for in-
breeding patriotic sentiment, he seems to be looking
forward to the type of nationalism that has actually
emerged during the last century, especially perhaps in
Germany. The question of war becomes acute if Eu-
rope, and possibly the world, is thus to be made up of
states, each animated by what one is tempted to term a
frenzied nationalism, without any countervailing prin-
ciple of unity. That the new nationalism is more potent
than the new internationalism was revealed in August,
1914, when millions of socialists, in response to the call
of country, marched away to the slaughter of their fellow
socialists in other lands. That Protestant unity has like-
wise proved inadequate seems sufficiently clear from the
fact that the men of the two chief Protestant countries,
at the same time that they were blowing one another to
pieces with high explosives, sought to starve one an-
other’s women and children en masse. The Papacy
again, representing the traditional unity of European
civilization, has also shown itself unable to limit effect-
ively the push of nationalism.

! See the opening paragraphs of Emile (“Tout patriote est dur
aux étrangers,” etc.).
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Furthermore, nationalities of the kind that have
grown up in modern Europe will not, as Rousseau points
out, be kept from fighting with one another by treaties
and alliances. He warns the Poles that among the Chris-
tian nations, treaties and alliances are only scraps of
paper, though the Turks, he adds, show a little more
respect for their international obligations.

Rousseau bad this order of problems forced upon his
attention when he made his “Abridgment” (1761) of
the Abbé de Saint-Pierre’s “Project for Perpetual
Peace” (originally published in 1712-17) and wrote his
“Judgment” on the “Project” (published in 1782). The
Abbé de Saint-Pierre sought to revive the plan for a
United States of Europe (le Grand Dessein) that Sully
attributes to Henry IV. Rousseau shows much shrewd-
ness in reviewing in connection with his editing of Saint-
Pierre the problem of peace and war in Europe from the
Middle Ages down. One institution, he admits, had
donemuch in the past to lessen political confliets. It is
undeniable, he says, that Europe owes to Christianity
above all, even to-day, the species of union that has sur-
vived among its members. He goes on to say, antici-
pating Heine and following Hobbes, that Rome, having
suffered material defeat, sent her dogmas instead of her
legions into the provinces. To this spiritual Rome, me-
dizeval and modern Europe has owed what small equiva-
lent it has enjoyed of the Pax romana. The ultimate
binding element in the medizval order was subordina-
tion to the divine will and its earthly representatives,
notably the Pope. The latter Middle Ages and the Re-
naissance saw a weakening of this principle of union and
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the rise of great territorial nationalities. According to
the school of Grotius, the relations of these nationalities
are to be regulated primarily not by will in any sense,
but by reason. The Abbé de Saint-Pierre, perhaps the
earliest complete French example of the professional
philanthropist, has a still more naive confidence in rea-
son. He saw well enough, says Rousseau, how his
schemes would work if they were once established, but
was childish (and herein he resembled other “reform-
ers”’ down to the present day) in his notions of the means
for getting them established. His fundamental error,
Rousseau complains, was in thinking that men are gov-
erned by their reason, when they are in reality governed
by their passions.?

For Rousseau the state of nature is not in any case a
state of reason. In his less idyllic moods, he inclines, so
far as the relation of nation to nation is concerned, to
agree with Hobbes that it is a state of war. As a remedy
he seems to favor some such application of the federa-
tive principle as a league of nations or a league to enforce
peace. He shows, however, a much more lively sense of
the perils of such schemes than some of their modern ad-
vocates. “It might do more harm at a stroke,” he says
of a league to enforee peace, “than it could prevent for
centuries.” Though approving of the “Grand Dessein”
of Henry IV, he saw that the driving power behind this
scheme was peither Christian, in the medisval sense,
nor again, humanitarian, but imperialistic — the desire
to abase Spain and the House of Austria, and to exalt
France to the hegemony of Europe. Henry IV was pre-

1 Political Writings (Vaughan), 1, p. 392 n.
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paring a war which was to end war, when his assassina-
tion took place, and “banished forever the last hope of
the world.” Rousseau foresees that the states of Europe
are destined to ruin themselves by their military prepa-
rations. He leaves us, in short, without any adequate
solution of a problem, that of the centrifugal nation-
ality, which he himself was doing so much to intensify.

Though Rousseau can speak on occasion with positive
contempt of cosmopolitans, he can be shown to have ex-
ercised his main influence on those who began by stand-
ing, both nationally and internationally, for fraternity,
a fraternity that was to be ideally combined with liberty
and equality. We need to trace briefly the imperialistic
upshot of this evangel, especially in the French Revolu-
tion, and then, turning away from the more peripheral
aspects of the relation between democracy and imperial-
ism, to try to get at the root of the whole matter in the
psychology of the individual.

Rousseau, we have seen, seeks to discredit not merely
a particular aristocracy, but the aristocratic prineiple in
general. “The people,” he says, “constitute the human
race”: all that is not the people is parasitic and
“scarcely deserves to be counted were it not for the
harm it does.” Perhaps no doctrine has ever been more
cunningly devised to fill the poor man and the plebeian
with self-righteous pride, and at the same time toinflame
him with hatred and suspicion of those who enjoy any
social or economie superiority. It is a curious fact,
known to all students of the period, that those who per-
haps did the most to promote Rousseaunism, and in gen-~
eral the new philanthropy, were the members of the
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privileged classes themselves. The causes of this strange
phenomenon are complex, but have been traced with
sufficient accuracy by Taine in his “Ancien Régime.”
The members of the French aristocracy, and that as far
back as Richelieu and Louis XIV, had largely ceased to
perform the work of an aristoeracy. They had become
drawing-room butterflies and hangers-on at court. Now
the enemy of those who have ceased to work, in some
sense or other of the word, has always been ennui; and
in addition, the denizens of the drawing-room suffered
during the first half of the eighteenth century from ra-
tionalistic dryness and an excess of artificial decorum.
They finally sought relief in a return to nature and the
simple life. An idyllic element had been present in the
life of the drawing-room from the start, as all know who
have studied the influence of d’Urfé’s “ Astrée” on the
Marquise de Rambouillet and her group; and this per-
haps made the way easier for another form of pastoral-
ism. “The fops,” as Taine phrases it, ‘“dreamt between
two madrigals of the happiness of sleeping naked in the
virgin forest.” Marie Antoinette milked her own cows
and lived the pastoral dream at the Petit Trianon.
Many of the nobles and higher clergy, won over to the
new enthusiasm, took oath to divest themselves of
all the privileges of rank in favor of the new equality
which was itself to be only a preliminary to the golden
dawn of brotherhood. The advent of this brotherhood
was actually celebrated in the Federation of the Champ
de Mars (1790) which was meant to symbolize the melt-
ing of all Frenchmen together in a fraternal embrace.
Anacharsis Cloots, the “orator of humankind,” had

1
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representatives of the different races and nations of
the Earth, each appropriately garbed, parade before the
National Assembly as the symbol of a still more univer-
sal fraternity. “Never,” says the Comte dc Ségur, “were
more delightful dreams followed by a more terrible
awakening.” Instead of universal brotherhood there was
a growing mania of suspicion. The malady of Rousseau
became epidemic, until, at the height of the Terror,
men were “‘suspect of being suspect.” The very persons
who had rushed into one another’s arms at the Feder-
ation of the Champ de Mars began to guillotine one
another. In the number of those who thus perished was
the “orator of humankind,”” Among the earliest victims
were the members of the privileged classes who had
been so zealous in promoting the new philanthropy, just
as the parlor socialists of our own day would be among
the first to suffer if the overturn they are preaching
should actually occur. As Chesterton says, if the social
revolution takes place, the streets will run red with the
blood of philanthropists.

If one wishes to enter into the psychology of the later
stages of the Revolution, one should devote special at-
tention to avowed disciples of Rousseau like Robes-
pierre. He adopts in a rather uncompromising form
Rousseau’s view of “virtue,” and so is led to set up an
“jdeal’’ France over against the real France, and this
“jdeal” France is largely a projection of what I have
termed the idyllic imagination. The opposition that he
established between the virtuous and the vicious is even
less an opposition between virtuous and vicious individ-
uals than between whole classes of individuals. The
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judging of men by their social grouping rather than by
their personal merits and demerits, that seemed to
Burke so iniquitous, has, as a matter of fact, been im-
plicit in the logic of this movement from the French to
the Russian Revolution. Danton already says: “These
priests, these nobles are not guilty, but they must die,
because they are out of place, interfere with the move-
ment of things, and will stand in the way of the future.”
Danton, so far as he was responsible for the September
Massacres, made some application of this revolutionary
logic. Leaders like Robespierre and Saint-Just, however,
developed it far more than Danton into a programme of
wholesale proscription. The actual France was too rich
and populous. Robespierre and Saint-Just were ready
to eliminate violently whole social strata that seemed to
them to be made up of parasites and conspirators, in
order that they might adjust this actual France to the
Sparta of their dreams; so that the Terror was far more
than is commonly realized a bucolic episode.! It lends

1 Cf. Chateaubriand, Mémoires d'Outre-Tombe, 11, pp. 12-14:
“Tandis que la tragédie rougissait les rues, la bergerie florissait
au théitre; il n’était question que d’innocents pasteurs et de
virginales pastourelles: champs, ruisseaux, prairies, moutons,
colombes, ige d’or sous le chaume, revivaient aux soupirs du
pipeau devant les roucoulants Tircis et les naives tricoteuses qui
sortaient du spectacle de la guillotine. Si Sanson en avait eu le
temps, il aurait joué le role de Colin, et Mademoiselle Théroigne de
Meéricourt celui de Babet. Les Conventionnels se piquaient d'étre
les plus bénins des hommes: bons péres, bons fils, bons maris, ils
menaient promener les petits enfants; ils leur servaient de nour-
rices; ils pleuraient de tendresse & leurs simples jeux; ils prenaient
doucement dans leurs bras ces petits agneaux, afin de leur montrer
le dada des charrettes qui conduisaient les victimes au supplice.
Ils chantaient la nature, la paix, la pitié, la bienfaisance, la can-
deur, les vertus domestiques; ces béats de philanthropie faisaient

couper le cou & leurs voisins avec une extréme sensibilité, pour le
plug grand bonheur de I'espéce humaine.”
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color to the assertion that has been made that the last
stage of sentimentalism is homicidal mania.

In theory, Robespierre is, like Rousseau, rigidly equal-
itarian. He is not a real leader at all — only the people’s
“hired man.” But at critical moments, in the name of
an ideal general will, of which he professes to be only the
organ, he is ready to impose tyrannically his will on the
actual people. The net result of the Rousseauistic move-
ment is thus not to get rid of leadership, but to produce
an inferior and even insane type of leadership, and in any
case leadership of a highly imperialistic type. This tri-
umph of force can be shown to be the total outcome of
liberty, equality, and fraternity in the Rousseauistic
sense. Rousseau himself, as we have seen, would force
people to be free. The attempt to combine freedom with
equality led, and, according to Lord Acton, always will
lead, to terrorism. As for Jacobinical fraternity, it has
been summed up in the phrase: “Be my brother or I'll
kill you.” Moreover, the clash of a leader like Robes-
pierre is not only with enemies of the Revolution, but
with other more or less sincere revolutionary fanaties
whose imaginations are projecting different “ideals.”
The sole common denominator of leaders thus obstinate,
each in the pursuit of a separate dream, is force. The
movement had repudiated the traditional controls, and
8o far as any new principle of cohesion was concerned,
had turned out to be violently centrifugal. The only
brotherhood the Jacobinical leaders had succeeded in
founding was, as Taine puts it, a brotherhood of Cains.

Robespierre, however, was not the type of leader
finally destined to emerge from the Revolution. As early
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as 1790 Burke had predicted that the Revolution would
turn at last to the profit of some military adventurer,
The doctrine of popular sovereignty as developed from
the “Social Contract” had been found to encourage a
sort of chronic anarchy. Inasmuch as society cannot
go on without discipline of some kind, men were con-
strained, in the absence of any other form of discipline,
to turn to discipline of the military type. In the army it
was still possible to find the orderly subordination and
loyalty to acknowledged merit that the Jacobins had, on
principle, been undermining in civil France. Bonaparte
is therefore no accident. He is the true heir and executor
of the Revolution. After his grenadiers had chased
members of the Cing-Cents through the doors and out
of the windows of the Orangerie at Saint-Cloud (18
Brumaire), and when he had revealed himself more and
more nakedly as the imperialistic superman, it is not to
be supposed that the Jacobins as a body stood aloof.
What became apparent, on the contrary, was the affinity
that has always existed between an unlimited democracy
and the cult of ruthless power. No one crawled more
abjectly at the feet of Napoleon than some of the quon-
dam Terrorists. “On the point of becoming barons and
counts, the Jacobins spoke only of the horrors of 1793,
of the necessity of punishing the proletarians and of re-
pressing popular excesses. From day to day there was
taking place the transformation of republicans into im-
perialists and of the tyranny of all into the despotism
of a single man.” ¢

. Chateaubriand’s disapproval of Napoleon was ineffec-

1 Chateaubriand, Mémoires d’Outre-Tombe, 11, p. 243.
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tive, ope may note in passing. because his head wss noe
in sceord with his heart. He was in seoret simopathy
with Napoleon because of 3 Bkensss s te reanemirad
betwesn the Napolsonle guality of mrams .
own. The imaginations of b@:h men wele, in 2 fense that
I have sought 10 define elsewhere remantie: they were
straining, thougk along very c'.;i‘"‘ru*t Ines, out towands
the umhmtc-d Viewar Huzo azom, S-rounced Napoleon

g the authar of the 18 Bromn-e azd a?t the same time
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various peo wp* £3 WET
ments, tased upon usurpascon. anl. having recovered
their original rights, to join with Franee in a glorious
fraternity. What followed is almost too familisr to need
repetition. Some of the governmenis whose legitimacy
was thus called into gquestion took alarm and, having
entered into an alliance, invaded France! This foreign

1 Both monarchists and revolutionary idealists had of coorse
other motives in addition to those they professed. For this whale
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reenace moved France to the first great burst of national
enthusiasm in the modern sense. The ery of the revolu-
tionary army — Vive la nation —heard by Goethe in
a pause of the cannonading of Valmy — was rightly
taken by him to mark the dawn of a new era.! The be-
ginnings of the very type of warfare we have recently
been witnessing in Europe, that is, the coming together
of whole nations for mutual massacre (la levée en masse),
go back to this period. The new national enthusiasm
supplied France with soldiers so numerous and so spir-
ited that she not only repelled her invaders, but began
to invade other countries in turn, theoretically on a mis-
sion of emancipation. In the actual stress of events,
however, the will to power turned out to be stronger
than the will to brotherhood, and what had begun as a
humanitarian crusade ended in Napoleon and imperial-
istic aggression. This aggression awakened in turn the
new national sentiment in various countries, and did
more than all other agencies combined to prepare the
way for a powerful and united Germany.® France
ceased to he the “Christ of nations” and became the
traitor to humankind universally denounced by the
disillusioned radicals of the time, especially after the
invasion of Switzerland (1798).°

period, see E. Bourgeois, Manuel historigue de politique étrangtre,
11, pp. 1-184.

1 According to M. Chuquet, the remark of Goethe to which I
refer dates from 1820 and not from the evening of the battle (20
Sep., 1792). See article in Revue hebdomadaire, 18 Déc., 1915.

2 “Ta Révolution francaise fut le fait générateur de l'idée de
Punité allemande.” Renan, Réforme intellectuelle et morale, p. 130.

3 Bee Coleridge’s France: an Ode. For corresponding German
developments, see G. P. Gooch, Germany and the French Revolution,
passim.
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Any one who rejects the humanitarian theory of
brotherhood runs the risk of being accused of a lack
of fraternal feeling. The obvious reply of the person of
critical and experimental temper is that, if he rejects the
theory, it is precisely because he desires brotherhood.
After an experience of the theory that has already ex-
tended over several generations, the world would seem
at times to have become a vast seething mass of hatred
and suspicion. What Carlyle wrote of the Revolution
has not ceased to be applicable: “Beneath this rose-
colored veil of universal benevolence is a dark, conten-
tious, hell-on-earth.” One is finally led to the conviction
that the contrast between the ideal and the real in this
movement is not the ordinary contrast between the will-
ingness of the spirit and the weakness of the flesh; that
on the contrary this particular ideal of union among men
actually promotes the reality of strife that it is supposed
to prevent. One might without being too fanciful estab-
lish a sort of synchronism between the prevalence of
pacifistic schemes and the actual outbreak of war. The
propaganda of the Abbé de Saint-Pierre was followed by
the wars of Frederick the Great. The humanitarian
movement of the end of the eighteenth century, which
found expression in Kant's treatisc on Perpetual Peace,
was followed and attended by twenty years of the
bloodiest fighting the world has ever known. The paci-
fist agitation of the early twentieth century, that found
outer expression in the Peace Palace at The Hague, was
succeeded by battle lines hundreds of miles long. The
late M. Boutroux, whom no one will accuse of being a
cynic, said to a reporter of the “Temps” in 1912 that
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from the amount of peace talk abroad, he inferred that
the future was likely to be “supremely warlike and
bloody.” In the matter of war and peace, as elsewhere,
the humanitarian, to be sure, has an ever-ready explana-
tion for all the failures of his theory to work: it would, he
insists, have worked beautifully if it had not been for
this or that conspiracy. Nothing short of the suicide of
the planet would avail to convince certain humanitari-
ans that anything is wrong with their theory ~— and
even then, the last surviving humanitarian would no
doubt continue to moan ‘“conspiracy.”

From a strictly psychological point of view, the move-
ment we are studying had not only produced all its
characteristic fruits over a hundred years ago, but also
its two outstanding and truly significant personalities —
Rousseau and Napoleon. If there had been no Rous-
seau, Napoleon is reported to have said, there would
have been no Revolution, and without the Revolution,
I should have been impossible. Now Rousseau may be
regarded as being more than any other one person the
humanitarian Messiah. Napoleon, for his part, may be
defined, in Hardy’s phrase, as the Christ of War. So
that the humanitarian Messiah set in motion forces that
led by a process that I have attempted to sketch in rough
general outline to the rise of a Christ of War.

A remarkable feature of the humanitarian movement,
on both its sentimental and utilitarian sides, has been
its preoccupation with the lot of the masses. “All in-
stitutions,” says Condorcet, for example, “ought to
have for their aim the physical, intellectual, and moral
amelioration of the poorest and most numerous class.”
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But on the utilitarian no less than on the sentimental
side of the movement, the contrast between the ideal
and the real is so flagrant as to suggest some central
omission in humanitarian psychology. If the Rousseau-
ist set up an ideal of universal brotherhood that led ac-
tually to universal conscription, the utilitarian for his
part has put prime emphasis on material organization
and efficiency and so, with the aid of physical science,
has gradually built up an enormous mass of interlocking
machinery which was, in theory, to serve humanity and
promote the greatest good of the greatest number, but
has in practice been pressed into the service of the will
to power of individuals and social groups and nationali-
ties. As a result of the coming together of the various
factors I have enumerated, war has become almost in-
conceivably maleficent. The chief victims have been the
very masses whom both Rousseauist and Baconian have
professed themselves so eager to benefit. The clashes
between states and coalitions of states have, under exist~
ing conditions, become clashes between Frankenstein
monsters. One should recollect that the Frankenstein
monster was not, as is commonly supposed, a soulless
monster. On the contrary, as depicted by Mrs. Shelley,
he is, in the Rousseauistic sense, a beautiful soul — pos-
sibly as a result of having learned to read from works
like the “Sorrows of Werther.” ! He becomes ruthless
only when the beauty of his soul and his yearnings for
sympathy are unappreciated by others and he is forced
back into psychic solitude. Here again the last stage of
sentimentalism is homicidal mania.
1 See Frankenstein, or The Modern Prometheus, ch. 15.
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The whole Occident, and increasingly, indeed, the
whole world, is now faced with a similar problem as to
the quality of the “soul”” that animates the vast mech-
anism of material efficiency, to the building up of which
the Occident has for several generations past been de-
voting its main effort. Is this “soul” a Rousseauistic or
a genuinely ethical “soul”? One is tempted to define
the civilization (or what we are pleased to term such)
that has been emerging with the decline of the tradi-
tional controls as a mixture of altruism and high explo-
sives. If anything is amiss with the altruism, the results
may prove to be rather serious. The idealists affirm
either that man is so lovely in his natural self that he
needs no control at all, or else that he can be induced to
exercise the necessary control with reference to the good
of his fellows. Everything hinges, in either case, on the
presence in the natural man of an element of love or will
to service that is of itself a sufficient counterpoise to the
natural man’s will to power. Here is the dividing line
between egoists and altruists, and not merely in the
appeal to utility. The principle of the greatest good of
the greatest number is, as has been pointed out, asserted
by Machiavelli himself.!

Now the facts in this debate as to the relative strength
in the natural man of the will to brotherhood and the
will to power seem, on an impartial survey, to favor the
Machiavellians rather than the “idealists.”” Those who
so pride themselves on being forward-looking should
have a special cult for Machiavelli. He has claims to be

1 See Mandragola, Act 3, Scene 4. The application of the prin-
ciple in this particular passage is, however, ironical.
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regarded as the most successful of all the forward-look-
ers. In the phrase of Gervinus, “he guessed the spirit of
modern history.” The last war has been correctly de-
scribed as a “return of Machiavelli.” But with the prog-
ress that science has made, and is constantly making in
“improving the mystery of murder,” so that it is already
possible apparently to destroy great cities in a few min-
utes from the air, it should be evident even to the most
obtuse that we cannot afford to allow Machiavelli to
return. One or two more such returns on a large scale
will, under existing conditions, mean the end of white
civilization, and possibly of the white race itself. A gross
and palpable error of the era that is just closing has been
its confusion of mechanical and material progress with
moral progress. Physical science is excellent in its own
place, but when supreme moral issues are involved, it is,
as has been rightly remarked, only a multiplying device.!
If there is rightness at the centre, it will no doubt multi-
ply the rightness. If, on the other hand, there is any
central error, the peripheral repercussion, with men
bound together as they are at present, will be terrific.
With the development of inventions like the radio and
the wireless telephone, the whole world is becoming, in
a very literal sense, a whispering-gallery. It is hardly
necessary to dilate on what is likely to follow if the words
that are whispered are words of hatred and suspicion.
An increasing material union among men who remain
spiritually centrifugal means a return of Machiavelli,

1 This point has been well made by Mr.'J. Middleton Murry
in his essay on The Naiure of Civilization (The Evolution of an
Intellectual, p. 168).
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a triumph in other words of the law of cunning and the
law of force, on a scale to which the past has seen no par-
allel. Superlatives are dangerous things, but one is per-
haps justified in describing the present situation as one
of unexampled gravity.

In dealing with democracy and the special type of
fraternity it has preached, as related to imperialism, I
have thus far been confining myself for the most part to
the national and international phases of this relation-
ship. It is time to fulfil my promise, and, working in
from the periphery towards the centre, seek to get at the
root of the whole matter in the psychology of the indi-
vidual. For behind all imperialism is ultimately the
imperialistic individual, just as behind all peace is ulti-
mately the peaceful individual.

I have already made a distinction of the first impor-
tance for the study of the question of war or peace in
terms of the individual, and that is the distinction be-
tween the traditional Christian conception of liberty,
which implies spiritual subordination, and the Rous-
seauistic conception which, whether we take it in the no-
state of the “Second Discourse” or the all-state of the
“Social Contract,” is resolutely equalitarian. At the
end of his “Prometheus Unbound” Shelley has por-
trayed in the very spirit of the “Second Discourse” the
paradise that is to result from the abolition of the tradi-
tional subordinations and inequalities:

The loathsome mask has fallen, the man remains
Sceptreless, free, uncircumseribed, but man
Equal, unclassed, tribeless and nationless,
Exempt from awe, worship, degree.
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But on any attempt to carry out this programme, the
enormous irony and contradiction at the very heart of
this movement becomes manifest. It leads one to break
down standards in the real world in favor of purely
chimerical ideals. For what actually follows the attempt
to establish equalitarian liberty, we need to turn from
Shelley to Shakespeare:

Take but degree away, untune that string,
And, hark, what discord follows! each thmg meets
In mere oppugnancy: e .

Then every thing includes itself in power,
Power into will, will into appetite.

This last line reminds one of a remark of Jeremy
Taylor that, in the absence of ethical control, “men
know no good but to please a wild, indetermined, in-
finite appetite.” The word infinite adds an essential idea.
Other animals have appetite, but within certain definite
bounds, whereas man is, either in the good or bad sense,
the infinite animal. Machiavelli i3 very metaphorical
when he speaks of his prince as combining the virtues of
the lion and the fox. The lion and the fox do not put
forth their power or cunning beyond what is needed for
the satisfaction of their actual physical wants. They do
not strive to set up a vulpine or leonine empire over
other animals. One cannot truthfully say of them, as
Carlyle says of his boot-black, that, if given half the uni-
verse, they will soon be quarrelling with the owner of
the other half. To be sure, as Swift remarks,

Now and then
Beasts may degen’rate into men.
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But, as a rule, the man who is infinite after the fashion
of Carlyle's boot-black is in a fair way to become not
beastly, but fiendish. As a result of his infinitude, man
is almost necessarily either better or worse than other
animals. His prime need is not, as in the case of other
animals, to satisfy certain limited physical wants, but
to keep in good conceit with himself. Now it is of the
essence of conceit, a word which, as once used, was syn-
onymous with imagination in general, and as now used
is nearly related to the egocentric type of imagination,
to strain out towards the unlimited. This conceit is, it is
to be feared, closely associated in unregenerate man with
envy and jealousy of any one whose conceit seems to set
up rival pretensions to his own. Coneeit also determines
largely man’s attitude towards the truth. Truth accord-
ing to the natural law he welcomes because it ministers
to his power orcomfort and in any case piques his won-
der and curiosity. Spiritual truth is less welcome be-
cause it diminishes bhis conceit. Truth in this sense, as
Goethe says, is less congenial to human nature than er-
ror, because it imposes limitations, whereas error does
not. Tell the average person that some one is planning
to get into wireless communication with Mars, or to
shoot a rocket at the moon, and he is all respectful in-
terest and attention at once. Tell him, on the contrary,
that he needs, in the interest of his own happiness, to
walk in the path of humility and self-control, and he will
be indifferent, or even actively resentful.

Man’s conceit, and the tendency towards unlimited
expansion that it gives to the impulses of the natural
man, is of various types. Perhaps as good a classifica-
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tion as any of the main types is that of the three lusts
distinguished by traditional Christianity — the lust of
knowledge, the lust of sensation, and the lust of power.
It is interesting to study the lust of power as it has ap-
peared in the conquerors and great military adventurers
of history. Saint-Evremond has made some penetrating
observations on this form of imperialistic psychology in
his “Dissertation on the word Vast.” The vastness that
the great dominators have displayed in their projects
and ambitions is due, as he points out, to the quality of
their imaginations. The outward straining of the imag-
ination towards the unlimited Saint-Evremond takes to
be the weakness and not the strength of a Pyrrhus, an
Alexander and a Richelieu. It is a pity that Saint-Evre-
mond was not able to extend his scrutiny to a Napoleon.
Napoleon plainly displayed two entirely different types
of “vision”: in dealing with the natural order, in plan-
ning a battle, for instance, he showed himself capable of
a tremendous concentration upon the facts; buf in his
political ambitions, where factors of a more purely hu-
man order came into play, he revealed an inability to
limit his imagination that was destined sooner or later
to result in disaster. The coming together of the two
kinds of vision I have just defined gives a type with
which we have become very familiar, not only in our
political and military, but in our commercial leaders —
that of the efficient megalomaniac. A surprising num-
ber of these leaders have been, in intention at least,
supermen, and little Napoleons.

Assuming that Napoleon’s imagination is of the
general type that Saint-Evremond ascribes to various
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great dominators of the past, we still have to explain, if
we are to understand the triumph of the imperialistic
push for power over Rousseauistic idealism, why a Na-
poleon so captivates the imagination of other men; for
this sort of leader would evidently be helpless unless he
had many accomplices. The Rousseauist, I have said,
breaks down traditional controls without setting up new
ones. What emerges in the many men who have as a
result lapsed to the naturalistic level is not the will to
brotherhood, but the will to power; so that in this sense
the Rousseauist is actually promoting what he is in
theory seeking to prevent. For what follows we need to
make an application of Freudian psychology to a libido
even more fundamental perhaps than the libido with
which the Freudians themselves have thus far been
chiefly concerned — namely, the lbido dominandi. In
a naturalistic era, the average man finds himself more or
less in the state of Carlyle’s boot-black, but is at the
same time hampered on every side and kept from ex-
panding freely along the lines of power, and is thus
diminished in his conceit of himself. He suffers from re-
pressed and thwarted desire. But what he is unable to
get directly, he may secure vicariously. At this point
one begins to perceive the meaning of Hardy’s descrip-
tion of Napoleon as the Christ of War. The spell that
Napoleon exercised was not merely over the former
Jacobins of whom Chateaubriand speaks, but over the
French masses. Let one reflect on the way these masses
rallied to him on the return from Elba, and that, too,
after he had wrought them almost incaleulable evil:
Bien, dit-on, qu’il nous ait nui,
Le peuple encore le révére, ete.
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I have said that to look on the State of Burke with its
ethical leadership as merely ‘“pooled self-esteem’’ is mis-
leading. The phrase has a certain relevancy, however,
when applied to the State that is under Napoleonic
leadership. The intrusion of this imperialistic element is
strong not only in all secular establishments, but also in
the churches of the world, if only because these churches,
however immaculate they may be in theory, are ad-
ministered by human beings. It is not easy to overlook
this element in the Papacy, even though one does not
go so far as to say roundly with Tyrrell: “Rome cares
nothing for religion — only for power.” The very divin-
ities that men have set up often impress one as being in
a considerable measure their pooled self-esteem. “We
are glad,” as Dryden says, “to have God on our side to
maul our enemies, when we cannot do the work our-
selves.” Jonathan Edwards has genuine religious ele-
vation; but the Jehovah in whose “fierceness” he
plainly rejoices, and who tramples sinners under his feet
until their blood is “sprinkled on his garments,” might
lead some to dismiss Edwards as a theological imperial-
ist. A more unmistakable example is that of certain
members of the group of Fundamentalists that has re-
cently been dividing the Baptist denomination, who
have depicted Christ in his second coming in colors that
make Nero and Caligula seem respectable. One scarcely
need dilate on the fact that Christ was in his first coming
a deep disappointment to the Jewish populace; the Mes-
siah they had hoped for was far nearer to Napoleon than
to the Messiah they actually received.

It goes without saying that the imperialistic element
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I have noted in religious beliefs, as well as in those who
administer them, is not the whole story. Above all, it is
not the whole story in the case of Christianity. Chris-
tianity has actually done much to curb the expansive
lusts of the human heart, and among its other lusts, the
lust for power. As Dante puts it, ‘““men wandering wild
in their bestiality,” have need of a twofold control: “‘that
of the highest Pontiff to lead them according to revela-
tion to eternal life, and that of the Emperor to lead them
aceording to the traditions of philosophy to temporal
felicity.”! Of course the reality never coincided exactly
with Dante’s ideal. From his tremendous diatribes
against the self-seeking rulers of his time, one might infer
that Europe then was almost as mad as it certainly is
to-day. At the same time Christianity in its medizval
form actually did secure for Europe no small degree of
spiritual unity and cohesion, and even when there was
disunion, it was not rendered infinitely maleficent, as
it is now, by the concomitant circumstance that those
who were spiritually at variance were bound up fo-
gether materially.

Now I scarcely need repeat what I have said here and
elsewhere that the loss of this older Furopean unity was
due to the rise of what one may describe, in the most
general sense, as the ecritical spirit, which has in turn
been identical with the spirit of individualism. To be
modern has meant practically to be increasingly positive
and critical, to refuse to receive anything on an author-
ity “anterior, exterior, and superior” to the individual.
With those who still cling to the principle of outer au-

1 De Monarchia, m, ch. XvI.



DEMOCRACY AND IMPERIALISM 143

thority I have no quarrel. I am not primarily concerned
with them. I am myself a thoroughgoing individualist,
writing for those who are, like myself, irrevocably com-
mitted to the modern experiment. In fact, so far as I
object to the moderns at all, it is because they have not
been sufficiently modern, or, what amounts to the same
thing, have not been sufficiently experimental. In the
field of the natural law, those who have gone in for
modernity evidently satisfy my test in no small meas-
ure. The substitution of positive observation for what
seemed to a Bacon, for instance, the apriorism and ver-
bal subtleties and servile leaning upon authority of the
schoolmen has actually led to the fruits anticipated.
But the apostles of modernity have not been content
merely to minister to man’s power and utility. They
have also professed to have a substitute for the spiritual
unity of the older order, and here, when tried experi-
mentally, that is, according to their own principles, they
have, I have tried to show, failed disastrously. The re-
sults of the material success and spiritual failure of the
modern movement are before us. It is becoming obvi-
ous to every one that the power of Occidental man has
run very much ahead of his wisdom. The outlook might
be more cheerful if there were any signs that Occidental
man is seeking seriously to make up his deficiency on
the side of wisdom. On the contrary, he is reaching out
almost automatically for more and more power. If he
succeeds in releasing the stores of energy that are locked
up in the atom — and this seems to be the most recent
ambition of our physicists — his final exploit may be
to blow himself off the planet. We are told that our
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means of destruction are growing so terrible that no one
will venture to use them — the same argument that was
heard before the War. But at the same time that we
are heaping up these means of destruction, the break-
down of the traditional controls combined with the
failure thus far to supply any adequate substitute, is
ereating fools and madmen who will not hesitate to use
them.

It would sometimes seem, indeed, that what wisdom
we still have is a survival. One can at least understand
the point of view of those who decide to stand in the
ancient ways and to assume towards much of what is
deemed progressive nowadays an attitude frankly reac-
tionary. One may even catch the point of view of the
ultramontane Catholic, as set forth by Pius IX in the
eightieth article of the Syllabus (1864): ‘“If any one says
that the Pope can and should be reconciled and make
terms with progress, with liberalism and modernist civil-
ization, let him be anathema.”

It is, however, possible to admit that some vital ele-
ment dropped out in the passage from the medieval to
the modern era, or, what amounts to the same thing,
from outer authority to individualism, and still remain
a modern. But in that case one should make clear that
to be a thoroughgoing modern is not such a simple mat-
fer as is sometimes assumed. 1 am myself fond of in-
sisting that man is subject not to one, but to two laws;
and that to be completely modern, one must be positive
and critical, not merely aceording to the natural, but also
according to the human law. Those who have piqued
themselves on modernity have thus far been for the most
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part persons who have been more or less critical accord-
ing to the natural law, and then have pieced out their in-
complete survey of the facts by various rationalistic de-
vices, or else by idyllic imagining. In the realm of the
human law, the nineteenth century, so far as it stood for
a radical break with tradition, was, on the one hand, an
age of rationalism, on the other, an age of romantic
dreaming. He who has broken with traditions in this
fashion should, in my judgment, be called, not a modern
but a modernist. The term modern should be reserved
for the person who is seeking to be critical according to
both the human and the natural law. Any one who at-
tempts such a task will find it necessary to give a much
wider meaning to the word experiment than has of late
been usual: it should be extended to cover not merely
the kind of experimenting that goes on in a laboratory,
but also the experimenting with various philosophies of
life that has gone on in the remote as well as in the near
past. To be sure the man who turns nowadays to the
past for instruction is likely to be regarded as more or
less a reactionary. A more familiar type is that of the
progressive who has repudiated the past, barely tolerates
the present, and is at home imaginatively only in that
vast, windy abode, the future. Yet Goethe speaks not
as a reactionary, but as a person of keenly experimental
temper, when he says that we should oppose to the
“aberrations of the hour the masses of universal his-
tory.” As a result of the toil of innumerable investi-
gators, these masses of universal history are becoming
fairly accessible to us from the era of the Fighting
States in ancient China (third century s.c.) to the era of
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the fighting states in contemporary Europe. But one
must grant that there are great, if not insurmountable
difficulties in turning to account these records of the
past, and in building up from them standards with which
to judge the “aberrations of the hour.” The obvious
difficulty is the element of truth contained in the saying
that history never repeats itself. If this were the whole
truth, if history were only a whirl of unrelated happen-
ings that did not exhibit the workings of any central
buman law, one would have a right to dismiss any
attempt to judge the present in the light of past ex-
perience with the dictum of Henry Ford or some more
elegant equivalent: “History is bunk.” But thoughit is
true that history never repeats itself, it is about equally
true that history is always repeating itself; and this
is a part of the paradox of life itself which does not give
us here an element of oneness, and there an element
of change, but a oneness that is always changing. This
implication of unity in diversity is the scandal of reason,
and philosophers have, for the most part, ever since the
Greeks, been seeking with the aid of reason to abstract
the unity from the diversity, or else, by similar ration-
alizing processes, to stress the diversity at the expense
of the unity. Practically all the philosophers who now
have the “cry’ belong, it is scarcely necessary to add,
to the latter class. But the complete positivist will
insist that wisdom is found in mediation between the
constant and the variable factors in human experience.
His objection to the unity that the Rousseauist proposes
to establish among men through the diffusion of love and
sympathy is that it is illusory. If it were only possible
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to oppose to this unreal unity, a mere chimera of the
romantic imagination, some firm and fast unity, purged
of illusion with the aid of reason, and tucked away once
for all into formule, our problem would be very easy.
The man who faces life as it actually is, however, will
not admit that it is possible thus to eliminate the ele-
ment of illusion. To recognize this element is not to be
oneself an illusionist, but on the contrary a keen ob-
server. It is in the rdle that they attribute to illusion
that the wisdom of the great poets, of a Shakespeare or
a Sophocles, for example, is most manifest. 1 have tried
to show elsewhere * how closely related this problem of
illusion is to the problem of the imagination. The final
contrast is not between reason or judgment and mere
illusion, but between the imagination that is disciplined
to what abides in the midst of the changeful and the
illusory, and the imagination that is more or less free to
wander wild in some ‘““empire of chimeras.”

The true vision of the disciplined imagination is need-
ful if one is to profit by experience, a task that becomes
increasingly difficult according as the experience in-
volved is one’s own experience or that of one’s contem-
poraries or that of the near or remote past. Vision of
this type would seem to be depressingly rare, and yet
without it men run the risk, and that often when they
are most filled with the conceit of their own progressive-
ness, of simply “committing the oldest sins the newest
kind of ways.” Experience, we are told, keeps a hard
school, but fools will learn in no other; it is a rather wise
fool, one is sometimes inclined to think, who can learn

1 See Introduction to Rousseau and Romanticism.
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even from his own experience, not to speak of the ex-
perience of others.

But to return to our more immediate topic: evidently
the type of vision that can bring to bear the experience
of the remoter past upon our democratic-imperialistic
era is not easy to attain, but seems very necessary if one
is to appeal to history at all. For one has to go rather far
back to find any close parallel to our present imbroglio.
Various persons have pointed out the analogy between
the Great War and its psychological background and
the period of the Peloponnesian War in Greece; and this
analogy is helpful provided it be used with sufficient
caution. The period of the Peloponnesian War was, like
our own, a period of commercial and imperialistic ex-
pansion; and this expansion was accompanied, espe-
cially at Athens, by an increasing trend towards an
equalitarian democracy.! Like our own age, it was an
age of “intellectuals” who were repudiating the tradi-
tional disciplines, largely in virtue of the opposition they
had established between nature and convention. If nega-
tively this cult of nature meant revolt against every-
thing prescriptive and established, positively it meant,
on the one hand, admiration for the superman, and on
the other, sympathy for the weak, though this latter
element was far less marked in ancient than in modern
naturalism. It is hard to study the sophists of that time
without being reminded of our own philosophers of the
flux, or, in the phrase of Aristophanes, votaries of the

1 The typical democratic-imperialistic statesman of this age is
Pericles. For a sense of the dangers of the policy of Athenian ex-
pansion and also of the importance of union among the Greeks,
one has to turn to conservatives of the type of Cimon.
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God Whirl. Persons were not lacking in ancient Athens
who saw the perils of this anarchical individualism.
Some, like Aristophanes, were simply for getting back to
the “good old times,” and refused to distinguish between
Socrates and an ordinary sophist. Socrates, however, it
is hardly necessary to say, along with Plato and Aristotle
and lesser disciples, was in reality seeking to build up, in
lieu of the crumbling traditional standards, standards
more in accord with the critical spirit. The Socratic
effort was on the whole a failure, especially in the politi-
cal field. The causes of this failure are complex. I will
presently point out what seem to me serious omissions
in the Socratic philosophy itself: and then, too, it may be
maintained without paradox that Occidental civiliza-
tion is still suffering from the failure, even from the time
of the wily Odysseus, of the Greek character to measure
up to the Greek mind.! If the Hellenes could only get
together, says Aristotle, they might hold their own
against the world. Unfortunately, they could never get
together. Even when a political tradition that was in its
essence identical with religion still bound together the
citizens of the various city-states, these states were
largely centrifugal as regards one another for the very
reason that each state had different gods. With the
breakdown of these politico-religious traditions and the
failure to work out on Socratic or other lines some
equivalent for the spiritual controls they supplied, the
citizens of each city-state tended to become centrifugal

1 Cicero, whom no one will accuse of being an enemy of the
Greeks, has a passage on this subject that may be regarded as
definitive. See his Oratio pro L. Valerio Flacco, 1v.
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not only with reference to the citizens of other city-
states, but with reference to one another. There fol-
lowed all the abominable incidents of class-war. At
Miletus, for example, the poor got the upper hand and
forced the rich to flee from the city. But afterwards,
regretting that they had not been able to kill them, they
took their children, gathered them together in barns,
and had them trampled under the feet of oxen. The
rich afterwards returned to the city and became masters
again. They took in their turn the children of the poor,
covered them with pitch, and burned them alive.! This
is the kind of thing of which our modern world has
already had a substantial first instalment from the
French to the Russian Revolution. The decadent
Greeks, like those who are preaching a class-war in our
own day, employed many fine phrases, but the law that
actually tended to prevail was the law of force. This
force was finally supplied, as frequently happens in such
cases, from without, first by Macedon and then by
Rome. On this final submission to an imperialistic
autocrat, the decadent Greek consoled himself for what
would have seemed to a Greek of the great period a
deep degradation by the somewhat shabby fiction that
he was submitting, not to a man, but to a god.

Any summary of the kind I have been attempting is
necessarily very misleading. Nothing will take the
place of a first-hand knowledge of the sources, above all
of Plato, Aristotle, and Thucydides. Any one can con-
vinee himself of the startling relevancy to existing con-
ditions of Aristotle’s “Politics” in particular, especially

! See Athenaeus, xi1, 26,
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now that we have begun in this country to slip our con-
stitutional moorings and to drift towards a direct or un~
limited democracy. There are passages that are as mod-
ern as the morning newspaper, and at least a hundred
times more sensible. Rome later ran through a some-
what similar cycle: a constitutional republic resting
ultimately on religious control gradually gave way with
the weakening of this control to an equalitarian democ-
racy which in turn passed over with the usual incidents
of class-war into a decadent imperialism. The imperial-
istic upshot of an unbridled individualism might also be
illustrated from the erumbling of the feudal system in
ancient China and the resulting era of the Fighting
States to which I have already alluded. Some of the phi-
losophy of this time, that of Mei-ti,! for example, exhibits
a mingling of utilitarian and sentimental elements which
is closer, perhaps, to our contemporary humanitarianism
than anything to be found in Greece or Rome. Towards
the end, when everything had been tried, including the
balance of power, universal brotherhood, and a “league
of nations,” and after the perpetration of horrors un-
speakable, no one apparently had any more illusions:
the only question was which imperialistic leader should
first succeed in imposing his will on all the others.

1 A German translation of Mei-ti (with a laudatory introduc-
tion) has recently been published by Alired Forke. It should be
noted that jén, the virtue on which the Confucian puts his final
emphasis, though usually rendered by “benevolence” or some such
term, is something very different from altruism. This should be
plain from the uncompromising hostility of Mencius to Mei-ti.
The exaltation of jén is simply the Confucian way of affirming
that love is the fulfilment of the law. Inasmuch as jén manifests
itself on the humanistic rather than on the religious level, the
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Evidently the outlook for our Western civilization, if
it reaches this last stage of the imperialistic cycle through
which it is now apparently running, is not cheerful, espe-
cially in view of the progress that physical science is con-
stantly making in “improving the mystery of murder.”
North America, and to a considerable degree, South
America, it is scarcely necessary to say, belong to the
same cultural group as the states of western Europe.
All the states of this group are now exhibiting in various
forms and varying degrees the symptoms of an unduly
centrifugal individualism. The outside world, that fre-
quently has the last word under these circumstances,
may, in view of the present facilities of communication,
be taken to include all the rest of mankind, especially
the great rival cultures of Asia. Now the more power-
ful states of the cultural group I have just defined are
not only imperialistic in their attitude towards one an-
other, but also supremely imperialistic in their attitude
towards the outlying peoples and cultures. It ishard to
see that the states that are supposed to be democrati-
cally ruled are very different in this matter from the rest.
As early as 1790 Mirabeau warned the French enthusi-
asts that “free peoples are more eager for war, and de-
mocracies more the slaves of their passions than the most
absolute autocracies.” This is true in the obvious politi-
cal sense not only in Europe, but in other parts of the
world. Republican France, for example, has been reach-
ing out eagerly for an African and Asiatic empire. But
there is a type of imperialistic expansion even more

nearest Western equivalent is probably the treatment of friend-
ship by Aristotle in the Nicomachean Ethics (Books vii-ix).
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important, perhaps, than this obvious political kind, and
frequently leading up to it, and that is the imperialistic
expansion of the commerecialist. It has been said that
trade follows the flag, but an even more significant truth
is that the flag tends to follow trade: let one consider the
origins of the British Empire in India. It is hardly neces-
sary at this day to refute the notion held by so many
liberals of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that
trade is in itself a pacific agency. Commercial interests
lead to clashes and dangerous rivalries between Euro-
pean nations, not merely in Europe itself, but in other
parts of the world. Thus a chief aspect of imperialism at
the present time is the international scramble for oil.
One may read in a recent issue of a responsible French
publication that “for the success of their projects, Lord
Cowdray and Lord Curzon are capable of fomenting
revolutions in Mexico, of sowing civil war in Asia, and,
in order to crush a rival, of setting fire to Europe and the
World! Their imperialism is a universal danger, but is
not lacking in grandeur.” ! In my view the leaders of
contemporary England are not quite so Machiavellian,
but the view I have just cited is widely held in France,
and scarcely leads to the confidence that is the necessary
basis of harmonious relations between France and Eng-
land. This issue of oil might even under certain circum-
stances lead to severe tension between England and
America.

It is becoming more and more evident that the chief
problem raised by all this imperialistic expansion is that
of the relations between Asia and the Occident. There

1 See La Vie des peuples, Tome vii, p. 195.
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are possibilities in the present situation that may lead to
the real world war, that between the East and West, a
war to which the recent European struggle is likely to
seem in retrospect but a faint prelude. It doesnot on the
face of it appear probable that Europeans can hope in
the long run to enjoy the luxury of slaughtering one an-
other by the most recent and refined methods of scien-
tific efficiency and at the same time inflict their imperial-
ism and racial swagger on about nine hundred millions
of Asiatics; especially as Asiatics have an opportunity
of observing the imperialistic rivalries and almost in-
curable divisions of European powers, not only in Eu-
rope, but on the soil of Asia itself. The possibilities of
which I have spoken may not develop in 2 day. But
then, as Confucius remarks, “the man who does not take
far views will have near troubles,” and it is surely time
to attempt this long-range view of our relations with the
Orient, especially perhaps with the land of Confucius
himself.

Now the Asiatic problem, when considered from the
political point of view, breaks up into various 'minor
problems. There is, for example, the problem of the
Near Fast which has been gravely mismanaged, largely,
it would scem, as the result of the inability of England
and France to come to a decent understanding. There is
again the problem of India. There is also the problem of
the United States in its relations with the Far East, with
the possibility in the offing of a gigantic struggle for the
empire of the Pacific. One encounters here the portent
of Japan, an Asiatic power that is learning to play the
imperialistic game along the most approved Occidental
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lines, that is even learning to adapt to its own uses the
humanitarian-imperialistic cant of the “white man’s
burden,” and is beginning to speak of China as “Japan’s
burden.”

Finally, most important of all, perhaps, there is the
problem of Russia, a country geographically astride of
Europe and Asia, and psychologically, so far as a great
part of its population is concerned, at least as Asiatic as
it is European. With the extermination or impoverish-
ment of its upper classes, the psychic gap between Rus-
sia and western Europe is becoming more accentuated.
The Bolshevist Revolution, which can be shown to de-
rive in its underlying principles from the great French
Revolution, has been even more virulently imperialistic
than French Jacobinism. Russia is likely to remain for
some time to come 3 fertile field of imperialistic intrigue,
not only on the part of Russians, but also of Germans
and Japanese, and perhaps of Turks, with the whole
Moslem world in the background. Just as certainGreeks
were ready to ally themselves with the extra-Hellenic
world against other Greeks, so Germany in her desire to
get even might be tempted to join with these extra-
European forees, even though such action on her part
would amount to a betrayal of the vital interests of the
cultural group to which she herself belongs.

Considerations of this kind are, however, highly spec-
ulative at best, even though the person who indulges in
them has a competency in the political field to which I
make no claim. It is, as a matter of fact, no part of my
method to deal directly with the political problem. This
method is, in intention at least, purely psychological.
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When one approaches psychologically the question of
Europe versus Asia, and takes a sufficiently long-range
view, a striking fact forces itself on one’s attention: the
principle of true spiritual cohesion among men that the
Grzco-Roman world was unable to supply — for the
Stoical attempt to achieve such a principle was on the
whole a failure—came at last from a faith of Oriental
origin ~ namely, Christianity. Cardinal Newman re-
lates in his “ Apologia” that what turned him as much
as any one thing to Catholicism was a Latin maxim
which affirms that the whole world is sound in its judg-
ments (Securus judicat orbis terrarum). Now, strictly
speaking; this maxim seems less favorable to the Catho-
lic and his ultimate appeal to outer authority than to
the man who seeks to deal with life experimentally. If
one uses the maxim in this positive spirit, one has to in-
sist, first of all, that the Asiatic experience that led to
the rise of Christianity is only part of the total experi-
ence of Asia. To regard Europe and a small portion of
Asia a5 together constituting the orbis terrarum is merely
a form of our Occidental conceit and arrogance. It is to
leave out of one’s survey the experience of about half of
the human race. In this age of universal and facile com-
munication, it would seem especially desirable to bring
together the two halves of human experience. A chief
obstacle to the right interpretation of the experience
of the Far East has been the fact that those who have
undertaken the task have suffered not only from inade-
quate knowledge, but have also frequently worn theo-
logical blinders. A more serious form of narrowness
to-day is that of the man who judges the total experience
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of the world, both East and West, from the point of view
of a merely mechanical progress. An estimate of this to-
tal experience that is based on adequate knowledge, and
is at the same time free from dogmatic preoccupations of
any kind, will, I believe, flash a vivid light on the pre-
dicament into which we have been led by our one-sided
naturalism. It will aid us to a purely psychological defi-
nition of the vital factor that has plainly tended to drop
out in the passage from medizval to modern Europe. It
will thus help us to recover and maintain this vital fac-
tor not merely in the form of “old prejudices and un-
reasoned habits” — the attempt to do so is, I said,
the weakness of the method of Burke — but in a posi-
tive and critical form, a form, in other words, in closer
accord with the modern spirit,






