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INTRODUCTION

An attempt is nmade here to exaumine the analysis three
political thinkers = Thomas Peine, William Godwin, and Jeremy
Bentham have offered of the idea of equality. The inquiry
undertaken is philosophicsal and not historical in cheracter,
since no attempt is made either at tracing the influence &t the
biogrephical=cum=intellectual level of one of them upon the
other or at treating their ideas on eguality as born out of their
preoccupation with the ssame problem to which they give various
answers and which can therefore be considered within a single
overall frameworke Instead, each thinker is considered
independently, and a study is undertaken of the way he understands
equality, the way he justifies it, the sort of equality he
congiders most important and his reasons for this, the area of
life he takés the idea of equality to illuminate, the manner in
which he relates it to other ideas, etc.. In each case, a fairly
coherent philosophy of equality is sought to be constructed out
of their respective writings,

These three thinkers are selected for two re=sons, The
idea of equality looms quite large in their thought; as such,
it was felt that looking at their writings from the standpoint
of equality may illuminate their certain features that may

otherwise remain obscure or relatively underemphaszized, Further,



as they cnneiﬂgr equality from different philosophicsal

positions it was belicved that & critical examination of their
writings could, perhups, point to the general merits and linitations
of their reepective positions in terms of equality.

In chapter I, it is srgued tiat there are three distinct
views of God diescernible in P:uine's writings and that
corresponcting to them are three distinct views of equality,
though only two of them ~«re discussed by Vaine at any length,
In chapter II, it is arsued that, though Godwin begins as a
thoroughgoing rationelist, there are s ifts in his genersl
philosophical position, &nd that,with each shift, his icdeas on
truth, rationality and equality undergo important changes.
Finally, in chapter III, it is argued that there are two
distinct theories of equality in Bentham and that the tension

between them remains unresolved.
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Thomas Paine’
I

VIEwS Ol GOD

‘an, Peine argues, is a crcaeture gifted with reason which
is defined as the capacity to infer general principles regu=
ing the relations between the cbseved phenomena. “hen
the carious eye of uan turns its attention to the universe
ou'‘side, it dieccovers order and regularity, and finds that

these are due to certain general laws which everything in the

1. lost of the references to Paine's writings are to "Thomas
Paine, Key Viritin s", edited Ly Ioary H, Clark, American Century
Series, 1964, This is a collection of neérly all hiﬁ impo;tant
works., As some observations will be made in this chapter -
regardingvtbe general approach charactérising each of thené’
works, it is considered more appropriate to citg not only the
pace number but also the specific workAinvolfed. Reference ;uch
as 'R.0.M. 1. 89" would thus mean 'Rights of lMan, Partvl, Page
89', When the works not included in Clask's aollsstion mee °
referred to} the references are to"Thg Writingé of Thomas
raine'y collected and edited by H.D.ébnway, ihevKniokerﬁockar
Press, 1895, Volumes I = IV, Here iég;mfor'the reasoﬁ'ﬁféféa>
above, not only tﬁe volume and the page number but the title

of the specific work as well is cited.,



universe acts in conformity with. It finds that the unie

verse is composed of matter, is sustained by notion, and

is rerulated by .these general lews. 7"hese observations lend

it to ask 2 number of basic questions. lMotion, it knows, is

not a property of matiery 'The natural state of matter, as

to peace, is a state of rest', Now, motion means 'a change

of place', and must be 'the effect of an external cause acting
upon matter'! as matter cammot cive itself a motion, nor can

man give it to matler. Unless God as the 'creator of motion!

is assumed motion would rema:n unexplained. There is also a
second question that reason asks., 'Everything we behold

carries in itself the internel ovidence that it did not make
itself'; it must have been méde' by something else, and this
epain must have been made by something else, and so on infine
itely; 'it is the conviction arising from this evidence that
carries us on, as it were by necessity, to the belief of a
first cause eternally existing'.l True, it is "incomprehensibly
difficult' for a man to ‘'conceive'! what a first 6ause iss but
there is 'the tenfold gr-ater diffiéulty of disbelieving 1t'2;
and thus man is compelled to arrive at the belief in the first™

cause, which is nonc but God., One implication of this is that

1. A.O0.R. 1, 259,

2. Ibid.




the person denyings the existence of God is not just lacking
'faith' or has been demniud 'g-nce' or is 'confused', but

is simply 'foolish' in that his reason cannot see what is

gso ®1f-evident., Cod thus is arrived a‘ by two conuected

but differeat routest the explanation of motion,and the
explanation of the origsin of things or the need of a first

caugse. LThe differencegbetween the two is this. The first
argunent is consistent with the view that matter is a sepe-

arate and independent principle, and that it does not

owe ifs existence to God: that is to say, it is compatible

with ontological cualisme. The second argument, on the other
nand, is note God is the first cavses as nothing exists before
and outside Him everything must owe its existence to Him., However,
neither argument by itself is able to answer the‘third question
that man's reason asks, which is where the general laws in
nature come from, since they are not inherent in matter and

are not man-made either., God can give motion, which can still

be irregular end chaotic, Similarly, as the first cause God

may set things going in the first instancej but this egain

would not explain by itself their regular mamner of oxistehso.
raine therefore throws in a third argument, the argument

from design. God cr-ated the universe with a certain purpose and

therefore of a certain character, i.e. of a certain definite
structure and a certain definite manner of operation.1

e

1., lewton too argued for the existence of God om the grounds of (a)
the beginning of motion in the universej (b) the correction of the
deficiencies arising in the subsequent natural operation of the



But, what is God's purpose? and how do we find it out?
Cod, Pelue argues, is to be lmown not through the scriptures but
only through His works, that is, the uaiverse. The reasons for this
are .any. FPirst, we cnunot 'for certain' know that the Scrip-
tures are His revelations. Second, any being, not excepting
God, can only be lmown through his workszl he is what his works
reveal him to be and has no being independent of them, and if he
hes, we have no means of knowing it. Third, this is the only
way to obdain certain knowledrse as it is based on the exercise
of our natural reason, and does not require feaith or superstition,

Thus, in finding the existence and the attributes of God through His

..o systemj (c) the orderly ﬁotion, the uniform direction and

the complete mutual adjustment of warious parts., God is thus
required for threce different reasons: He gives laws that produce
regularity eand uniform directing‘in motiony He is the original
giver of motion vithout the mediation of which these eternal
wechanical laws remain causally ineffectivo;_and, finally;pHe 
steps in from time to time to correct the deficiencies that
arise from or in the operation of these laws.

l, Ibid., 257 £,



works, there is no possibiliiiy of being 'deceived'l, and there
is certainty here not to be found olsewhere., It is through
suqh a study of the universe that God's existence is arrived

at, aud this is alsg precisely the way in which Eis purpose

in creating the universe and its laws are to be discovered,

Une purpose lie could have is that He wants to demonstrate

Iis power to ust Dbut this cannot be ilis sole or main
purpose as it will nmake Him showy like a child, and,what is
nore, we are able to conceive other purposes more con-
sistent with Iis nature as we know it‘to be. These‘
na‘r.urai prineiples and laws,we know, are the conditions of
our happiness as their absence will mean chaos and spell hunan
niserys it is, licrelore, more plausible to argue that God's
purpose is the benefit of xnanld.ml.3 This has iwo aspects, |
Firstly and gtraightforwardly, e wants to crcate re,gularity‘,‘
stability, predictebility etc., and thus make us happy. Secondly,
e wants to reveal the laws fshat alone create such a s}tability,ﬂ_l J
and thereby to teach us how we should govern og;,in_pe;pemong.l s |
a.ffa.;.ra;A. He wants us to study the universe, discove: th_e prigciplee

regulating iis parts, and act on them, To do this will be to ?imitate'4 |

1
P

3
!
:
i
]
d

1., Ibid., A,0.R.11, 329,
2, Tbid., A,0.R. 1, 258,
3, Tbid., 282,

4. Ibid., 286 and 292,




Rig, which a man has an obligation to do.

ilowever, even if this was Cod's infention in crcating these
laws,why do I have an obligation to govern my relations in cone
formity with them? Or, more generally, why should I nitate God? What
sort of an obliration is tris? What dees it consit in and what are
its limits, if any? And, what is most important, which God is it
that I am said to have an obligetion to imi+tate? Yow, Paine does
not discuss these questions explicitly and at length, and his
answers have to be reconstructed for him.. As we have seen, them '
are three possible ways of conceiving God in him; crmdely, there
ere three Gods - God the originator of liotion, God the First . |
Cause who is also God the Creator, a.nd, finally, God the Law=giver
and Benefactor. Let us teke the last God first as He is eaa& to |
deal with. Here I have an obliration to imitate !lim because He
is my benefactor, and imitating Tim consists in my discovering
from the study Qf the universe the principles and laws according
to which He benefits mankind, and acting on them: this meané tle
twofold obligation of purauinw cteutlfic activity and of practising
morality. One central princlple of such a morality is that 'o *
are to do good to all alike 1rrespective of their moral daserta
cxactly as God bestows rain, air and sunshine on all, Paine

evidently is not very happy about this. and wants to emphaaise God's
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justice; God could not really treat the good and the bad alike,
and must punish the latier; maﬁ too st do likewises. However,
he cannot casily dispose of the argument that God ié ulsé seen not
to care about desert in distributing ilis material svenefits. As
2 result, he alternately emphasizes the obligation to wractisex
justice as also the obligation to practise an undifferentiating
benevolence. V

As to the second view of God, that is,God the ,féator;anins
asserts that our obligation to imitate Him afises from ﬁis being
our Creator; he does not show any awarenegs of the objection.
usually made to such an assertion that the simple fﬂcﬁ of craation
does not by itself entail aqy oolication on the creature towarda
tLe reators This obligation, he goes ong cons ists in tuo thingn.
Firstly, we arc to study the universe and discover the laws in
accordance with which it was created, and to create things ourselves
in aécordance with.them; »this‘émounts to‘an obliﬁatibﬂ to éractise
and promote‘science‘and techﬁology. wé ahall discuss this at
gsome length later on. »econdly, God has created not oinly ou
or me but all of us, and thus there ia equality of origin among use
How certaln riahts, called natural righta, necessarily follow from
this manner of our origin or coﬁing 1nto existence. We all
tnerefore have equal natural righta, and our obligagion is to
respect equally the natural rights of others. This obligation is

different in character from the obligation to practise justice
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discussed earlier in commecti-n with Uod the Benefactor
in ae much the latter does not presuppoce any natural rights
on the part of the individunls concerned.

L8 te Cod the Original CGiver of loticn, it is prima facle
very difficult tc cee ¥hst obligation one oaun reseibly have to
Hin, and what the imitation cf Him can consist in. Yhat seems
to be at the back of raine's mind is the view that one serves
such a God by pursuing one's 'intercst'. Interest is the
natural principls of motion in man, and by planting 4t in him
God has ensured that man will'move', make efforts, and
preserve and embsllish his existence. HMan therefore imitates
and serves God through purusing, ac a mattor of obligation,
his own interests, ~nd through atriving ¥ rewove the
institutions and the practices that stand in the way of the
purusit of those interests. The latter would also imply an
obligation to study the universe and discover what such
‘unnatural' institutions are. The prusuit ol one's
interest or the satisfaction of one's natural wante thus
comes to enjoy a divine ssnotion. Man's patural wante are
devine, and 20 also the activities, such aa
manufacture and commerce undertaken to satisfy them.



However, the pursuit of one's interests could hardly
be a matter of obligation as man does it snywayby the
very constitution of his nature. Besides, it is not,
strictly speaking, an imitation of God in as much as God
implied here is one who imparts motion and is not Himself
in motion in a way that man is.

Cne common obligation implied by all the three views
of God is the obligation to undertake a study of the universe
and discover its prihcip;es. Natural philosoph&, Paine says,
'is properly a divine study. It is the study of God
through His works's.s By it 'we arrive at a knowledge of
His existence' and 'gain a glimpse of His perfection'.
lience sciences are to be taught not 'as accomplishments
only' but 'theologically or with reference to the Being who
is the author of them, for all the prinociples of soienoé
are of divine origin.' Men cannot make them, but can only
discover and apply them; a triangle, for example, ies 'no
other than the image of the principle', and all its properties
'exist independently of the figure, and ex.sted before any
trianglé was drawn or thought of by man.' 1 For the same
reason the pursuit of knowledge is the worship of God; every
'school of séience' is a 'house of oreation'e and every philoso=-

pher 'a preacher'. Since all arts are based on scienccynot only no

l., Ivid., 264.

2¢ Ibide, A.O.Re 1l. 334.



science but also a0 art would have developed had not God revealed
Himself in the universee. Thus, the more we learn about the
universe and the more we lnow of God, the more we become conscious
of the gratitude we owe Him. 'The Almighty is the great mechanie
of the creation, the first philosopher and original teacher of
111 ucience';l science is 'the true theology'.2

From the standpoint of equality, these three views have
different implications, and have different degrecs of adequacy as
the attempts to provide a foundation for it. We shall discuss
this question more fully when we come to discuss the political
implications of these views of Gode What we may observe here
ie that Paine seems to find the views that centre round God the
Benefactor and God the Original Giver of Motlon rather insdequates
the former because one of its imylications is the practice of
undifferentiating goodness to all, and this goes against recipro-
city, that is,'doing as you would be done by' which 1s one of the
central implications of equality as Paine understands it; the
latter because it does not yield the idea of natural rights, which
for Paine is inseparably aasociate& with equalitys As a result,
he largely relies on God the Creator for supporting metaphysically
his theory of equality. This is seen both in his grounding of

1. Ibid., 333.
2+ Ibide, AsOsRe 1s 2624



equality exclusively in the equality of origin, and in the faet
that he discusses equality only in the 'Rights of iQm, Part I!

where the idea of God the Creator looms very large.

15
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In spitelof the fact that the ideis of natural rights and

e uality are very elosely connected in his theory of equality,
Paine never discusses at any langth how man eccme: to have
natural rizhtss Man, he says, has two sets of natural rights:
intellectual rights or rights of the mind', in which are
ineluded rights to religion, to opinion, to judge, ete., and
the rights of acting 'for his own comfort and happiness which
are not injurious to the rights of others'.l The reason vhy
he should consider these particular sets of rights so

important seem to lie in his metaphysics. God wants maﬁ to
study the universe and be happy: the intellectual rights would
relate to the former and the other set of rights to the 1at£er.
Rights are 'not gifts from one man to another 'for who is he
who could be the first giver?! and 'by what principle' and 'on
wvhat authority?! 'As therefore it is impossible to discover any
origin of rights otherwise than in the origin of man, it
conaequéntly follows that rights appertain to man in right of

1s existence only and must therefore be equal to every man.!

A declaration of rights 'is a manifest of the principles by

12

which they (i.e. men) exist. The natural rights are said

16

1. 1Ibid., 88.

2« 'First Principles', uritings, III. 271.



to 'always appertain to man in right of his existence!; but

he does not care to explain what this ambiguous expression
precisely means. He could mean th:t man has a right of or teo
existence irom which these other rights could be deduced; but

ne does not seem to mean this and,in fact,cannot, as this will
mean man having a claim on God for being given a: existence,

and Paine does not have the metaphysiecs required for such an
agssertions What he could mean and does seem to mean is that
once a man comes into existence he has a right to continue to
exist; because a man exists, he has certain rights, and these
are called patural rights as they spring from the natural
existence of man.. The reason vhy a simple fact of existence
could imply such rights aaéma to consist .in the manner of man's
origine Man is created by God; he owes his existence only

to God and not to any ot..her manj as suchy his natural or
original "state vis-a=vis other men is one of complete independence.
He does not need anybody's permission to decide what he shall

do with himself. An explanation very clese to this is contalned
in his letter to Jefferaon.l 'Subposa twventy persons, strangers
to each other, to meet in a country not before inhgbited, each -
would be a sovereign in his own natural right. His will would
be his law.!

T B .7‘.0“ AP b X St G 4 A A

IR ) e A e -

1. 'Papers of T. Jefferson', Vole XIII. Ps 4.



Equality ic 'one of the greatest of all truths and of the
highest advantage to cultivate-'l All men are equal
because 'man is-all of one degree'y that is to say, there is an
escential unity among menz, springing from the fact that all
alite are created by God and derive their existence from Him.
squality thus is 'the truth' about men. This is further confirmed
by the fact that all religions, Christianity as well as others,
negessarily and often despite explicit denials presuppose equality
for their very foun:lation;3 except for the 'only! distinction of
"the good and the bad' all religions 'are founded... on the unity
of man's 'NHay, even the laws of goveranmenis are obliged to
slide into this principle by making degrees to consist in crimes
and not in persons'; a eriminal can be more or less guilty and
thus more or less of a criminal, but never more or:legs of a
man. Equality, further, is useful because it places man:'in a
close connection with all his duties, whéther to his creator,
or ta the creation of which he is a part's = Inequality creates
a 'barrier! between man and man as-also between man and God;

this creates 'artificial chasm', and with it ‘'a vast distanco'5;

LA e e i

1. Clark, Loce cit., ReQelds Ie 87,

2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4s Ibid.

5. Ibide, 87-88.



it also creates false ideas in a man about what others really
are, and whit their real relationship to himself is. 411 this
tends 'to unmake man'l, and man, as a result, 'becomes dissolute! 2
in shorty man is naturally a part of the universe, and all the
inequalities other than those based on the distinctions of
good and bad alienate him from it by severing his natural
relations with other men and God; this alienation spells
'misery' and takes away from him the human aspect of his
existence.

All men thus are 'bDorn equal'! because they are origin-ally
equal, or because, 'to use a more faghionable phruse', there
is equality of 'birth and family'’, In addition to this,
however, Paine also gometimes advances a rather different basis
for equality, which is that equality of all men springs from
their belonging to the same 'species". The oriental sup-
pression-of women was the opprdasion of '‘one half of the human
species by the other'!; monarchies are eondemned because they <. ¢
tend 'to deteriorate the human speciles'y all men arc of 'one

degree' because they all belong to the same species. This

1. Ibide, 86,
2. Ibide, 87,
3. Ibide, 87
4e Tbidey 173 ‘ arspron | | ——_



could menn introducing a biologlcal basis of equality in
addition to the earlier religions or spiritual one, and would
create a conflicte It seems however that apart from the
nagsing expressions of this kind, he does not advance the
biological argument with any seriousness. Begides, even when
he mentions the speeies-relationship of man to others he does
not take it a3 ipso faeto ereating any obligation; men must
Pirst be 'kindred! and s@en as suchl, and this follows only
from the equality of origin or birth, which does make them
kindred and makes equality a 'divine! principle by loecating
it in the archetypal act of Creation.

The fact of man's origin, as we have seen, points to his
indebtedness and duty to God, while that of the equality of this
origin points to his duties to other men. As to why a man should
treat all men equally, what sort of an obligation this is, and
vhere it-is derived from, it i1s possible for Paine now to advance
an answer different from the earlier one, which was that he should
imitate God and that this imitation consists in treating all
equally as God Himself does. He could now argue that men
should treat each other eqﬁa]_‘ly because they are equaly they
all have the same natural rights, and each must exercise hi:";
with due respect for those of otherss ~ This he

ought to do because all men are ' of one degree £

1. Ibid.
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and there is simply no justification for one man to treat
himself as superior to the rest. This argument could

make God superflu.ousl

as the ground of obligation to practise
equality, be it God the Creator or God the 3enefactor or God
the Source of Motlon, since one can be asked to treat all men
equally simply because all are equals God wuld, of course,
remain as the ultimate gxplanation of equality,as men are equal
because they all alike are created by Him, but He is no longer
needed as a ground to recommend or justify the practice of |
equality. This superfluity of God as such a ground is inter-
estingly revealed in Paine's discussion of man's duties. He
had often talked of the obligation to practise equality as a
religious obligation, and had identified it with the 'duty to
God'.? He now begins to distinguish the two; man's duty

consists of 'two points'!, 'duty to God', 'and with respeet

1. It is not logically required by the character of this
argument that God must be dispensed withj one could argus,

for example, that in ereating all men in the same way, and in
not getting some men to be created in a different way, say,
drop from the grey clouds, He has expressed His wigh that all
men be treated as equals, and that man has therefore an oblig-
ation to practise equality. However, Pains does not choose to
say this, and is not inconsistent in doing so.

2. Ibid., 88.



of his neighbcur, to do as he would be done by'.:L The
latter is pot subsumed under the former and, appropriately
enough, is seen as involving reciprocity rather than
humaneness, love, etc.. Besides, the obligation to practise
equality here is not strictly a moral or a religious
obligation but rather a r.».ti@lal one; if men are equal,
it is simply irrational to treat them other than equally.

As Paine almo‘;t A.lmys talks of equality and natural
rights in constant conjunction, it may be asked how precisely the
two are related for hime Now they have been varlously |
related by different philosophers. Some have taken equality
itself as one of the natural rights, and treated the right t6
it as logically of the same kind as the rights to other things
like life, property, otc.. Some others have derived equglity
from natural rights by arguing that men are equal because all
havé the same natural rights.r Some others have done the oppo-
site and have derived natural rights themselves from equality by
arguing that,because men are equal none has originally any
authority over another, and that all are therefore naturally
independent and have the full freedom of self-determination;
from this freedom certain rights are considered to

follow. Though Paine seems to come very close to this

RS

1. | 'ibid. A man here would have direct obligations to
- other men, and not via God as in 'the imitation' argument.

 Ason
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last manner o7 relating equality and natural rights, his
general position seems to differ from all the three. He
derives both equality and natural rights from the same source,
i.e. God's archetypal act of the 'creation' of man subsequently
'‘carried forward' through 'the mode' of 'generation'1. In
creating man God established equality among men and thus
related them; but at the same time He madé man independent
of other men (in terms of origin), and thus established natural
rights among them. Both are 'divine', and equally so.

Two questions may arise in this connection. Why should
Paine consider it necessary and important to base quality
as an ideal of conduct on the quality of origin? and
second, as equality would seem to apply only to those men who
are directly created by God and not to those in the subsequent
generations, how can his theory establish equality among men today?
His ansQer to the first question would be in terms of a
general methodological principle that runs right through all
his works, and that, in turn, rests on a certain view of reason
and of the sort of 'proof' or 'argument' that alone this
reason finds satisfactory. 'It is only by tracing things to
their origin that we can gain rightful ides of them; and it
is by gaining such ideas that we discover the boundary that

divides right from wrong'z. He employs this procedure to

>

1. Ibid., 87

2. Ibid., 'Agrarian Justice', 339.



decide who has a property in a certain thing,l what government

can and cannot do,2 what religious institutions are good and
what bad, etce.. As to why we should trace the origins of
things and what sort of intelligibility we can expect from
it, he argues that man's reason feels at home only when it
has thus traced the beginning of a thing,as it is then able
to obtain a standard by which to determine what the thing

is origin-ally and, therefore, really like, how its present
state finally differs from this, and how this difference
could have come abouts In the case of civil society, we go
to the time when government was about to be established; and
in the case of deciding matters about man himself, his
rights, his relations with others, etc.,we go 'to the time
when man came from the hand of his maker', i.es 'to the
ereation of man' or to 'the beginning of time': 'Here our
inquiries find a resting place and our reason fiuds a home',
while in any intermediate stage there is 'no authority at all.!
The very nature of man's reason thus entails a search for
the ultimate origins of things, and to explain a thing
rationally means to trace its origin and relate it as it is
now 1o vhat it was then; this is the criterion of adequate
explanation for Paine. One feature of this approach may

be noteds Paline is not seeking a trans-temporal point of

24

1. Ibid. 339, %l.
2. Ibide Re 0o Mo 1. 91.



reference where to ultimately anchor human affairs; but nor
is he prepared to countenance any intermediate aistorie
events like the Settlement of 1688,etc.y or even the birth
and death of Christ; what he is doing is to trace the
beginning of time and locate things there. This implies an
interesting theory of political time, or, the way in which
the idea of time enters into politics and the role it plays
theres In fact, the controversy between Paine and Burke can
be reduced to the different views of political time that each
entertainses However, for reasons of space, we shall not
pursue this inguiry fnrthorol
As to the second question, Paine distinguishes the
"Creation'! from 'generation', and then relates them in an
interesting way. God created Adam, while a man's parents
generated him. However, there is no difference between
the two activities, since generation 'is only the mode by
which! the 'Creation' 'is carried .t'ox‘msi.m‘l'.2 Consequently,
every child born into the world must be considered as
deriving its existence from Gode The world is as new to
him as it was to the first man that existed, and his
natural right in it s of the same kinde'®  Every act of
generation is a repetition of the same primordial and

Qs

1. In this connection see Writings III. 260. 'First principles's

2+ Ibide, ReOulde I+ 87 He does not elavorate this.
3+ Ibide



archetypal act of Creation, and the two have the same
implications despite the difference in the time of their
generation and in the immediate agency responsible for causing
the act. That Paine should meke this argument, give it such
an importance and discuss it in the same paragraph as that
where equality is sought to be established further goes to
show that he considered equality of origin extremely crucial
for the justification of equality as a moral and political
ideal and that therefire he felt it necessary to closely relate
generation and creation so as not to deprive equality

for all meaning end practical applicatione



Ae we noted earlier, there are three different views of
God in Paine, and the politieal theories constructed on
their basgis would obviously be differente As to God the
Banefactor, however, Paine doea not construct any political
theory on ita basis, though he does hint at some of its
political impliecations, which, mainly, are that man, as a
rational veing, is capable of discovering the general laws
reg.lating the universe, of self-consciously acting on them,
and of setting up a mtiom political gociety on their basis.
What 1s important and what seems to worry Paine is how
precisely these laws are to be interpreteds Interprated as
recommending undifferentiating goodness to all, wvhich is what
God is doing in sending light and rain to all alike, they
could hardly be a viable basis for a Political Soclety; they
would, for example, require loving one's enemies,and this is
politically impossibles Interpreted, on the other hand, as
recommending justice, which is what God does in punishing the
wicked and rewarding the virtuous, they could provide a
viable basis for political society,but,then,they would not

QL7
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base justice on natural rights,and it is this that Paine
really wants. Paine is frankly puzzled into silence by the
apparent inconsistency between God's behavicur in the natural
universe and that in the moral universe. As he does not
have much to say on the political implications of this view
of God,i.e. God the Benefactor, we shall largely ignore it.
On the idea of God the originator of motion,a fairly
elaborate political theory is constructed with interest as
its basic categorys; and on that of God the Creator,a much
more elaborate political theory is constructed with natural
right as the basic category. Needless to say, these two
theories are not entirely compatible with each other, and
Paine's politiecal thought remains vitiated by an unresolved
tension between the two. We shall examine the former, the
interest theory of politiecs in this chapter,and take up the
latter, the nmatural right theory of politics in the next.
God has imparted a certain principle of motion to
every thing in the universe,whereby it moves. It is
gravitation in the case of matter, and 'want' or 'interest' or
‘desire' in the case of men.1 Like matter, man's natural
state too is one of inertness, and it is interest alone that
activates him without which he would not move a finger, and
thus no development in any field would take place in its

l. '"Attraction is to matter, what desire is to the mind'.
Writings, IV, 437 'Selentific Memoranda!,



absence. Like all other principles in the universe, it too
is divine; it imparts motion, brings about man's progress,
and is unfailing in its operationsj it is the grand prineciple
that sustains life, and its 'unceasing circulation ... passing
through its (i.e. society's) innumerable channels,
invigorates the whole mass of civilised man'.l It leads to
agriculture, manufacture, commerce, in short,the whole
civilisation as we xnow it ; men have pursued and
achieved iteven under the most disecouraging circumstances
like wars, oppressive govermments, etc., which they would not
have been able to do had not interest 'operated! on them with
the same 'strength' and irresistibility with which instinect
operates on animals. What gravitation does to matter and
instinct to animals,interest does to men.

Man's interest is the satisfaction of his natural wants.
Now these wants are such that he cannot satisfy them by
hirself; he needs the help of others. Thus arises the
hiatus between his natural wmnts and his natural powers,
which is not something acecidental but is a part of nature's
intention, which is to lead men into society; 'these wants,
acting upon every individual, impel the whole of them into

society as naturally as gravitation acts to a centre.1?

Le Clark, Loce Gito, RoOnMoII)l?Bo
2+ Ibid.,176.



Nature has also 'inplanted in him a system of social
affections which, though not necessary to his existence, are

essential to his happineas.'1

It is interest, then, that is
indispensable for the existence of society.

Natural wants thus bring men together in society and

they, along with men's natural affections for each other, keep

them together. Both of them bring about 'a great part of
that order which reigns among mankind', which thus tis

not the effect of gQVurnment'z but instead has 'its origin
in the principles of society and the natural constitution of
man'.3 'All the great laws of society are laws of nature'h.
Society thus is a natural entity arising from the natural
constitution, largely natural wants, of man, and having
‘nearly the whole' of its business 'performed by the natural
operation of the parts upon each other.'5 What is more, it
is a self-operating mechanism as the principle of interest
guides each individual member, and so coordinates their
actions that natural Lurmony is the result. Government,
therefore, is an outsiier to society. The mcre perfect a
society, the more it regulates its own affairs itself, and
'the less occasion has it for government'.6 The laws of

society, as we have seen, are the laws of nature, and are few
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and extremely simple. JIndividuals observe them because it is
their 'interest' to do 80, 'and not on account of any formal
laws their governments may impose or interpose‘.l society
has its natural cohesion,and what government tends to do is

to deprive it of this cohesion by hindering the natural
rotion of its parts and the natural unity they would thereby
bring about; it begins to acquire an autonomous and
independent character of its own,and 'assumes to exist for
itself'. Government, on this account of its nature, is,
strictly speaxing, an evil; what is more, it becomes difficult
to explain its necescitye Paine, not surprisingly, hardly
goes into this question,and does not advance a single

sensible argument as to u&w the institution of government
should have come into being at all,and why it should have
continued to exist so long. What he says is highly obscureg
'Government'y, he says, 'is no further necessary than to supply
the few cases to which society and civilisation are not

12 What such cases are is not

conveniently competent.
specifieds Assuming, however, that he ig able to show the
necessity of govermment,what it will be required to do is to
meet the sorts of cases, alluded to by Paine, that have made
its existence necessary, and it will meet them not in terms

of its own principles but in terms of those of Society. It

%10

1. Ibide, 179.
2. Ibide, 177.
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is mainly to leave individuals alone to achieve 'common
interest' through 'mutual dependence!, and in the process to
develop 'common usage' and general practices,wnich it then is
to respect.s The 'quantity' of government required for this
ls evidently minimal.

As this view of governmen£ arises from assimilating
society to and explaining it in terms of nature, we shall call
it a naturalistic theory of government. This theory has some
important genersl features that may be notede (1) It rests
on the assumption of the natural harmony of interests.

(2) It involves some sort of determinism by a natural
principle; in the case of Paine, for example, it is interest
which is such a natural prihciple,an&ygzzlsaarily motivates
man's conducte (3) It assimilates political society to
nature or the uhiverse,and requires the former to be modelled
after the latter. This is precisely what Paine himself is
doings MNature is law-governed, and so must be political
society. As a consequence, it is laws that are to be
govereign, and it is the law-making organ that is to exercise
sovereignty in the structure of govermment. Further,
politics must be conducted in universal terms; a nation must
'extend and promote the principles of universal aocioty'l,and
conduct its affairs not in terms of 'precedent! and 'authority!

1. Writinga. II. 121.



33

but insteac in those of the univers-al principles that are
‘gelf-evident' and 'entirely independent! of their 'author
and of everything relating to time, place and circumstance'.
(4) The ter: 'principle! is used here in a way it is used

in the scientific expressions like 'the principle of gravity!
or 'the principle of motion'; Paine himself says that
principles are 'like a system of pulleys'% and regulate the
relationship between various parts as in a machine. He also,
however, uses the term in a sense in which it is used in the
ethical expressions like 'the principle of liberty' or

'this is a matter of principle'; this,as we shall see,belongs
to the second non-naturalist trend in Paine. (5) Equality
of men consists in each pursuing his own interest. There

is the same God=-given prineiple of motion in all men,and each
is to be left free to be guided by ite This equality is
sanétiongd by nature, and when God is brought in, as in

Paine, there is a divine sanction as well for it. (6)
Interest is a primary category and rights are defined in terms
of it; as Paine says, man ‘acquires a knowledge of his
rights' by attending to his 'interest',z vhich 1s taken to

1. See Clark,loc.cit., 'Common Sense'8, where a mechanistic
analysis of the constitution is offered.

2« Ibidey ReOeMeIIe223e
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consist in his pursuing his occupation, enjoying 'the fruits
of his laocours and the produce of his property in peace and
safety, and with the least possible expense.l Men have

rights becaw e they have interests, and have rights to those

things in which their interests lie.

1. Ibid.
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POLITICAL T).:ORY OF NATUR‘L KIGHTS

The second theory that is equally dominant in Paine's
writings seeks to understand politics in terms of the idea of
natursl rights. Man's original condition i= one of independencas
All authority over him can arise only from his consent; until
it so arises he renmains his own master. UNow the whole
point of having these natural rights is that man is able to
enjoy the conditions they creste, and this depends on his being
able to enforce them. le has, of course, natursl powers,and
these are adegquste for enforcing some of his natural rights;
in such cases he is self=-sufficient,and does not need any
assistance from others, There are, however, others where he
is not; he may,for example, judge that X is his property, but
Y may at prpsent be in possession of it, and he may have no
meens of enforcing this judgment and getting his property back,
tYhat he can du here is to deposit this and such other rights
'in the common stock of society', and take 'the arm of society,
of which he is a part, in preference and in addition to his

Omo.l

Such rights are then called 'civil rights' or. 'those
which pertain to man in right of his being a member of society'.
Natural rights thus pertain to man in right of his natursl

existence,and civil rights in right of his civil existence.
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How most natural rights theorists distinguish two Kinds

of natural rights: (1) rights to specific things like life
or property, and (2) a right to judge how to exeroise these
rights, or what to do to make them effective. \hat most of
them consider to be a source of trouble and confusion in
society is not (1) but (2); it is each individual's right to
judge what he should do to make his rights to speocific things
effective tiaat is oonsidered to lead to disagreements and
confliots. It is therefore (2) that is to be surrenaered,
80 that a common judge can be set upj (1) ocan never

be surrendered both bemause then it will not be a natural
right at all which by definition is inalienable, and also
because the very reason for invoking the notion of natural
right will then have been defeatede. Now Faine himself

sees this,though in a rather confused way. Man, he says,
has a natural right to judge in his own cause, but 'what
availeth him to judge, if he has not power to rodross?'l

He therefore deposits this right in the common stock of
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sooiaty'.a But then Paine immediately goes on to argue that it is

ls Ibidey 9« This, incidentally, highlights some important

differences between Paine and Loocke. Unliie Locke, he does

not derive natural rights from the law of nature. Further, it

is the law of nature that, for Locke, needs an executive and

a judge; for raine it is the natural rights that need these.

' 2. Ibid.
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the natural rights to specific things (for which a man's power
1z not commensyrate) that are surrendered, and this,as we

have suggested,is impossible. All in all, he remains vague

as to what rights it is that are being surrendered.

These ambiguities and oscillations affect his discussion
of the relation betweeen natural and civil rights, as also of
the nature of 'eivil power'. 'Every civil right has for its
foundation some natural right pre-existing in the individual'l,
and 'every civil right gmows out of a natural right or, in
other words, is a natural right exohangad.'2 'Society grants
him nothing. Every man is a proprietor in society, and draws_
on the capital as a matter of right.' As to civil power, it
'is made up of the aggregate-of that class of the natural rights
of man which becoumes defective in the individual in point of
power and answers not his purpoce, but when collected to a
focus, become coumpetent to the purppse of everyonn.'3 It arises
from each depositing his natural right $6 judge (or/and other
specific rights), and teking the arm of society 'in preference
end in addition to his own,' It is this last sentence that
highlights the conflict in Paine's mind: an individual oqnnot

1, Ibid., 88,
2, Ibid., 89.

3. Ibid,
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have the arm of societyl both as an addition to and as a
substitute for his own. Paine looks upon a civil right as

a natural right plus securitys the power of society here is

an addition to individual's own power., But he also looks uron
it as'a Aatural right exchanged', that is,as a natural right
surrendered to society which then returns it to him suitably
modified and fully secured; the power of society here is taken
'in preference'to individual's own, It is only in this latter ‘
context that Paine's continual talk of natural rights being
'exchanged for civil rights' can have a meaning.

Man thus has natural rights and natural powers; in the
hiatus between the two lies the explanation of civil society.
Man is not naturally and necessarily led into society as in
the cese of the naturalists theory discussed earlier., He has
nothing but natural rights and naxurai powers} when he is
exercised sbout this hiatus, aﬁyvanswer‘to his proﬁlem must
be wrought out of this sole natural equipmgnt of his. He ‘
feels that civil society will bé anAanswef to his probiam. and
igs led to examine how it can be forgod‘out of his ﬂ#tﬁral rights
and powers. The insfrumentality throuéh iﬁich hekthinkl this can

be done is contract, Thus, civil society becomes necessary because

1. Paine mainly uses the term 'society,' by which in this cone

text he means civil society.
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man has natural rights to secure some of which he needs others,
nd it becomes posgiblg because he has natural powers which,
when combined with those of others, make this security feasible.
"hat nakes it necessary also provides the criterion in terms

of which its practices are to be judged and justified, As
civil society is simply an aggregate of natural rights that

are a man's property of which he is the owner, every man is
aprropriately called 'a proprietor' in it, and the aggregate

of these natural rights a 'capital'. As a result of compact
between individuals, civil society is created; this is 'tha.
only mode' in which it can rightly be established, and it is
'the only principle' on which it has a 'right to exist'.l

This contract or compact Paine calls 'constitution', which thus
is antecedent to government.2 About the nature of the cone
stitution and its relation tc the contract, Paine,again,is not
clear, and advances two different views, len constitute theme
selves into a civil society through a contract, and the texm
‘eonsticution' refers to this act of the constituting of theme
selves by the people into a civil bodyj; the contract is thcir.}‘

constitution., But he also advances a rather different view

1, Ibid., 91,
2, Ibid., 92,



that the contract creates a civil society, which then elects
¢ assembly that drefts a document that is called the cone
stitution of that society, The contract and the constitu-
tion are separated, and the term ' constitution' is used to
refer to a specific docu.mem:.1

As individuals enter into the contract to better proteet
their natural rights, each is to be secured in the enjoyment
of his rights, and none is to be allowed to inteffere with
another; justice is nothing but this equal security of natural
rights, This is also called public good, which thus is nothing
but equal justice. A government wedded to this is ca.,llcd
variously 'a republic' or a government acting 'on the principle
of a ropublio'2 or 'a republican government's The term 'republic!
does not refer o 'any particular form of government', but
instead to 'the purport, matier or objeet for which govermment
ought to be instituted's republic is res public, that is,public
good, and implies a certain mamner of constituting civil society.
How when people enter into 'their original compact of equal

Justice', they mutually resolve and pledge themsclves to support

1. Ibido' 93! a-lao 151.
2, Ibidsy Re0.1,II,191, For a further discussion of the nature
of republic, contract, etc., seelixitings.JI.134 ff, 'Dissertatiom

on Government,'



and waintain the rule of equal justice among themselves,

and renounce not just 'the despotic form' but 'the despotic
principle':s they asree never to be governed nor to govern

'by nere will and power!, and never to do certain sorts of
things, such as to pract.se a despotism of one or of many, the
latter in fact being 'worse'. They renounce as 'despotio,
detestable and unjust' 'the assuming a right of breeking and
violating their engagements, contracts and compacts with, or
defrauding, impoesing or tyramnising over each other', and 'the
power of exercising at any future time any species of despotism
over each other', Thus, the right to break the compact is re=
nounced when it is first entgrod into. It is this common com=
mitment to the principle of 'equal justice' or 'the equal
7iThts of man' that constitutes 'the common cementing principle
which holds all the parts of a republic together'; the 'true!
principle of & republic is 'the principle’ of 'equal justice',
0f such a republican government one sees the rationale immede
iately; its laws and measures eppeal of themselves; and as one's
obedience to them is based on a rational persuasion, no myths
or artificial beliefs need to be created to motivate an indie
vidual citizen, As all obligations must be rooted in reason,
one has an obligation to obey only the rational laws, that is,
the laws of whose rational character one is convinced, Now, as

we have just seen, the supréue principle of political life is

1
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equal justicej only those laws, therefore, are politically
rolional or good that aim at or mhieve equal justice,
Similarly, only that man is politically rational who demands
that his government achieves the equality of rights and
Justice, and defends and standes up for his government only
when it conforms to this demandj a man wanting a government
by kings is 'an idiot‘.l
e have so far discussed the principle on which, ¥n Paine's
view, a government should act. We may now turn our attention
to his discussion of what he calls the 'formg' of govermment,
He starts by rejecting the traditional triadic classification.
There 'ean be but one element of human power and that element -
is man himsalf';z there are not three 'distinot and separate
elements' of 'human power' and there camot ther&sfore be three
distinet forms of government., \hat he seems to mean is that
all power comes from only one source, that is,man; and in a
political community it can come only from the people. liow
the traditional classification of governments implies as if -
there are three 'distinet' sources of powery and this is not

only incorrect but also mischievous,as it detracts from 'the.

Sovereignty' of the people., As an alternative, Paine suggests

1. Clark, LOO.cito, R.O.E.Iol46.
2. Ibid” 161.



a scheme where governuments are classified into 'representative’
or 'hereditary', the latter including both 'monarchy and
ariatocracy'.l As to the criterion on which this classifica-
tion is based, Paine mentions different ones at different
places. He talks of 'consent' of the people, this being
present in the representative and absent in the hereditary
governments. He also mentions 'freedom's the representative
government is based on man's froedom to decide the sort of
government they should have, while in the hereditary govern-
ment they are treated as a 'property' of the rulers.2 He also
emphasises a great deal an epistemological criterion: a govern-
ment may be one based on knowledgnf. or on ignorance; the former
is a representative govommefxt, the latter a hereditary one.
Though this last distinction is of great importance,as we shall
goon see, it is more in the nature of an gdvantage that a
ropruentaﬁn government has and a hereditary one does notj it
is not a oriterion for classifying governments. The basic
eriterion implied in his classification seems to be the mamner

in which political power is derived. The power a government
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wields is either 'delegated' to it by the people, or is
siaply 'assumed end usurped' by it;l the former is a rep-
resentative government while the latter a hepeditary one,
Since all power lies in the people,only the former is really
the 'eivil! government; the latter is robbery, and not a
govermment at all., It may be asked why Paine should be
interested in classifying governments in terms of this ori-
terion. The explanation would seem to0 lie in his continual
concern with the beginnings of things, which, as we have
already noted, is an important methodologicel principle inse
piring his approach to many other areas of analysis. Nothing
has a right to continue unless it has s right to exist, and
the latter depends on how 1*; came to exist in the first instance.
Applying this principle to the classificetion of forms of
government, it would féllow that governments could begin either
through 'delegation' or through "ulunption"

This enables him to answer the question as to which form
of government is most compatible with republic or the principle
of the republic. Republic, he replies, 'is not necessarily

connected with any particular formm, but it most naturally assoce

L4

1. Ibid., 198. For Paine, a government is either representa-
tive or hereditary with respect to its formj the two are

mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive,
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iates with the representative form as being best cale

culaced to secure the end for which & nation is at the
expense of supporting 1t'.l He advances seven different
argunents in support of representative government, and, in

my view, his discussion of them constitutes an important
theoretical contribution to he discussion on the subject

of representation. His first argument is commonplace and
femiliar. Government is 'the nanagement of the affairs of

a nation'.2 It is 'the property' of the whole community

to which 'sovereignty, as a matter of right, appertains',

“lie community has 'an inherent, indefeasible right' to set

up any form of govermment that accords with ite interests

and abolish one that does noi; the only form of the govern-
ment that gives an unrestricted scope for the exercise of
this right is the one resting on the election of its rulers.
His second argument is one that is quite handy to a man of his
metaphysics: it is the on!y form of government that accords
with nature. Nature is orderly, regular, law-governed, and
consistenty anything that is irregular or whimsical is simply

not natural, Now in all hereditary governments we find that

1. Ibid., 191, See also Writings.III.265. 'First Principles':
The true and ohly Lasis of representative gowernment is equality
of rights', which is how republic is defined.

2, Ibid., R.0.M.I,162,
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an intelligent father does not always have an intelligent
son, and a good king is often succeeded by a foolish onej
this is a 'natural proof' that nature abhors hereditary
governuents. iis third argument is a follow=-up of the first
one. The 'prineiple' of civil government is public pood or
equal justice, and it is best realised through a form where
people regulate their affairs themselves 'without the use

of secondary means'l. This is 'democracy' or the 'original
simple democracy' as practised by the ancient Athenians in
their days of glor,. !owever, it is impractible in an 'exten=-
cive and populour territory',2 not because of any defect in
its principle but because of 'the inconvenience of its form'.
e can, however, secure sucb'a democracy in the large modemn
states by 'ingrafting representation upon democracy'.3 The
result is representative democracy or 'representative govern-
méat' , which is not different in kind or principle from the

dircct or simple democracy since all it does is to evolve a

l. Ibido" R.O.LI.II.191.
2. Ibid., 193.

3. Ibidoooou
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form more suitable to the came principle in the context of a
larger state, ''hat Athens was in miniature America will

be in magnitude'.l Repreasentative government thus is only
'simple' democracy writ large, or, more correctly, it is
representation plus universal franchise.

His last four arguments in suprort of repr-sentative
government are more interssting. The fourth and the most
important one is formulated in terms of political knowledge.
There is something of an inconsistency in exercising power
without nowledge, nnd. the exercise of power over a thing in
. norance of itspnature is irrational., !'Sovereign Power
without sovereign knowledge ... is a scmething which contrae-
dicts itself‘.2 Government, therefore, needs knowledge if
it is to mgulate rationally the affairs of rational men, The
knowledge is of two kinds: Iknowledge of the principles on which
any governient ought to be established; and knowledge of the
interests of all the parts.3 The formers is 'no more than an
operation of the mind acting by its own powers'; human mind
here does not need to know enything outside itself, but can
work out the 'system of principles' through simple reflections.

The latter, on the other hand, is 'of a different kind',

1. Ibid.
2, VWritings.II.135.'Dissertations on Government',

5. Ibid., R.O.M.I.IGB‘



and 1s crucial for 'the practice upon those principles =s
applying to the various and numerous circumstances of a

nitions' It 4s a 'pr otical knowladge', and,unlike the

Lormer, can only be had through familiarity with the concrete
circunstances of the people concerncds In politics we require
such a knowledge of trade, commerce, :griculture, etc., as also
of the difficulties and the problems of the various parts of

the countrye This knowledge no single individual can have, as
‘it is an assemblage of practical knowledgu! which only the
persons cordng from different areas can brings Tho need for
this kind of kxnowledge required for the conduct of government
constitutes an argument in support of represent:tive government.
The knowledge that the Founder or the Constitution-laker or

the familiar figure of the Legislator requires is of the general
principles of political life, and can be had and in faect, can
best be had through quiet reflectiong but the knowledge that a
govermment requires for the day to day conduct of the country's
affairs is predominantly practical, and the only means of aocquiring
it is through the instrumentality of representations lhy he
will rule out the poasibuiiy of a th acquiring all the
knowledge required through the inptrumentalities of the eivil
service, the opinion surveys, the questionmaires, the Royal
commissions, otesy and completely dispense with a representative
government is not clears I suspect he would argue that only
the persons coming from among the people can have such a knowledge



in any intimate and first hand ways »Hut it iz difficult
to presc this point in the absence of any diseuszion by
Jiine of epistemoloygy, particularly nolitieal epistemologys
| zlﬁle X o:'m man, as we have sce., is disapproved since
such a man lacks full knowledge of all the partc of a
corrunity, and, being '"brought up in such a distint line of
Mife', his eperiences anxd ideas tend Lo DLe renotc lrom

those of his sucjcetse However, there 1s one area of orgite

ised life, l.e. armyy, vhere one-m:n rule is Justified. Here
the Commander-in=Chi2f has a complete 2nd Justifiable control

over the eatire amy in matters relatin: to its 'econditions
1l purpose's The roisons for this are twoe TFirot, every
man in the amy is of the same profession, a soldier.! /'I‘he
C-mmander-in-chief is no e:ee tion, who, 'therefore!, finds
'the knowled; e necessary to the exercise of the pover'! Ywithin

himself. '1

By understn ding himself, he comprehends

1the local situation, imterest and duty of everyman! withia
tthe domain of his cormands' Second, his poor is alwuys
oxercised against an enemy and not against the army to vhich
it 13, 4in fact, imtended 'to give its capaclity for action',
'lovever, all these reagsons cease'! and Ylose! their 'fitness!

vihen applied to the nation, simce '2ll' the elements of the
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1. WWirditings' II.135. ‘'Dissertation on Government!,



nation 'differ from those of an arny's 'An army has but one
occupation and but one interest', while a nation 'is composed
of distinet, unconnected individuals, following various
trades, employments and pursuiis, continually meeting,
crossing, uniting, opposing and separating from each other
as aocidents, interest and circumstances shall direct'.1
'Another very material matter' in which the two differ is
'temper'. An army has 'but one temper' - 'a temper formed by
discipline, mutuality of habits, union of objects and pur-
suits, and the style of military manner;' 'but this can never
be the case among the individuals of a nation'.2

The fifth argument in support of representative governe
ment is in terms of politicai unity. Government 'is no more
then some common centre in which all the parts of society

unito'.3

Any political unity that @ nation has is always in
terms of a single centre from where all its parts are governed,

and with which, therefore, they must be closely connected, In the

l. Ibid.. 1560

2. Ibid....

3, Ibide, R.O.M.II.194,



case of representative governnent, we have such a single
centre as well as the bond connecting it with the wvarious
parts of a nationj it thus provides 'the strongest and most
powerful centre that can be devised for a na’cion.'1 A nation
here is 'like a body contained within a circle, having a
common centre in which every radius meets, and that centre
is formed by representation'.2

The sixth and the seventh arguments in support of repre=
sentative government are simple but interesting. Covernment
needs men of talents and abilities, and 'the construction of
government ought to be such' as to bring them out and offer
them an access to powere. Every man has 'a mass of aenao'3-and
certain 'faculties' 'lying iﬁ a dormant state'y, which, unless
excited to action, 'will descend with him in that condition
to the grave.! This 'capacity''never fails to appear in revo-
lutions'; what must be done is to 'bring (it) forward by a
quiet and regular operation' in peace times. Finally, repre-
sentative government has an iumense educational value following
from its 'public' character., It 'presents itself on the open

theatre of the world in a fair and manly menner'y there are no

1, 'Writings' II1.6. A Letter 'To the authors of "Le Republicain",

1791,
2. Cl&rk' LOC.Cit., R.O.I-’TIQII.194.

3. Ibid,



mysteries here and the reasons for every action of the govern-
ment are clear and publicly debated. Besides, it diffuses a
sreat body of kﬁowledge throughout the nation 'on the subject
of government,' and 'Those who are not in the representation
know as much of the nature of tusiness as those who are‘l.
There is, as a result, a general spread of political education,
and the citizens become more and more capable of acting on
'moral' and 'public'principleB'E; that is to say, of undertaking
aen intelligent political activity.

All these cumi latively make a powerful case for the sort
of government Paine chooses to call 'representative'j; nega=
tively, they constitute a telling indictment of what he calls
'hereditary'government. What seems less tenable, however, is
how he wants all these beneficial consequences to issue from
representative government as he understands it. FPaine seems
concerned fo concentrate all power in a single cenire, and this,
while leaving the ultimate controlling power in the hands of the
people, does not seem to give them much initiative. People can
electy or throw out the government they have elected, but aside
from this there is no scheme for any continual popuiar action,

or for any closer .ntegration between the pecple and their

representatives. Representative govermment is said both to 'con-

Wy

1. Ibid., 197.

: 2. Ibido, 1%.



centrate' political kaowledge et 'a single centre' and also

to 'diffuse! it 'throughout the naticn', but there is no
attempt to relate and coordinate the two processes., This

poses another importsnt problem as well. As we have seen,
Paine takes repre entative government to differ from the

direct democracy of Athens only in 'form', their pri.nciple
vi.ug the sames This becomes very hard to maintain. ..c latter,
as he himself says, neant direct participation by every citli-
zen in the collective deliberations and decisions of the com-
munity, while the former means that the role of the individual
is confined largely to electing and removing his rulers. This
is not to say that the two are inccinsistent, but only that
representation, ag Paine undersggnds. it can not be grafted on
the direct democracy as he found in ancient Athens: the ethos
or the principles of the two are very different. In one; an
individual citizen initiates policies, introduces legislation,
and is politically very active; in the other, the initiative
does not lie with him, and his sole task is to say yes or no
once every few years., What he next goes on to say is much more
surprising still, Hié diecuésion of representation, as he
himself says, is inspired by a desire to make the direct demo-
cracy of Athens feasible in the large states of today; and yet
he goes on to argue that representation 'is preferable to simple

democracy even in small territories. Athens, by representation,

3
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would have surpassed her om democracy.'l There seens

to be no important reason for this assertion except, per=
haps, that such democracies tend to be unruly and convule
sive2, and degeneret: into some other less desirable form

of governmenty or become unstable and gets run over by an
invader. But even this will not do. ¥hy should direct
democracies be unruly? And,if they can be, what reasons

havo we to believe that representative governments will not
be? lhen the question is pressed, one comes up against an
important inegalitsarian assumption that underlies many of
Paine's argumenta% which is that the wisdom required in
polities is to be found only in some members of the society,
and that, therefore, not all the ecitizens but only those
having it are to be elected as representatives and are to rm
the government. However, though only scme men in any society
have political wisdom, these some are not fixed and always
the same, since political wisdom 'is continually changing its
places. It rises in one today, in another tanorrow.'4 'As this

is the order of nature, the order of government must necessarily

follow it, or government will, as we see it does, degenerats htoignoave.

1, Tbid., 194. It may be observed that Paine almost always uses
the term 'democracy' to mean simple or direct democracy. WSO .
2, TIbid., 190,
-3, Ibid., 188,
4. TIbid,



Thus,as politicsl wisdom ~t any given time can only be found
in & few,the superiority of reoresentstive overnment over
direct democrrcy c¢an not be one of 'form' or 'convenience'
only as Panine nrgues, but must be one of 'orincivle)since the Bormer
ensures the rule of wisdom while direct democrecy, by unking
politiesl power accessible to nll, does not,

le have seen that Peine takes r public rlone as the
legitinate form of civil society, and understands it as based
on the orineciple of equality of rights of 21l individuals.
.ach individual is & proprietor in civil society and has,
therefore, an ecusl say in how its uffairs are to bs regulated,
This leads to his advocacy of universal suffragel,which is
b sed on this as well as on a number of other logically dis-
purate grounds, NKegatively, he begins by rejecting property
qualific-tion. Property has 'wings' and ccn 'fly awey' and
the right to vote too will have to fly away with it. ''hen a
broou-care shell fortunately produce a foml or a mule that,
by being worth the sum in question, ehall convey to its owner
the right of voting, or by its death, teke it from him, in whom
does the origin of such » right exist? Is it in the man or in
the mule?' Property qualific-tion is also ruled out on the

rontionalist ground that it means 'attaching rightsto mere

1. Yritings.ITI1,265¢f, ‘'Pirst Principles’,
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natter and making man the agent of that matter., [le wants
the right to vote to rest instexd on a 'natursl' principle,
w ich lie finds in 'age'; all men &re sure to arrive at it
end, thus. no inequality is involved; also, no man cen trke
it sway from enothery and once it arrives it “oes not co
uway, what is ~ore, it is in full hermony with the nstural
process of man's mentsl msturstion, It is ergued to deny a
men & right to vote is to reduce him 'to slavery' which
'cun. ists in being subject to the will of another', Another
srgunent in similar vein ies that such an excluszion of any
person iwmplies 'a stigma ou the morsl chrracter of the percons
excluded.' <1here is slso, however, the usual utilitarian
crigunent that the strength and the security of a government
‘is in ,roportion to the numpber of people intereated in sup-
porting it',end that, therefore, universal suffrege is a good
'policy’.
In addition to the universelity of franchise the principle

5. equality has two other important implications, politiesl
and economic, We shall take the economic implic=tion first,
roperty, Peine says, is of two kinds, natursl and sartificial.
ihe former comes from (u-y=snd includes land, air, water, etc.;
tue latter is that acquired by every man with his own ladour.
Yo the former all men have equal rights as they vo equal

netural rights to coufort and haypiness., As to the latter,

‘since all men have not contributed egually and esn néver



contribute equally beczuse of nuturel differences in

strength, sbility, industry, etc., they cannot have equal
rights,and every one 'should hold on to the product of his

own labour as his righi .lLare'. MNow, the former implies that
every man is a 'joint life-proprietor with the rest in the
sroperty of the soil', and that the earth 'in its n=tural
uncultiveted state' is 'the comuon oroperty of the luman

Hace', But men occupy and cultivate and improve it, and this
is « duty enjoined on them by nature, since the earth, in ite
uncultiveted state, can support only a small porulation,while
nature want: the entire grouing populetion to survive and,
therefore, provided with food. Since this improvement, however,
ig inseparable from the earth, men come to acquire property

in the ..tter as well, though, sirictly, they can have property
ounly in the results of the improvement in the land that they
have effected througn their labour, It is thus unjust that
they should continue to mwsintain property in the land, as this
vivlates the principle of equality; but, then, to deprive them
of the fruits of their labour is equally unjust. Faine has

& solution. Lach lendlord has a 'right to occupy' the land,
but not to 'locate as ! i~ oroperty in perpetuity any part of it',
rurther, for appropriating the common property he is to pey a
ground-rent to the co nunity at the time of ink. ' iance, the
suggestion that has inspired the idea of estate duty, Out of
this, & national fund is to be created from which £15 are to be

pald to every man arriving at the age of twentyone as & com=

s



pensation for the loss of his natural inheritance to the
earth. In addition, £10 is to be paid per amnnum to every
nan aged fifty. Loth these payments are to continue end-
lessly, as all men, in the present as well as in the future
generations, have a natural right to the earth. Since all
have this right both payments are to be made to all wen, the
rich and the poor alike. TIurther, all estates of the clear
yearly value of £50 are to be tsxed. Paine also advanced
various other proposals, such as that government should en-
join yarents to sendl their children to a school and should
vey £4 a year for every child to help them finance this edu-
cation, that it shonld pay the amount of twenty shillings to
newly married couples, etc.; but these obligations are not
derived from man's equal natural right to the earth, and we
shall not, therefore, discuss them at length. As to arti-
ficial property it is based on man's right to the product of
his labour. Even hera, however, as no individual can acquire
any ,voperty without the aid of society, its owner 'owes, on
every principle of justice, of gratitude and of civilisation,
a part of it to society from whence the whole came', This
justifies the levying of taxes as well as a forcible purchase
by government of a property in the case of a legally determined
public necessity.

In the case of both the natural &hd the artificial

 property, it would have beeh noticed that Paine is not inter-

ested. in any full-fledged economic equality, but only in



providing a basic economic security to all; 'I care not

how af’luent some men be, provided that none bes miserable

in consequence of it.,' He himself defends Lis economic
progremme on the ground that by keeping the por contente?

it will 'give to the accumulation of riches a de.ree of
gsecurity' that any existing economic arrangement c=n not.
further, his plan does not draw out the full implications

of men's natural equality of rights, and for this he was
attacked by Thomas Spence,who himself, starting from the

same premise, -~dvocated that all the inhabitants of esch
varish w.oe tu form a corporation which is to own its entire
tand snd become its 'sovoreign lord': it is then to let out
the land to farmers on & moderate rental which should be such
&8 to defray the expenses of the local and pﬁrtly~of the
centrel administration,ncluding what is needed to relieve
the poor: the rental paid will vary according to the cuine
tity, the quality and the convenience of th: land. This, too,
falls far short of the full implicationsof natural equrlity,
but it does go further than Paine,

We may now teke up the political implications of the
principle of equality. len have equal rights,and this, as we
have seen, leade to the sovereignty of the nation, DBut,if men
of today have these equal rights,men of tomorrow .:ve them in

no less a degree. ‘This leads to the principle of equality of

59



generations, 'Every generation is equal in rights to the
enerati ns whic precede it, by the same rule that every
individual is born equal in righte with bis comtenporary.'l
since ejuality og men is 'divine' equality of gererations too
is 'divin@'.z This equality has three important implications.
Tirstly, 'Those vwho have quitted the world, and those who are
not arrived in it yet, are as remote from each other as the
utmost stretch of mortal imagination can conceives what
possible obligations then can exist between them....?'3 Pre=
cedents qua precedentis have no authority; each generation is
to regulate ite affairs in a manner conducive to its inter-
ests, and has no ébligations éither to its aneestors or to its
posterity. Sscondly, each gene ation is an unquestioned master
of its political destiny, and is free to determine its political
arrangerents as it deems meet', It can change both the rulers
it finde itself governed by and the form of government it dis-
covers iizelf living underj it is this changing of the form of
government that he calls 'revolutionf. Thirdly, all forms of

hereditary government are ruled out.4 For someone {0 pass on

1., Ibid.,R.0.M.I.86,

2, TFor a fuller treatment of the cdnoept of generation and its
two senses, ‘natural' and 'legal';soe Writings III,262, 'First
Principles’',

3, Ibid., 63, | 4. Ibid., 1435,
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his power and authority to his successor is to imply that the
succeeding generétion hes no right to determine its own poli=-
tical destiny; in so doing one generstion is pretending to
be a '‘cstator', and to this it nas no right.

lfow this third inplication is fairly atraishtforward and
unexcepti mable. The first one raises some tricky questins
which Faine does not go into. If all generations are cjual
it should follow that the present generation must take into
account the interccts and the needs of the generations to come
who, too,have an equal claim to the resources of the countrys
this would mean that the present generation hag obligations to
the future ones. Similarly, it also has obligations to the past
generations who have a right to see that their achievements are
not frittered away or their records blotted cut by the present
one, who, déspite the fact thet one is living and the other is
dead, does nevertheless remain their equal. This raises some cther
problemea~ well that are mainly connected with the second implica-
tion, to which we now turn. The present generation is not bound
by the agreements entered into or the arrangements sot up by
the past ones. Paine attacks the Act of 1688 in which the
English people are considered to have surrendercd their rights
for all future time to the king and all his successors, and
says that 'All such clauses, aﬁts or declarations..., are in

themselves null and void'. This does not mean, Paine argues,



&2

that each generation must throw away its heritage ,and

start evarything.anaw;l all it means is that nothing for

it has authority unless it, the final source of all suthority,
chooses to confer it., The problem however remains: can

“n as-embly consisting of a nation's delecates alter °n
axisting constitution? Paine's answer in 'No', and is

hased on the di. tinction between 'the nation in its orgsnised

o
c.nracter' and 'the nution in its original charsctes';

origzanag .
w1 ws embly specifically convened to draft » constitution
reoresents the n-tion in its latter capreity; =11 subcequent
asice.blies represent it in the former./gﬁﬁnority of the

two is 'different' in 2s ruch as these fture ~- emblies are only
to act according to the principles leid down by the former,

This distinction, however, is ¢ifficult to sustain, given
Faine's emphasis on the equelity of generstionsj each assembly
after all is as much a representative of the nation as any

other, and, ther fore, has as much sover~isnty., ke can,of, course,

nly that in one case the nation has authorised the assembly

\‘:

b

to 'make' the constitution,while in the other it has

1, Writings.II,147., 'Diecertations on Government;' It is a
'vague, inconsistent idea' that every elected assembly is
free to reject all the preosent institutions; Liis will meke
every 'new election' & "new revolution,' 'It would be
declaring an assembly despotic for the time being', and

would not be 'a government of established principles'.

2. 1Ibid., 93,
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authorisel it si ply to act within the framework of this
coustitution. This, however, only s ifts the problem to a
1ifferecnt level: is tlie nation frere to reject the existing
constitution and give itself any other that it likes?

Yaine's answer, as we have seen, is 'y:s8' aand 'no' to the
former, anl 'no' to the latter part of the question. If g
constitution is bad, the nation can and ought to throw it

off through a 'revolution'; 1if good, it can not and ou ht
not to, as it can give itself only the right sort of
constitution which already exists by definition. But, it
may be asked, if the nation is fully sovereign and has
complete frecedom to do whét it likes, is it not inconsistent
to say that it can not lo certais sorts of things? This

is, in fact, the o0ld theological problem arpe:ring in a
political guise: if God is omnipotent, why cannot he io

what he likes, including what is unjust and irrational?

There is, in fact, a great relevance in drawing this parallel
because Paine does understand peo;le in terus of the attributes
generally assigned to God. People are in civil society what
God is in the universe. They, like Gol, have the ultimate
creative and controlling power over a:l things political.

A1l authority emsnates from them and is regulated and ultimately
removed by them. Again, like God, they are self- sufficient
in and do not need to dépend on any one else for the

wisdom they require for regulating their affairs. What is



more important, they are to exercise their sovereign power,
again, like Goi, in accoriance with 'reason' and 'justice'

ani not 'will' and 'pleasure'; they are to act on a stealy
'principle', anl not on a fickle 'tempur'.1 It is in this
tl.at the answer to the gquestion we have just asked is to be
foun . The individuals in their original contract can set up
only a republic. It is their common loyalty to the principle
of equal rights that unites them and constitutes them into a
civil body; equality is tie principle of their civil
existence or Leing. To deny or to reject this is for an
individual or a government or a nation to be arbitrary and
irrational, and to tiis it has no right, while it has positively
a duty not to do this. Ihiis binds all generations alike

and accomnmodates the idea of equality between them, the
equality consisting in the equal obligation to respect and

2
uphold the central principle of their civil existence. It
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1. Ibid., 149
2. Jee Writings II. 147, ' )issertations on Government'., See
also 111,262. 'First Principles': 'though continually existing,

(a nation) is continually in a state of renewal and successionj

it is never stationary. Every day produces new births,
carries minors forward to maturity and old persons from the
stage,'; 'there is an ever running flood of generations'.
Despite these 'The state is still the same state', 'a perpetual

permanent body, always in being and still the same'. This is so

because a!l the changing generations rule by the same 'established

principles'.
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nay be asked if, in taking this position, Paine wms not
rejecting his éarlier view that no generation can ever

bind another. The answer is in the negative. Puine
would be e-ntradicting himself if what he had said earlier
meant that the first generation has the freedom to decide
whether or not to have ; republic; but he has said nothing
of the kinde All generations are equally obliged to
nmaintain the republic and operate within its reneral
framework; consistently with this, they all alike are (free
to introduce any changes they deem 'convenient'.

To conclude, what we have tried to show in this and the
last section is that in Paine's works two different theories
of politics are discernible: (1) the naturalictic and
(11) the rationalistice Tn the former, interest is the
principlerf action in man leading him into society: society
is seen g organic and interdepsndent. Each individual is
considered to have certain obligations to society that
arise from hig nature and are not contractual or volitional
in char.cter. Further, society is able to take care of
itself because of the regular opérdtion of its laws that

digest its various parts into a harmonious frazevorl; as

)
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such, govermment is superfluous and even dangerous.1

Soclety is the product of individuals purusing their
interests, i.e. satisfying their wantsjy it is the economic
principle that thus gives it its existence and unity. As

a result the equality that is most emphasized is the equality
in the pursuit of one's interests, since it is this pursuit
that is integrally comnacted with the nature of manj law,

if it should exist at all, must exist only to secure it.

In order to ensure that law does this the law-mhking body
nmust be composed of the representatives of all the citizens.
This leads to the advocacy of universal suffrage which thus is
justified in terms of individual's interest. Inequality is

condemned because it is 'out of nature'2 and hinders the smooth

1. Here, however, there are two possible ways qf introducing
the institution of government, should this be considered
necessary. One may argue that, though society is fully self-
sufficient in principle, it eannot be so in practice as long
ag certain existing evil institutions continue; government's
role is to remove these and, with the, itself. OR one may
argue that the machine of society needs occasional repairs, a
removal of clots that may get built up into its various parts,
otc.y a d that government is needed to do these jobs. These
repairs, however, are to be done and can only be done in terms

of the principles that already regulate the machine.

2, TIbid., 79.
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flow of nauture in society; once it is removed, human
nature,which 'is not of itself vicious!, will a pear and
assert itself.in individual is to judge everything in terms
ol his interesty he exaunines the cost,and compares it with
the advantag;es.'l The criterion of political judgment and
evaluation is thus mainly economic in character. ‘'Every
man wishe:s to pursue his occupition and to enjoy the fruits
of his labours and the produce of his property in peace
and gafety, and with the least possible expen:c. Vhen
these things are accomplished, all the objeets for waich
covernment ought to be established are answered.'

As to (11),i.es the raﬁiona.listic theory of politics it
takes two forms in him, the first of which is almost .’Lgnomd2
and the second much more fully developed. (a) In its
first form, }freldividual, as a rational creature, is considered
sble to discover the general prineciples regulating the
universe, and has an obligation,arising from his obligation
to imitate God,to discover and act §n thems Scientifie
study of society becomes very important,since a rational
action must be based on knowledges There is no determinism
as is implied in the naturalistic theorys man is distinguished
from other clements in the universe in that they necessarily

and automatically act in a certain regular way,whils he acts

1. Ibid.’ 1{0001’10‘ II. 197.' a.lSO Ibid‘ 211. ;
2+ lees the theory based on God the Benefactor, referred to
in the opening paragraph of section III.
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in conseious awarencss of the laws regul .ting himself and
the nature outside. upe of its political lmplications is
that, since man as a rational veing is aeting consciously,
the resulting harmony of imterssts is ot patural but
rational in character. As such,there is a pogsibility of
disharmony and of occasional breakdown, and this nakes the
energence of government easier to explain. (b) In its
second form,the rationalistic theory appears as a theory of
natural rightse Human reascn, restless until it reaches
the beginning of things where alone it feels at home,
discovers that men were all created equal at the beginning
of time, and that this oquaiity applies with equal congency
to all men born since. Besides, to existence pertain
rights: to natural existence matural rights, and to ecivil,
civi.. These have to be secured,and hence the need of eivil
society that is based on equality., In this approach the
kind of equality that is significant is the equality in
natural rights and, as a matter of éecondary importance, the
equality in civil rights since only through them can the
equality in natural rights be secured and safeguarded.
Further, government here acts on the principle of republie
and aims at securing the rights, and not on the prineiples of
society as in (1) and (ila)s, Government is not 'a badge of

lost innocence!,nor an institution ereating inequality,but - .



is, instead 1 greit equallising agency. Since in the stuite
u- nature all huve equal rights but unejual po-ers, the
strong will dominite the wealk; 'This seing the case the

stitution of eivil society is for the purpose ol making an
equalisation of powers that shall dDe parallel to, and a
guara itee of, the equality of rights'.l

(1) plices Fiine very close to .dam smith; (1la) to
jodwin or some of the Deists, depending on how reason is
precisely understood; and (1lb) to the ‘modern’ nitural
rights theorists. Both (1) and (1la) are implicit in
Ueism,which is amenable to two differsnt interpretations:
the universe as a mechanism.can se conceived to be so
arranged that each part necessarily functions in a certain
way leading eventually to ultimate overall natural harmony,
or one may distinguish yithin it man from other elenents,and
expect him,as a rational belng, or enjoin on him a duty, to
act consciously in terms of the gencr:l principles and the
elicited intentions of his Makers (11b) represents a
very different manner of thinking and distinguishes Paine
from the Deists.
Now, all these three are to be found in Puine as we have

noted earlier; they are, further,to be found in nearly all

his works,and can be seen lying ill at ease in the same

6%

le uritings. Vols 111. 272, 'First Principles'.



puragra i and, even, the same sertence1. If, howev.r, a
fairly broad generalisation be permitted, one could say that
(1), i.e. the naturalistic approach to politics in general
and to equality in particular is reflected in 'The Rights of
Man' psrt 11, (11a) in 'The Ace of Reason', anl (11b) in
'The Rights of Man' part 1 sc far as its political
implications are comcerned, and in 'Agrarian Justice' so far
a8 its economic implications are concernei. In moral

terms (1) will leai to the morality of interest, (11a) to
the morality of berdicence or justice, depending on how

Gol the B nefactor is interpreted, and (11b) to that of

rights and justice.2

Even when (11a) is interpreted in
terns of justice, it will be different from (11b) in as

much thq practice of justice here is entailed by the goodness
of the agent and not by any claims arising from the rights of
those treated justly as is the case with (11b); God, for
exangle, treats all men justly not because men have

rights that God must respect, but because God is good.

Similarly, a man ought to treat other men justly because

0

1. Ibid., R.0.M.11.,212; Laws derive their puthority 'from
the justness of théir principles and the interest which a
nation feels therein.'

2. In terms of the three Gods we talked of earlier, (1) here

will correspond, broadly speaking, to God the original giver
of Motion, (11a) to God the Benefactor, and (11b) to God the

Creator of Man.



“his is whut Leing morally good implics, and onels obligatlon
tu be s0 _Lood arises from the prior obligation to i-dtate
Gode In (11b), on the other hand, trecating others juutly
consists in respectin; their equal n.tural rights. These
rights are, of course, God-given; bLut the obli utlon to
practise justice can arise Irom the simple fact that all men
are equal,and that no one is a man in any 'superior degree'.
God cowes in us an explanation of the origin of equality
and natural rights, bub is no longer nccessary as a ground
of the obligation to practise justice.

in terms of the theories of equility they imply, all
tie three sesiu inadequate to me. 4As to (1) , equality
.ere centres round the idea of interest; but interest is
just a Lforam that the general principle of motion tales as it
applies to men. The prineiple of motion egually obtains
in the universe at large, among inanimate objects (where it
is the prineiple u_ gravitation) us also among plants and
animals; besides, it appears amonyg animals in preclisely the
same form as in men,since animals too have wants which
motivate their actions. Vhy then should equality of
treatment Le confined only to men? and why should we not
taike the interests of animals as of equal importance with
our own? This is also true of (1la)s God showers His
oenefits not just upon men but also upon animals and plants

and mountains and rivers; why should a man,then,confine his

e



neneficerce only to other men? (11b) 4is alco sunject to the
sane objections lion are equal oecause of the equality of
their origin,and have mutural rights issuing precisely ([rom
tnis Tacte 3ut. aninals,etce., too are the creition of God,
and thus share equality of origin not only with one another
put also with mene All this does not mean that Pzine is

not justilied in talking of equality of men. hat it doe:x,
hovever, mezn is that the wvery ground on whiech this equality
rests requires that other elements,or, narrowing the field,
other beings in the universe too should be considercd equal
not only among themselves but also with men, and that Paine
cannot accept one implication and refuse to accept the other
which too follows from precisely the same general prineiple.
in the absence of any discussion by him of this question, the

answer to it has te be reccnstructed out of what he says in

other contexts,and one can only hope that he would have
Leen consistent enough to zive some such answer. He could

say that man is a rational creature, reason being the

property distinguishing him from the rest of the creation; but that

animals do not have reason,which thus could provide a basis
for drawing a qualitative distinction between men and
animals. Even this, however, would create difficulties.

Idibts, mad men and others lack reason; are they not jthen, to

7
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be denied equality with other men,and treated on par with
non-human beings?  Paine does not want to say this as he
recommends kindness, justice, etc.y, to all men alike. that
he eould, and I think would, say is that reason characterises
man as a specles,and that, therefore, man as a species is
superior to other species; this would mean both that equality
would not need to be extended to non-human beings in the
universe, and also that even a mad man could not he treated
on par with an animal since, though mad, he is still a man, a
member of the species man. Even when, however, an amswer
on these lines is given it remains unsatisfactorys  Paine's
general account of equality on such an answer will rest on
two separate principles, the principle of reason and the
principle of species. Man as a species has reason,and,.
therefore, equality or beneficence is to be confined to men
onlyj all men belong to the same gpecies,and are eantitled to
equality among themselves. In ghort, the pringiple-of
reagson does the nsgative job of exclusing non=human beings,
and the prineciples of species does the positive job of
establishing equality among men themselves. liow, it is

not clear what precise relationship obtains between these

two principles. Further, if equality of men rests on
their belonging to the same species, there simply is no point
in talking of the equality of origin as the basis of the



equality of natural rights. It can, of course, be rejoincd
that it is precisely this equality of origin thit is meant
by saying that men belong to the same species. This,
however, would not do in that all the beings in the universe
have the same origin and yet do not belong to the same
species. Come principle or ground other than the equality
of origin will have to be introduced; and then, the
equality of men would come to rest on it rather than on the
equality of origine Finally, since the exélusion of none
human beings comes to rest on reason, the naturaliutic
theory of politics that we have already noted in Paine will
be particularly inadequate in as much ag it is interest that
is for it the dominant prineiple of human 1ifq)and feaaon

plays only a subsidiary role.



v
INTHURPRETATIONS OF PATNE

In the lizht of this discussion,we may examine, from the
standpoint of equality, the three major interprstations of
Paine that are commonly advanced,and that see him either as
a Primitivist or as a Deist or, finally as a Quaker. All of
them have been advanced with considerable force,and nearly
all the commentators on Paine can be interpreted as
subseribing to one or the other of these three. Uhat each
of these claims is that it is primitivism or Deism or
Quakerism that is the central principle of unity in Paine's
system of ideas, and that it is this alone that offers a
coherent and adequate explanation of all its various parts.

Lois Ym:ltmyl advances the primitivist interpretation of
Paine. He understands primitivism as the belief that the
earliest condition of man and of human society was the best.
Paine's 'panacea',he argues, 'is the characteristic
primitivistic one: go back to nature,'study man in the
earliest stages of his existence; find out the laws of

natures simplifyl'2

Further, he 'uses nearly everyone of
the primitivistic presuppositions as the basis of a

propheey of unlimited progress,'3 these being the nature-art
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l. 'Primitivism and the Idea of Progress!, 193,
2+ Ibid.,227.
3« Ibid.
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distinction, the faith in simplicity, the disapproval of
novelty and inventions, the negative character of evil, the
natural harmony between man's reason and Truth leading to
the prediction of the ultimate triumph of the latter, etce..
Now, this interpretation of Paine can be guestioned on
a number of grounds. Unlike the primitivists, Pains rejects
the idea of a state of nature; what is more, he completely
separates this idea from that of natural rights which he does
accepts To establish these rights he appeals to the primordial
fact of the coming of the first man from the hands of God, and
he does this because it represents the first emergence of man,
as also the first and the last direct link between man and
Gody there is no appeal here to any first state of the histo-
rical existence of man in the primitivist sense. This is
further confirmed by Paine's insistence that the Creation or
the first emergence of man is not a process that occurred once
and for all, but is instead continually repesated in the case of
each individual. Besides, what he gets out of this exercise
is not any historical condition to which men are to return, but
a set of universal norms wherewith to evaluatc and reconstruct
the existing societies. As a result, all he wants is that
'the principle of republic' be strictly adhered to; this is
the highest political value for him, and is not located in any
pro-looiai or pre-contractual existence of man. Even the
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other Faine, the naturalist us we have called him, is not
amenable to the primitivist.interpretation. As a
naturalist, he assimilates man and society to nature, Man
that are
acts on the principles/natural to him,and that are in Larmony
with those regulating tie universe; as to society, it is to
be organized in a way that leaves completely undisturbed the
operations of the natural principles in maiiz There is nothing
primitivistic about this. OSo far as equality is concerned
an attempt to establish it in  society, therefore, does not
represent any return to some primitive egalitarian manner of
existence; and the standard of evaluating any existing social
inequalities is not found in such a primitive existence,but
rather in certain universal and timeless principles.

We may now turn to the (uaker interpretation of Paine,
which is advanced by his ablest biographer, Conway.l He
argues that Paine emphasises, like the Wuakers, the sacredness
and the inviolability of man,and ma'es it the basis of his
theory of equality, iike‘them again he understands reason
as 'a natural light within!,and its operations as intuitive
rather than discussive in characters He too wants freedom and

democracy, and reduces religion to morals as they do. Now,

1, Paine, he says, is ‘'explicable only by the intensity of his
«uakerism', MeDeConway: 'Life of Paine', lNew York, 1892, II3R201.
Further, 'Paine's political principles were evolved out of his

early (uakerism. He was potential in George Fox'.
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there is no denying the fact that tiere is much that is
common between him and the Quakers. His father was of 'a
Aaker profession'l, and he himself professed deep admiration
ror the 'moral and benign part'2 of the Quaker thoughte He
shared many features of their thought,such as their
humanitarianism, their belief in the fatherhood of God and
the brotherhood of all men (though with some reservations),
their concern for equality of all men (again with some
reservations), their tolerant attitude to other sects and
faiths.3 their concern for the dignity and the inviolability
of the individual, and their rejection of the clergy as the
mediator between man and Gode However, the differences are
much greater, and,even when there are agreements,they largely
follow from very different philosophical premises. Ve may
gtate some relevant biographical details firste Paine's
father had 'married out of meeting!, and had been 'expelled
{rom the society"; he himself was never actively affiliated
. with the quakers, and they had refused his plea on death-bed
to be buried with their bretiren. There is also a
difference in the ethos pervading the two systems of ideas.

l. Clarks Loce cite, Ae0.2¢ 1s 2730

2+ Ibid., 276.

3+ Ibid.,326.

4o Te Ce Rickman:'Life of Thomas Paine', London, 1814, p«33.



yuakerism is broadly characterised by humility, gentleness,
Godf'earingness, concern with the freedom from slavery to the
{lesh, preoccupation with self-conquest, etec.s The temper
pervading Paine's system is almost the opposite, and his
attitude to the existin: institutions, nearly all of which he
considers evil,is one of intolerance and arrogance. His
intellectual approach to the men whose ideas he disagrees
with is rude and abusive. Besides, he both attacks and
defends the uakers on the Deist ground, saying that his
ground for preferring Quskerism is that it 'approaches the
nearest of all others to true Deism'l,but that 'they have
contracted themselves too much by leaving the works of God
out of their system,'2 and - do not appreciate nature as the
revelation of God,and take a very confined view of Him. As
Paine remarks ' oo if the taste of a Quaker could have
been consulted at the creation, what a silent and drab-
coloured creation it would have beenl  Not a flower would
have blossomed its gaieties nor a bird been permitted to sing.'
The main differences between the two as they relate to
equality seem to be as followse The Quakers do not seek to
secure the inviolability of the individual, and equality

among these individuals,through the notion of natural rights;

1. Even vwhen he is thus a (uaker,he is so begaggé he is a Deist.
2 Clnrk., Loce cite; AeOsRe I. 276.



duty, not right, is the important category of their thoughte.
Jesides, this inviolability is established through the
sacrednegs of the soul, and,since each has a soul which 1s
equally sacred, all are equal. FPaine, as we have seen,
emphasized the equalit, of origin, the sort of argument the
<uakers do not makes For them,each individual receives
light from Gody Christ, the spirit of God, existed greatly
in Jesus,l but it had always existed in men; Ior most
quakers, this light exisis in equal measure in all men,

and is of the same quality or nature in the believers and the
unbelievers alike. This points to a further difference,
i.es an epistemological one between the two. ILnowledge of
right and wrong,for the Quakers,is obtained through the inner
light, which operates when man's mind is silent,and hence the
sanctity of silence is emphasised. Paine's epistemology, on
the other hand, emphasizes rational reflection and empirical
obgervation,and, as such, he can claim to offer 'natural
proof! of many of his thesess Though he does say, not unlike
the Quakers, that 'knowledge' of morality 'exists in every
man's c:onsc:LenAce'.2 he does not seriously maintain it as it
is not entirely in harmony with his predominantly rationalist
ethicse Connected with the Quakers' view of silence is

o

1. Philip S. Belaseo: 'Authority in Church and State!,
London, 1928+ I4f.
2e Clark., Loc. cit., A+OeRe 11l 328.



their emphasis on emall mectings whe e = general sonse of the
meeting' can be more eaailj arrived al and where members can
more adecuately submit themeelveg to 'divine guidance' and
deliberate in that cpirit. One of the cernlaries of this
emphasis to conesnsug ia thot voting i ruled out as a
mechzniczl collision of forces in which 'the large mass' of
individuale revails and where force and rsctitude decides the
irsue; the Cuakers are therefore concemmead to discover

the 'sense' or the 'weight' of the mseting. This has

an interesting inegrlitarian implication. Though all
members in any mesting have an almost ogual measure of

inmmer light, it is elearer in some who are alno more

capable of eliciting and expreamsing it: <to these wiser and
more experienced membere a greater weight i« %o be given, and
this is what boting does not do. Paine's undcrstanding of
equality, on the other hand, is mors nachnniealy voting is
emphasized, and with it the prineiple of mnjority. He,

of course, sheres the Quaker emphasis on whiom and wants the
wise to wield vower:; thie ig, in fact, one of the reasons
underlying his prefercnce for revresentative govermment. But
he rejects the iden of siving additional weightage to their
votes. There g one chter difference as well that arises

out of this. Since consensus is so important to the

Quaker view of politics, an individual member who consistently

and completely dissents from the decisions of the meeting is

3B
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to be 'disowned'! by it. He cannot be forced or condemned,
and, yet, unanimity must be presewed; 'disowning'l him
provides a way out,as it preserves the unanimity, and absolves
the individual from the responsibility for the actions he
disagrees with. Paine has nothing to do with this.

lajority binds all concerned,and minority must acknowledge

as its own any decislion made by majority. Finally, so far
as his view of reason is concerned, Paine is not and cannot
be a consistent Quaker precisely because he is also a Deist.2
The universe is a book where the instructions of God are
printed; man needs no special 'inner light' as his senses

and reason are enough. Besides, reason operates in a

geometrical manner,i.e. it apprehends general principles and

1. Belsacos,loce cit;, 116 £f.

2. See in this connection Tindal's criticism of the Quakers in
"Christienity as old as creation', London,1730.p.161-2. The
wuakers, according to him, treat 'light within' as a 'principle
of action distinet from reason by which all are governed in
matters of religion.' Though Tindal, like Paine, admires

their 'good sense',he wants these 'senseless notionsg' to go.

His criticisms are mainly three: (1) if the Quakers are right,
men 'destitute of all reason' should know all matters of religion;
(L‘L) 'vhat it (i.e. light within) is or how it operates! is not
told; (iii) the Quakers devate and settle their matters,not
through any such light but through reason,which thus is the

highest authority even for them, though they do not openly acknowledge
it. A



deduces specific moral norms from them; this is very
dif.'erent from the nature of the Wuaker 'inmer light',

We may now turn to the ueist interpretation of Paine,
advanced most forcefully by Clark% and which, in my view, is
more adequate than the other twoe The lLeists were not a
close-knit band of people with a unified system of thought,
and widely disagreed on a number of important matters.
what I propose to do is to identify a set of general
philosophical views that nearly all the Deists held,and that
gave them a certain identity,distinguishing them from others,
particularly from those they were fighting againsts I shall
then go on to elucidate the theory of equality implied by
these views,and examine how and in what respects Paine's
theory is at divergence with it.

Deism took as ité starting point not the idea of God
(as with the Christians),nor the individual himself (as with
the Cartesian rationalists and the 'eclassical' empiricists
such as Locke, Berkeley and Hume), but the nature of the
universe. For the Christians the universe is intelligible

only as a creation of God,who thus is logieally primary. For

Descartes, Locke and others we do not have a complete

certainty about the existence and the nature of the world,
the
while we do have such a certainty in\case of ourselves, be it
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1. H. He Clarke, Loc. eit., Introduction, IVI, XXI.



through our 'ideas' or 'sensations's The Deists did not
ghare this scepticism. The world is there for us to seej

it is mot an illusion, nor its existence a matter of inference.
In short, they had a realist epistemology. As man is a part
of the universe and is in fullest epistemological harmony

with it, he could observe and study it with his natural

w

enses and reason, though the emphasis was more on reason
than on senses. With the help of these, and without the
need of any personal revelation,man discovers the existence
of Gode For some, he could also discover His attributes;
othersl were doubtful. VWhat they all agreed about was that

He was the creator of the universe,2 was separate from it, and

1. Tolland in 'Christianity not Mysterious' says, 'we

comprehend nothing beﬁter than his (i.e. God's) attributes!
(pe86); but see Paine, 'Roason can discover the one (i.e.

God's existence), but it falls infinitely short in discovering
the whole of the other (i.e. His attributes), Clark, Loc «cit.,261.
2. This is how God was understood by the Deists, and not as

the first intelligible prineiple 1ike the Good of Plato, oras
the self=-thinking Thought of Aristotle,or asthe infinite

substance of Spinozae.



was good and wise. Many thought that once having made the
universe, He never interfered with its operations; others thought
he did from time to time. This involved the Deists in an
interesting controversy. God is rational and acts according

to natural laws. lNow, our knowledge of these laws informs us
that, by the very nature of things, a perpetual motion machine
can never be built, Even God, therefore, could not build it,
and will have to step in from time to time for repairs, and

thus cannot be a completely 'idle spectator'. This view,
rather than the one insisting on the complete subsequent with-
drawal of God from the universe, seems to be more compatible
with the general Deist position. Some even argued that He
could not be invoked to guarantee either the validity or the
operation of moral laws, and emphasized the rational element

in the obligation to obey them; others,like Voltaire,understood
God as punishing evil and rewarding good and thereby guaranteeing
the reign of moral laws, and thus emphasized the religious
element in the obligation to obey theme As to the nature of
the universe, the Deists generally argued that it was a
self-contained mechanism, and could be explained, once its
origin was conceded, in terms of its own regular laws; the
usual analogy was that of a uatch.l This involved a

8s”

1. This would imply that the Deist view of God as the creator
or the great Mechanic or the Master Craftsman was something

most likely to follow from man's image of himself as essentially
a homo faber.



rejection of the constantly interfering Leity, ‘'a local
pugybody' in favour of one who is more like 'an absentee
landlord'.

A1l this in terms of its social and political or simply
human implications meant, among other things, conferring a
great respectability on science, identifying religion and
norality, anthropomorphising God where what God was like
and what He could and could not do was determined in the
light of what man was taken to be like in his nature and
abilities,l knowing the mature of a thing only through
ascertaining and observing its achievements and operations,and
diamissiqg any aspect or feature of it that lacks this
tangible embodiment or publicly observable dimension,
insistence on the possibility of a science of society, and a
plea for an integration of man with nature and enjoining on
him a positive obligation to achieve it. Most Deists
insisted on the uniform possegsion of reason by 21l men,
fleason was seen as something fundamental and constant in the
generic constitution of man, though its exercise could be
obscured by prejudice, self-interest, or false associations:
the metaphor largely employed was that of a 'light!

temporarily obscured by a 'veil'! which, when taken off, permitted
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le It means reducing the difference between man and God to

one of degrée, and rejecting the customary one of kind.



the 1ight to 'shine' againes Since reason was identical in
all men they would all come.up with the same truth. This
implied an ultimate uniformity of the moral ideal, and made
all differences suspect. Conversely, nothing was
considered valid and true that was beyond the comprehension

of "the plain man'y truth must be 'level with every man's

mother-wit?!, and be proportioned 'to the meanest understanding'.l

This led to the emphasis on simplicity and the rejection of
all intricuote reasoning, and required that all explanations
and justifications of events and actions be given in terms
of generel principles as they were the simplest to grasp and
easiest to deal withe It is important.to remember that the
equality in reason that is attributed to all men is equality
in practical reason or. reason as necessary for practical
purposes, and not in theoretical or secientific reason in
which men differed very widely; not all were believed
czpable of becoming philosophers or scientists. Cod is good,
wants his creatures to be happy, and therefore has endowed
them all alike with reason adequate to thig purpose. Even
in the perception of simple and general practical truths,
however, industriousness, leisure, prejudice~free mind ,etc.
are needed, and these not all men have at present. They
all are, of course, to have them eventually,but, in the

%

1. Bolingbroke: lorks, 1793, Vol.V. "P.103-.



meantime, some who are more equipped are to lead and guide
the reste.

The theory of equulity that follows from these views
would have the following featuress (1) A beliel in the
eagsential ecuality of all men in practical reasons
(11) The universality of moral principles, or their being
the same for all men at all times and in all placess
(111) Comprehensibility of truth to all minds, thus implying
tconsensus gentium' as the standard of its (1V) lHoral
equality of all men eonsisting in all being entitled to equal
respact and considerations (V) A persistent tendency,
though never fully articulated, to establish equality between

man and Godl. God is bound by the natural laws as man is.

3%

1. A con'irmation of this may be found in the fact that most
answers to the Deists were inspired by a desire to establish the
qualitative superiority of God over man, and,with that, His
inscrutability; justice as His atbribute was consequently
underplayed, and the view that man can and ought to imitate God
was rejected. See e.g. P. Browne:'Things supernatural and
Divine conceived by analogy with Things Natural and Human!, 1733,
p«237, 269 and 333. Browne, it will be remembered, was
answering Tolland's 'Christianity not liysterious'. This concern
is also revealed in Archbishop Synge's answer to Tolland in

an appendix to his 'A Gentleman's Religion!,



‘rus, He is the original Designer,and hence has, or better

had, superiority over menj . but, even in this respect, His
superiority is not that great since man, in designing

.achines, is acting on the same principles as He once did,

and thus is repeating and continually rsenacting liis original
and archetypal acte As Paine said, 'The man who

proportions the several parts of a mill uses the same
scientific principles as if he had the power of constructing

a universe's. In fact, there seeus to be an underlying
assumption that making machines is the most God-like activity)l
end that man is performing a religious activity and discharging
a religious obligation in making tools and machines,in as

much as he is apprehending and acting on the general

principles of the universe, is giving them a concrete

existence through relating various objects otherwise totally
unconnected with each other, and all this with a view to
benefiting mankind. (V1) A refusal to extend equality to
atheistse Nearly all the Deists were agreed in calling
atheists 'fools's As Derham said, 'so manifest a demonstration
of a Deity are the lMotions of the Heavens and Earth that if
men do not see them, it is a sign of great stupidity; and if
they will not see, and be convinced by them, it is as plain

1. This may go to reinforce the point we made earlier about

the relation between man's self-image as homo faber and his

view of God as the Master Craftsman.



5 cign ol their prejudice and perverseness.'l such men

were not to be tolerated,and equality was not to be extended
to them.® (V1l) An insistence on the 'rule of law'.
Imitation of God consists in promoting generzl good as this

is what God Himself does; besides, as God does thic according
to general laws,man too is to promote general good according
to general laws. This leads to what has come to be called
'rule-utilitarianism'. All inequalities in society are to

be justified or condemned in terms of general good conceived
in terms of general rules apvlied impartially to all.
Politically speaking, all arbitrary rule, tyranny, despotism,
etce were ruled out, and the government of laws became all
important. The Deists, however, were not as united in their
positive preferences for a particular form of government.

Some wanted a 'mixed govermment' where different parts stood
in a definite relationship to one another,and created concord.
Some were more happy with an 'enlightened despotism' understood
as a form of governuent in which a monarch ruled according to
the general laws discovered by him from the study ol the
universe; this was believed to resemble the way in which the
universe itself was governsd. Some few insisted on the
representative govermment as alone consistent with the Deist

metaphysics.

l. 'Physico - Theology's 1715+ ps 70
2+ In this connection, see Tindal 'Rights of the Christian Church!?,
pe12, where he says that the soclal contract gives the legislator

a right to punish the wicked,and that he is, therefore, justified in
chastising atheists, blasphemers and profane personse
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fow. with quite a lot of this FPaine agress. e noted
ear.iier nov he calls himself a Delst and attac.c ‘uakers on
the Leist crounds We wlso saw how he thinks of God as the
creator and the original giver of motiony of tlie universe as
a ma.cninel, ugses the tracivional wateh mataphor?', speaks of
Vimdtating' God, cousiders the uaiverse as law-governed,
abaors both anarchy anl tyramny, rejects anyy personal
havelation,vhether of the exclusive Christisn varlety or of
the universcl uaker variety, etc. etecs. That raine's
system of ideas has many Deist eloments is, therefore, beyond
questions 3Bub this chould not lead us to overlock various
other features of his thought that scem to intim;teb a ratheyr
different world of idease Deism, as we have seen, could
teke two positions regarding the relationship between God and
the universes either God has set wp this machine in such a
way that He never needs to intervene, gp that He could not deo
tuis,or simply has not dome it,and that He does, therefore,
need to intervene froum time to time. In political terms, the
former would lead either to a coupletaiy impersonalistic
naturalism where men, following the necessary laws of thelr
nature and without any consecious designy create full harmony

ls Conway, locecite, IV. 316 'Prospect Papers's
2¢ Ibidey IV, 317.
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in society, or to an initial setting up of a political
mechanism by a Legislator whe, then, completely disappears
never to return. The latter, on the other hand, would imply
that a govermment is to set up an initial framework of laws
that all the members of the society would abide by, and then
is to intervene from time to time when repairs are called for.
This latter view could also draw, without ereating any
significant difference in the nature of the argument, a
distinction between the First Legislator who will set up the
political machine, and the subsequent govermnment who will then
conduct the necessary repairs in the light of the laws laid
down and the purpose intended by the Legislator. Now

Paine's theory of govermment, mainly the one based on the

idea of nmatural rights, camnot be fitted into this scheme.
Government for him is the result of a contract entered into
for securing the natural rights of individuals; this
determines the nature of the activities govermment is to
engage in, as also the scope of its authority. The idea

of natural rights is central to Painé, but not to Deism.
Besides, even when a Deist does talk of such rights his

manner of deriving them is very different from Paine'é, and
the implications he draws from them are,again,very different.
For Paine, government is not only to make laws, provide security,
etesy but 1s also to impose taxes, and distribute the money among

the peaple in such ways as are consistent with their natural
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rights. A Deist does not assign such & role to goverrmente
surther, a Leist looks at the universe, infers the scheme of
;0d, and determines whit rights a main must have to fulfil his
intended role. Paine too does tihis, but then goes on to
appeal to the creation of man or the beginning of time, and,
what is more, sees each act of birth as a re-enactment of this
original acte DBesides, it is the rights thus derived that
are primery,and everything else, duties, laws, obligations,etc.
follows from thems. For a Deist, on the other hand, the
universe is an ordered wholee An individual man is a part
of it,and has certain duties towards it; like God, he is to
promote general good, and this is his highest obligation; th§

emphasis thus is on man's duties rather than on his rights.l

l. See e.ge Tindal, lLoc.cit. p.331ff. He quotes at length
Clark's summnary of the Deist position where Clark shows how,

for a Deist, men are 'to promote the happiness of others!
‘according to the extent of their several powers and abilities';
Tindal adds, 'The Deiéts, no doubt, will own that the Doctor

has done them justice' (331). He himself emphasizes man's
duties and not rights (Ibid.) See also Bolingbroke, 'Fragments
or Minutes of Escays!, particularly [ - iIVI: he rejects the
idea of contract,and finds the origin of society in family; he
Carther, does not talk of rights but of duties,and wants men in
society t§ behave towards each other as members of a family., In
'The Idea of a Patriot King', he even speaks of 'a patriarchal family

vhere the head and all the members are united by one common interest
and animated by one common spirit.!



This ig also seen in the Deist attitude to equality. Tindal
agreas with Clark when the latter tales the Deist position
as implying that a man is to 'submit to his superiors in all
just and right things for the preservation of society <ot
'just and honest «.. in all his dealings with his equals!
toand towards his inferiors to be gentle and kind's.  Deism,
though concerned to establish a moral and a basic degree of
intellectual equality among men, had no interest in any
programme of social and economie equality, and even the
noral equaslity was not rooted in a man's 'right' to be
treated equally with otherse. e have so much come to
agsociate the idea of mechanism with the ideas of will,
contract and the primacy of rights that it may seen to be a
strange paradox that [eists should generally be emphasizing

dutiess This paradox, however, can be resolved even within

this general explanatory framework where the ideas of mechanism

and rights are normally associateds The universe as a
mechanism is not something that men themselves have set up
acting on their own volition. It is set up by God,ang, like
all machines, set up for a general purpose transcending the
machine concerned, and according to certain general laws. |
lien are parts of it,and, like all parts, have a definita

place and a function; the justification of their existence

is that the general purpose of the universe requires it, and
that of f,heir specific nature is that only then can they play

i



the purt expected of thems A machine set up volunterily to

o

socure one's rights 1s very different frcm the one where; in

the meraing of one's coasciousness, one finds oneself

=

cacumbered with a specific assignment.

q9s”



WILLIAM GODWIN

X

REALITY AND BEQUALITY

Godwin has been variously inteppreted. OSome have

seen him as a ratimaliatl; others as a utilitarianzy

some others as a ramntic3 3 and many more have interpreted
him as showing any two or all of thess strands of thought

and have thus considored his system infected with a basic
inconsietency. HMonro, for example, sces him as 2 utilitarian
with some rationalist features; Grylls, as a rationalist
with some romantio features4; and Phostley sees him mainly
as a rationalist, admits the existence of utilarian features,

but interprotes them, with some measure of success, as simply

a6

1. Herbert Ready ‘'Forward' to 'William Godwin', by Ceorge
Woodwock, London, 1946.

2. D.H. Honro: 'Godwin's Moral Philosophy',; O.U.P.,1953. He
admits, however, that Codwin's works have many rationalist
features. Also, D.Fleigher: 'William Codwin: a study in
Liberalism', 1951.

3. A.E. Rodway, ed: 'Codwin and The Age of Transition',
London, 1952.

4e H.R.q. Orylls: 'William Godwin and His World', London,
1953.



manners of expreasionol It seems to me that most of these
interpretations, with the qualified exception of Priestley's,
seek to impose an unwarranted degree of unity on Godwin's
views, and, in so doing, ignore certain of their important
features, and overemphasize others that are relatively less
important. What is more, @odwin is locked at from a wrong
historical perspective, and is made to fit into a set of
categories that are alien to his thought, and is made to
answer questions some of which he was simply not aware of,
and when he was, he did not consider of great significance.
What I propose to do in this chapter is to interpret his

views in a way that seems more faithful to the texts; as my

9+

l. F.E.L. Priestley, ed: 'Enquiry concerning political Jjustice,
and its influence on Morals and Happiness by W. Godwin', The
University of Toronto Press, 1946,Vol.III, Introduction,p.l5.
'Enquiry concerning Political Justice' (hereafter referred to
as 'P.J.') ie Godwin's most fsmous work on Political theory,
and Priestley's is the best edition of it. P«J. passed

through three editions in Godwin's lifetime, i.e. in

1793, 1796 and 1798, and in each case he made important
revisions, the most important ones being in that of 1798.
Unless otherwise stated, all references are to the 1798 edition
and are given by book, chapter and page numbers; thus *II.4.200'
means 'Book II, chapter 4, p.200'. No page numbers are given

when references are made to the 1793 edition.



main preoccupation will be to relate them tc his theory of
equality, it is the latter that will constitute the
principle of unity and orgenisation in my interpretation.
Before we deal with anything we must know what its
real nature is, and base our conduct on this knowledge}
else, we are acting on 'illusion' or falsehocd'. In our
dealings with men wa are to disciver man's real nature, and
build on it the norms of our conduct. I% is not only the
man and the animal and other things in the universe that
have a naturej actions too have a nature. An action 'by
the necessary and unalterable laws of existance' possesses a
certain tendency which is 'peculiarly its own'j and it must
be done or refrained from solely on the basis of its
natural tendency. It may come to have a different tendency
and may lead to different consequences as a result of an
intervention by the existing institutionsj to do it
because of these consequences is not to do it 'for its
intrinsic excallence'l or natural tendency but for some
additional inducement or motivej and this is not moral. To
be moral is to be 'exposed {to no other 1nf1uenco'2 than that
of the real nature of the natural tendency of an action as

Truth or reality alone is to act on man's mind and determines

e e S R

1. P.J.' 11061172.
2. Thidey173s



ite This alons, Godwin argues, guarantees the right of
private judgment 3s one's mind remains unin{luenced by
any human interference, and is left free to engage in a
direet and unmediated encounter with reality.

About human reality or the real nature of man Godwin
asserts three 'truths'. (1) Man seeks pleasure and avoids

pain; pleasure is the only good and pain the only evil for

him.1

(11) Man is a rational being: He is eapable of
discovering Truth, i.e. has reason or 'talents', and of
acting on the Truth so perceived,i.e. has virtues It is in
these two that he differs from animals. (111) A1l men share
a common human nature. They all have senses of 'the same
denomination', find pleasure and pain in the same things,

are subjects of 'sensible impressions!, have faculties of
thinking and feeling, are subject to the law of the
association of ideas, have their passions excited by similar
means, ete.. As 'All organised bodies of the animal or
vegetable kingdom are cast in a mould of glven dimension and
feature' that all belonging to this class share,and by means
of which 'the elass of each individual is determined!, so
also 21l men have a certain 'form', = 'a certain complement

of limbs, a certain internal structure, and organs of sense

and certain powers of intellect's 'Hence it follows that! mem

1. PoJes IVe9ellOs



are 'like' and 'equal'! to each other.l Within this general
similarity there can of course be 'varieties', but the
similarity is logically prior and morally more significant.
From each of these truths certain implications follow.
From (1) it follows that in our conduct towards others vhat
we should aim at is their pleasure. From (2) it follows
that man is to live a fully rational life, which consists in
his improving his understanding and acting on his own judgmentj
in this lies his individuzlity or 'independence's In
failing to act on my own judgment I 'annihilate my individuality!,
have no 'integrity', 'by so much I abdicate the most valuable
part of the character of man,! and become 'an animal's !'Man
is the ornament of the universe! only 'in proportion to! his
individuality. When this is seen in connection with (1) it
would follow that man-really can, and ought to; find pleasure
only in things suited to his nature. - This leads to what:
Godwin calls a 'scale of happiness'Z. At the bottom is
the life of daily drudgery, highly routinised and dull and
characterised by 'the contemptible insénsibility of an oyster'.
Slightly higher is the life of the pleasures of palate,
elegance, show, riches, etcss Still higher is the life of
intellectual and aesthetic pleasuress - Finally, at the top

o0

1. 'Thoughts on Man', 1831. Essay Il: pe24=5.
2e Pan. IV.9-1.44.



is the 1ife of benevolence, disinterested generosity, etc.,
in short, of virtue. The first two represent lives suited
to 'only a bhetter sort of brutez'; in the third 'we
acknowledge nmomething of the features of mon'; 4n the fourth
wa see a truly human existence. Fot surprisingly, CGedwin
goes on to offer nn intellectualist accountl of sensce
plansures and argues that they are not »leasures in them—
selven, but hecome so only by gettine combined with 'the
pleasures of intellect and cultivetion'. 'Reduce them to
their nakednese, and they would be generally desniged's
renove, for exsmple & pleasant companionshiv from abumptuous
dinner, and the latter has no attraction for man. All this
is fully consistent with the general primacy of mind over
bo’'y in his metaphysics and ethics, and is reflected in his
conception of the perfection of man as consisting in the
complete control of mind over body such that man conquers2

sex and other 'appetites', sleep, and even death. These are

not speculative lanses, but ars integral to his basic principles

as they ars to many other similar rationalist systemsy
besides, having stated them in the 1793 edition of 'Political
Justice', he excises them in the subsequent editions, but

restorea them in his later work, 'Thoughts on Man',

Lol

ls PuJ., I.5.71F¢f

2. PuJ. ’ VIII.9.Appendix.



From (111) follows equality of all men. All men are
equal because they share 'the same' nature. Men are equal in
things that are humanly real, i.e. things that are inherently
and essentially human and that make a man a man and not an
animal or anything else, and are, therefore, entitled to
equal treatment.s As a corollary, they are so entitled only
in those matters that are humanly reals The real nature of

men, as we have ceen, is to improve their understanding, act

orn their own judgment, and in so doin: find their true happiness;

in these matters, therefore, men are to be equal, this
equality being the most appropriate to their human station.
£11 men are thus to be treated equally because they are
essentially or ultimately alike, or, crudely, because they all
belong to the same 'eclass'; equality is thus rooted in
similarity. Our obligation to practise equality follows

from the obligation, entailed by our rational nature, to treat
things according to their real nature; . if men are really
similar, why should we not treat them similarly? lenm, of
course, are dissimilar, and this too is not to be ignored,
though it must be remembercd, says Godwin, that the
gsimilarities are more in number and are more importantl

because it is they, after all, that make all men belong to

(6%

1. PuJ., II1.7.240. The differences in 'habite and tastes'
are treated as 'accidental varieties', and it is implied that
they are to be eliminated.
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the same class and thus make them men. He oscillates a
great deal between treating these dissimilarities as the
products of enviromment alone and treating them as hereditary
before finally adopting the latter view.

But, what justifies equality also justifies inequalitye.
All men are capable of a truly human life, but some are more so
because of their superiority in taleants and virtue; from
this, inequality arises, which, like equality, is rooted in
the human reality,and has, therefore, the same justification.
Correspondingly, only the inequality that is so rooted has
this justification; all other kinds of inequality, thate is,
those not springing from talents and virtue have no cuch
basis,and lack all justification. The 'genuine'! inequality
that Godwin has admitted he calls 'equity', 'a term derived
from the same origin' as equality. Though equity is in
'some sense an exception' to the prineiple of equality, it
is 'friendly' and not 'adverse' to it in that it enhances into
every man 'an emulation of excellence'l. Besides, it is
against 'visdom and reason' that men of great merits and
virtues should be regarded with the same 'degree of
complacence' as others. Godwin does not spell out the
first point at any length, but seems to mean that the
recognition of inequality will inspire men to emulate thair
superiors.

le Pedey I1e3¢147.



lok

There zre some important features of Godwin's theory
of ecuality that may bHe noted. TMirstly, the initial
assumption is in favour of equalityj inequality is an
exception, though, of courss, a justifisble one. That is
more, equality, in a very important sense, is wmore '‘natural'
te nang it Yimplies a purer thecry of happiness than

1
inequality’ sy, unlike inequalify, it rules out the pleasures

ls P.J., VIIT.5.478. In this connection see, St.leon 11,235t
Marguerite saysy 'A generous spirit, Reginald, delights to
live upon equal terms with his sssociates and fellowsSese.
Fquality is the soul of all real and cordial society... How
unhappy the wretch, the monster rather let me say, that is
without an equali that... cannot find a brothers...'s But

see also Thoughts on Man, p.289fs love and friendship can

exist only between unequals and not 'where the parties are,
and are felt by each other to be, on an equality'. The

reason for thie seems to be that between equals there are

fear and reserve, while between unequals there are trust which
implies lack of fear, and opermess which implies lack of
reserve. Inequality, however, i not to be so great as to
rule out communication, and is in all cases to imply

tveciprocity' and mutual dependence.



of superiority, of ostentation, of status, of power, etc.s

these pleasures that are integral to a2 situation of inequality do not
arise in and go well with that éf squality. Further,

the respects in which men are equal are more, and are more important,
tha® those they are unequal in. Moreover,whatever degree of
inequality does emist is ultimately removable,; though Godwin

came to doubt this more and more in his later works.

Secondly, he rejocts the Platonic and the Aristotelian
understanding of equality as proportion. For Plato and
Aristotle only the proportionate equality is equalityy and
the 'flat' or 'complete' equality is not equality at all but
instead inequelitye. Tor Codwing on the other hand, all
proportions or deviations from complete equality are inequal-
ities, though they may be justifiable. The difference
between the twe approaches im one of the meaning of equality.
Equality means proportion for Aristotle, while for Godwin
ell proportion meens inequality. This dbes not alter the
moral and the peolitical recommendations made, but only the
language of expression. Giving more to a more worthy man,
Aristotle would say, is equality, while Godwin would say it
is inequality; both, however, would agree that it is justified.
This difference in meaning, it seems to me, is not something
ocontingent and arbitary, resulting from eaoh choosing to
employ a term in his own discretionary or stipulative way, but

ie integrally connected with their respective metaphysics.

tos”
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Two reasons may be adviiced for holding this view. (1)

' quality! is penerally a ternm of commendation, 'inequality!
that of de.recations CUne Qould, therefore, expect, though
this is not lorically necessary, that a philosopher would
use the term 'equality'! for wiat he considers desirable.
Hence, Aristotle's use of it to refer to proportion, and
Godwin's to its absence. (2) 'Equality', logically, is a
positive term, and 'inequality' a negative one as it implies
an abgsence of equality; there is, thercfore, a 10315&1
justification for using 'equality'! to refer to what a
philogopher takes as positive or mitural or prior, and
'inequality' to refer to that which is parasitic on it, and
inexplicable save in terms of it. TFor Aristotle, the
prineiple of proportion regulates the universe, and ensures
order by digesting var:!_._ous parts of it into a proper and
systematic relationshipy it regulates not only the universe
as a whole but also every small part of it. Now
proportion implies inequality; a certain relationship of
superiority and ini‘eriérity; as a corollary, it is inequality
(as it is cormonly understood) that is central to justice;
equality is defined in terms of justice, which iz thus prior
to equality. Codwin, on the other hand, is impressed by
the principle of equality ;n terms of which he understands
and explains order and harmomy wherever they are found; he,
therefore,té.kes equality as logically prior, and defines
justice in terms of equality.



(o7

The third feature of Codwin'a thaory of equality
concerns the criterion of inequality. Men of different
worth are to be treated differently, and worth is considered
{o 1lie in virtue which iz the praciice of 'rational benevolence'.
Rational benevclence consicts in conferring on others
venefits that are convistent with human nature. The
tighest quality of man is virtue, and therefore 'the most
precious boon we can bestow upon others is virtue's Our
bencvolence should thus take the form of enoouraging others
to live a life of virtue and, since virtue depends on
mowledge; of bestowing knowledge on them sn’ improving their
undarstandim.l This, incidentally, has tho advantage of
harsonising inddvidual and sooial happiness since an
individusl's omn highest happiness lies inthe practice of
benevolence whioh also {mplies the highest hacpiness of
others. It may be asked what our regpbnse is to be to a
man who lives a higher kind of 1life, say, a 1life of aesthetic
pleasures, but does not contribute to general goods Codwin's
reply roste on a distinoticn betwaen 'm’i\mte" and public
or socisl eriteria of worth®. The capacity for a higher idnd of
parsonal happiness iz a private oriterion, while that for
promoting goneral good is a public onesy and, in a political

and social context, only the latter can be relevant.

1- pn’o, VID50313
2. PuJey II.24127
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Fourthly, in the ineguality he has recognised Godwin
see no dangers and all advantages, What the latter are we
have already seen. As %o why there are no dangers he advances
a number of reasons. Those superior in wisdom have an
obligation to improve the understandings of their inferiors
and gradually to raise them up to their own levelj 'this is
the true equalisation of mankind'l, and any inequality that
contributes to it is to be welcomed. HMoreover; the
recognition of their superiority does not entaii giving them -
any rewards in the forms of power, wealth or status, since
this will mean introducing arbitary incentives and
detracting from the intrinsic excellence of the action. What
is more, the nature of virtue is so vastly different from
such nundane things that there is simply no commensurability
between the two. The only reward appropriate to the wise iso
that their merits and deeds be acknowledged and appreciated
by their €ontemporaries and be remembered by their posterity.

Fifthly, Godwin's theory of equality implies the moral
vhiformity of all men. 3Because of the unity of human nature
*+here is but one perfection to man's What benefits one
benefits all, and what improves the understanding of one man
also improves that of others. The perfect men are all alike and find

im

their happinesskthe sane sort of 1ife, and the conditions under which

IS

1. P.JO' IV.90448
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perfection can be achieved are also the same for alle It is
this that provides Godwin a standard by which to attack
slavery even when slaves are apparently happy with their
condition. Theirs is not 'the fit and genuine state! as
they are not 'brutes'; 'Are they contented? I am not
contented for them.'l Qur duty is to argue with them and
their masters,and strive unceasingly to alter their conditions,
though never with force,as 'conviction of the understanding'
is 'the compass which is to direct our proceedings in the
general affairs.'z

Finally, Godwin's theory implies a certain equality
between man and Gode Many theories of.equality assign man
a certain dignity and inviolability and thereby establish
equality among men, but in so doing they treat man as a puppet
or a slave of God, as if a man could be an equal of another
man only by becoming a slave of God. Godwin avoids this,
and insists on man's equality with God just as much as he
does on a man's equality with other men. He achieves this
in severzl different and not always consistent ways« To
start with, he denies the possibility of knowing anything
apout Gode A mind ean attend only to one thing at a time.
We simply cannot have any conception of a mind that attends

to all things at the same time; we may, therefore, behold

1e Pedey IVe9ell3e
2¢ Ibide, IITe7e241wde
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natural phenomena and admire their harmony and mutual
adaptation, but are not to 'erect an hypothesis under the
idea of making all things easy.'l There is also the usual
hinanist argument that 'owr proper concern is with our
rellow-creatures and ourselves'z, and not with any so-called
‘nysterious power at work on all c¢ides's However, the
arguments on which he mainly relies are twoe The first is
the usual rationalist argument that puits immutable truths
above, and considers them independent of, the will of God;
God's existence,'if necessary, was necessary only as the
seusorium of truth and the medium of its operations.'3

He interprets Plato as saying that the"truths of mathematics,
metaphysics and morals ... taught the creator of the world
the nature of his materials, the result of his operations,

the conseguences of all possible systems in all their detail."
The role of God 'is less that of fabriecating than conducting;
sees but the serving as a medium by which truth, the nature of
which is unalterable, might become an active And operating

l. 'Essays!'; Essay XIV.
2+ Ibide, Essay II1I, p.88.
3¢ Padey 1796.1IV.8.

4o Podey 1793:1Ve4e
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principle.'1 As to the precise nature of these 'truths of
general nature',he is vagueé,and says that truths 'precedeod,
either substantially or in the nature of things, the particular
existences th:t surround us and are independent of them all.'2
But for the qualifying clause beginning with 'eitheres..!,
this is straightforward transcendentalism with its separate
world of universals serving as formal causes in the process

of creations In the human conte:t,this would mean that God
must have had a pre-existing model of human nature before He
created men. There is much in Godwin, particularly early
Godwin, that supports this interpretation. He frequently
talks of 'the reality of human nature'; What is most
striking, every time he speaks of the unity of human nature

he invokes metaphors from the realm of craftcmanships. Minds
of men are 'framed! ﬁpon the gsame 'model'; others are only
neye multiplied";3 and an analysis of one mind is valid for
all minds. He even argues that where this fails or where

it is denied,'it is mot easy to suggest a proceeding that
shall supply the deficlency.* This 'model! metaphor, along

with various other cognate metaphor35 like 'instrument?,

le Pedey 1796eVIIels

2. PuJey 1793.1V.4.

3. Thoughts on Man,QVESsay IV

e Ibid., Essay X{II.

5. @.ge Ibide, Essay XVIII., also Essay, II. p. 25



'specimen', 'copy's 'fom', and 'mould' is repeated at a
number of places. He expunges many of the transcgﬁentalist
passages in the subsequent edifions of 'Political Justice!,
though this ddes not apply to the metaphors mentioned.
The second arguement he relies on to ensure man's equality
with Cod is a predominantly moral one. Our creator, 'if
we must imagine something' like that, must 'retain the
characteristics of a being vested with rights as well as
duties.' 'He who made us what we are by so doing contracted
an engagement with us.s..j; he owes his oreature justice'.
The term 'mercy' is 'meaningless'y the creature is 'in
equity entitled' by his ‘'real merits' to a proper treatment
from God. If asked why God must respect man's rights
Godwin's answer is twofold. CGod, given His nature, must be
wanting men to be virtuousj but virtue can not be compatible
with craven feary it requires a free and independent decision
on the part of the moral agent, and this can only be based on the
considerations of justicejy that is to say, on the belief that
his action will be judged on its own merit and will be given the
treatment it rightfully deserves. Sefondly, it is man and
his gignity that are our main moral concernsj our view
of God must fit in with thisj or, else, it must be rejected. Now the
dignity of a rational being like man consists in judging things for
himselfy his individual judgement is therefore inviolable and ust be

respected by Cod.

1<



e nay now turn to Godwin's theory of justice,and
examine 1ts relation to his theory of equality just discussed.
le mentioned earlier the three-fold truths about man that
Godwin has ennelated; w.-n integrited, they rive a full
and adequate view of the real nature of man,or of human
reality. Justice consists in conforming to human reality,
and is defined as 'that impartial treatment of everyman in
matters that relate to his happiness, which is measured
solely by a consideration of the nroperties of the receiver
and the capacity of him who bestous.'l Impartiality 1is
emphagised because it i an implieation of equality;
happiness because it is taken to be the nature of man to
de ire pleasure; the 'properties of the receiver! has a
reference tc the reecipient's worth, a worthi r man to be
preferred to one who is less worthy in deciding whom to
benefit; and, finally, the capaeity of the benefactor 1is
important as,otherwise,benevolence degenerates into sentiment-
alisme It will be noted that one's personal relationship
wvith the receiver is totally irrelevant; even if I myself
or my father is involved, I should have no hesitation in
subordimting my or his interest to that of a superior
being if this is what an impartial consideration of the

claims of each requires; 'what magic 1s there in the pronoun

1. PoJo, I1.2:126.
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‘my'? Zaah should consider himself 'an impartial
spectator of an angelic nature' beholding things 'from an
elevated station', and ‘uninfluenced ' by any 'prejudices's.
Lvery individual is to be considered solely as a human being,
and the only relevant consideration is his worth, which alone
is taken to constitute his humunness. 7o lreat a man of worth
as if he had uone, or vice versa, is 'false.ocd'y and
constitutes a denial of the reality as it is; it is to
(reat uim as if he is uot what he really is, .nd as if he is
someone or something else. &sach is to be treated ‘exactly'
as nec 'deserves' since this alone _s full justicee. Juatice
thus entails an olLligation on me 'constantly aund carefylly'
to examine 'lhe deserts of oll those with whom 1 am connected',
making, of course, 'a certain allowance for the fallibilit;
of human judgement's.

Justice thus understood has three important .implications.
Firstly, I am to be grateful to my benefactor only if I
have becn worthy of this benefit; if someone else was more
worthy and my benefactor knew it, 1 should not only be not
grateful to him but should positively censure hims dodwin
is not satisfied even with this. Why should i be grateful
at all, even if I am the most worthy person in a.given
“situation? In treating me as he did my benefactor has simply
given me my duej what he did was right and therefore his
duty to doj and for doing cne's duty no gratitude is due

from others.



HS

secondly, the language of rights comes un.er fire.
Aights, he says, are of two x;inusl, tactive', 1.2« 'to do as
we list!, aund 'passive', i.e. 'forbearance or assistance of
other men'j:nd strictly speaking, tue term ‘rigat! should
apply only to tue formers. Justice lmplies tnut everything
we do must be done in the light of wnether or Lot it will
promote general happiness. 'We have .n reality nothing
that is strictly speaking our own;’?‘ everything has 'a
destination prescribed to it by the imunutabi: voice of reason
and justice.! ve thus cannot have rights to do as we
like with ourselves, our time or our money or our opportunities.
Rights understood in the active sense,i.e. as 'aggressive
cloims!' are incompatible with justice and the real human
natures «e have only dutiess With our discharge of them
no one is to interferey in this negative assurance,we find
right in its passive sense. Others may criticise or advise
me when 1 am making a wrong use of my faculties, but they are
never to impose their views on me or to coerce me in any waye.
1f any one suffers as a result of my action, he 'may justly
complain'y 'in a passive sense .+s, his right is as complete
as if he had my bond in his possession'y but he has no right

actively to advance his claims and interfere with me. What

le l’oJ-, 11.5-158-

2¢ Ilbid., 162



he can do is to remind me of my duties but not of his rights.
Similarly, I have no right to freedom of conscience, but then
soclety too has no right to interfere with it. Thus my freedom
is as secure as every except that the mode of securing

it is different. Not to have a right to a thing does not

mean that I should not have ity everything I have or do

must be justified, and everything that I can be justified

in having or doing I must have or do. If I do not have it

I am not to assert my claim, but instead I am patiently to bring
it to others' notice and to try to make them conscious of

their duties until they come to see and give me my due. In
shorty, my rights spring from others' duties, and these, in turn,
spring from the principles of justice or right.

At several places, howevery Godwin formulates the distinction
between the two kinds of rights in terms of that between 'rights' and
‘claims', and, though he still wants to expunge the vocabulary of
rightsy, he seems concerned to retain the vocabulary of claims.

To the extent this is only a different manner of saying what he
wae saying earlier, ther is no inconsistency involvedj

but there is also a different undertone suggestive of a sneaking
attempt to bring back the language or rights, though not exactly
of the kind earlier criticised. Men do not have rights but claims,
and it is desirable to talk of one's claims and not just of others'

duties, since this will influence the conviction of mankind,



remind them of their duties, and gradually influence their
coniuct. If all that is meant here is that we must adopt the
language of claims for utilitarian reasons without actually
believing in it, this is insincerity, ani Godwin can not
recommend it If, on the other hand, Godwin recomm:nds

that we should sincerely believe in it, it implies a 51iight
shift in his position in that the locus of morals is no

longer oneself with one's duties, but instead another

person with his claims.,

Thirdly, justice and utility are seen as coincident,
and no conflict is envisaged between the two. Justice
obtains between all percipient beings in matters involving
pleasure and pain, and iec gesn ¢ consist in the impartial
treatment of all with a view to 'the production of the
greatest sum of pleasure or happiness'.2 It seems to me
that Goiwin is mistaken in assuming such a complete harmony
between justice and utility. There are many non=utilitarian
features of his thought that may be pointed out. He insists
on the gooiness of a motive, and believes certain motives to

be intrinsically good. There are many values other than

()

1 Insincerity is one of the worst vices in his moral system;
this is because it is practical falsehood, while sincerity
is truth 'in a practical view'. ibid., IV.6.327f.

2. ‘Summary of principles', IV in P.J.



pleasure that are intrinsically good, for example, :sincerity,
individuality, and private judgment. The obligation to pursue
happiness is not sul ;. eris, but results from the obligatiom
to pursue truthe He rejecte the system of reward and
sunishment ag a manner of gotting mon to pursue general
ha:pinegs, which instead is to be pursued only because

one gseca it i3 a ood thing: if ons does not pursue general
happiness for its own saks, one is to be argusd with, and not
conditioned or coerced into desiring it as intrinsically
worthwhiles Fihally, education is to aim at cultivating a
child's capacity for juigment and encouraging its exercise;

and not at bullding up 'ecorr:ct' assceistions in his mind.l
However, to go on to argus, as irieatleyz does, that Godwin's
works do not display any ‘utilitarian' features, or that they
can be explained away seems to me a mistake. Utdlitarianism
is a vague torm, and ca: noan a number of thingse lost
conmentators on Godwin, not excepting Iriestley, have

equated it with the form it takes in the hands of Bentham.

This can not be justified, but, even if it is conceded for the
seke of an argument, it can be shown that Goduin's works
display many features usually assoclated with Benthamite
utilitarianisme These mainly are hodonism (as a moral theory),

1. Zhe Zpouirep. Essays VI, IX.
2¢ Locscit., Introduction.
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egoisn (as a psychologiesl theory), c=ssociationism (28 a
sanner o. relating one idea to a;lotl;:r)) wia setsationalism
(w8 an epistemology)s wWow, all of these .ire dlscernible in
wodwin's writings and bo_cther cou titubte whal uay be called
a nmaturalist orend in him. He is a hedoaist, particularly
in his later works.l fie is also an egoist,’?‘ though he does
later modify his ‘position. He .lso g ves an associationist
account of how ideas et formed and come to accompany or
follow one anothere 48 to his sensationall. , we shall have
a great deal to say later on. The conclusion seems
inescapable to me that two very different trends lie side by

side in his works and form a very uneasy pafhnex‘ship.

1. Compare, for example, Bke. Ive Che 9 of the 1793 edition
of PsJ. with the chapter that replaces it in the subsequent
editions. B
2s Pedey IV.Xe425.



II

POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS

Equality or 'equal admission to the means of improvement
and genuine happiness' is as we have seen, the central ideal
of political 1lifej; all our efforts are to be directed
towards realising it, and all our actions and practices are
to be judged by its standard. e shall now examine come
implications of this view. VWhat does it mean, for example,
in terms of political obligation, political authority,
political knowledge etc.? and how do we go about achieving 1t?
Every society needs an element of order. This is usually secured
through the institution of Covernmen< .whioh prescribes and
enforces 'rogulationa's For a mmber of rcasons that we shall
conslder later, Cedwin considers gov rmment evil, and visualises
an ideal society Whére it will not exist. His search is thus
for a non=-govormental form of politiesal lifer can a
community, he inquires, decide its own affairs without having
the formal institution of government and all that goes with
it, such as elections, representatives, law and judiciary?
Even with this form of political 1life he is not always happy,
and goes on %o imagine a kind of human existence where all
forms of politleal life are umnecessary and absent. In an
important sense this is entailed by his rationaliom which

takes reason alone as the essence of mmn and leads to a

[°



persistent tendency that can best be described as a desire to
turn man into God. 'Man is a God-like being'.l "Mind! or
reason is the essence of man. 'The body is the prison of

the mind‘,2 ¢nd is 'the house of clay ... poorly fitted to
entertain so divine a guest'B; the ideal z man is to aim at

is one in which his mind may come to transecend the limitations,
such as sex, sleep and death imposed by his bodf%. ot only
that a mind should be independent of matter,that}zjbody; it
can be and should be independent of other minds as well.

It can discover the highest truth and act on it without any
help or inspiration from others. Ideally, society is not a
necessity for man but a luxury, and he enters into it solely
out of his concern for others. All forms of cooperation?:
such as marriage, orchestras and theatre companies are
disapproved as compromising mind's sovereign independence.
The upshot of all this is that a fully rational man will be
self-sufficient, will have conquered all the limitations

imposed by matter, and will be benevolent to others not as a

(21

le TeOelMey Ie9e

2. Ibid., 10,1I.

Je Ibide, 14.

4o Pedey VIII. 9. Appendix.

5- ibﬁg, VIII. 8. Appendix.
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natural necessity of inelination but as an expression of his
rational goodness to others; in short,he will be 'like!

Gode Such men create no mischiefs and have no conflicts
with otherse. Politics ean have no nlace here. This, as

we have said, is one of the logical implications of his
rationalism. Godwin, however, is not a consistent
rationalist; he not only modifies it but also adopts a
different position i.e. naturalism, though never completely,
and always keeps it subordinate to his rationalism. Society,
Godwin now argues, 1s "natursl' to man, a necessity of his
nature; he has no meaning outside it. He has a natural
feeling of benevolence towards others)uhich leads him to
prefer others'! happiness to his own. - He can not discover «
Truth unaided but needs the cooperation of others, and

depends on them to -supply him a motive,i.e. their appresiation
and praise for undertaking the arduous pursuit of Truth. All
this implies a different view of manl and his relation to
others, a view that may be called the 'human view of man'

&s distinguished from the earlier 'divine view of man'. Man,

on this human view, is a ereature dependent on others,

incapable of complete self-sufficiency, tied to others by the

1. See 'The Enquirer'; p. 244« Man is now enjoined to
develop not only his reason but 'every part of his n:ture!,

including muscles and delicacy of 'ecorporal tact'.
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natural bonds of 'sympatay', and sent&nced to live under the
conditions imposed by matter of whioch his own body is the
representative nearest to Lim. Given such human beings, the
need for .olitics and, even, government becumes easier to

explaine.

Until man becomes God the ideal human existence cannot
be achieved, and politics will have to continuej further, till
men so improve that they become capable of non-governmental form
of political life, even the institution of government will have
to continues Now while politios continueg, it must, like all
other human activities, be based on truth, on 'political truth'.
As politics is an acotivity undertaken by human beings the above-
stated three truths about human nature in general continue to
apply to it and constitute its ultimate foundations. These three
‘truths', it will be remembered, are that man seek happiness,
that they are rational and their actions originate in their
opinions,and, finally, that they wlll share a common human nature.
The implicagions of the first and the third truths are fairly
clear and have already been discussed. From the fact tuat
men's actions originate in their opinions Godwin deduces

X (1) 'sound

five 'corollaries respecting political truth':
reasoning and truth, when adequately comaunicated, must

always be victorious over error'; (2) they are 'capable of

Le PuJey 1:5.85=6
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being so comunicated;' (3) 'Truth is omnipotent';

(4) 'The vices and moral weakness of man are not invincible';
(5) 'Man is perfectible' or 'susceptible of perpetu:-l
improvement'. The 'knowledgs of politic:l truth' tells

ugs 'whst are the hopes and procspects of human improvement';1
it destroys the foundntion of pessimism, reinforces optinism,
and is thus nocessary for promoting 'the true interests of
mankind.'ﬁ These genoral truths do not, however, constitute
all the knewledge re uired in politiecs. A political
activity occurs in a specific contextv and in relation to a
specific individual. 7ey therefors, noed the knowledgo of
concrete situations as wellse Ceneral pelitiocal truths

tell us what are to be the general ends of political getion,
how we are to go about realising tnom, etcey Dut an attempt
to r.alise any such end always occurs in a specific context,
and requires a calculation of consequences and an awareness
of individual circumetences. Ve cannet thus deduce

actions from general truths, as in mathematics. Politicel
knowledge or kncwledge required for undertoking intelligent
political activity is thus the knowledge of the specific
circumstances of individuszl cases, and the knowledge of
general truths in terus of which these circumstances are to

be interpreted. The knowledgeable or intelligent political

l. Ibid.
2. 1ibid, VIII.9.536



activity is thus an activity based on general truths seen in
the context of specific circumstances.

This means that each case is to be judged 'on its own
merits!, though not in its own terms, and a deecision is to
be taken accordingly. All general rules are suspactl.
They select some average aspect of a situation and distort it
by reducing it to types. [Epistemologically speaking, they
are posterior to concrete decisiong,and are parastic and
misleading abridgments of the latters. They are not,
however, entirely useless. We can not always think out
the detailed consequences of various alternatives every time
we have to act; general rules provide 'resting places', and
direct our attention to certain important features of an action.

Their utility, however, is far outweighed by the pernicious

RS

1. To avoid misunderstanding, the distinction between 'general
truths' and 'general rules' needs to be emphasized. General
truths point to the real nature of a thing and its relations
with other things; in the light of them, one has to decide
one's response to a specific situations Unlike general

rules, they do not 'require' or 'enjoin' any specific kind of
action but instead constitute an overall cognitive

framework within the context of which specific decisions are

to be made freely and unencumbered by any general rules.



effects they produce. They are static,and arrest our
knowledge at a particular state of its development; our
knowledge may increase,and yet we may remain stuck with rules
representing an earlier, relatively inferior, state of
knowledges What is more, they may ignore or underemphasize
the most important aspects of a situation in their concern to
stress only the general and the averages In terms of the
psychology of conduct, Godwin goes on, actions based on them
are only 'imperfectly voluntary' in that we do not fully and
adequately reason things out every time we act, but do so
only imperfectly, relying most of the time on such generalised
averages; they thus involve an element of 'prejudice' and of
lack of rigour and alertness in our responses to individual
and concrete real situations. Every action 'has its
appropriate result', which must be considered 'closely' and
minutely, and not 'from a certain distance' as general rules
dos This is 'the true dignity of human reason.’'

This implies a certain view of political or moral
rationality,i.e./iﬁe manner in which reason operates in
politics and morals and arrives at judgments or decisions
concerning the worthwhileness of specific actions or practices
or institutions. Reason as understood here is a calculating
faculty; it weighs the evidence for various alternatives,
Jjudges the probability of consequences, and arrives at a

decision most likely to lead, in a given context, to the
ideal end of human conduct, justice. It will avoid all

16



'resting places' and 'abstractions', and decide each case
afresh and ‘on its own merits', irrespective of how it or its
like was decided in the past. Politiecal or moral situations
are unique, and the only rational response to them is to {reat
them individually. 'Bvery case is, therefore, a rule to
itgself.'’  Political judgment is ot arrived at (a)
deductively or by dedueing it from general rules; or (b)
inductively, i.e. by asking what has generally been done in
such like cases in the past, extracting a general rule, and
extrapolating it to cover the present situation; or (c)
analogically; or, finally, (d) in terms of precedents.
It is the result of an examination of a specific case in the
light of general truths arrived at independently by philosoph-
ical reason regarding man's human nature in general, and
political nature in particular.

This view of political rationality leads Godwin to
eliminate both laws and institutions from political life. .

Laws are general rules, and the arguments against the latter

[T

1. This is not the position he had taken in the 1793 ed. of
PeJee See, for example, IV.5.296: e are to act on generﬁl
principles, and 'must perceive in the preservation of that
general principle a balance of universal good, outweighing
ﬁhe benefit to arise in any instance from supersedihg it.!
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will apply to them as wells As to his anti-institutionalism,
one basis of it has already been suggested. Man's mind is
to be gulded exclusively by the natural tendency of the
action in question. If institutions reinforce this
tendency, they are superfluous and even dangerous as they
ecreate a new motive, thus detracting from the natural force
of the action; if they go counter to it, they are evidently
most unnatural and pernicious. Another basis of his anti-
institutionalism is this theory of political rationality.
Rational behaviour is possible only'uhere men do not get
fixed into any specific mental groovest their minds must be
pliable ard ready to appreciate the uniqueness of any new
situation. Besides, they should have no biases or
prejudices or specific committments, and it is just these
that institutions generate; they fix us in one particular
moment, require absolute loyalties;and create partialities.
The very nature of institutionsis totally incompatible with
the nature of human mind: 'it is the inalienable tendency
of positive institution to retain that with which it is
conversant for ever in the same state!, vhile 'it is one of
the most unquestionable properties of mind to be susceptible
of perpetual improvement.'®

l. P.J., VI.lb



We may now turn to Godwin's views on political authority
and obligation and their relation to equality. Truth alone
can have authority over man. Conversely, man's primary
obligation is not to any other man obut only to Truth.
Upedience 'is an act of the understanding or will',and 'can
have no legitimate connection' with force; 'I am therefore
bound to truth and justice'! only. Since Truth alone has
authority, a human being is to have authority only when, and
in proportion to, the correctness of his opinions. There
will always be men who can do a given job better than I;
doctors and carpenters, for example, know their job better
than I doe I may have confidence in and respect for them,
and may justifiably defer to their judgment and thus accept
their authority. But such a situation normally exists
only when a specifiec skill or competence is required; it

does not obtain in politics where we are concerned with

‘cnses of general justice which are equally within the province

of every human understanding.'l True, there are many men
today who lack such understandingj But this is simply a
consequence of the present society and‘must eventually be
eliminated, and along with it the nsed for confidsnce and

respect, as 'confidence is in all cases the offspring of
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1. ibid., III.64237.



ig;;nolr-:mce'.‘l When eesch in 'ividual increases his 'wisdom

and virtue' the need for ¢ nfiderce in others' judgment

will decrease, ani he will obey only the authority of his own
reason; this will be 'the true euthanasia of government!

ani of all hitherto necessary forms of political inejualities.
In the meantime, the government will continue 2ni will demand our
obedience, We ae to obey only those of its measures that
accord with our perception of Truth, since cur obligation to
it s.rings exclusively from our obligation to Truth

and has no separate principle or status. f'olitical
ob.igation thus is simply a species of moral ob.igation,
obtaining while the institution of governement lasts.

The o.ligation to achieve equality through continual
'political improvement' is the highest 'political duty'; in
other words, it is the duty to practise 'political justice'.
Political obligation or dUtyZ is thus not seen exclusively
in governmental terms; the important question im connection
with political obligation is not, 'Why shoull I obey the
government?; as is its customary formulation, but instead is,

'What can 1 do to achieve the highest kind of life for all

13¢

1. ibid., 111.6.237.
2. Godwin uses these two terms interchangeably, though mostly

he uses the latter.



men?' Now rumning right through Codwin's writings is, as

we have seen, a distinctiqn between some type of elite1 and
the average masses of menj; as suchy, political duties of each
will obviously be different. The latter have the duty (a)
never to abandon their own judgment and put unreasoned
confidence in others; and (b ) positively to contimually
improve their understandings and keep their minds open to any
new fruth that may come their way. The duties of the elite are
more stringent, and consist in the sustained pursuit of truth
and feurless and sincere communication of it. They are to
address themselves to *the rich' whom they are to try to
convince of the evils of their pursuits, of the impossibility
of resisting truth, and of the usefulness of making
concessions in time. They e also to address themselves to
‘the adherents of equality' whom they are to preach the
irresistibility and omnipotence of Truth, patience, calm
persuasions, abjuration of the use of force, and the
desirability of having good will for all, the rich not
excludeds Truth discovered by the wise will thus spread to
all other sections of the community and will persude them to
see things as they really are. As a result, Men will come to be
‘estimated for what they are, and not for their accidental

appendages's The attractions of rank, status, etc., will

(ot

1. See his referdnce to 'men of genius'y, 'the long-looked-for

saviours of the human race', in 'The Inquirer', London, 1797
_ ’
p.10-11, 316-T7.



lose their appeal, and the men enjoying them will no longer
be respected. Eventually, all attempts to fulfil 'love of
distinction' through these‘channels will cease. The
movement 'towirds equality! is 'inevitable'! sinece our
‘knowledge of truth', on which all improvement depends, is
bound to increase. The knowledge of its inevitability is
very important as it gives us confidence, patience and calm
amidst setbacks.

But how are these wise men to go about their business?
Godwin at different stages toys with different ideas. 1In
the first edition of 'political Justice'!, he thourht they could
get into representative assemblies and use them as levers of
influence; but he emphasizes this less and less in the
subsequent editions of it and also in his other subsequent
works. He now argues that the whole institution of
representative assembly is undesirable. These assemblies are
concerned with arriving at decisions rather than with
discovering Truth,and, therefore, rely on voting, which is
mechanical, creates fictitious unanimity, terminates
discussions promaturely, and ignores minority, etc., This
rejection of representative assemblies, coupled with the
earlier rejection of the institution of government, means
that political channels are no longer available to the wise,
thus making the question of discovering other suitable ones
very acuﬁe indeeds Godwin thinks they might get into

[ 5%



edusational institutions, but finds this unsatisfactory,since
one here deals only with children and not adults vho after
all,run the society in vhich these children have to spend
most of their times He also thinks of literaturs as a
possible medium of communicating Truth,and tried his hand at
it himself,but again comes to doubt its effectiveness as the
masses have no leisure for reading, reasconing and reflecting.
He has another more fundamental objection as well.  Books
‘have 3 sort of constitutional coldness'ys . they-lack.
vividness,and we do not take in their argumentss 'A book is
an abstraction'”,as we do not feel that 'a real man addresses
us in ite' What then,is the way out? The real 'Fower

of conversion lies in the reciprocation of answer and
rejoinder' or ‘oral coununication”‘; and,thor‘forn,th; only
hope of salvation lies in ensuring a direct personal contact
between the wise and the massess The wisey he argues, will
compare their ideas and examine their difficulties in
conversation with each other,and thereby try to reach the
Truthe They will then communicate it to others and convince
thems These latter, in turn, will 'impart their acquisitions
to still other hearers, and the ¢ircle of instrustion will
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2. Preface to the first edition of 'Caleb Williama!, XXI.
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perpetually increase.'l The wise are not to form parties

or associations for reasons we have already suggested; at

best they may combine in ad hoc and informal groups, but

they are mainly to be on their own, touring the country and spreading
the message. No wonder, Godwin calls them 'missionaries'.

Ideally, they are to be motivated exclusively by 'disinterest-
edness'y but, for most part, their motive will be the 'love of
distinction' or the 'thirst for fame'2 which is,after all, the ruling
passion' of man confirmed by our own experience as well as by the
various examples in history. As to the masses, he does not

think they should have any difficulty in apprehending the

Truth communicated to them. The discovery of Truth is, of

course, a very difficult process, and only 'the enlightened'

can undertake it as presenty but this is very different

from saying that the masses cammot grasp it when it is

presented to them, particularly when it is stated in a few

clear propositions. Truth is essentially simple and self-

evident, and is comprehensible to every mind.

(34

1. PuJ. 5 3. 296,

2. 'Defence of the Rockinsham party', quoted by Pollin in
'Education and Enlightemment in the works of W. Godwin', p.213.
Also, PoJ. VIII.1.427. Blsewhere he implies that, even with a
man of complete wisdom and virtue, this love of distinction will

'certainly enter into his consideration', though it will not

be 'the first and leading motive.' The Enquirer.p.281.
M
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Finally, who are to be these elite?. and how do we
identify them? They are to be 'men of study and reflection'l,
possessing leisure and substance, and not eagiged in the
occupations of traders (who cheat and seeck profit ruthlessly),
lawyers (who, among other things, make money by chicanery and
delibverately delaying justice), the clergy®, etc.. The lowver
class agitators are also condemned as they lack moderation
and balance. In 1812 he writes to a friend, 'You and I,
who are of course among the enlightened eee 13 o James
Mackintosh, his intimate friend, says in 'Vindicla Gallicae'
that the philosophers are 'a distinct nation in ths midst of an
unenlightened multitude ¢« The multitiide have attained
sufficient knowledge to value the superiority of enlightened
men. 14 They, the philosophers, have escaped the corrupting
influence of the degenerate society they live 1in, and are the

sole sav;iours of humanity.

1. The elite needed for 'the regeneration! of the 'species!
(Pedsy 1793, IV.2.) matures in the soil 'less that of action
than of inquiry and instruction' (PeJey IVe3.298).

2. The Fnguirer, Essay V.

3. Kegan Paul: ‘W. Godwin', II.195.

4+ MNew York, 1866, pe459 and 461, In this connection, see

also Mary Wollstonecraft: ‘'Vindication .of the Rights of

Woman', London, 1929, p.21, note.



1.

EPESTEAOLOGY , WORAL PSYCHOLOGY A.D EQUALITY,

e have discussed Godwin's theory of equality at some
lengtiis. Now there are two general questions that arise in
comnection with it, and what [ oropose to do in this section
is to elucidate Codwink answers to them and assess their
adequacy.

(A) UHe has based equality on the nature of thingsj but how do
we know the nature of things? If we do not and camnot, the very
foundation of his theory of equality is blested. Ve have thus
to enquire into the epistemological basis of his theory of
equality.

(B) Is it possible for men to act on the principle of equality,
and practise justice? Or is the practice of equalit& nade impoge
sible by the way in which Godwin understands man, morality and
equality? The inquiry here is concerning his morql psychology,
and is intended to ascertain if it is such as to make equality
an operative principle.

A3 Godwin lirts three sources of knowledge: self-evidence,

deduction, and observation and experiment.l There are impqrtant
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shifts in the degree of importence he assigns to them. In
'Political Justice', though observation and experiment are
mentioned and discussed, if is the other two that are
considered more importants in his later works, particularly
'"Thoughts on Man', it is the other way round, He himself
says as muchl. Deduction and intuition, he argues, are risky
as everything depends on one or two prineiples, which, if
wrong, lead to the collapse of the entire system. We are
instead to be muech more cautious and rely on minute analysis,
gradual collection of facts, ete., This shift, as we shall
see, is partly expleined by his declining faith in the infal-
1libility and certainty of reason, and partly by his changed
view on the nature of truth,

The assumption of the self-evidence of Truth underlies
most of his arguments in 'Political Justice'. Truth is self-
evident. When presented, it compels assent as it has 'force’
that is irresiatible.'2 I propose to eall this 'the theory

of compulsive Truth's It has certain important implications

1, 'The Enquirer', Preface.
2. P.‘TO’ I, 50 91‘ ibid., Iv. s 276‘ ibido’ V. 8, 78;

also, ibid., 1793, IV, 23 ibide., IV. 4. 300. It is also
worth noting that in describing the nature of Truty many
light metaphors, such as 'light', 'shine', 'beam', 'bright'.
and 'lustre' are used, Truth operates in a manier similar
to lighty it is sudden, self-evident, irresistible, forces
open our eyes, and commands our assent.



which may ve spelled out, One cannot resist assenting to
Truth when it is prosenteds one is 'compelled! or 'forced!,
and hes no choice. Truth so understood becozes, in a very
imrortant sense, inconpatidble with freedomes There ia no
scope for individual judement. Truth has an intrinsioe

power of irresistibly evoking the right respcnse, be it that
of immediate acceptauce or immediate rejectiony an act of
judgment is sinply superfluous. What is more, it comes to
bYe considered deangerous, and a scurce of much, if not all,
mischief and ristake, The unpremeditated and undeliberated
assent 'comzanded' by the intrinsic evidence of Wruth cannot
be mistaken, All mistakes must, therefore, be due to an
exercise of judgment, wiich is an unwvarranted interpolation
between the cormaanding ruth and the supine human intellects
in fact, the exercise of cne's judgment is an expressiocn of
hubriss It comes:to be argued that,since Truth is always the
saxe, there must be an eventusl wniversal sgreement among men
on 2ll matterss All differences are suspect and are frowned
upong to the extent they are expressions of individuality,

it too is suspect, and is expected to yield place to uniformity,
When those who, like Godwin, hold such a view come to realise
that differences between men persist and even increase with the

increase of knowledpe, they tend to deny this as the ultimate

/3%
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predicament of man, and argue that an eventual uniformity

of all views can be achieved if only there were yet more
information being made aveilable to all, or if men could somehow
be persuaded to empty their minds of prejudices. When this
theory is taken as an epistemological basis of equality, it
would come to be argued that equality of all men is a self=-
evident facty it is self-evident, as Godwin, for example,
says, that all men have the same 'form' and belong to the same
'class', and hence are equal.

Godwin, however, does not seem entirely happy with this
position. It makes his defence of private judgment less tehable.
It also mekes it diffibult to ex lain the failure of mankind to
have progressed so far, as also the persistence of disagreements.
He changes his position and comes to interpret the nature of
Truth rather differently. In a footnote added in the 1796 edition
of 'Political Justicé', he says that truth 'has strictly no
existence but in the mind of him who utters or hears it', and that
the immutability of it means 'nothing more' than>predicting 'with
greater or less probability' and saying, 'This is what I believe,
and what all reasonable beings, till they shall fall short of me

in their degree of information, will continue to believo.‘l

1, 1ibid., 1798, I. V,
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Truth now is a belief based, of course, on evidence; but this
evidence has to be examined by the individual concerned and is

to be assigned greater or less probability. This means that man
is no longer 'a drum inevitably responding to the irresistible
beatings of self-evident Truth., He appears in his own and meakes
his impact. e is now active. He weighs evidence and is not
overwhelmed by it; he decides how much probability to assign to
various shreds of evidence; and, finally, tlhru... the exercise
of his own judement, he comes and is not compelled to a conclusion
which is always tentative. I propose to call this 'the:theory
of persuasive truth',

This shift from the compulsive to the persgaaive view of
truth inangurates some significant chahges in Godwin's system,
and alnost alters its character. There is less confidence now
in the power of Truth: t'our best reasonings may betray, and our
wisest conclusions deceive us.' Besides, it is man who seeks
truth, weighs evidence for a problem, etc.; end he, not being
a disembodied reason, has his own failings3 ‘'where is the man',
Godwin now asks, 'who can say that no unconscious bias has

influenced him in the prosress of his investigation?'z In fact,

1.,'T.0.M,"' Essay XIII, 359,

2..Ibid., 247.
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he now advises us not to 'irmediately' assent to any proposition,
however specious, when it is presented to us 'for the first

time', and suggests that we should instead consider and recon-
gider it,l and that ewen then 'We can.. by no means be secure

that we have attained to a perfect result.'2 Human affairs

now come tc be seen in terms of 'probability'3 and not of 'inevi-
tability's Further, the platonic insistence that Truth is 'at

all times and in all places the same'? and that 'only one' of

the many opinions on a given subject 'can be true'5 tends to
disappeary, as is seen in his excision of such passages in the
subsequent editions of *Political Justice'. The possibility

of a disagreement and of failure to convince others is now admitted.
His account of human conduct also undergoes a change. When

Truth is considered compulsive, the knowledge of it is considered
necessarily to lead to actiony since theory of compulsive Truth entails
this kind of rational determinism. When, on the other hand, truth
is considered persuasive; there can be a gap between knowledge

and action. As a corollary, the perfectibility of man and the

possibility of achieving full equalitypecome less certain,

1. Ibidey, Pe257

2. Ibidey Essay XIII.p.
3e PuJey 11,4036

4o Ibidey 1793, III.7.
S5¢ Ibidey Ie4sSec.I.
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Lven when there is progress, it is precarious. waeVer. since
the .ream of ultimate perfeciion remains, the need for greater
efforts on the purt of all, especially the elite, becumes very
much greater, as Truth is no longer omnipotent and needs man's
nelp. A8 an impersonal principle, that is, Truth becomes less
dominant and powerful, the personal element, that is human
activity becomes more necessarye. Tnis new intellectual conviction
is very siginificantly symbolised in Godwin's later day sympatiies
for Zoroastrianism where, in the struggle between the two
principles of good and evil, the former needs human co-operation.
This shift that we have noted still keeps him within the

general framework he had started with; it is a shift within
his overall rutionalist epistemology. But,6 alongside this ration-
alist epistemology, he also adopts a very different epistemology,
that is, empiricism or, more strictly, sensationlism. It is stated
in 'Political Justioe',l but its clearest statement appears in
'Thoughts on Man'.< Man's mind is blank at birth; external impress-
ions make their impact on it, producing sehsations that are associ-
ated according to general laws. Godwin does not say what thcose laws
are. As the basic sensations that-a man feels are those of pleasure
and pain, one would expeot that the association: would be taking

place in terms of pleasurc =nd painj Godw.n almost implies this<

L. Iv. 9: 1. 4. 2o 3;’-‘,‘) f. and 134‘*f.

3o ed e 1/950 I. “"3 aleo. Ibid. 1/98- lv, 9.



Hind can comprehend only a sincle idea at a time, though this
need not be s simple idea., Consci.usness is of the nature of
thought, and is nothing but 'e second thought', Mind is
simply the 'séries of thoughts! 'linked torether', and there
is no underlying substance., Further, 'if there be anything
that we kmow mcre certainly than another', it is our 'sene
sations',l They are also infalliblej 'we are not deceived by
our sensesg, hut deeceived in the inference we make from our
,ansations.'z If we infer from the sensation of colour that

there is something outside us corresponding to it, and if we

are wrong, it does not follow that 'our senses deceive us', Godwin

introduces a distinction that is crucial to his theory of equa-

lity. WMind and matter are very differsnt in kind. Mafter is

'deaf', 'inert' 'inexorable', etc.s mind, on the ‘other hand,

anticipates, calculates,etec..It is, therefore, 'in a high degree

unreasonable' to make reasoning concerning matter 'a standard

of what we ought to think respecting the phenomena of mind‘.}

‘We can not infer from our sensations the nature of matterj all we

can know is a set of phenomena following a regular order,
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But we can infer {ro: our sensations of other human beings
their precise naturc., Our knowledge of matter is inferential
and unreliable swhile our knowledge of mind is certain, Zesides
there is 'a precise resemblance and analogy' between mind and
mind,and, therefore, we can have a certain/;;fiable inowledge
of other minds, Given this, Godwin's account of our knowledge
of the uniformity of human nature is more or less on inductivist
lines, I know what my mind is likej L receive 'iupressions' from
my intercourse with others,and I infer from these that they too
are beings like me. . think, feel, fell sick, reason, and so do
othersy from this, I arrive at the idea of human nature and am
convineced of its reality. I extend it to other men whom I have
never seen, and conclude that they too are 'specimens' of the
same nature.l 'There is such a thing, therefore, as human natura'a,
and I know its 'realii;' 'for I feel the particulars that cone
stitute it within myself.'

Strangely enough, he goes on to deduce the gxistence of other
men from the uniformity of human nature., Because we all have the

same nature ,the impressions I get from another person are 'a

commanding gvidence that he is 2 real being, having a proper and

1, Ibid,EBssay II. 24,

2. Ibid. 7E883y XXII. 446.
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independent existence.'l This is cirecular, since, in order to
know that these impressions come from existing human beings and
are not my dreams or fantasies, it must first be shown that

other men exist. Iesides, impressions also come about men who
are dead and gone, and a criterion is needed to distinguish those
that necessarily imply the existence of others from those that

do not. Godwin himself is not very happy about the adequacy of
this argument, and goes on to advance two others both of which
are closely connected, though diffsring in their logical struc-
ture. In both of them the existence of others is a postulate; but
they imply different views as to the precise philosophical chare-
acter of this postulates In one argument, the justification for
making such a postulate is that it 'explains much'.2 iy sensa=
tions have no meaning and are reduced to ‘'a senseless mumrery'
unless others are 'believed to eiint', These sensations of other
must have come from somewhere, and iie best possible.answer is
that they come, 'exactly' as they 'speak', from other human

beinrs, How, further, can you explain ‘'sympathy', 'history', etc?

l. T.0.M,, 446,
2. Ivid., 448,
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The other argument is pragmatic or,rather, utilitarian. The
'belief in the existence of our £llow-men' makes virtue and
morality pos:ibles In the absence of this belief I will lave

no reason for undertaking the arduous pursuit of ‘ruth and for
striving to disseminate it and thereby improve ofher men, All
that is distinctly human will be gone and,alon~ with it, the
reason for my own existence; !'take away the existence of

my fellow-meny.ss. 'You take my life, taking the thing whereon I
live.'1 As if realising that all these arguments are highly
wisatisfactory he throws in a very different consideration.
Puilosophical truths are different from practical truths or

truths of practical life. It may be p;oved philosophically that
other men do not exist, but this will not af 'ect our 'active life'
even in the slightest. Ve may '"tiink with the learned"', but
'must always acte.. "with the vui.aor" when we come abroad into the
world.'2 Philoscophical truths 'can never form the rule for the
intercourse between man e.ndman'.3 It is interesting to emtrast
this with one of his arguments in defence of determinism that this
'philosophical truth' will make us more charitable and patient of

others' weaknesces.

l. T.OO:'J.J 449.
2, Ibid., 455.

3. Ibid., 439; also, 241,



About these srguuents for the existence of others, one
point may be mades in the first argument,i.e., one based on an
individual's impressions or sensations, other men's existence in
some sensd depeuds on the individual having the se: ~tions of
theme This is not to say that their existence is gongtituted
by his sensations; thie is not Godwin's position, However, it
is the perc.-ient who enjoys epistemological primacy over others,
You erist because I, among others, have sensations of a certain
sort about you; in a very important sense, I confer existence
on yous, In the other crgument with its two variations, it is
others that explain my sensations, give them/:naning, enable me
to distinguish them from illusions, and in this sense, confer
existence and reality on me. It is others who enjoy epistemological
primacy. Both raise important problems that GCodwin shows no
awareness of, and neither implies the epistemological parity between
the individual peoreipient and the rest which an adequate theory of
equality may have to have as its epistemological basis.
Bs CGodwin begins by rejecting the welleknown Lockean account of
conduct, The motive behind any action can not be one of relieving
e feeling ol uicasiness since the latter 'implies the desire itself
as the antecedent and parent of uneasiness. It is because I wish

my neighbour's adventage that I am uneasy at his miafortuno'.l

147

1. P'J')N' 10. 429,



'I should be no ' ore uneasy about this than about the number
of syllables ccatained in the present paragraph if I had not
previc.sly loved it for its own sake.'l Pleasure lies in
'indulzing the desire', that is, in doing what we already
desire; uneasiness or pain 'is the apprehension of any obstacle!
to the desire, and is 'only generated by obstacles to the
attainment of our desires', Ileasure and pain thus are 'not
the authors of my determination', as they are contingent on my
desires. which are formed independently of pleasure and pain.
ilowvever, they 'undoubtedly tend to perpetuate and strengthen'
desires; a man acting benevolently will find great happiness
and harmony within himself, and this will tend to confirm him
in his benevolent pro;sensit;f.2

liocw desire is the product of opinion. Han is a rational
being, and does nothing unless he is convinced it is right., Take a
nurderer. He may oséillate and succimb to the solicitations of
different passicns at different times before he decides to murder
someone; but 'whenever his resolution is formed, it is formed upon
the suggestions of the rational facultyj and... he is then most strongly

impressed with the superior recommendations of the conduct he pursues'.3

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid., 430.

30 P.J.’ Io 50 620
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'"Woluntary actions oi men originate in their opinions', Godwin
asserts., It Will.be observed that he is confusing two different
things here;thai/?iang an acﬁion after careful consideration of
its consequences, which is how he defines a 'voluntiary' action,
and doing it because at the precise moment of doing it one feels
convinced that it is the right thing to do. This distinction can
be indicated in a different way as well, Since volwitary action
is the preduct of rational delilbcrntion,we should be ready and
able 'upon all occasions clearly to announce and fully to cnumere
ate'l the reasons tha. led us to it. A murderer, on the other
hand, can hardly do this, What he can do, if he is inteiligent
enoughy is to explain the psychological process he paassed through,
his oscillations, the passions he felt, etc.,before he finally
plunged his dagger into the poor neighbour's back. This confiysion
on the part of Godwin is seen in a number of other places as wells for ex-
ample, 1is account of the experience of the crusaders in the Holy
Land. In general terms it springs from a failure to distinguish

between the rationalist and the asscciationalist account of

conduct.

lo P.JQ' Io ’5. 69.
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Man's actions, we have seen, are the results of his opinions.
But how precisely are opinion or reason or knowledge and conduct
related to each other? Does opinion immediately lead to conduct?
Or does desire intervene at any stage? when? and in what form?
Godwin seems to give four different answers to these quentions. They
can be grouped into two, one of which may be called rationalistic and
the other naturalisticy both correspond very broadly to the two dif-
ferent epistemologies that we discussed earlier. His first answer
is th:t knowledge by itself leads to conduct. Man is rationalj
when he knows something is right he just does it, and there
is simply no reason why he should need any mediating prinﬂiple.1
In tems of our earlier analysis this is entailed by his theory
of compulsive Truth. The second answer is related to the first,
but is yet quite different. Reason is indispensable for conduct,
but is not by itself able to generate ity it needs the assistance

of imagination which helps it to acquire a full and complete

1. He defines knowledge as ‘a clear and undoubting apprehension
such as no delusion can rdsist', and insists on distinguishing it
from pale recollections of ideas and fleeting opinions (IV.2.276);
it consists in seeing 'a thing in all its enormity', i.e. as it

zeally is. (ibid).
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knowledge about a particular situation. Such a full knowledge
generates a desire for doing something about this situation, and
it is this desire that leads to conduct.l To gain full knowledge
rcason alone is inadequate. An act of 'imagination' is needed,
so that the subject thought of 'comes before us clothed in flesh
and blood and pr.cents a set of features and a gensible reality'j
then 'our passions are roused through every fibre of our heart'.2
The Knowledge here must be the knowledge of details, and must be
such as to creziec 'sensible' and sensuous images in the agent's
nind., Before, for example, he does anything about poverty in
another country, or even in his own, his mind must have vivid
images of starving men, crying children, emanciated bodies, eic.s
these images will create in him a deaife to do something to remove
poverty, and this desire will lead to an appropriate action. A
mere knowledge of 'abstractions and generalities' will not do as
it is totally incapable of producing such an effect.

iow if it is desire or fbeling§ that is the immediate cause
of conduct, why not say that feeling is the principle of

motion in man? Reason oan then be brought in either as the reguktor

1., 'Thoughts on Man', Essay XV, 275.

2, 'Mandeville', Fdinburgh, 1817, iii. 45-6.

3. Godwin equates desire with feeling, and opinion or knowledge

with reasonj the problem of the relation between opinion and desire
can also, therefore, be stated as the problem of the relation between

reason and feeling.



of feelings, or ma, simply be dismissed as superfluous by buildinge
in the regulating elcrent within the structure of the feeling
itself. Godwin says both these, and they prcvidec his remaining

two answers. 'The voluntary actions of men are under the direc-
tion of their feelings., Reason is not an independent principle,
and has no tendency to excite us to action; in a practiczal view,

it is merely a comparison and balancing of different feelings'.l
Reason,in this auswver,is still important and continues to provide

a basis for the belief in the improvement of man. His fo.rth
answer is very different and contains nearly all the elements

that usually go with the sensationalist epiatemology’i.e. egoism,
hedonism end associationism. Man is a creature of pleasure and
pain; by the very necessity of his nature he desires pleasure and
avoids painj if he foresees no pleasure or pain, 'this will excite
no desire and lead tov a0 voluntary action', uy hand 'necessarily'2
stretches out when I see pleasure resulting from an cbject. This
would lead to considering man as simply a machine, Godwin is not
at all worried about this,and, in fact, insists that man is a machine,
What he wants to avoid is man's being assimilated to a 'material

mechanisn' or giving an explanation of his conduct, like Harlley,

}s&

1. P.J.,'Sumnary of principle!, VI.

2. P.J., IV. 9. 4050
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in terms of vibraiions of the body., Ilan, he argues, is an
'intellectual mechaiicu', a mechanism whose movements take place
through the medium of 'thought'. Thought as uulerstood here does
not have the co nitiveness and deliberateness implied in the

terms 'judgment' or 'opinion', and is just one link in the long
chain of autecedents and causequents, Godwin adds to this an
egoistic account of human conduct. I cannot desire anything but
ny own pleasanit zcusations,and can never desire others' pleasure
'but as the means of agreeable sensation' of mj orn.1 ter, as
in the case of a miser's pursuit of money, others' pleasure may
come to be pursued for its own sake,and then what, to start with,
was & reans to an end may become an.. end in itself. Godwin however
is not entirely happy with this associationist explanation. Assoce
iations may get built up between any two sensations and they umay
not be right, Besides, they are accidental and infected with cone
tingency; is there any support for them in the nature of man? As
he cannot answer these questions within the associationist frame-
work, he turns to rationalism for an answer. We come to desire
others' pleasures as a means to our own, but soon 'reflection
confirms' it 'in a semse in vw:.ich it never can confirm any of the
fectitious passions'% we find that men around us are 'of the same

nature with ourselves, and that our own pleasures are 'of as much

1. T.0.Jf.,Essay V. 105,

2, P.J.,IV. 10, 427,
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value' as everybody else's. <This offers us the criterion with
which to select right associations Irom wrong ones. Desides,
the pursuit of others' pleasure thus comes to be rooted in the
uniformity of human nature, and is no longer contengent,

To recapitulate, Godwin's four answers to the question of
the relation between reason and conduct are these: reason
necessarily leads to conductj reason leads to conduct only when
aided Ly imagination; feeling regulated by reccson lecads to con-
duct; and, finally, feeling can take care of itself and reason
has no role to play. .e have seen how he finds the last answer
most unsatisfactory, and reintroduces the directive role of reason,
making it thereby almost indistinguishable from the third answer.
How this third answer raises an important probleﬁ; could not
feeling'defeat the tardy decisions of judgment?'lg reason will
recommend benevoience, but feeling may refuse to follow, and
there would then be a 'perpetual.hostility; between the two. One
way out is to argue that man has a 'natural' feeling of 'benevolence'
for others, and this is precisely what Godwin2 does, littleé realbing
that'this meant rejecting egoism he had earlier insisted on. Vhat
reason exists to do is to regulate thevoperations of this natural

feeling, and prevent it from degenerating into simple sentimentalism.

l. E.‘.J" 1. 53.
2. T.0.0ay 1153 Pode, IV. K. 4533 'If self-love can be the

only principle of action, there can be no such thing as virtue.'



To return to the guestion we originally started with,
it seems that each of these three answers is capable of
providing a psychological basis for his theory of equality,
and that thus his moral psychology is not at odds with his
moral and political ideals. His fourth answer,taken as a
thorough-going associationism,is not so capable,since, if
men are left alone, some of them might end up with ‘'wrong'
associations and never find pleasure in,and hence act on,
the principles of equality and justice. If, on the other
hand, some one, say,a legislator, builds up right associa-
tions in them, he is setting himself up as the superior of
all, and is giving no scope to their judgments,and is fil=
ling their minds with ideas that he considers right. In so
doing he is violating the twin principles of equality and
private judgment. As to the remaining three answers, what
is required is the knowledge of Truth,and the capacity to
grasp itsi.e, reason. This knowledge is open and accessible
to all. Some men, of course, at present know more,and are
thus capable of a higher degree of moral and political lifej
but there is nothing 'in the nature of things' to prevent
the rest from acquiring it., As fos reason, Codwin asserts the
basic equality of all men., All men are/ggﬁ:ily capable of
moral and political life,as the moral and political capacity

or the capacity required for rational moral and political



conduct exists in all men. There are, of course, differ-
ences in the degree of reason men have,so that, though all
alike are capable of rational moral and political life,
some are capable of organizing their life more knowledgeably
and on a more comprehensive scale., These differences,he
hopes ,could eventually go, thus enabling all men to live a
full moral and political life in equal degree. A note of
disillusionment, however, is increasingly creeping inl,
s0 much so that one of his contemporaries accused him of
having the 'only aim' of 'displaying...the darkest and the
blackest passions which corrupt mankind.'2
There is one difficulty, however, common to all the
three answers, In order to practise virtue or rational
benevolence, a man must have a full knowledge of the cire
cumstances and the capacities of the potential beneficiarys
this,it will be recollected ,was made the precondition of the
practice of equality and justice, Now this will create an
obligation on a moral agent to fully inform himself of all

the specific circumstances and the capacities of each indi-

vidual in his community, since, for all he knows, he may have

1. P.,J. VIII. X. 533; added in the 1796 edition,

2, 'The Gentleman's Magazine', 1836. p. 669,



overlooked a person more worthy than the one he has bene-
fited. But, however diligent a man may be, it is humanly
impossible for him to acquire such a knowledge,as the indi-
viduals involved are countless and their circumstances for
ever changing, This imposes a serious epistomological
limitation on the practice of equality,and Godwin sees the
force of it. He now sugcests that we should act on a more
limited principlej we know most about the members of our

own family and about our owm kindred and friends and should,
therefore, confine our tenevolence mainly to thexn.1 The
pursuit of my own good and the good of my family and friends
thus becomes my primary duty for epistemological reasons,
WWhen, however, I do know about otheraf circumstances, I have
an obligation to consider their claims as well. I also con-
tinue to have an obligation to strive tc know more and more
about them, and am not justified in resting content with the
pursuit of narrow interests by seeking shelter under the
limited-knowledge argument. I am, further, not justified in
pursuing these narrow interests when I know that they are

likely to harm others. However, even when the force of all

these qualifications is conceded, it remains true that the

(s

1, See e«g. his notebook « data for his intended 'First principles
of Morals': the argument for confining one's affection, etc. to
See

one's kindred is in terms of knowledge./ also, 'St. Leon!,

1831. Prefa,ce .



practice of equality and justice is seriously delimited ,and
the principle of equality of all men is made correspondingly
less significant.

This difficulty becomes most acute in & political cone
text. Here we are concerned with the community as a wholeg
and,given Godwin's view of justice, we shall have to have a
detailed knowledge of the circumstences,etc. of each area and
of each individual. What are we to do? Limitations of avai=-
lable political knowledge would seem to rule out all actions
based on justice and equality. He refuses to despair, and
suggests, but never discusses, an interesting way out which,
it seems to me, does not really solve the problem, The dif=-
ficulties with modern political communities, he argues, are
nainly two. Firstly, they are so vast that we can hardly
know anything about many of their members and areas. Ve can
deal with them, not individually, but only en mass and, there=
fore,in awrages. We have to typify situations and build
stercttypes ,and through them\:'\eaeek to grasp political realityj
'+ pe' 'average',etc. thus become the necessary central
categories of our political epistemology. Secondly, modern
political communities are so complex that we hardly ever see

things 'as they are'. Things are continually hidden from our

eyes, deliberately or through the sheer complexity of the social

and political structure., We cannot follow clearly the cone

(S8



sequences of our actions as they are .interfered with at a
number of points by social institutions. The realisation

or the knowledge of what we are and what we are doing and

with what results never fully dawns on us. The answer to

the problem of political knowledge stated earlier, there-
fore, lies in developing an alternative to the modern poli-
tical communities, '"'his alternative, as he adumbrates it,
congists in (1) breaking them into small local communities, (11)
simplifying social, economic and political life, and (111)
creating general equality of conditions. (1) will mean an
increased contact between individuals and a full knowledge

of each other's circumstances, capacities and defects; the
practice of equality and justice woﬁld thus become possible,
Besides, concrete cases could be dealt with on ‘their own
merits, and no general rules or laws would be nces7sary. As
to (11), the economic life will be simplified by breaking up
large existing industries into small local ones, and the removal
of the existing distinctions of status and rank will simplify
the social life, ‘All this will make it possible for us to see
and judge individusls 'exactly as they are'. What (111) means
is that there is to be a general equalisation of conditions,so
that all men will have almost equel capacities and nearly

uniform circumstances. This will mean that the epise



temological difficulty of lmowing the circumstances and
the capacities of each individual,created by the wide
variations in these, will then be absent,as the general
equality, or,strictly, the general uniformity of men's
conditions would permit a generalisation applying to all
individuals on the basis of the knowledge of one case only.
Now. apart from several other difficulties that can
be pointed out in this answer, there is one that is most
relevant from the standpoint of political knowledge. Godwin
himself, as we have seen, comes to doubt the possibility
of the general equality of conditiong. Even assuming its
ultimate possibility, what do we do in the meantime? Is
political action paralysed? I do ndt gee what answer he can
give, Someone,like Paine or John Stuart Mill,who, though
operating in a different framework of ideas,is in general
sympathy with Godwin's overall preoccupation could answer
that a closer interaction between various local communities
through their representatives in a national assembly, a closer
integration between the representatives and their constituents,
and several similar devices could facilitate the acquisition
and dissemination of political knowledge. But Godwin is unable
to take such a position, given his suspicion of institutions

and his understanding of the nature of politics, He, of course,

(60



at places seems to consider representative assemblies of
some value,l but does not incorporate them in his system

as something worthwhilejy and, in eny case, he sees no
value in them from the standpoint of political knowledge.
Vhat he ultimately ends up by saying is that we are to cone
fine our benevolence to the narrow circle of the known
people; and that all we can do for the community at large is

to spread the knowledge of political truths.

{6l

l. PJJ., V. XIV. 122,
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Jeramy Benthaml

Bentham's theory of equality rests on three main bases:
(1) his theory of reality; (2) his theory of science end
measurementy and (3) his theory of moral and political

conduct. (1) defines who are to be treated equally and

e TR AT R

1l. lost of the references to Bentham's writings are to 'The
Works of Jeremy Bentham's, published under the superintendence
of his executor, John Bowring, EZdinburgh, 1859. The references
are given by the volume and the page numbersy thus 'X 225' means
‘volume Xy page 225'¢ In two cases I have referred to

more handy editions: (1) YA Fragment on Governmeni and An
Introduction to The Principles of Morals and Legislation',
Bdited with an Introduction by Wilfrid Harrison, Oxford, 1960}
the references here are given by the chapter and the paragraph
numbery thus 'Principles, chelspara %' means 'An Introduction
to the Principles of lMorals and Legislation, chapter 1,
paragraph 5.' (2) 'The Limits of Jurisprudmmce defined‘,

Edited with an Introduction by C.W. liverett, New York, 19453 the

references to it are given in full.
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in whatj (2) suggests vhen equality is to be practiseds
and (3) specifies who is to practise this equality, why and
within what limits. As will be realised these are very
broad characterisations of the relation each of these theories bears
to his general theory of equality. It need hardly be
pointed out that any criticism of Bentham's theory of
equality will consist in criticising any one or all of these
three theories. My aim in the pages that follow is not to
offer any detalled criticism, but instead to elucidate
certain marked inconsistencies in Bentham and to indicate the
general directions a criticism can take.

I

Theory of Reality

Entity is one of the key categories in Bentham's
philosophy. He defines it as anything 'for the designation
of which the grammatical part of speech called a moun-
subgtantive is employed.'1 Entities may be either bodily or
mental 2; the science that studies the former is called
'somatology's that studying the latter is 'psychology'.

Ontology comprises both and thus is defined as the science of

1. VIII.195.
2. This is not the same as the usual body-mind distinction
as the term '"body' here refers to many entities other than

the human body.
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entities.l The entities are either perceptible or ilufere-
ntiulz. Zach of these cai further, be real or fictitious.

. perceptible entity is one whose existence is known to men
thy the imwdiate testimony of their sensesy without
reasoning, i.e. without reflection'; it is, in short, a
oodye i inferential entity is one 'the persuasion' of

w1080 existence is produced by reflection = is inferred {rom
a chain of reasoning'j; the sxamples of it are a ghost, Gody
angels, a devily, etces 4 real eatity is one to widch 'on the
ocecagion and for the purpose of diccourse, exdsteace is
roully meant to be ascridbed's 4 fictitious entity is that
to which, though 'by the grammatical form of discourse!
exdstence is aseribed, 'yet in trz.{th axd reality, existence

is not meant to be aserideds! [ictitious entities can 'not
be spoken of at all if they were a0t spoken of as real ones';
there must be 'the suppouition of a sort of verbal reality of
theirs'e What he means is that when we abstract an aspect
of a real object and talk about it, we cannot but talk about
it in terme suited only to a concrete object or 'substance'.
3esides, we can later relate it to this substance only through

prepositions which too imply as if two conerete substances are

1. Ibid.
5. Zlsewhere, he divides them as 'realities' and 'fictions'.
11142866 | |
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being related; for example, 'The earth is in motion's

here, motion is spoken'of as if it were ' receptacle' in
which the earth is 'lodged'. Dentham goes on to show at

some length the speci ic prepositions with which different
fictitious entities are integrally connected., [is scheme of
clagsification would thus yield four kinds of entities =
perceptible and real, perceptible and fictitious, inferential
and real, and finally inferential and fictitious. 3enthan,
however, does not give a single exanple of the :cond, and
does not say anyth.ng more about it., Iurther, having defined
an entity in terms of grammar, he evidently finds it difficult
to distinguish between real and fietitious entities in terms
of their grammatical stat s, since a criterion independent

of gr mmar is needed to ascertain whether or not an entity

is real or fictitious; he therei.ure falls back on the other
distinction, and d:fines both these in terms of perceiva=
bility.

Anything that can be perceived is real, Our perceptions
are recal; we know them immediatelj, and our persuasion of
thei- existence is 'more necessary and irresistible’ than
that of anything else. Some may argue they are nét real
entities as they are not solid or permenent, but there is
no 'sufficient or just reason' why either of these must be
considered 'the essence of reality'. As to corporeal

substahces, we infer their existence from our perceptionsj



but this inference is so 'necessary' and 'irresistible' that
we cannot but admit that they exist. DBesides, 'suppose!
their non-existence and 'act upon it', and 'the pain, the
perception of pain, will at once bear against you's this
'punishment' convinces you of their reality. In the case of
inferential incorporal substances, 'no such immediate
punishment will follow'.1 Though we camot doubt the
reality of corporal substances, it remains true that our
knowledge of them has the character of an inference; 'with
reference and in contradistinction' to percertions, they are
Vinferential' entities, and perceptions are 'the sole
perceptible' entitiess ‘The reality of a body of any kind
can be establiched' cnly by the evidence afforded by
percepticns'y the latter therefore possess reality in a
‘higher degree'.2

Elsewhere3 he ndxances a different ontological and
epistemological position. Our knowledge of the existence of bodies
is rot a matter of inference from our sensations, be they those of
pain or of any other kind, but of 'one of the five esenses and in
particular of the sense of touch'. Any 'tangible

object' is real, 'as this man, this beast, this bird.'; 'the

I
1. VIIT.197

2.Tbid.,196.
3.Ibid. 4327



object spoken of may be termed a real entity' as its
ezdstence 'is made known to us by one or more of our five
senses'. A real entity is defined as 'a substance - an
object, the existence of which is made known to us by one or
more of our five senses', 'say, in a word, where the object
is a tangible one'. 'A real entity is either a person or a
thing, a substance rational or a substance not rational'.
This account, it seems to me, is different from the earlier
one both ontologically and epistemologically: ontologically,
because concrete and perceptible individual objects are here
considered primarily real, while in the earlier account this
status was given to sensations; epistemologically, because
here our knowledge of these individual objects is direct and
not inferential, while in the earlier account it was

mediated and inferentiale I shall argue later that these
two different ontological and epistemological positions which
may, for convenience, be called Sensationalism and Roalisml,
may perhaps account for two different theories of equality

that are discernible in Bentham's works.
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1. Realism is, of course, a highly ambiguous term and has been
used to describe at least two different ontological positions:

(1) that universals subsist apart from their individual instances;
and (2) that physical objects exist independently of being thought
or perceived; I shall use it to refer to (2). When used in this
sense, there are several different kinds of Realism - eritical

Realism, New Realism, Naive Realism, etc.; Bentham's position
would seem to come very close to New Realism in that physical

objects for him are immediately perceived, and not through the

medium of sensations.



In either case, however, his account of fictitious
entities remains more or less the same. A fictitious entity
is one 'the exlstence'of which is feigned by the imagination
for the purposes of discourse;' it has no real existence
and cannot be perceived by the senses. Examples of them
are motion, existence, time, obligation, etc.. They are
classified into various groups, such as 'physical fictitious
entities' which include quantity, quality, relation, etc.,
and 'political and quasi-political fictitious entities' which
include obli.gation, right, power, property, etc.. All of
tnem 'owe their existence - their impossible, yet indispensable
existence' 'to language alone', How, then, can we deal with
them? and why should they be employed at all? ‘'Every
fictitious entity bears some relation to some real entity,
and can not otherwise be understood than in so far as that
relation is obtained.'l It may be related to a real entity
directly, in which case it is 'a fictitious entity of the first
remove', or through another fictitious entity, in which case

2
it is a fictitious entity of the second remove. Language
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1, 1Ibidsy 197. Alsoy A fictitious entity is 'a mere nothing',
and, therefore, a proposition ascribing any property to it
cannot be 'in itself and of itself a true one,’'

2. Ibid. See also ibid., 325. .



has two uses - desigmative or 'intransitivé', i... 7l .ing
'floating' thoughts,and communicative or transitive, i.e.
eppealing to other men;s understanding or exciting their will,
In both theseé a single word tends to refer not just to a
single object but also to a class of objects. This is
very necessary but also most dangerous,as it gives rise to
an illusion that there must be some entity corresponding to
such a general word. Two reasons may be given why this
should happen., Iirstly, a general word is used in language
in the same way in which a word referring to a real entity
is used, and has the same grammtical status. Secondly,
our experience of using one word to describe one entity
inclines us to believe that to every word there corresponds
an entity.

What we must do to escape such illusions is to take such
words or propositions containing them, and translate them
into words or propositions referring to real entities, This

!
can be done in two ways -~ 'Paraphrasis' and 'Archetypathon'.
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1, He also calls the former 'a pointing out of the root of
the idea' and the latter a pointing out of 'the root of the
word! 'by which it is designated'. It must be noted that

paraphrasis is one of the many modes of 'Exposition', though

it is the most relevant in this contemt; the other are 'Synonyme

ation'} 'Illustration', 'Sxemplication', 'Description', etc..

Ibid., 246ff.



The former meuns 'giving phrase for phrase', and consists in
giving for a proposition containing a fictitious entity 'a
proposition having for its subject some real entity.'! It

is to be first put into a propositional form, called
'phraseoplerosis - a completion of the phrase', and then
analysede This is because 'In language, the integer to be
looked for is an entire proposition'; anything less can
communicate nothing. He attacks Aristotle for arguing that
terms are prior to propositions and for considering the latter
as having 'the character of compounds capable of being composed
out of these elements's TFor Bentham, 'in the first place

came propositions and that out of these propositions, by
abstraction and analysis, terms possessed, each of them, of

an independent import were framed.'l By propesition is meant
a 'logical proposition', and 'a céntence'! may contain one or more
propositions. The latter, that is,archetypation consists in
bringing out the archetypal image underlying a fictitious
entity. A proposition with a fictitious entity as its subject
and some atiribute as its predicate generally presents some
image of some real action or state of things, and this image has
to be brought oﬁt. The image will always be of something physical,
and thus the process of archetypation may also be characterised

as tracing 'the origin of the psychological in some physical

1. VIII.322.
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idea's 'There is no name of a poychical entity which is

not also the name of a phyesical entity, in which capadity
alone it must have contimied to have been employed long
before it was transferred to the field of psychical ontities'.
'Every psychological proposition haas, for its archetype, a
physical propozition'.l Bentham gives a mmber of exsmples
to illustrate what he means by Paraphrasia and archetypation.
'OLligntion' is a fictitious entity; there i1s nothing real
to which it refers, though we do feel as if it does when we
say, for example, that 'X has an obligation to Y.' Whet
this poposition really means is that a certain conduct is
incumbent on Xy what this in turxi menns is that, if X fails
to behave in a certain way, he will be subjected to pain.

To convey this 'idea of eventual asensation' and to designate
'the event on the happening of which such sensation is
considered as being about to take place' iz to offer the
paraphrasis of the fiction of ‘obligation's To further
bring out the image underlying it, th» image 'of a man lying
down with a heavy body pressing upon him', is

1. IIT.286,333. See also his account of the origin of
1‘”8“‘8.) fbido. 228-‘9.



archetypation.l It is the doing of both these and the
consequent resolution of fictitious entities into something
'real' that constitutes thé 'logical analysis' of fictions,
and is one of the primary jobs of a philisopher.
Bentham liked toc believe that his theory of fictionsa
was a great contribution to the logic of practice, which
includes morals and politics, and that it represented an
advance on the Aristotelian logice If definition is under-
stood in the Aristotelian mammer as 'per genus et differentium',
a fictitious entity can not be defined as it has no genusy
a right or an obligation, for sxample,'is not a species of anything.'
All real entities can have a genus, but no fictitious entity can have
it Thus the Aristotelian loglc which knows only the technique
of definition proves totally inadequate in dealing with
fictitious entities, and is therefore of no use whatever in
morals and politice where such entities abound. Itse
categories are best fitted to deal with the real and concrete
entities like men and animals and plants, but are utterly
inapplicable to 'abstract' and fictitious' entities like

rights and obligations 2. Tod deal with the entities of the latter

l. Elsewhere he expressed this as 'the image of a cord, or any other
tie or hond by which the object in question is bound, or fustened to
any otheres' Further, the root of the idea of obligation 'lies in a

material image, exposed as an archetype'y i.e. the image of being tied

by a cord.

larly, ibid.,251f, 292,and 593; also X145s 'O Logic'je.s
oﬁ&ieié %gificv yﬁy masﬁkgzLJEislat iont.
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kind a different technique is requiredj and this technique,
as we have seen, is paraphrasis which thus 'performs in
relation to the name of the fictitious subject the same sort
of office which for the name of a real entity, is performed
by a definition of the ordinary stamp'. Before we see the
sort of analysis that Bentham himself offers of the moral and
political fictitious entities, we Bhall have first to
ascertain what he takes to be the moral and political realitiesj that
is, what he takes to be the real entities in the fields of morals
and politicss Since morals and politics for him are activities of men
pursuing ends detemined b;" their natural psychological
constitution, moral and political real entities are none but
psychological real entities. We shall therefore first
acquaint ourselves with his analysis of the human mind.

Bentham divides 'the whole structure of the mind' into
'*two faculties', perceptive and appetitivej to the former
belong 'all mental experiences', and to the latter 'all mental
operations and their results'.l Perception or experience
ig divided into 'pathematic perceptions' or those perceptions
consisting of or attended with 'sensations or feelings
either of pain or pleasure',mnd 'apathematic perceptions' or
those not consisting of or attended with pain or pleasure.

Now pain and pleasure operate as motives in th: production

st ——
1. VIII.279-80



of dosiras and thus belon: to the appertitive faculty as wellj

they 'compose therefore, asit were, the bond of union and

channel of communication between the two fuculties.'l
Parceptions, pathematic or apathematic, are devided

into those involving, and those not involving, judgment. A

judgment-invelvin: perception is alway: linble to error, while

the one not involvinz it is not: for example, 'tht I see

cemething, i.es that on the retina of my eyes an image is

depicted, in this is no error;' bdut in my Jjudgment that it

is ' a distant hill'y, I may be in error, since it may, in fact,

be 'a cloud'. Where mind passively receives things, it can
naver be mistﬂken;2 where it becomes active and begins to
judge things, it becomes liable to error. Logically a
proposition expressing a simple sensation is very different
in character from that expressing 'the existence of a matter
of fact exterior to the person of the speaker', since in

the came of the latter one is always implying, 'this is my

ovinion or judgment', but not in the case of the former; for

example, to say 'this pen exists' is to say, 'my opinion

is that this pen exists', and, as in all opinions, one may be
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l. JTbide.y =ee also I.205

2. TII.320



misteaken. But in the case of a proposition expressing a
sensation, one is absolutely certain, and one's statement is
the description of a fact and not an expression of a judgment.
In moral terms, this means that one can never be mistaken
about cne's pleasures; that is about whether or not a given
object gives one pleasure; but one is liable to be mistaken
about the means of achieving them. As to how our judgment
reg:rding a given object can be verified, the answer Bentham

implies 1s that in every judgment we are making a prediction;

to say 'that is a hill' is to say that, if one looks again, the

same image will be seen. To judge is to expect certain
sorts of sensations.

In an earlier argument, however, he had argued that our
judgments are verified in terms of the sensations of pleasure
and pain, and particularly of pain. Now that arguement is
obivously at odds with the present one where prediction,
expectation and subsequent confirmation by the recurrence of
the same sensation under the same conditions are considered
the criterion of reality. The latter is a straighéjforward
sensationalist argument, while the argument earlier advanced
was a hedonistic one. This is not to imply that
sensationalism and hedonism are incompatible, but only that

they are not logically identical. It is not necessary that
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a sensationalist must be a hedonist1 nor, even, that a hedonist
must be a sensationalist. A hedonist must, of course,

take pleasure and pain‘alone as real, but may not then go

on to understand them as atomic and distinct sensationsj

taking pleasure and pain alone as real does not necessarily
entail any specific view about their real nature. For this

very reason a hedonist can as well be a sensationlist

without incurring any charge of inconsistency. However, he

is a particular kind of sensationlist in as much as, though he is
coomitted to considering sensations alone as real, he is equally
committed to considering only certain sorts of sensations,

that is, those of pleasure and pain, as real.like all sensation-
alists, he too connects these sensations in tems of certain
general laws, and can justifiably advance similarity and
contiguity as supch laws. But he must understand them

in terms of pleasure and painy sgimilar sensations can be
commected, but not any similar sensationsj only the

sensations of pleasure, that is to say, only the sensations
similar in being pleasant or, more narrowly, perhaps, only

the sensations of certain kinds of pleasure must be so
connectede This is equally true of the sensations of pain.

Further, not only similarity but also contiguity and causality.

2 =

l. It is interesting, however, to note that many sensationalists

in the history of philosophy have gleo been hedonists.



must be likewise hedonistically interpreted. A

hedonist's general epistemolo ;y, logic, methodology, etoc.,
must also be similarly orientated. He must account for rationa-
lity and its exercise in terms of man's concern to avoid

pain and obtain pleasure. He must also argue that mind's
essential nature is conative ratuer than cognative. Men must
be interpreted as beocoming aware of themselves, of other

men, and of things around them in terms of pleasure and

pain, and as identifying and recognising others only as
sources of pleasures or pains. All this is intended to imply
that hedonism is not just a psychological theory desoribing
now men behave and why, nor just'an ethical theory preseribing
the ends of human actions or laying dowd@he standard of
moraﬁpvaluation, but that, and more importantly, it is a
phllosophical theory, or better, a philosophy. It offers
certain definite views on the nature and criteria of reality,
on epistemology, on lozic, on methodology, on the inescapable
features of human existence, on the nature of man's capacities,
etc.. One corollary of this is that the usual division of
hedonism into psychological hedonism and ethiocal hedonism is
inadequate because it fails to notice its philosophiocal
character, and, as a result, fails to observe that both the
psychological and the ethical hedonism are integrally

connected through presupposing a ¢ommon philosophical theory.
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Now Bentham is a hedonist; he gives a hedonist account
of reality, of epistemology,l of logic,2 of met.hodology,3
of reaaon,4 of the nature of man, etc.e Pleasure and Pain, he
argues, are the sole psychological or human realities; they
are 'the rootg ~ the main pillars or foundations of all the
rest, = the matter of which all the rest are comwosed.'5
One may employ, if one likes, any other 'physical image' to
describe the relationship between them and other psychological
entities as long as one bears in mind that 'without any of the
rest, these (i.e. pleasure and pain) are susceptible of existence!,
but that 'without these, no one of all those others ever had, or
ever could have had, existence.'6 All psychological, political
and moral entities have meaning only when related to pleasure and
pain: 'the class of political, including legal, fictitious entities!

is to be related 'to the fundamental ideas of pain and pleasure!,

1. VIII.197.

2, IbideR22; also, ibide,232.

3« Pripeiples, che XVIII. Para LVII.
Le IIe455f%.

5. Is211.

6. Ibid.
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since only then is "o df-tinet and flxed meaning «.s given to
+ numerous tribe of words'! which, otherwlse, 'hove no

: o 5 . e
seignable ideasy no fixed, no real invort. e Lave

scen how he shows this in the case of a2 political fiotitious

emtity lile 'obligation's Virtues =nd Tieces or moral
“ictitious entities are also similarly analysed.  They are

'no better than empty declamations! or lermpty sounds!,.if

w0t related to pleasure and paing when so related, virtue

i1l be seen simply as that waich leads to pleasure, and

vica as what l:ads to paine Or take spacific wirtues 1ike
friendship, humanity and patriotism; they are nothing but
forms of gymp.thy, which,:gain,is nothing but finding dleasure
in the ha pincss of others and pain in their pain. When
syupethy is extended to a1 single individual, it is
'“riendship'; when to a mation, 'public spirit or patriotiasm!;
vhen to a nan in pain, 'pity or compassion's '~ In short, all
noral and politieal fictitious entities are ultimately
reducible- to specifie pleasures and pains of whieh they are
composed and to which they refer,‘and:must be so reduced 4f -
any explanation of them is to be adegnate. - Becauce pleasure
and pain are the sole realities, all justifications and

explanations must be in their terms. This also offers the

l. III.286.



eriterion of the adequaey of any analysis of a concept or a
problen or a situationt only that analysis is adequate which
analyses and explains all aspects of 'a given problem in

terms of pleasure and pain and uses no 'vague' or meaningless
words, that is,those not reducible to plgasure and pain. As’
to how psychological fictitious entities like cmotion, motive
desire, interest, passion, disposition, inelination and will
can be reduced to pleasure and pain, Beatham's account is

falrly familiar. - 'DBvery operation of the mind and thence every
operation of the body is the result of an exercise of the will
or volitional faculty'; ' this faculty‘is a Branch of the appetitive
faculty 'in which desire <. has place's, 'Desire has for its
object either pleasure or pain, or, what is commonly the case, a
mixture of bothe' When a desire is considered ass having ' & ..
produced or operating towards the probable production of a . -
resulty, it is called 'a motive'; an act of will only takes
place in consaquence of a desire operating as a motive. -

Now 'no desire ean take place uﬁlass‘uheh the idea of pleasure’

or pain, in some shape or degree, has place.' 'Take

1
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away all pleasure and all pain, and you have no desire.'
Thus every action ig the result of will, and will is orl
is produced by a desire operating as a motive; 1if the
desire is ineffective, no act of will results. In all cases
desire causes will, and all desire is for pleasure and away
from pain. No desire can exist in the absence of an idea
of pleasure or pain even if the latter is 'uwinute in the
extreme'; such an ldea is 'requisite and suffioient to the
formation of a desire.'

Bentiam understands motive as a 'power', something
iorcing or pushing man to actionj; because of this,
he argues, when the tendenocy of a desire is to
restrain and not to produce,an action, 'the term
motive cannot be employed without a contradiotion in
terms.' This understanding of motive is also revealed in

what Bentham takes to be its synonyms; viz. 'inducement’,

l. Beniham iz ambiguous on this point. ie say will is
produced by desire; but he also says that will exists vhen
the production of the state of things which is the immediate
objeot of the desire is consddered as following immediately
and certainly upon the existence of the desire.

2., I.208.
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'gpur' and 'incitement'l. The relation between motive and
pleasurs is very close. Pleasure is what we all aim at,
but it cannot operate 'as a spring of wetion ... but 1n so
far isy in the particular direction in question, action is
regarded :s a means of obtaining it'; so too,with pain
vhich eannot operate as a motive except in so far as the
specific action is regarded as a means of obtalning ite.

One achieves pleasure or aivoids pain through an action which
one would not do unless one knew it as a means to achieving
pleasure or avoiding painy pleasure here operates 'in the
character of a motive'; one does not have a motive %o
pleasure,since pleasure itself is a motive. 3By definition
every motive has come pleasure 'for its baais'.z There
can be no action without a motive, and all motives have

pleasure or pain as their basis. All actions thus are

l. Bentham, however, is not entirely clear and consistent,
and also holds a rather different view that man apprehends
pleasure in a thing which, thon)nttracte him from out there
and thus constitutes a motive for actions This Aristotelian
unmoved mover-like character of pleasure is seen in the other
five synonyms of motive that he lists, i.e. 'invitation',
'solicitation', 'allurement!, 'enticement' and 'temptation'.
2, Ibid., 211.
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determined by pleasure or pain, and deternined mechanistically

as motives are, or are like, forces acting on men's minds

and necessarily leading them to act in certain specifiec ways;
Svery motive, 3eatham goes on, has a corresponding

interest. He alsc connects interest and pleasure very

closely. There is no inconsistency involved here, since

motive is nothing but pleasure operating in a certain character.

A man is said to have an interest in any subject 'in so far

as that subject 1s considered more or less likely to be to

him a source of pleasure or exemption‘;l the subject

concerned mcy De a thing, in which case we talk of use, or a

person, in vhich case we talk of gervice. ‘'Interest! thus

refers to a thing which leads to pleasure, i.e. to a 'means!

to or 'source' of pleasure; it 1is a matter of utility, which,

in turn, is defined in terms of pleasure and pain. Every

pleasure and pain has a corresponding interest; the pain of

death or bodily pain, for example, has the corresponding

interest of existence; the pain of fatigue or labour has

the interest of the pillow; the‘pleasure of sympathy has

the 'interest of the heart'. There is a great deal of

confusion in this attempt to relate pleasure and interest.

It is, to say the least, very curious to argue that the heart

ig the interest of sympathy in the same sense as the pillou

is of fatigue. One can detect at least four different

1. Ibid., 207.



relationships between them in Benthac. (1) Interest is

what leads to or is likely to lead to pleasure; .interest is here
a megns to pleasure wﬁich is an ends (2) Interest is identified
with pleasure; a thing 'promotes your interest', for example,

if it 'increases your pleasure's () Interest is in some

sense prior to pleasure: that actlon is good which increases

the happiness of him 'whose interest is in question's  (4)
Interest is an objective correlate of pleasure., FPleasures

and pains of a man are extremely private; when thergfore

they appear in the interpersonal realm, which they must if

they are to have any role in morals and politics, they cannot
appear as pleasure and pain, but only in the foram of interests.l
Interests, unlike pleasures and pains, are objective and
identifiable, can be secured and proteeted by law, and

possess a certain durability; others ecan identify .them and
thus know what my interests are and where they liej

they can then know what not to disturb and what to stay away
frome All this does not apply to pleasure and pain which,
being private and not fully identifiable, are incapable of
creating a common political society, and which, being
transient, are hardly capable of making it lasting and durable .
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l. Principleg CheI. Para. 5.
2+ Durability, in fact, is one of_the two central features
of political society as Bentham defines it. See 'A

Fragment on Government', Ch. I. Para 13.



This would mean that pleasure and pain are the sole psycholog-

ical realities and that interests are the sole political

realitiesj pleasure and pain may lie at the basis of interests,

but in politics only the latter would have a meaning and relevance.

As we Bhall see, Bentham does not and camnot take this position,

and treats pleasure and pain alone as political (and moral) realities.
Now Bentham does seem to see these and various other difficulties

confronting a thorough-going hedonist as is obvious in his

very attempt to introduce the category of interest and

relate it to pleasurejy fatigue is private but pillow

gives it a public charaoter.1 However, the relationship

between the two is not clearly worked outy what is more,

having started with pleasurse and pain as the sole realities,

he can define interest only as a means to pleasure or pain.

Besides, though interests can be identified, they are not the

sorts of things that can be measured or even totalled up,2
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1. The relation between pleasure and interest is one of the
most confusing and confused aspects of Bentham's thought. This
is no less true of J.S. Mill. See, for example, 'On Liberty',
CheIV.s also, 'Utilitarianism', Ch.II: happiness'speaking
practically' may be called 'interest'.

2. One can easily speak of 'the greatest happiness' or 'the
greatest possible happiness' but not of'the greatest intepest *

or 'the greatest possible interest'.
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while 3:1tham's main interest is precisely in measurement.
Finally, when he talks of interest he uses the term in a
deseriptive and not a normative sense as, for example,
Je 3¢ 11111 does. Having a certain view about 'the destiny!
of man, 11111 is able to specify the conditions integrally
connected with it, and call them 'the permanent interests of
mankind'e Bentham sees no norm outside of the things men
find their pleasures in, and, as such, men's interests can
only be determined by ascertaining what objeets different men
find their pleasures in. Correspondingly, in order'fo£ an
objeet to Dbe considered a matter of universal interest, it will
have to be presupposed that all men feel the corresponding
kind of pleasure, that is,that they are uniform in this
particular respect: men can have . common interests only if
they are all constituted alike. He is thus constrained to
assume the uniformity of human nature if he is to explain the
existence of political societies.

It 1s the definition of interest in terms of pleasure
that yrovides both the psychological and the epistemological
foundation of Bentham's egoistie account of human conducts Man
can be guided only by pleasure and pain. Now, as it is only
his own pleasure that he can directly and immediately feel,
and as others' pleasure and pain can affect him oaly by first.
affecting his own pleasure and pain, man ean be guided only by"
his o.wn pleasure and pain. Gvery man thus is an egbist. g
Egoism is an ambiguous expression, and its philosophical .
and popular senses need to be distinguished. 3= bise fosmer



In the former sense, it implies egocentricity, and means

that a man caa be guided only by his own feelings and
sentiments; in the latter, it implies what is commonly

called 'seifishness', and means that a man cares only for
himself. The distinction can be expressed by referring to the
former as 'self-ish' and to the latter as 'selfish'. The

two senses are not necessarily connected. ‘hen I give

away all my property in charity Lecause this gives me pleasure,
I amy of course, being guided by the congiderations of

my own pleasure, but 1 am not at all being 'selfish'e As

I can be notivated only by my own pleasure, I can pursue only
my own pleasure; but my pleasure may be such that it is found

only in giving pleasure to others.l

It all depends on the
nature and the range of the self that is being cared for. As
Bentham says, '''e see ourselves doubled in those we love; and
1t 1s by no- means impossible to love ourselvec betler in those
others than in our actual self!. e gan love others, though
this is only another mode of loving gurselvese To use the lan-
ge of interest as Bentham does, every action is interested,
since there is no action without & motive, and évery motive has

'a corresponding interest's 'No human action ever has been,

or ever can bey disinterestad'.2 When actions or men are

(87

1. This, of course, may not and does not always happen, and I
may find pleasure in things that c2use more pain to othersy the
problem of harmonising the two is one of the main problems of
morals and legislation. ' -

2. I.212. But he also talks of sympathy as an independent prin-

ciple and not fully reducible to self-interest; this is inconsistency.
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called disinterested, the only meaning thies term has is that
the 'interest of the 'self-regarding class' is absent; but

this is its narrow and 'more confined! meaning; etymologically,
it means absence of all interest, and this is psychologically
impossible. This, however, does not detract from the 'merit!
of the action believed to be disinterested.

From the epistemological standpoint, the definition of
interest in terms of pleasure means that 'there is no one who
knows what is for your interest so well as yourself'.

Interest is what gives pleasure, and pleasure is something
intensely personal as only you know where you find pleasure
and paine Thisg immediately invoives Bentham in a dilemma:
if a man never knows where another's pleasures lie, how is a
political society possible at all? His answer is interesting.
There is a high degree of uniformity among men so far as pain
is concerned, and fortunately it is this that a legislator is
mainly concerned withe All men find it painful to starve,
to see their expectations frustrated, etece.; from this we

can easily conclude that a government committed to the
greatest happiness of the community is to aim at achieving
security and subsistence for all. True, the amount of pain
different men experience from starvation, ete. may vary, but
to a legislator looking at men 'from a great height' these
differences do not appear at all. As to pleasure, there is

a lesser degree of uniformity among men. Fortunately, however,



money is the universal instrument of pleasure. A legislator
thus is agein not handicapped, since all he has to do is to
eim at achieving 'abundance!, that is, general prosperity and
economic developmente Once he has ensured thatl there is
plenty of money around, he is to leave indivicual citizens
free to use it to obtain their diverse pleasures. Once these
two assumptions are made = that men are uniform in the sources
of their pain and that money is the source and measure of
nearly 211 of their pleasures, it becomes easy for Bentham
to construct a durable politiecal cociety on the basis of

he fleeting and private sensations of pleasure and pain.

In the light of this account of Bentham's psychology,

we may now examine the relationship between the two faculties
that we noted earlier, i.ce the perceptive and the appetitive
faculties of minds The former, as we have seen, is passive,
and is referred to as 'experience', while the latter
characterises the active side of man, and is referred to as
'operation's A study of the features of the former is
called a logic of 'the understa 'y, and that of the latter
'a Jogic of the will's Of these'two branches of logie,

‘that recondite art, Aristotle saw only' the former, and the
'succeeding logicians, treading the steps of their great

founder, have concurred in seeing with no other eyas.'2
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1. w;_ej’ Preface, para. 35
2. Ibid.



Bentham rejects this Aristotelian tradition and holds the
opposite view that it is the logic of the will that is
extremely important in understanding morals and politics.

0f this logic 'the science of law, considered in respect of
its form, is the most important branch... It is to the art

of legislation what the science of anatomy is to the art of
medicine: with this difference that the subject of it is

what the artist has to work with, instead of being what he has
to work mpon.' The body politic is no less 'in danger'
without it 'than the body natural from ignorance in the other.!
It is 'so intimately commected' with the logic of the
understanding that hardly any difference can be pointed out
between the twoj 'whatever difference there is in point of
importance is in fagour of the logic of the will, since it

is only by their capacity of directing the operations of this
faculty that the operations of the understandings are of any
consequences.' All mental operations are saused by the

desire for pleasure and the aversion for pain. All

pleasures and pains, since they are 'experiences', are

experienced in perceptiony that is,are experienced by the perceptive

faculty. All thought and action thus arise from the stimulants

experienced in perception, and all thought ultimately aims at

(g0

discovering the causes of pleasure and pain and at guiding and helping

actions The mind of man can be moved in all its operations

only by pleasure and pain and can take only the direction



sugested by thems Understanding is subordinated to will

sver at the level of mo ives. Motives affect will in the
form of desires, and understanding in tho foxm of ‘sny
conzsideration - the apparent tendensy of which iz to give
iror:+se to the oefficiency of the densire in the charaster of
a motive to the will.'l The idaa of nlencs=aro or rain

applies in the firet instonce te tha will whish, them, immedi-
ot:1y acts. Tf thie 1den 13 'not conclusive', the will rofers

to it the undersg’anding which ecalculates the balanse of
pleasure znd paing 1f the Jjudgment of the understanding is

that the surplur of ple°sure is going to result from this

action, the result is ths v-lition, vhose 'immediate consequence'
is the will,end of this 'the corr sponding action is the
immedinte consequenoe.'2 Thus antecedently teo action the

will is alw ye in exercise, but *not ne the understanding'.
Besides, what operate ac motives to the underetanding also
operate as motives to the will since 'else, they weuld not be
motivese The converse doos not hold gooﬂ-'3 The considerations

th .t operate in the form of motivas to the understaniing operate

'in subservience to' the motives to the will. The 'faculty'
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1. It 208
2. Ibid., 208
3. Ibid., 208



of unlerstanding thus is posterior to the faculty of will,

is activated by it, and is subordinated to it, as it engages
itself only with the problems that the will presents. It has
no inner dynamism of its own,nor any autonomous principle of
motion, and is concerned with increasing the efiiciency of a
desire by showing how it can best or most 'economically' be
gsatisfied; it is, that is to say, concerned only with the
'means's This primacy of will over understanding implies

that the pursuit of knowledge or, for that matter, of any other
activity is ultimately wotivated by a conecern forfuan's pleasure
and is directed towards maximising ite This means, as we
shall sce later, that all errors lie only in the understanding
and not at all in the will.
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Proof of the Prineciple of Utility

Since the principle of utility occupies a central place
in Eentham's theory of morals and legislation, and since
all institutions and practices, including equality and ineq-
uality, are evaluated and justified or disapproved in its
terms, the manner in which he proves it is of crucial sige
nificance.. 'By the principle of utility is meant that priﬁ-
ciple which approves or disappproves'of every action whatsoever,
according to the tendency which it appears to have to augment
or diminish the happiness of the party whose interest is in
question.'l But é little later2 he formuletes it slightly'
differently, and talks of 'the happiness of the community' and
not of 'the party whose interest is in question'. Elsewhere,5

he Luyiies‘that 'conformable to the principle of utility' means
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l. Principles, ch.I, Para 2.
2. Ibid., Para 9.

3. Ibido' Jara 6.
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concerning 'the com.unity at large'. There seems to be an
inconsistency between the two formulations. One formulation
asserts that men's actions are to be judged by the standard

of the happiness of the community. The other formulation
naintains, on the other hand, that we are to judge them by

the standard of the happiness of those involved; this would
mean that the actions affecting the agent alone are to be
Judged in terms of whether or not they maximise hig happiness.
This inconsistency seems to spring from Bentham's concern to
so formulate the prineciple of u‘ility that it is applicable
both to 'private ethics! where, according to him, one's own
maximum happiness is the standard, and to legislation where
the maximum happiness of the community is the sole atandard.1
In its either formulation, however, the principle contains two
different propositions. (a) Lvery action is to be Jjudged in
terms of some external consideration and not, for example, in

terms of its purely formal character or the motive underlying it.

l, Ibid., oh. XVII, Para 3 ff,



(b) Pleasure and pain, end not some 'fictitiouns' entities
like justice or perfection or self-realisation or God's

will, are to be such external considerationsj and,even when
pleasure and pain are admitted, it is pleasure and not pain

in terms of which the standard of evaluation is to be for-
mulateds a good action is one that leads to pleasure, and

not one that leads to pain. 'hen Bentham *ries to prove

the principle of utility, what he has to prove is both (a)

end (b). As the propositions to be proved are different, they
nust be proved in different ways, and the composite proof

that Bentham offers will have to be broken down into two sep-
arate proofs for each of them. It may be asked if the decom-
position of the prineiple of utility does not involve imposing
a distinction on Pentham that he himself never thought of, and
if any support can be found in his writings for decomposing his
‘proof! in this way. Both these can be satisfactorily answered.
One easy and gneral answer could be that (a) and (b) are log-
ically distinets (a) does not entail (b), and one can accept
it without accepting (b). Thelr 'proofs' therefore should be
ept separate. There is, further, an overwhelming internal
evidence that would warrant such a two-fold decomposition.

Bentham uses the term ‘principle' as a come

[as



mendatory expressionjto say that a given standard of
judgment is not a principle at all is to dismiss it as
subjective, capricious end useless. This is how, for
example, he dismisses the 'vrinciple' of sympathy and
antipathy.l Further, in the course of proving the prine
ciple of utility he looks for all possible 'rivals' or
'alternatives' to it, and finds that they all boil down
to only two,2 the vrrinciple of sympathy and antipathy
and the principle of asceticism, The former is defined
as '"that principle which approves or disapproves of cere
taln actions, not on account of their tending to augment
the happiness, not yet on account of their tending to
diminish the happiness of the party whose interest is in
question, but merely beeause a man finds himself disposed

to approve or diaépprove of them: holding up that appro-

bation or disapprobation as a sufficient reason for itself,
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1. Ibid., ch,ll, para 12,

2, He does, of course, mention the third 'theological

principle' that takes 'the will of God' as the standard of

evaluationsy but dismisses it as 'not in fact a distinct

principle' but simply one or the other of the three prine

ciples 'presenting itself under another shape.' Ibid.,

Ch,II, para 18,
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and disclaiming the necessity of looking out for any
extrinsic ground.'l Leaving the detailed analysis of
Lentham's examination of it till later, what we sh uld
observe here is that he does look upon the principle of
sympathy and antipathy as an alternative to (a), that is,
to an appeal to some external considerations (a) appeals
to some 'external' consideration, while the principle of
symp:thy app_als to an 'internal' one, and the_two are
'clearly' opposed.‘ As §o® the principle of asceticism, it
aporoves of actions 'in so far as they tend to diminish!
hanpiness, and d.sapproves of them 'in so far as they tend
to augment it3' it is 'like the principle of utility' in
appealing to pleas.re and pain, but apprlies it 'in an in=
verse manner', It is thus opposed to (b). The logical
disparateness of the two principles considered as

alternatives to the principle of utility weinforces the

1. Ibid., Ch,II, para 11,

2, Apart from whether or not the principles of sympathy
agrees with the greatest happiness principle, it is enough
to condemn it that it is not really a principle as it does
not appeal to an 'extopnal' eonsideration. It is rather a
principle in name than in reality'j it is 'the nesation of

all principle'. Ibid., Ch,IL, Para 12,



thesis that the proof of the latter is not unitary, but is
instead two-in-cne, 4s to why he should fuse the two in
this way, an? fnil to disengage an appeal to consequences
from en evalustion of the consequences in terms of pleasure
and vain, the answer seems to lie in his failure to dis
tineuish tetween utilitarianism,which simply means that a
thing is good if it is useful, and hedonism,which means
that that thing is good or useful that gives pleasure.
Bentham fuses these two in his formulation of the principle
of utility or the utilitarian thesis, and feils to notice
that what he has to prove is not one but two separate theses,
tefore we go on to analyse t‘e.n’cham's proof, it is impqy-
tant to discuss three general questions on' the answers Yo
which the nroof depends, ‘hat ies a 'prineciple', the term
he throws around a sreat deal} @nd what does it mean to say
that it implies an appeal to some external considerations?
Secondly, what is it that is precisely to be proved about
the principle of utility? that it is a principle? that mer

always unconsciously ect on i%? or what else? = Thirdly,

what does it mean to 'prove! anything? ~ and more specifically,

what does it mean to prove a principle? His answers to these

questions are not fully stated anywhere and have to be recon=-

structed for him,and in the ultixﬁatc analysis they remain -

very vague and unsatisfaétory. A principle, for him,always

9%
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involves some 'exter:izl' consideration to which an appeal

can be nmadej that is to say, it does not involve an appeal to
e man's conscience or moral sense or personal wish or anything
subjective, but instead to something objective that all can
identify and exanine., It is defined as 'that which points

out some external consideration as a means of warranting and
g.rding the internal sentiments of approbation and disa-
pprobation'. As what is external to an action are its con-
sequences, it can more simply be defined as anything involving
an appeal to consequences.l Thus understoody, a principle
has the character of agstandard; it is something to which
actions can conform, with which ﬁhey can be compared, and

of which one can be a 'partisan'. Secondly, a prineiple

is 'a first idea which is conceived to serve as a foune
dation or beginning to any series of operationsi in some
cases, of physical operations; but of mental operations in
the present case.'2 Every chain of reasoning needs such

o Pirct beginning or a fixed point without which there is
an ‘anarchy of ideas'. What is more, a priciple alone
gives 'consistency' to men's actions which, in its absence, are

capricious and disjointed. Man must, therefore, always act on

1. Bentham also makes some odd and inconsistent remarks such
as that a principle is 'an abridgment of the corresponding rule!
(111.2i5), and that it can be ‘akéen'as an act of the mind, a
sentiment', (PrinciplesyCh.I.Para 2, Footnote).

2. Ibid.



one settled principle which, being always the same, will
make all his actions.fully congistents Thirdly, a prine
ciple is different from an end sthough it is rooted in it;
‘public pood' ought to be the end of the legislator,while
cen2ral utility ought to be 'the foundation'l or the prine
ciple of his reasonings. Fourthly, it nust be universal
botr in the sense that it must be available for judging
every action or practise and that it must be true for all
nen at all times.

As to what precisely is to be proved about the prine '
ciple of utility, hie answer is ,'the rectitude'iVhat has to
be whown is +that it is correet and is something on which all
men ought to act and by which their judgments ought to be’
gnided, As fto ~he third question regarding the mature of
proofy he implies that it differs according +6 what it is
that is to be proved, If a simple proposition is to be
proved, some empirical evidence is enough. If axioms are %o
be proved, 'referring to universal experience as their |

irmediate basis, they are incapable of demonstration, and

require only to be developed and illustrated in order to be . ... ..

2

recornized as incontestable.!' In the case of the proof of &
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.L.' .Lbido, ChoI, para 5

2, Ivid., Preface, para 12,. Footnote 1,
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a principle, his answer is much fuller and clearer. No
'direct proof' cun bé given of s principle since 'that
which i¢ used to prove everything else canriot itself be
proved'; a proof must commence somewhere, but then the
principle itaclf is the point of commencement! A man can
'move the earth';l 'But he must first find out another
earth to stand upon'. If, howsver, it cannot be proved
in the absence of nsuch an Archimidesn standpoint, it can
not be dlsproved either. What vwe can do is to remove his
‘prejudices' beeause of which 'a man may happen to be digposed
not to relish it;' we can remove thess by showing him
certuin 'steps' that he should take, and hope that 'perhaps
he msy come to reconcile himself to it.' It ic this that
Bentham himnolf does with respect to the prindple of
utility, though in a rather rhetoric:l manner.

Would a sceptic, he asks2 'judge and =ct without any
principle’, or with a principle? If the latter, the game is
ups 4if the former then he is appealing to the 'unfounded3

gentiments' of men. Yow if sentiments are to be the

l. Ibid. » Che ,I Para 130
2. Ibid. ’ Chels s Para 14-
3. 'unfounded', because a principle alone by definition can

be a foundation.



atandard of right and wrong, are they to be his own,or
ev rybody's? If his owm, is not hias standard 'despotical!,

g 1t makes hic v sentiments the standard for all men?

)

[l

f every one's,is it not 'anarchical',since different men
have different sentiments which, again, ars different at
diffaerent tiues?; besides, 'all arguments' will then be

'at an end' since a man does not have 'anything more to
say' after he has said, 'I like this'. If, seeing the
force of these arguments, the sceptiq/gz;s his sentiments
'must be grounded on reflection', then 'on what particnlars'
is the reflection to turn? If on the utilily of the act,
the game is up. If on amything elge, what are they? If
partly utility and partly anything else, 'how far' will .
he adopt tl> furmer? Why? VYhy not 'any farther'? .The
sceptic is defeated into silence. As if not satisfied with
this line of argument, Bentham goes on to advance a rather .
different kind of argument, Suppose there is to be adopted
a principle other than that of utilityj can a man have 'a
motive.. to pursue the dictates of it?f‘§1£ there is, what

is 1t? and how is it different from that which enforces

'the dictates of utility?' If there is no such motive, 'what it

is this prineiple can be good for?' Bentham concludes that

e prineiple of utility is 'a right principle to be governed

by and that in all cases; 'it follows esss.. that whatever
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principle diflers from it in any Case uus. necessarily be
a wrong one.'}' 'To prove any other primciple, therefore,
to0 be a wrong one, ther¢ needs no more thun just to show
it to be what it isy a principle ol wialch the diocvates are
in some point or other different Lfrua those of the prinsiple
of utility; to svate is Lo confute it.!

fe sh:ll now turn to bentoma's discussion of the alt-
ernatives o the principle ol utdlity, aad ucite what ocon—
siderations he appe-is to in kneekdin: them down. His proof,
ag we have seun, is ol itwo different propositlons; all
actions must be judged Dy an externsl swwndard, and only
the principle of utility ie the correct exiernal standardj
to the Jormer is opposed the 'pyinciple’ of sympathy and
antipathy, and to thqlatter that o) scceticimas Our dis-
cussion will thus consist in showing how bentham knocks down
these two 'principies', and how by implication he justifies
the two propositions constituting tho principle of utility.

As to the refutation of the yriuciple of sympathy and

1.

Ibidey CheTIe,parn 1



au‘_;"thyl, his arguments are mainly five, First, it is
not a prineirle at ail since it fails to s'ow sny 'external
congideration' to which an eppeal can be madej this mecans

a breazdown of all arguments,and a rejection of all forms

of reagoning in- humen affairs. ©Second, it leads to des-

po ism 'in practice'yor 'in disposition'. A man comaitted
to it ' leclaims with fury and virulence againsi all who

dif ‘er from him't he is convinced of the rightness of his
own sentiments,and of the judgments he makes on their basisj
as a result, he gets fanatical and accuses all differing

from him 'of corruption and imsin.cerity.'2 het is more,

it becomes a 'pretence' for refusing to undextake a detailed

64

1, It ma, .a'e various forms and involve an az:pqa.l to things
like moral sense, commen sense, eternal and immutable Rule
of Right, Fitness of Thin;gs, Law of Yature, law of Reason,
Natural Equity, Godd Order, etc,. He lumps all these together
and expects the following criticisms to apply to them all
alike, The arguments based on them 'it is more frequent to

see a . lied to morals than to politics ' butﬂ their influa‘noav

extends itself to both', Ibid., Ch.II,, para 14, Footnote 1,

2, Ibid., CheIl,, pera 14. Footnote 1.
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'inquiry' into the rightness or otherwise of one's senti-
ments. Third, it is inconstant in its application as it wild-
ly fluctuates between the extiremes of severity and lenity,
especially in matters of punishment: SBeverity because

there is nothing which some one may not disapprove and thus
make 'a ground of punishmeni'iy lenity because a remote but
strong miechief may evoke no antipathy. Fourth, it is not
self-sufficient but parasitic as it needs another principle
to regulate it,since, after all, men's feelings and senti-
ments do, and have %o, fall back on something else to guide
themselves by. TFinally, it confuses 'cause' with 'ground or
reason's The former 'operates on the mind of the agent and
produces the act'y while the latter 'warrants' a 'legislator!
or a 'by-stander' or an agent himgelf in approving or dis-
approving it. The 'reasons', more appropriately the 'causes',
'why such and such an act has been done' are different from
'the reason' why they ought to have been done'. The logie

of 'why is different in both cases. Now sympathy or anti-
pathy may lead to good 'effects' and we way therefore approve
of it as a motive, but we can never make 1t 'a ground of

action'} since it may sometimes lead to bad effects as well.

10 Ibido, ChnII, para 19;
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. few genera:. observations on these e.rgumentd nay
ot Le considered inap ropriate. OSome of lhese arguments
“entha. euphasizes in the context of 'the general departe
meat of morals', others in that of 'the particular departe
ment of politics'y, and the rest in that of bothe. The
second argument is largely in a moral context and attacks
the principle of sympathy and antipathy as a moral principlh
The t'ird argument, on the other hand, is advanced almost
exclusively against it as a political principle by which
he here means a legislative, and m§re specifically, aipen&l
principle, and consists in attacking it for rejecting 'the
harsh and rugged dictates of political utili‘by.'2 In fact,
this argument, in terms of its importance as well as the
amount of space devoted to it, occupies a central place, and
would Jjustify the view that Bentham is mainly concerned to
attack the principle of sympathy and anti;ia.tha"‘ as a ﬁoiitiéal
prinei le, It is, further, worth observing that some of
these arguments, particularly thé second and the third and,

to some extent, the first, are interms of édriaequeriéesJ while

1., Ibid., ChoII’ para 19.

2. Ibid., Ch.II, para 13,



the fourth and,to some extent, the fifth are mainly formal
in that they start fromla certain view of what a principle
should logically be like, that is, self-sufficient, and then
go on to reject the principle of sympathy and antipathy as
it does not satisfy this condition. Vhat is interesting to
note i3 that the former sort of arguments would mean that
his criticism of the prineiple of sympathy and antipathy is
circular, since we are asked to appeal to consequences because
such an appeal results in good conséquences, Besides, how do
we judge these consequences themselves? True, thebprinoiplo
of sympathy and antipathy leads to despotismj but so what? Why
is despotism bad? Again, it may lead to violent fluctuations
in the amounts of punishment imposed; but why is this bad?
Bentham gives no answery but, if pressed, he would argue that
congsequences are to be Jjudged by the hedonist standard: the
principle of sympathy and antipathy is wrong because it leads
to despotism, severity of punishment, etc., and these are bad
because they result in greater pain in the community. This
would megn that his hedonism is logically prior to his utilitaria=
nism, and that his refutatioh of the principle of sympathy and
antipathy is parasitic on his refutation of the principle of
asceticism,

As to Bentham's proof of the second proposition, it
will have to consist in proving that (1) only the prine

ciple formulated in terms of pleasure or pain is correct



or rirht, and that (2) of these two, only that mo=nl

standard or principle is correct which is formulated in

terns of pleasure. Now his answer to (1) is in terus

of hig metaphysics., Pleasure and pain are the sole reali=-
ties in the field of actionj everything else is reducible

to them, and,when it is not, it is simply 'fictitious'.
Pleasure and pain are the only things men are motivated by;
there is simply no point in advancing a prinei:le different
from these two, as the whole point of advancing a principle

is that it should be practicable, It is in this cmntext

that his famous passage becomes most relevant. 'Nature has
placed mankind under the governance of two sovercign masters,
pain and pleasure. It is for them alone to point out what

we ought to do, as well as to determine what we 8hall dO esesess
They govern us.in all we do, in all we say, in all we thinks
every effort we can make to throw off our subjéction will
serve but to demonstrate and confirm ite In words a man

may pretend to abjure their empires but in reality he will

1 Pleasure and pain are

remain subject to it all the while.!
our 'masters', and are both the 'causes' of our actions and

the 'standards' for judging them; they are'sovereign', and

0%

1 Ibld., ChoIo' para 1.
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to introduce any other standard is by definition impos-
sible,as, otherwise, they will not be sovereizn. What we
must do therefore is to recognize our 'subjection' to them
and build ocur moral ,rinciple on thelr 'foundation'. It
is the 'truth' about man's nature tiat he always and
necessarily pursues pleasure and avoids pain and judges
all actions in terms of their tendency to produce a 'surplus'
of ylcasure over painy a '.rofit'. Any moral principle
based on a denial of this rests on 'falschood'.

Bentham's refutation of the principle of asceticisn
rests on five main arguments, and is interspersed with
some arguments in support of tﬁe principle of utility. To
begin with, the principle of ascegticism is inoapabic of
‘consistent' application, the incapacity being practical and
not logical.,. .Even if a small part of mankind were to prac-
tise it, 'in a day's time, they will have turned it (the earth)
into a hell' as each will be imposing pain on oth;ra. this
being n;I the most moral tuing to &o. The principle of
utility, on the contrary, 'is capable of beihg oonsistently
pursued’'y, and, what is more significant, 'the more consis-
tently it is pursued, the better it must ever be for mankind.'
It may be rejoined that this is already to assume thaf prode=

ucing more pleasure is a good thing, which is pPrecisely what



is i dispute. Anticipating this objection Dentham makes
his second ar,uent. If misery or pain is really good, 'It
woull nct matter nuch whether it were brou;ht by each man

u, oo biuself, or by one man up n another'; we .ust there=
fore bLe enjoined to infiict as much pain as ocssible on
otuers. ZLZul then the saie peovle who consider pain good
counsider inflieting it on others ‘u zia'y thus implying that
poin is a bad thing &nd pleasure a good thing. Tﬁirdly,

no government has ever so far practised the princibie of

asceticism as a conscious plaou, not even the cne composed

of wen explicitly committed to the practicé‘bf it; Fourfhlj;

it is 'at botilo but the princip.e of utlﬁlty mlsagplied'l

men wedded to it are in fact pursalng their,p;_ggg;g but

mistakenly vellcuve they can do so only by oourting pain. It |

is thus noi w. independent or a separata prin01ple but only
a misconceived formulation by 'hasty spccxlators' of tho pﬂxb
ciple of 1tility. rifthly. and flnally, e pxxnoiple of .
utility is alraady 1mp11c1t in all the specific moral judgu
ments thpt we contlnuoualy naket take all such Judgments.

analyse them, and you will see that implicd in them all iu

%
Lt »

this principle, which thus is not & new invention bux some=
thing 'deferred to' 'on meany, perhapl on‘gg;; occasions' of

his life by every man 'wihhout thinking of it'
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These arguments, it will have been noticed, are of varying
logical character. In the case of the first cne, there is
8 suggestion of justifying consistency on the hedonist ground,
but it is not pressed,and consistency is recognized &s & nec-
essary formal requirement in any principles; the principle of
utility is correct because, among other things, it is consistent,
and not that consistency is good because it leads to pleasure.
The second and the third arguments are left at that, and not
used to point to any essential weakness or limitetion in the
prineiple of asceticism itself, As stated, they simply refer
to empirical facts, and do not show that these facts are not coh=
tingent and could not have been otherwise, bui are, in a very
significant sense; inevitable as they spring from the very nature
of man which completely rules out the possibility of any action
based on the prineiple of asceticism, The fourth argument could
be highly interesting in eriticising a principle by pointing
to its perasitic and second-order charascter, but Bentha: again
makes & mess of it by turning it olumsily into a psychologistic
and genetic a.rgument.l As to the fifth and final argument, he
does not go on to examine specific moral juigments that men

make and show how the prineiple of utility underlies them all.

2|1

1, Seey ey Ibido’ ChoII., p&l‘l 93 also ChoI.’ para 12|



Begides, his thesis that pleasure is the end of all our actions
can be questioned as it can at least be argued that a man
pursuing pain is not doing so as a means to his eventual
pleasures It can, further, he argued that the fact that a
principle underlies all our moral judgments is not necessarily
a proof of its validity. Tinally his first three arguments
against the principle of asceticism are relevant only when that
principle is seen in a political contextj they do not show why it is
invalid in a moral context, using th: term 'moral' to refer to the
narrow area of purely 'self-regarding' actions as Bentham himself
Why  should

does many times. I not organize my own personal life in such a way
that I get maximum pain, and why should I not judge my actions when
they concern me alone in accordance with the principle of
asceticiemm?

To conclude, we have seen how Bentham criticises the two
principles of sympathy and antipathy and of asceticiem. It
will have been noticed that their respective criticiems are
not fully integrated, and that each invokeS certain arguments
not to be found in the case of the other. The arguement based on
congistency, for example, occupies an important place in the case

of the principle of asceticism, but not in that of sympathy
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aad antipathys this can also Le said of several other
arcunients. Jnis is not intended as = oriticisu,but only

to suggest that tie crivicisms of the two priuciples have
dir’erent logical structures, Dentham a2lso {ails to notice
the differing logzic of the two principles in their woral
end political character, and is at tiwes zuilty of arguing
for tieir moral invalidity om the vacis of their political
invalidity, or, wahal is worse, theirgvlitical iuapplicability.
In boih, however, it is worth aoting that it is the poli-
tical, orysirictly, the legislative realm thai is mainly the
context of the criticisme. . This is not sur,rising as his
approach to nearly all the problems is from the standpoint.
of a legislator.

It is iuportent to bear in mind what precisgly it 15
that Sentlam ins .roveds He has not proved, and did notvset
out to prove, that pleasure is good and pa;n,bad or evil,

It is simply a fact sbout man's natural coustitution that he
desires pleasure and avoids pa;“;l cud Denthaa at no point
considers it a serious problem for him to show that pleasuws

is goode ‘hat he has proved, and what he set out to

l. 'y notion of man is that, successfully or unsuccessfully,
ne aims at happiness and so will continue to aim as long as
he continues to be man, in everything he does'. (A_comment

on Commentaries, p. 84.)
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prove,l is 'the principle of utility'; that is;tuat the
happiness of the community is the only standard by which
men's actions are to be judgeds To use his own metaphors,
men are 'placed' under the 'sovereignty' of pleasure and
pain by nature. Man's reason is to recognise this 'subjection'
and form its standards accordingly since it cannot sit in
sudgenent on these 'masters' as it has no standards outside
of t em. lMoreover, not to recognize this subjection is
hubris in as much as it implies questioning the opera=-

tions of 'Nature'; politically speaking, since it is poli-
tical metaphors that Bentham is using, it will be an act

of 'rebellion' 'to abjure their empire'. Besides, this will
be a rebellion that has just no point, sinoe one knows right
from the start not only that it is bound to fall but also
that the rebellion is in principle impossible as, in

the very aot of rebelling, one is only obeyings one's
nature-appointed masters: the poor ascetic tihinks he has
rebelled successfully, but if only he inew that he is still

continuing to obey the 'master' pleasure just as well as its

l., He sees it as hls task 'to establish the unity and the
sovereignty of this prinoiple by rigourously excluding every

other?*.,
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any other faithful subject, though unknowingly and con=

usedly! <To Lorrow J.S. ilill's expression in a similar

context, it is 'uwelaphysically impossible' to do aﬁything
but desire pleasure and avoid pain, and, as such, it is
simply sointless to ask if I should pursue pleasure. It
follows therefore that we must judge every action in

terns of the amounts of pleasure aul 'ai: it leads to.
iice we are so constituted as to desire lvuuare and 'always' to
Lurs.e it, we 'mostly' - 'ou most occasions' - alrefdy Juuge

our own and others'actions by this standard, souetlmes, of
course, we do not, and this is bedauée”of bﬁf ipi'éjudice';

or through 'iot understanding alwayé ﬁow £§.aépiy;1t' 1 .itu

i3 precisely this hiatus between what we alwaJs actually o
desire and do id how we sometimes Judge that constituted
Bentham's wkoblen. which he is trying to solve by urg1ng

on us to be nore consxstent' and adopt the prlnciple of
utllltJ in.gil that we do.‘ | S

It way be asiced, as it has beew,if Lantham's case for

the principle of utility does not rest on the derivation of T

an 'ought' from an 'is', and therefore comuit a fallacy.

1, Principles, Ch.I., pera 12,



An answer has to be reconstructed for him as he does not

go into this qpestién in this forme His whole ethics, as

he insists repeatedly, is based on the vital distinction
between an 'is' and an 'ought'y and he, in fact, nearly

always attacks his opponents, especially those concerned

to defend the status quo, as wanting to fuse the two. His

own discussion of the distinction is largely in the legise-
lative context where it appears in the form of the distinction
between the 'expository' and the 'censorial' Juriaprudence.l
He insists that any attempt to identify the two is self-con-
tradictory as it implies 'finding everything as it should

be', and thus fails to realise that 'whatever now is established,
once was inmnovation.' 'The difference hetween Hume and me

is this: the use he made of it (i.e. principle of utility)
was to account for that which is, I to know what ggggg_gg;gg'z.
Reading Hume's 'Treatise on Human Nature - 'that work from
which however in proportion to the bulk of it, no great

quantity of useful instruction seemcd derivable', the distinection

(6

1. I. 229¢

2. Letter to Dumont, Sept.6, 1822



between '"wint has veen done' and 'what ousht to be done!
struclk him 'es one of cardinal importance'.l To any one
fgiling to see it, 'the whole field of ethics.. must ever
have been, - yea, and ever will be -, a labyrinth without

a clue'yas it was to 'Crotius and Puffendorf'. To emphasize
it he coined the word 'Deontology' which 'turns altogethex
upon this distinetion', and conveys the idea that ethics jg
conceruad with,and only with,the 'ought'.

It may seem a stirange paradox that the udn who is so
enphatic on distinguishing between an 'is' and an 'ought!
should arpear to take a position involving tﬁc closest
ideatification of the two, and, what is most interesting,
state boththe jositions in the saume paragraph with unperturbed
ease. The paradoxhowever loses its sharpness when it is
remembered that the distinction and the identification take
vlace at two different levels, In any political or social
or umoral contex’i, an existing institution or practice cannd
be its own standard, and thus i’aét and value are distinect.,
Where then is the standard to be found? Not in the 'feeling'
of a mang a thing is not good because I feel it is so, or

even because I have a certain feeling towgrds it, a 'pro-
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stt. ude'; this is what Bontham would call the principle

of sympathy and anéipatny, and we have noted how vehemently
he rejects ite. lor again is the standard to be found in
the universal agreement of meny though very unlikely, it
is still poscible tuat men may come to agrec on things

thut are really ~vile The standard can be found only

in the nuture of man, which provides the ends in terms of
which all standards are to be formeds It cannot be asked
of pleasure why it is ;ood simply because it is the only
thing that man is naturally capable of desiring and enjoyinge
-bis will also rule out the question why we should pursue
~leasure; ve are constituted in a certain way, «nd to be
rational is to accept this ‘'subjection' to our natural

anu 'sovereign mast-rs', the subjection being inherent in
the human conditione But, the questioner may peraist,

is Lhere no place f{or heroism, a grand metaphysioal revolt
againat tie conditions of one's existcnoe, even if only to
spend oneself out in a futile combat? This is no heroism
Lenthem would reply, and, provided he can be induced to sce
heroism as something valuable, he would see it as consisting
in remaining within the inevitable limits of the human
nature and fully realising its 'principle'; that is, in
nmaximising the happiness of. the community to the best of

one's capacity.

Those not entirely happy with this

218
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account of moral obligation in Bentham may like to con-

sider another possible interpretation which I personally

find totelly unsatisfactory. Man ghould or has an gbligation
to, pursue pleasure, This obligation arises from the fact
that the pursuit of pleasure is the principle of his nature
which he has an obligation to follow either because nature

is divinely created, or because nature is itself divine; the
former will offer a Deistic and the latter a Spinozistic
interpretation of Bentham. Now there is,of course, gome
evidence for such an interpretation in his writings. 'Natue'
is believed to have 'ﬁlaced' man under the sovereignty of
pleasure and pain, There is also the assumption of natural
harmony between man's pursuit of pleasure and his well-being,
at least in that the pursuit of pleasure does not spell man's
disaster but instead contributes to his sur¥ival. Again,
most of Bentham's criticisms are directed against the 'God
of wrath and vangeance' and not against God as such, and there=
fore the idea of God is not alien to his system., Finally,

it is only on this interpretation, it is argued, that he can
be saved from the charge of committing the fallacy of deriving
values from facts. However, all this does not build up a
very good case, and there is an overwhelming evidence on the

other side. 'nature has placed mankind...', he later says,
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is only a 'metaphor', 'Ye rejects 'nmatural law' both on

the ground that it is neither law nor natural. He does

not think that God exists and has created men, and treats
all speculations about His existence and nature as idde and
useless, The subject of religion is 'execluded from the
list of subjects taught at his Chrestomathic Day School.
What is most important, he does not say that man has an
obligation to pursue pleasure and avoid pain, since man

do this anyway.

In short, & *entative and rather inadequate answer to
this very important question that we have tried to‘offer
is this. Because pleasure and pain are the sole moral and
political realities, they alone can constitute the ends of
hugan actionsj the pursuit of anything else,such as jus-
tice or perfection will be the pursuit of 'illusory' ends-
or of 'fictions'., Further, they alone c¢an provide the
standard for evaluating human actions,since, if anv other
stendard is suggested, it can be shown to be reducible to
that formulated in terms of pleasure and pain. Finally,
they alone can be the motives for undertaking actions,as
man is constitutionally incapable of being motivated by
enything else. These three reinforce each othery for
example, if pleasure and pain are the sole motives, a moral

standard formulated in any other terms will be simply be



'impracticable!, and therefore useless and dangerous,
useless because the whole point of having a standard is
that man should conform tc it, dangerous because it will
make impossible demands on men and lead to frustration,
self-c ndeunation and even,to cynicism., Any moral etan=
dard must be formulated in the awareness of human nature,
and thus in terms of pleasure and pain, as this is what
Benthan's elaborate inquiry has convinced him human nature
is. The ultimate choice thus is between formulating it
in terms of nleasure, or in terms of pain. His'proof',

as we have seen, consists in oconfronting us with two sets
of alternatives, each of thim arising at two different
stages of morsl and political 6onduot. Firstly, are we

to act and judge capriciously, or are we to have some def=-
inite standard? Secondly, if the answer to the first
question is, as he shows it must be, that we must have some
definite standard, what standard are we going to adopt?
that recommending maximum happiness, or that recomuending
maximum pain? It may be asked why Bentham should see
only two, and particularly only these two alternatives at
each of the two stages., His first set of alternatives

seems to spring from his view of reason and a desire to see



that men do not opt éut of a rational debate about the
morality of their actions.1 His second get of alternae
tives seems to spring from his theory of man which cone
siders pleasure and pain alone as the sole human realities.
Thus morality must be defined in terms of pleasurej
but this does not mean that the pursuit of pleasure is,
ipso facto, moral. Pleasure is a sensation we all natue
rally enjoy having. 1t is not a 'moral good'; it is what
he calls a 'pathological good', or a 'sensation' we call
enjoy when v~ hove it., He would prefer to call it a'phy=-
s3ical' good but for the fact that 'in tlst case, those
pleasures and paing, the seal of which is not in the body

: T
but only in the mind,might be regerded as excluded'.

Pleasure becomes & moral good only 'in so far as human will

. is congidered as instrumental in the production of it.!

QR

1. We shall sedlater what sort of a debate he would
consider 'rational'.

2. I. 206,



When we will an action intended to achieve it, we are being
moral, and the pleasure thus resulting is a 'moral good'}'
Not pleasure but the deliberate pursuit of pleasure is
morally good. Now one may bring it about in a misguided
way, that is prefer a less quantity of it when more is
availgble, or bring it about haphazardly and capriciously
and not consistently as a matter of principle. One can
thus be moral, but not in a rational way. Desiring pleasure
ie something natural,and there is nothing rational or moral
about it. To will to undertake actions intended to achieve
it is to be moral.2 To will to undertake, as a matter of
rinciple, such actions as will achieve it to the maximum,

and for the whole comaunity or for those affected by one's

setions3 is to be rationally moral. This is precisely what

X3

l. 'So far as anything else is made of it, either the word

is without meaning,or the thing is without value'. Ibid..

see also ITI.212ff., VIII.36. What is really important is the
conscious exércise of 'human agency's but as this, like any-
thing else, cannot ocour without willy, will becomes important

in d=fining morality.
2. '"Will occupies itself about the end'. IV.11O0.
3. See the two different formulations of the principle of

utility mentioned earlier.



the principle of utility states, which thus is a principle
of rational morality, :nd if Benth m's proof is correct,
it is the prin:iple or rational moralitye An important
confirmation of this interpretation of Benthum's ethiocal
theory will be found in the fact that he defines mor.lity
of an action not in terms of pleasure as such but in those
of the principle of utilitylz a right action is one
'conformable to the principle of utility*; it is ‘'only'

in terms of this conformity that ‘oughtt!, 'right', and

'vrong' have a ueaning'.2

AR

l. Principles Ch.Il., para 10C.

2. 1Ibid. Bentham himself does not give a full statement of

his ethical theory anywhere; his observations are scattered,
and not always oconsistent. What I have done here is to con-

struct a position for him that seems to do Judtioo to most of

his observations and that appears to be in accord with his

intentions as well as the general assumptions underlying his

philosophy.
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\leagsurement, Science and Equality

An action, we have seen, is good if it leads to a balance
of pleasure over painj; similarly, any measure eiming at achie-
ving equality of a specific sort and in a specific context is
good if it leads to a balance of pleasure over pain, Now
this obviously raises a number of questions ,the chief among
which is whether it is ever possible to ascertain such a sur-
plus. It would, of course, be possible, if the pleasures and
the pains resulting from a given action can be respectively
added and then subtracted; but how is this possible when there
are various kinds of pleasures and pains not always reducible
to a common set of homogeneous units, and when they have each
a number of aspects, such as intensity, duration, etc., which
again do not look mutually commensurable? Bentham is aware
of these questions,and assures us that they can all be satis-
factorily answered.

The question,he says, is one of being able to 'measure!
'the value' or 'force' 'of a lot of pleasure or pain'l. 'To
a person considered by himself, the value of a pleasure or

pain considered by itself, will be greater or lesser' according
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to its four 'elements! oi' 'dimensions', i.e. in LLyy
duration, certeinty (or uncertainty) and propinquity (or
remoteness)., Lf we are considering its value for estimating

the tendency of en get by which it is produced, two other
dimensions must be taken into accounts fecundity or the
'chance... of being followed by sensations of the same kind',
i.e. pleasure by pleasure and pain by pain, and Purity or the
'chances... of not being followed by ensetions of the

opposite kind'e 1l.e. pleasure by pain and pain by

pleasure; what is emphasized here is the 'preductivity!'

ol pleasure, the former describing its positive and the latter
the negative aspect. These two, strictly, are not the dimensions
of pleasure or pain itself, but of the act by which pleagure or
pein has been produced. \hen finally the social context, of an
act is under consideration, 'extent' or the 'number of

pesons affected by it' should also be taken into account. Thus
0 teke 'an exact account' of the general tendency of any act
affecting the incerests of the community, we are to proceed as
follows. Begin with any one person of those 'whose interests
seem most im:ediately to be affec'l;ed by it'; see what plee.sur‘esn |
and paing it produces in him in the first instancej distinguish
every #ingle pleasure and pain and assess its value. Then, see
what pleasures and pains are likely to follow afterwards, and,in

their light, assess the fecundity and the purity of the pleasures
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and the psins of the first instance. Finally, sum up 'all
the values' of the plemsures and the pains,and see where the
'bulance' lies. This will give us the result with r£§poct to
the man we have started with., Now work thie out in/bzae of
&1l the individuals affected, and we will arrive at the grand
sum total ....~h will indicate a surplus of pleasure or of
pain. Ve can,then,decide whether or not the greatest happiness
principle requires us to do or to approve the action whose
hedonic consecquences we have thus cslculated. Not that this
elaborate process should be or cen be done previous to 'every'
moral and politicel judgment or decision, but that it must
'always' be kept in view,and can in principle be done,

But this is precisely the problem: cen it be done even
in principle? Inthis :cconnt, Bentham has simply talked of
'assessing the value' of each pleasure and painj;but the value
of a pleasure is a function of the four or six or sovonl dimen-
sione,as we have just seen; can these dimensions be measured?

Further, underlying the grend sum total is the assumption that

pleasures and pains of different individuals can be added; how

1. i.e. depending on whether the pleasure by itself or the

sct or the socizl context is taken into account,
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is this essumption justified? His answers to these

questions are sketchy and highly unsatisfactory. As to
measuring the value, one of the things he has to do is to
specify the units in terms of which various dimensions can

be quantified and measured, and this he does, though rather
tentatively. The unit of intensity is 'the faintest' pos-
sible sensation 'that can be distinguished to be pleasure’

or painj a moment of time is the unit of durationjimmediate
'present' is the unit of certainty and propinquity; as to
other dimensions their units are not specified. In assess-
ing the value of a pleasure or a pain, the degrees of inten-
sity and duration are to be counted in whole numbers as mul-
tipliers of these units,while certainty and propinquity work
in the reverse direction. The resson for this is that in the
case of the former two we start with the smallest units, while
in the case of the latter two we start with the largest units;
the most certain sensation,for example, is the one actually
felt, and all others can only be less and never more certain,
In finally determining the quantity of a pleasure or a pain,the
intensity units are tc be multiplied by the duration units,and
the resulting figure is to be further pultiplied by the frac-
tions of certainty and propinquity; to this are gdded the

numbers expressive of fecundity, and from the total those
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exprecsive of purity are gubtracted; the net result is
finally multiplied by the extent, i.e. the number of indi-
viduals affected. This is Bentham's 'felicific calculua’,
also celled ‘'moral arithmetic', 'moral thermomotor'l. etc..
Despite his apparent confidence in his esbility to de-
velop an exact calculus of pleasure and pain he continues
to have misgivings about it. What worries him most, and
not surprisingly, is the question of measuring intensity;
he frankly states at a number of places that it is not
'susceptible of meaeuremont'.z If the implications of this
are fully faced, it will wreck not only his 'felicific
calculus' but also his political and mor=zl theory, since his
views on vhat the legislator should do and how, his theory
of equality, and his shift from the principle of 'the grea-
test happiness of the greatest number' to that of 'the
greatest happiness' are all based on the possibility of
measuring intensity. KEe has thus to provide for its measure-

ment, and he does this through the medium of money, Take

1' 10”4.
2. 1Iv,542,
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the pleasure, he says, of seeing your enemy suffer through
conviction in a court of law.1 To obtain it, you will have
to file a suitl againat him in a court of law, which will

cost you, say, £50. Are you prepared to spend this amount?
If your answer is in the affimative, it follows that your
total pleasure, or ithe intensity of your pleasure, is equal
to £50. Dlow take another pleasure, say, of charity. Are
you prepared to spend £50 to obtain it? If yes, your
Pleasures of revenge and of charity, lsing eash equal to the
same amcunt of monsy, are ‘'equal' to each other. Similarly,
if the same amount is offered to get a ocertain pleasure as
also to avoid a2 certain pain, 'The pleasure and pain must be
reputed equivalent'. This can be generalised to account for
all pleasures and pains, and money thus bocomes 'the only
common measure that things afford'. It is the measure of
'drinking so many bottles of wine' or of 'enjoying the favours
of such a woman' or of 'doing such a service to one's country
or to mankind in generalj all these can properly be spoken
of 'as being in money of such a value'« He offeers an 'Apology
for applying it (i.e. money) to such pleasures', but 'from
necessity, and it is only from necesuity I speak and prompt

mankind to speak a mercenary language.' If money is not

1. VII,569



accepted as an accurate instrument, 'find out some other
that shall be more accurate, or bid adieu to Polities and
Morals.'

Running side by side and closely connected bdbut not
identical with it is the argument that money can buy nearly
all plez.urcs and ward off nearly all pains; it is 'a means
of acquiring even power and reputation and love and nearly
'all such things'. At one placel, he even makes this a
ground for arguing that money can measure all pleasures and
pains: Dbecause it can buy all pleasures, it is their
‘reprcsentative', and a measure 6t their value., Strictly
speaking, it is not necessary for him to connect the two
arguments in this way, and generally he does not do so, His
usual manner of relating the two is to say that of those
pleasures that are produced by money, it is both the 'source’
and 'exact measure'; of others not produced by it, it is the
direct or indirect measure, but in either case 'an exact and
proper one'; of yet others, it may be 'the assumed measure',
if not 'the original one', as in the case of the pleasure of
revenge cited above. It is interesting to note how Bentham

understands moral and political life on the model of economic
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life, and pleasure and pain on the analogy of monav, They
are 'the currency' of moral and political lifey like money,
they too are subject to the law of diminishing utility; they
too can be 'meximised! and 'accumula‘ed'y goodwill, for
example, is a 'capital' one painfully builds ip, and ine
volves 'saving' pleasures for the future,

Cne important implication of introdicing money to
measure intensity, which Bentham has failed to notice, is that
the detailed process of measurement, earlier desoribed,
is simply not necessary any longer, as one can take a
ccrtain pleasure as a whole and compavre it with a speci-
fic amount of money., This, of course, would not be the
case if money were introduced to measure intensity alone,
but in that case the whole calculus will be speeking two
different and mutually non-translatable languages « that
of money in the case of intensity, and that of the respective
kinds of non-monetary units in the case of the other dimensions
of pleasure and pain., If therefore he is to introduce money,
which, for reasons we have seen, he has to, he must also take
the further steps of tmanslating all the dimensions into the
mone tary languagej and once he does this, he can easily dise
pense with the elaborate calculation of the quantities of
pleasures and paing, and simply take the pleasure concerned as
a wﬁole and epress it in monetary terms. Even the quanti-

tative comparisons of pleasures can be most reliably and easily



than
made in this way since a plessure is greater/another if the

person enjoying or seeking it is prepared to make a greater
sacrifice for it.

But even the introduction of money does not really
solve the problem, since money is not constent in value as
its valu~ “‘epénds on how muck of it one already hes. A, for
example, offers £50 for the pleasure of revenge while B offers
only £10 for it, This can not mean that A's pleasure is five
times greater than B's,nor that he is five times as eager to
have it, since £50 may be of exactly the same value to him as
£10 is to B. The value of money, as Bentham himself recog-
nized, is a function of the ratio between what is spent and
what is left. However, if the quantities of money involved
are small and thus mor~ or less equal, 'the pleasures produced
by two sums' are 'as the sums producing them'; in such situa-
tions, money is most intimstely related to pleasure as every
single bit of it is important, and/gyiasurea felt by two per-
sons can be more accurately measur~d,as we know,or can justi-
fiably 'assume', that the same amount of money has the same
valpe for both., This will mean that so long as the existing
vast inequalities in the amounts of money owned persist, money
can not be an accurate instrument of measurement, and the hope
of the 'seience of pleasure' is doomed. Bentham concedes that

a fair degree of equality in the woney owned is presupposed



by his science of pleasure, but goes on to assert that this
equality already exists. Most men have smaller and more or
less equal guantities of money, and therefore,for all pur-
poses of 'practice', men will 'stand a better chance of being
right by supposing them equal than by suprosing them to be
otherwise than equal.'l This will hardly do, snd Bentham

is caught up in an interesting paradox. The logic of his
position would require him to insist on equalising the quan-
tities of money in the hands of ell the members of a comrun-
ity, thus making equality of wealth a gcientific necessity

or the hecessary condition of the science of pleasure. KHis
moral theory, however, would rule this out as the pain of

loss ig always much greater than the pleasure of gain, and the
frustration of expectations which the rich will experience if
wealth is equalised is the most acute pain in Bentham's scheme.,
This would mean that, so far as equality is concerned,scienme
and ethics pull in a different directions and have very
different implications. What is more, 'scientific’ ethics’
would be a self-contradictory expression, not, of course,
absolutely but only within the context of any existing soce
iety with settled expectationss in a soceity just coming into
existence. there are no established expectations, and equality

therefore will be the practiée recomnended by the principle of
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utility. The paradox, however, loses much of its sting far himsince,
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despite his occasional claims to the contrary e.d his
exployment of scientifie idioms like 'axioms', 'science of
pleasure' and 'measurement' to describe what he is doing,

he is not really interested in developing such a science.

His main concern is legislation, and it is from this stande
point that he a rroaches and examines all problems. The

nain question he is asking and answering in all his works ist
what ought a legislator to do? and how can we ensure that

he will do this? He is not interested in the principle of
utility in general, but only as it applies in the field of
legislation; he himself says as much, Again, the equality

he is interested in is one which a legislator can help to
achieve, This is also true of his discussions of humen
nature, of society, of relgién, of measurement, etc., all

of which are undertaken with a view to providing guidance to
a legislator. !He is therefore content to formulate gen-
eralisations that are rather broad and ad hoc and inexact
from the standpoint of a social scientist, but of sufficient
merit to warrent a legislator's reliance on them; Br a leg-
islator they are all that he has and can hope to have. In
the present context of the discussion of measurement, Bentham
rests content by arpuing that, barring the extremes of wealth
and poverty, there is a broad equality of wealth in the modern

communities, which enables a legislator to make rough measure-



ments that are velid for all przctical purposes; moreover,
he can try to reduce prevailing inequalities,and thereby
enhance the possibility of a mere exact measurement,

It may be asked why Bentham should be interested at
all in the possibility of measurementj what are the reasons
arising fro~ his pk§loscphical system itself that led him
to seriously accept the possibility of measurement, and to
believe that he had to find an important place for it in his
system? A number of answersl have been given and could be
given; we shall here underteke a very brief examination of
four of them. (1) A Benthamite individual, it is argued,
is a happriness-seeking animal; but he finds that the 'materials'
of happiness are so 'scanty' that he must carefully calculate
and not lose a single nossible drop of pleasure through neg-
ligence or oversight, and in general get the best out of each
opportunityz. Bentham did talk, for example, of 'the econony
of happiness.' This argument can also take a slightly dif-
ferent form. The world as it is is so constituted that one
can hardly have any pleasure without having some painj one
should therefore be most careful in chooesing one's pleasures.

On this interpretation, the emphasis on the properties of

1. In all there seem to be about eleven of them,
2. This interpretation is implied by Sheldon Wolin, 'Politics

and Vieion', George Allen and Unwin, 1961, 326f,



pleasre such as ' urity', 'fecundity' and, to some extent,

'diration' becomes eagier t: explsine I find this inter=-

=

pretation unsatisfictory as i! irmores Zentham's optimism

and looks at him throurh the eyes of James 1ill. As Benthanm
seid, 'It dons not follow that the sum of evil is greater

than that of zood. Illot only is evil more rare, but it is
accidental:s it does not arise, like good, from constant and
neces ary causes. Up to a certain point, aiso, it is in our
power to rerulse evil from and aettract good to, ourselves.
There is also in humen neture a feeling of confidence in
hapginess; which prevails over the fear of its'loéé.'l (2)
Despite Bentham's pfetensiohs, it is argued, his felicifie
calculus is not, strictly, a device of celculation, but simply
a tool of clagsificationj as sucﬁ, it pointed out tb hin wha
elements werz to be considered in = given situation, and, then,
among these he compared in terms of greatef and‘lesérah& not

in any precisé way: Benthem was, in short, a classifier rather
than & euloslator.” Thoigh trma up %0 & pointy I PALHK

this view unﬁerestimates the impgrfahéé of'fhe idea of measure=
ment in Pentham's system. ?urthef, diassificétibﬁ éhﬁlmeasure-

ment are tﬁo distinct activities‘for him, and have different'.
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purposesj the former is prior and methodically sorts things
outy then, in each class so formed, measurement becomes
possible. Bentham is not interested in classification for
its own sake but only because it ie a necessary condition
of measurement. (3) The idea of measurment is intended
only to provide a more accurate language of expression.
Like the employment of mathematical language anywhere else,
it does not achieve any cubstantial results or introduce
any new standards of Jjudgment, but only aims at providing
a more precise and value-free instrument of expression; it
can therefore easily be removed from Bentham's philoso-
phical system if we should choose to do so. It seems to me
this view is untenable. Iirstly, Bentham is happy with the
ordinary language and suggests that we can always use two
words instead of one to more precisely express our ideas.
Secondly, though true that our ordinary language is full of
emotional and value-ridden words, it is possible to coin
neutral words, as he himself is continually doing, in place
of what he cdlls 'syllogistic' and 'dyslogistic' words.
Thirdly, he is not worried about men being able to express
themselvesbut rather about their being able to convince each other
'indisputably', which propositions of arithmetic 'compellingly’
do. Finally, as we argued earlier, the idea of measurement

is of very grest importance, particularly to his moral and



political theory,and can not be abandoned without serious
damage to it. (4) There is a more philosophical account
sugg-sted by H, Arendt.1 The post-Cartesian man has lost

the common world - the world of concrete objects that man
earlier shared in common with other men, and has been thrown
back upon himself and his 'internal world'. One of its

many implicetionc is that gertain knowledge is possible

'ohly where the mind plays with its own forms and formulas'.,
Living continually in doubt man wants certainty, and,so

far as the context of our discussion is concerned, he wants
to be certain that he ig rcally getting the maximum of
pleasure; he can find this only in the impersonal world of
wathematice which can convince hiw 'beyond doubt' that the
action he has done is better than its alternative because

the former gives him so many units of pleasure,while the
latter would have given much less, Further, for men who have
become solipsistic, the only possible language of communica-
tion is that of mathematics. Though in general sympathy with
this interpretation, I find it inadequate for two reasons.

Firstly, the argument from the loss of the common world is less
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1., ‘'Human Condition', A Doubledsy Anchor Book, 1959. p. 240ff.
What follows is a very general sketch of her position., and

hardly does justice to its brilliance and richness,



40

applicable to Bentham than to many others,as Bentham does
as:ert the existence of the world of conerete objects,

the reality of individuals around us, etc., Secondly,

he takes sensations as giving certein knowledge and ecarry-
ing on their face the certificate of their veracity; if
Bentham, like most rationalists, had doubted this, he would,
as Arendt rightly says, have to f£~11 on mathematics as the
sole source of certesinty and the only possible medium of
interpersonal communication; but he does not.

It seems to me that the explanation may perhaps lie in
Sentham's view of resson. He understands reason, hot,like
Paine,eas a capacity to grasp general principles and act on
them, but mainly as 'a faculty' that 'ocalculates'. Because
of his philosophical hedoniem, it becomes necessary for him
to say that reason always calculates in terms of pleasure
and pain, i.e. 'advantages' and 'disadvantages' or 'geins'
and 'losses'; 'the name of reasons is not with any use of
propriety applicable' to those 'portions of discourse that
do not talk in terms of, and relate things to the greatest
happiness principle’'; no argument is rational unless ataied
in terms of this principle. Pointing out an advantage of a
thing is a reason for it, and pointing out its dissdvantage

a resson ageinst it, a 'counter-resson'. To give reasons



for a proposal is to point out its advantagos.l About

every thing it turns its attention to reascn alwaya asks

for its advantages and disadvantages, calculates them and
pursues the dircotion of meaxdmum gning it always seeks
surplus or profit in vhatever it does. It divides every-
thing into two, one of which represents gain and the other
loss, 'weighs' the two, and calculates the surplus. This is
the very nature of reason. It is this that explains the
predeminant place that the ideas of 'surplus' and 'maximum'2
occupy in his view of human affairs. Reason calculates
with & view to obtaining the maximum of pleasure which is its

scle and. Of every thing it touches, it asks if it serves

this end, and works out an answer through calculation. Further,

to philcsephise about human institutions or to rationally examine

them is precisely to do thisy that is to say, to assess thelr
advantages and disadvantages, to see where the balance lies,
and to examine the possible alternative institutions from

the standpoint of thelr capacity to yleld the balance of

maximum pleasures It is this that Bentham himself is doings

Gt
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2. Particularly, the idea of 'maximum' Bentham seems to be
one of the f£irst philosophers to givo 1t such a central place

and to grasp and define rationality in temus of it.
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in all his works, be they a study of penal laws or of civil
institutions or of constitutional codes. The view of

political philosophy that emerges from this is that it is
mainly an examination of political institutions and

proposals in terms of their 'political utility', as moral phil-
osophy is a study of its own appropriate proposals and
institutions in terms of their'moral wtility'.

It is in this light that one is to judge the ration-
ality of moral and political conduct. A man who forgoes a
gain in favour of a loss or who consciously prefers modest to
maximum gains is eimply irrationalj or else he must be
pursuing and finding some gains, as in the case of the ascetic,
that for the time being remain inscrutable to us. It is a
proof of the rationality of one's conduct that one should be
able to showy, at the level of choosing between ends, the cal-
culations one has made,and to establish that one was pur-
suing nothing but the maximum gainy at the level of choosing
between alternative means, one should, further, be able to
repeat this process and show that one has chosen only the
means most suited to achieve one's end with maximum economy.

It is this view of reason that seems to hold the key to
many aspects of his system. It may expal$n why he is a

utilitarian; utilitarianism, on this view, is implicit in
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his very understanding of reason, so that to be rational

is to always think in terms of utility. It also, perhaps,
explains his theory of obligation; since pleasure is the

end of man, to be rational is to have the maximum of it, i.e.
to pursue 'the greatest happiness'. Of course, man does

not naturally do this, though this is what he must ration-
ally doy a resolution of the tension between the two is

one of the problems of morals and politics. It also seems

to explain why he emphasizes measurement, and what he takes it to
mean. It is the process of calculation made precise to

a reasonable degree that Bentham means by measurement; when
one has analysed the units in terms of which the calcul=-
ation takes place and has arrived at some manner of total-
ling them up, one has come to what hecalls'measurement'.

If measurement is nothing but a more refined calculation,

and if calculation is something that reason does by its very
nature, it would seem to follow that the idea of meaauﬁment
is 1nherent in the very idea of reason. This relation
between reason and measurement is also seen in some common
assunptions that they both share. Firstly, since to reason
is to calculate gains and losses, there must be two sides,
and at least two and also only two, of the ledger, i.e. of
the process of decision-makingy it is this, perhaps, that ex-
plains why Bentham takes only two elements, pleasure and pain,

and is concerned to treat all feelings, sentiments, etc. as
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simply 'synonyms' for one or the other of the two. Sec-
ondly, these two sides of the ledger must be considered opposed to each
other so that an addition to one is a gain and that to
the other a lossjy what is m: re, an addition to one must be
capable of being considercd a loss to the other so that we
should be able to use the two expressions, the 'augmentation of
one' and the 'diminution of the other' interchangeably, as Bentham
himgelf does at a number of plaoes.l But also, thirdly, the
two sides must be related to each otherjy otherwise, how are
we to compare gains and losses with each other, 'weigh' one
against the other, and say that one side €outweighs' the other?
This requires a common framework of co-ordinates such as
intensity, duration, etc. which are equally applicable to both
sidesy it also requires that we should be able to first reduce
all the various sorts of pleasures to simple and homogeneous
ones and then to quantify them in terms of their dimensions. It
is this that may explain why Bentham should first break down
all the 'complex' pleasures and pains into the 'simple' ones and
then assess the value of each in terms of its dimensions.

One important consequence of the introduction of measure—~

ment would be, Bentham believes, that all rational decisions

le. Princi Elesl ch.I.Para. 3.
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will b fully commuder . le 516 explainable to others. COur
reasoning will be 'precise! and 'incontesteble'! and all

men could be ot round to arree to its conclusionsj there
wlll be Jjust no room for doubt or dispute as one cannot
question the ~rocedures and conclusions of arithmetic, Our
decisions and the precedures lcading to them will be 'self-
evident', and will 'compel' assent from 'recason'., What he
ultima ely hopes to dolis to 'compel' conviction through the
sheer'force! of srithunetical truths and thus dispense with

the need of persuading'others.



IV

HEDONISTIC THIORY OF ECUALITY

Pleasure and pain are the sole moral and political
realities. In the woral and the political realm man
appears only as a being feeling pleasure and paini he has
no reality independent of them. A oreature incapable of
feeling pleasure and pain is morally and politically

irrelevant and unreal, as he just does not exist for moral

and polotical purposes where the cavacity to suffer is the sole

criterion of reality and existence. 'The blackness of the
skin', 'the number of legs'y, 'the villosity of the skin',
'the termination of the os sacrum', etce are not sufficient
reasons for 'abandoning a sensitive being! to tyramny and
tormente As regards these beings 'the question is not, can
they reason? nor can they talk? but can they suffer? ' A
creature that oan suffer has 'interests' to neglect which is
to 'degrade' it 'into the class of things! Man is
essentially a suffering beings to be a man is to suffery
and therefore to treat him as if ho cannot or does not
suffer is to imply that he is not a '"person', but a 'thing'.
Since pleasure and pain are the 891@ moral and
political realities, equality must be understood in terus of
them as, otherwise, it would be simply 'f¥cotitious'. It is

therefore to be practised only among and also among all those
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peings wno are capable or feeling pleasure and pain.

rurther, those men are to be treated equally who feel equal
quantities oi pleasure and pain: taney are equal who
experience equal quantities of pleasure or paine The
content of equality, i.ees the sort of thing men are to De
treated equally in is also furnished by pleasure or painj

the equality that really matters to men is the equality in
pleasure and paine 1t is only this kind of equality that
Sentham calls and can call 'real' equality or equality 'in
reality'; any other kind is simply 'formal'e A judge, {for
example, may oe faced with two criminals-who have committed
the same crime, and may want to impose the same punishment
on both; but what does this 'sameness' consist ini He can
send both of them to prison for the same period of Time, or
impoge the same {ine on both; this would be one sort of
equalityes But it is quite possible that one of them hus all
his children grown up while the other has all his under ten,
80 that the total hardship resulting from the former being
sent to prison may oe much less than what might result if the
latter were sent. The apparent equality of punishment

could mean gross inequality in the total amount of actual
pain felt.e Since it is pleasure and pain alone that are of
real importance, it is the equality in pain that is of real
importance hefe; and if this requires differing degrees or

even different kinds of punishment, there i1s every justification



‘or it it may, ineidont2lly, be ovserved that if only
Lnogse men re wo Je troated e.qually who feel equal
wentities oi - leasure or nain, there has rirst o He
staslis! ed the possibility of measure ent; we nust De
ple to easure happiness if egualitr ic not B0 be nn
inoporatice and impracticnl ideal. Thus Benthain's very
ai.ersbindiag of enuality would recuire him to srow that sueh
o oasurenent is nossible.

wnat the logi_slutor exists to do is %o secure the
reatest haprinesse. Concrete individuals do not eater into
his ealeulation, save asg so many avantities of pleasure and
naine & uality among men simply does not arise in this
contaxt for the very simnle reason that there are no
ersatures cilled 'men'; ‘'equality of men', if one is to use
such an expression, consists in the total exclusion or

hracketing of ewvery mane Two units of happinsss are equal

o two units of happiness, irrespective of who is experiencing

them, exactly as the weight of forty pomﬁs in my hands is
equal to the weight of forty pounds in yours, irresrective of
wio you and 1 arey ‘'who' « the distinet identifiable
individual gives place to 'how much'. TFor th: ‘same reason,
three units of happiness are more than, and therefore to be
nreferred to, two units of happiness, irrespective of vho is

feceling which of these two quantitiese This, it would seenm,

e

is not equality or inequality of persons, but ins.ead

Y%
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equality or inequality of the quantities of pleasure. Of

course, it cces imply that ﬁtatus, wenlth, ote. oY the persons
concerned are not to come intc the pleture, and it wmay thus

imply a degree of egqualiiy or men guo wmen. However, they

do come in indirectiy as affscting the cquantity of pleasure

and pzin a man feels. A rich man, for cxumple, is used to

a life of luxury, and will suffer 2n acute p=in of frustration

of expectations when deprived of his wealth, while z poor

man, used to a life of drudgery, may noty, in getting a little
more money, experience such an additional quantity of pleasure

ag to offset the puin folt by the rich man. DBegides equality here
does not epring from a respect for persons, but it 'irrespective!’
of them. It does not rest on thke principle that all

individuale are equ:l in worh or importence or dignity or
scaredness; euglity is just an incidental, unscught for consequence
of concentrating on quaniity alone. This is borme out Ly
Benthamﬂg discussion of slavery. A ‘strong argument'

against slavery is that a slave produces less than a free man

and thet slavery thus mezns less of 'azbundence' without which the
happiness of the communiity 'canmot' be awgmenited. licreover,
slaves are to be emancipated only when this can be done

‘without overturning' the 'fortunes' and the 'personal security!
of the slave-ownersj; else, there ic ‘calamity', and this forms

'the greatest objection against projecis of emancipation'.
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1f, instead of one man having many slaves, we could arrange
to have 'only one slave to one master', there may, in fact,
be nothing wrong with slavery, s nce 'it might be possible
that, all things considered, the sum of good in this
arrangement would be nearly equal. to that of evi.l'.1

The legislator, we have seen, has an obligation to treat
equal quantities equally. This obligation does not arise
from any moral consideration but instead from the simple
'truths of arithmetic'. Two equals two, and it is absurd to
ask why should one treat two as equal to twoj similarly, if
two individuals feel equal amounts of happiness, it is absurd
to ask why they should be lreated equally; and if one of
thiem experiences more happiness than another, it is equally
absurd to ask why he should be preferred to the other.

There is, as we have seen, a general obligation on the
legislator to pursue and aciideve the greatest happiness in
society. Mow it can be argued that this would require
not only that he should treat equal quantities of happiness
equally, but also tiat he should create a greater degree of
equality among men thap wight happen to obtain in his scciety.
Sentham is all in favour of this, and devotes a great deal of
his time to working out its implications. His discussion of
it broadly centres round two themes: ' (1) Axioms of pleasure

and pain; and (11) Znds of legislation.

1. 1.3441.1‘-
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'Axioms of pleasure gnd pain'

Bentham draws a clear distinction betwesn a principle end an
axiom, e have scen what a principle means for himj utility,
ascenticism, etc. are exampias of it. An axiom is a statee
ment expressing caucal connections between two entities.

The axioms'have to & certain point the character and cer-
tainty of mathematical propositione'.1 Ag a hedonist,

he is chiefly interested in the axioms of 'moral pathology',
which he defines as those ‘'expressive of the connection
between such occurrences as are  continually taking place

or are liable to ‘take place, and the .pleasures and pains
which are respectively the results of them.'2 They give

us 'the knowledge of the feelings, affections and passions,
and their effects upon happiness!, !'Medicine is founded
upon the axioms of physical pathologys morsls are the medi-
cine of the souls 1legislation is the practical branchj:

it ought, therefore, to be founded upon the axioms of.
mental pathology';2 he uses the two terms, 'moral pathology'
end ‘'mental pathology' interchangeably. They show

how different situations and circumstances are related to

the pleasures and pains of individuals. Examples of such

1. I.305,

2. III,224.



axioms aret 'it is worse to lose than not to gain',
‘mankind in general appear to be more sensible of grief
than pleasure from an equal cause', 'the negative evil of
not having gained is not equal to the positive evil of having
lost'. OSince the 'true' principle on which the legislator
is to act is the principle of utility, we can deduce, given
these axioms, certain 'ends' which alone lead to the greatest
happiness and at which the legislator ought to aim. Bentham
carries out this deduction and comes out with four endst
security, subsistence, abundence and equality. We shall
discuss them a little later.

Not all the axioms that Bentham discusses are directlys
relevant to equality am an end of legislation. Besides,
the equality that he is mainly concerned with is economic
in characterjy that is, the one involved in and requiring the
redistribution of wealthl. As such, the ‘4xioms of mental pathology'
that he discusses as relevant to the question of equality are those
relating 'the effect oi a portion of wealth wpon happiness'.
In addition to those listed earlier some of them are: (1)
a portion of wealth is connected with a corresponding portion

of happiness. (11) Greater wealth means greater happiness.

LS

b

1. The tem wealth 'is used with a more extended signification
and includes everything which serves for subsistence and abundance'
ibid. ’ 305'



(111) An increase in happinegs is not, however, equal to an
inerease in wealthe (1V) 'The more nearly the actual
proportion (between the two masses of wealth) approaches te
equality, the greater will be the total mass of happiness'.
(V) A loss of a portion of wealth will produce a loss of
happiness ‘according to the proportion between the portion
he loses and the portion he retains'se Suppose I possess
£1,000, and gamble with the stake of £500; 4if I lose, my
fortune is diminished by one half; if I win, it is lnerecased
only by one thirds Or, suppose the stake is £1,000; if I
win, my fortune is increased by one halfj if I lose, it is
antirely destroyed and I am reduced to stark poverty. So
2lso is the case with happiness; in the former, 'my happiness
is not doubled with my fortune'; but 'if I lose; my happiness
is destroyed'.l (V1) The greater the number of persons
with equal fortunes among whom a given loss is divided, 'the
less considerable 1s the loss of the total mass of happinessg
In fact, the axioms regarding the distribution of happiness
operate in a reverse manner when applied to the distribution
of a loss, and we need not disecuss them.

These and several other axioms not listed here are to
decide what policy the legislator should follow with respect
to equality. Further, the axioms invoked will vary and will
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operate with different force according %o the context in

which he is noting, such as when wenlth 'has always been
posaessed'y, when 'it 18 about to be gained', and when 'it is
about to he lost'e The practice of equality thua is a

matter of 'calculation'y, and not of 'instinct' and ’sentiments'.l
Legislators do, in fact, generally *follow the counsels of
equality',; but unfortunately 'under the name of equity' which,
howevery is a matter of 'sentiment' and is too 'vague and
ill-developed's "o should instead base our practice of
equality on the sclentific cgleulation in terms of 'rigorous
propositions', and continually check it with reference to

the greatest happiness principle.

On this view, any decision about which inequality to
mitigate or eliminate, when and how, sould be scientifically
arrived at by working out the implications of those 'rigorous'
exioms that are relevant in the contexty in short, equality
ans an end of legislation would presuppose a fully fashioned
solence of pleasure. But such a science is made impossible
by the very nature of pleasure itself as we have already noted.
It is further made impossible by the way Bentham understands
human nature and the differences between men. The quantity
of pleasure or pain a man is liable %o experience depends

not only on the causo of the pleasure, but aleo upon several

1. Tbid., 30%
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other factors, called 'circumstances influencing senaibility'.
They affoct both the 'quantum'y,i.e. the disposition to feel
such or such a quantity of pleasure or pain from a given
cause, anc the 'bias' of a man's censibility, i.e. the
disposition to feel pleasure or pain in different things, or
in different proportion from the same thingsy, They apply
¢ifferently to different causes of pleasure and pain. To a
vertain cause a certain circumstance may not apply at all,
while it may apply with a great force to andther cause.

These circumstances are thirty twe in all, and include healthl,
strength, bodily imperfection, quantity and guality of

m\“f’lodgeoa strength of intellectual pafms,3 bent of

l. Vhen 'bodily indieposed'y, a man is less sensible to the
influence of any pleasurable cause and more to that of 'any
afflictive cne'.

2+ 1ses hoving 'intercsting' ideas in store or ideas that
influence a man's own or others' happiness. 'When these
ideaiscare many, and of importance, a man is sald to bs a man
of knowledge's Seoe how knowledge is hedonistically interp-

reted.
3¢ lses 'the dogree of facility' with which a man can call
up ideas. This capacity 'in general, veeus to correspond

pretty exactly to gensral strength or body's IFrinciples
0!\0‘:’1,”1'8.12.
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inclinations, pecuniary oiroumstancos,l habitual occupations,
agey sex, commections in the way of sympathy and antipathy,2
etce Of these, twenty four are called primary and eight
secondary, ns the former operate by themselves while the
latter operate only through the former. The effects of the
secondary circumstancee are open to observation. O0f the
primary circumstances, some, like bodily imperfection and
insanity, when they exist, affect all and with the same force,
and therefore their effectas also can be easily assessed.

As to some others such as strength and hardihood, we can
always ascertain their existence, but mn not always measure
their effects on a man's sensibility. There are, however,
some others such as the radical frame of mind and the bent of
inclinations, in whése case neither the existance can be
ascertained nor can bhe effects be measured, and which
'therefore camnot be taken into account' except when and to
the etent their existance and influence are indicated by
secondary circumstances. Besides, they are 'conmnate', are
'relative to a manee.. and... are coeval to his birth', and are
what 'metaphysicians and physiologists' call 'idiosyncrgsy,
i.e. 1dios (peculiar) and synkros (composition)! they are, in

1. i.e. Property or 'whatever he has in gtore independent of
his labour' .

2. 1.0. those the idea of whose happiness give one pleasure or pain.



short, natural and ineliminable, and even in the remote
future we cannot hope to get rid of theme. Thus they make
any 'science of gieasure' impossible not only today but
also in any foresecable future. wven when the differences
between men are not natural, they are often 'inscrutable',
and this further alds to the difficulties.

Beritham recogrnizes these scrious difficulties in the
way of constructing the science of pleasure, but escapes in
the same way as he nad done ecarlicr, We must, he says, lay
aside those factors that creale such difficulties, since,
otnerwise, 'it would be impossible to form a single general
proposition',. Now it is true that, if we do tuis, our
resulting general propositions '‘may be found false or inexact
in ecach particular case'; but 'tuey approach more nearly to
truth than any others which can be substituted for them'.
Besides, it is the legislator who is going to operate with
them, and, as he is concerned with a large number of cases and
only in a very general way, they will ccntinue to have a very
great value for him. It will be seen that once again, as in
the case of measurement, Bentham is face to face with the
impossibility of a science of pleasure, the situation he
candidly acknowledges. It also becomes clear that he is
looking at all his problems from the standpoint of a legislator,
and that, as such, all he is interested in is a set of ad hoc,

empirically based, common sense generalisations.
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snds of Legiglation

We mentioned earlier how, given the axioms ol mental
p:thology, four enas are deducible that a legisl-tor should
aim at in his pursuit of the greatest happiness. Because
the pain of frustration of expectations is so overwhel :ing,
security is importanty because the pain of starvation is
80 intense, subsistence is important; abundance becomes
important both because the pleasure of acquisition is great,
and because the happiness of the community is maximised
through prosperity and industry; finall&, equality is
important because both money and pleasure are subject to
the law of diminishing returns. These four are hierarchically
arranged in terms of their importance for the greatest
happinessaof the community. Security occupies the topmost
place in the hierarchy both because the pain resulting from
frustration of one's expectations is very acute, and because
without it there is 'no abundanece, nor even certain sub-
sistence, and the only equality which can exist in such a
condition is the equality of misery'. Subsistence occupies
the second, abundance the third, and equality the fourth
place. Abundance is less important than subsistence because
'the pain of death will always be a gr;aﬂer evil than the pain
of disappointéd expectation'; as such, 'the title of the
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indigent is stronger than the title of the proprietor of
superfluity'. Indigence c:n be removed by so securing the
institution of property that the economy of the community
develops and creates prosperity and employment all around.
Where this is insufficient law is to take ' a regular
contribution' from the rich and create a common fund whieh is
to be used to help the poor. This levy will not disturb the
security of expectations if it is 'established on a fixed
footing', since each proprietor will know beforehand what he
has to payy a loss known in advance gives must less pain
than when unexpected. There will, of cours=, be some who
are indigent through their owm fault, dbut to let them starve
on that score is an act of vengence which can not be the
notive of a legislator wedded to the principle of utility.

To argue, further, that they should be left to starve so

that a proper example may be set to others is alsc wrong,
aince such people are 'weak in logic' and hardly ever

likely to draw and learn the proper lessonj even if they

doy, they will hardly act ci it and start saving for the future
=z they are given over solely to the present. What we can do
with such men is to '"place the motive near' them and show
them the immediate prospect of a marriage or of any other
pleasure, and they will 'soon' begin to save to improve

their condition.



In his discussion of equality, Bentham starts by
d'stinguishing between 'absolute' and 'practical' equality.
this distiaction is drawn in terms of the hierarchy of ends:
il equality alone is emphasized and its proper plice in the
hierarchy ignored, what we have is absolute equality; when
equality is attended to after 'provision as effectual s can
oe made for those three other particular ends of superior
necessity', what we have is practical oqu.zlity.l Lbsolute
equality 'has place in physics; it applies ... to weight,
measure, time and thence to motion's It is possible and
desirable in matters of security and subsistence, which
ought to be absolutely equal to alle In the case of
subgistence, we refer to those 'instruments' which are such
that, with any lesser guantity, existence could not have .
place'z; this is equally true of security. DBut with
respect to wealth or 'abundance', such an equality is
completely ruled out because, if practised, it would prove

to be self-defeativ33 as wealth will be frittered away and

2 6o

1. IV. 541. 2. IXe. Lo

3« '"The establishment of equality is a chimera: the only
thing which can be done is to diminish inequality'. Besides,
'the ery for equality is only a pretext to cover the robbery
which idleness perpetrates upon industry'. Equality implies
violence both for establishing it in the first instance, and
for preserving it by guarding the common level above which none
ie to be allowed to rise. 'This &0 much boasted passion for
equality...is a propensity which begins in vice and leads to
ruin.' 'In the scale of merit, it is as much below selfishness
as selfishness is below the virtue of benevolence'.



we will be left with universsal poverty; besides, it will
create insecurity and a gensral feeling of 'apprehension',
leading to lzck of industry and aversion to lmbourol

lcuzlity occupiss the 'last' place in the order of priorities,
and the legisl.tor is to seelk to realise it 'only after all
the others are provided for'.2 Security is 'the foun :tion
of life; «es Zquality only produces a certain portion of
happiness'; security and subsisience are 'like life itcelf!
while abundance and equality are 'the ornaments of life‘.3

If we keep equality to its proper place in the hierarohy3

of ends and concentrate on the other thrde, particularly
security, the amount of general happiness realised will be
much greater, and equality itself will benefits 1In a nation
which prospers by agriculture, manufacture, and commerce,
there is a continual progress towards equality if only laws
do not oppose it by creating monopolies, permitting entails
and restraining trade; 'large properties will be seen,
without effort, without revolutions, without shock, to
subdivide themselves, by little and little, and a much greater

number of individuals will participate in the advantage of
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1. The institution of property is needed to overcome man's
n:xtural aversion to labours
2. II1I. 2943 also, ibid., 293.

Je 1. 3\)5, and 31l.



moderate fortunss's This will e 'the matural result of the
different haoits lorumed by opulence und poverty's that is to
says the ricih tend to become indolent and thus poorer, while
the poor vegin to labour wad save zal thus .ecome richer.
'Hence, we nay conclude thut security, by preserving its rank
as the supreme principle, indirectly conducts to the
establishment of equality, while this latter, il taken as the
basis of the social arrangement, would destroy security in
establishing itselfe' lowever, law can interveney though
very ‘gently', and 'favour' equalisation whenever so doing
augments "national wealth' and increases éeneml happinesse
lle main ground for beileving that equalisatlion augments
general happiness is the axionm stating the increasing
disproportion between an increase in money ami that in

ha pinegs. e takes the two cases of a monirch earning
£1p000, 000 & year and a labourer earning £20 a year, and asks
how muehi difference in happiness does this vast diflerence in
money make? Fifty thousand times? Five hundred times?
Five times the labourer's seems a very large, not to say an
excessive allowance; even twice, a liberal ona'el It was
'on the ground of thege comidorations'z that equality was
added to the other three ends of law, and is 'no less material!,
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shough thie lutter are the 'ends of superior necessity' and
siiould ‘take the lead!'. Bentham also extends the axiom
asserting the relative independence of happinsss of money to
cover ':11 other sources or causes of pleasure'; 'add
ribbons after ribbons to a man', und you will add increasingly
less and less to his happinesse This highlights the
dirficulty he finds in accommodating the idea of justice in
his systeme Justice may require that 'ribbong after
ribbons' be piled on a man if his deeds deserve them, while
the greatest happiness principle may require that some of them
ve conferred on others as well who, however undeserving, would
certainly get a lot more happiness from getting them.  The
orientation of the principle of utility is basically different
from that of the princiﬁle of justice.

How,then,is this 'gentle' equalisation to be achieved?
Up to a certain point; equality and security are incompatible,
but 'with a little patience and sidill they may be brought by
degrees to coincide'.  The mediator between the two is 'tinme'.
if a legislator were presiding over the inauguretion of an
entirely new society, the greatest happiness prineiple will
enjoin on him the duty to place all its members on a'level of
equality, as all men feel more or less equal quantities of
happiness and there is no reason why one ghould start off "
better than another. But,if he is operating in the context

of an already established society, his situation is very



different, the most important difference being the existence
of established expectationsj people expect to continue to
own things they have always owned and to enjoy the customery
standard of life. DNow any attempt to eliminate expectations
and wipe society clean will create a tremendous amount of
paine Besides, why do we want to do so?. If for equality,
your action is simply going to destroy ity if for security,
the best thing to do is to preserve, and not change the
existing institutionsjy if for subsistence and abundance,
these again can be achieved only by retaining the existing
institutions and introducing gradually whatever changes are
felt necessary. In short, the whole case is for preserving
the social arrangements and improving tham very gently

in the direction required by the greates’ happiness
principle. Any improvementg does, of course, mean some

frustration of some expectations. What we can and ought

to do in such cases is to minimise the expectations right from

the beginning, which we can do by making it clear that there
can never by any absolute right to property, by getting the
individuals concerned prepared for it, by spreading out the

frustration when it does arise and by choosing a moment when

the expectations are likely to be less strong. As for timing,

the best moment to disturb expectations is a man's death. Law
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may then intervene 'by limiting in certain respects the powers of
disposing of it (i.e. property) by will'. It may also extend
the law of Escheat. DBentham elaborates this at great

length.l What it involves is broadly this: (1) all *vacant
successions' are tc be appropriated for public usej;

(11) only the interest on the property but not a share in

the property itself is to be given to those relations in the
pale who are without children and have no prospect of having
oney, this latter being determined by inquiring if a woman of
or over forty eight and a man of or over sixty had any child
within the past five yearsy (111) and, finally, a portion of
the deceased's property is to be taken away when the relations,
though in the paley could hardly have based their plan of

life on the expectation of succession.

Before ending the discussion of the four ends of
legislation some general obsergations may not be irrelevant.
These endsy it will be seen, differ in the logical
character. Besides, they can not all be realised in the same
way, and make different kinds of demands on the legislator.

Equality differs from all the three in that it is a

1. II. 585 ff.



Vaistrioutive'! ildeal and has no content of its ownj we can
only talk of equality o. security or of subsistence or of
uoundance.l loreover, it is not 'an immediate instrument of
felicity', obut operates 'only throuzh the mediwn of those
three, especially through abundance and security'. It is
introduced only because of the diminishing utility of any use
object, particularly wealthe It may be asked why 3enthem
does not mention as ends of legislation many other things
that one would expect him to, particularly 'liborty'.  The
rcason seems to lie in his reductionist analysis. Suppese
A binds me to a tree, and a legislator steps in to command
him to unbind me. that he is doing, strir~tly speaking, is
not to restore my liberty, but rather to coerce my neighbour,
iees to visit him with pain, and thereby to glve me gecurity.

Property too is assimilated to security. It does not at

all consist in physically possessing an object; it is nothing

more than a ground of expectations, or, more precisely, Jjust

a set of secured expectations, and, as such, is an acpect or

'specieg! of security. Liberty and property are thus subsumed
under security. Finally, it is by means of expectations that

'the successive moments which form the duration of life are not

like insulated and independent parts but become parts of a

continuous wholes  fxpectation is a chain which unites our
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present and our futurc existance'e It is in tems of

them that a man achieves a sence of identity, and thercfore

to securs lheu is to securc his identity. This may expalin

why security should be so important Zor Dentham. Besides,

it is law that creales security, and thus makos it possible

for wen Lo achieve a sense of identity. Legislative activity
on this viewy acquires an ontological significance, as it sets
up and attends to the frawmework within which alone man

discovers himself, acquires a sense of identity, and achieves a
sense of continuity in time by impesing on flesting sonsations a

required measure of durability.
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INDIVIDUALISTIC THEORY OF EQUALITY

Bentham's earlier theory of equelity, as we have
seen, treats pleasure and pain alore as resl and reduces the
individual to a certain quantity of pleasure or pain, with
the result that the concrete individual just does not
appear. Bentham, however, is not emtirely happy with this posi-
tion and gradually slides into a position closely connected
with it, but yet very different from it in its philosophical
character. He now argues that quantities of pleasure and
pain refer to specific individual men; they are not detached
entities floating around in the air, but are felt by spec-
ific persons, As a result, a concrete man appears on the
scene whose reality, Bentham says,we all know. He is a unity
and is easily distinguishable from others; in short, he is
a2 unit, Besides, he is not a conventional but a natural
unit, and is not a construct of the legislator, but exists
in his own right. As & unit, he is one, and so is every
other man, Since one is always equal to one, one unit, i.e.
one man is equal to another unit, i.e. another man. When,
therefore, a legislator appears on the scene to pursue

general happiness, it becomes his duty to 'count' each as
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'one', and the simple reason for thies is the 'truth' of
arithmetic that one is always equal to one, His duty

to treat all equally arises from the fact that all are
equal, equal in their numerical value. Each individual

is a single whole, and as such a whole has a value, not

a moral but a numerical value, which is one; since each
has the same value, &1l are equal., As this poeition does
not rule out the view that individuals feel pleasure and
pain,the latter do not cease to be the central ends of
moral and political action, and equality continues to be
defined in their terms; the value of each man is inter-
proted as the value of each man's happiness., Ve,then,
sinply take 'individual happiness' as a single unit, and
do not go on to calculate how many units of happiness it
embodies or represents; our calculation takes its bearing
from this unit whose further breakdown we do not attempt.
As Bentham says, 'The happiness and unhappiness of any one
member of the community - high or low, rich or poor = what
greater or lesser part is it of the universal happiness and

unhappiness, than that of any other?'1 Since society is

1. III, 459, J,S,Mi11 in his 'Utilitarienism', Everyman's Libraxg,
p.58,calls 'everybody*to count for one; nobody for more then one',
'Bentham's dictum', but gives no reference. I cannot find any

trace of this precise formula in Bentham's writings; it seems

to be a part of the unwritten folklore of the Yaster and his disciples.
However, he frequently, as in this quotation, comes pretty close

to saying the sawe thing. See also IV. 540.



nothing but an aggregate of individuals and since all are
equal qua units, this conclusion seems necessarily to follow.
This is particularly important from the legislator's stind-
point; he is 'a common guardien', and in his eyes, how 'can any
one man's hapriness be shown to have any stronger or less
strong claim to regard than any others?' If there are two
sources of pleammure both of which give the szme quantity of
pleasure, but one gives plessure only to one men while the
vther to two, the choice between them is pot & matter of
indifference to the legislator. 'In the eyes of a common
trustee entrusted with the intereczt. of all the three and
acting according to his trust, the value of the second source
of pleasure will be just twice as great as that of the first'.l
Now, this position, which we may call the individual-
istic theory of equality, has several interesting implications.
(1) It meinteins that each individual has a certain unity,

and that,qua a unit, he is well rounded off; if he had loose

Q7

l. IV. 540, My underlines. See also some of his argu-
ments for the emancipation of colonies; 'You choose your
own government; why are not other people to choose theirs?'

Ibid. 408,
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ends transgressing into other units such that no delimi-
tation or demarcation was possible, he would no longer be
distinct and identifiable from others. This implication
would tend to draw the theory towards considering man's

body as a central to the establishment of equality, since body
is observable, is most distinect, is clearly separate from other
bodies, and is a unitys; body would become a mark of
identifying individuals among whom equality is to be
established. Some such philosophical view would seem to
underly the expressions like 'everybody', 'somebody' and 'any-
body's (II) The individuals are irreducible and separate
unites and therefore caun be added to each other. It can
also be found out which of the two aggregates is greater

(in the number of units it contains) than the other. In
short, this theory makes it possible and necessary to under-
stand morals and olitics in terms of the category of num-
ber. What the legislator is to do is to pursue the hap-
piness of all alike, and, since this is not always possible,
to pursue the happiness of the greatest number. While the
idea of 'the greatest happiness' had loomed large in the
earlier view, it is now the turn of the idea of 'the great-

est number'.1 This enshrines the principle of majority rule

1+ The greatest happiness principle is basically a critique of
inequality; the greatest number principle is a plea for equalitys

the orientation of the two is different.
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as the process of arriving at a decision is, in the

ul timate analysis, one of counting mon cr of adding num-
bers of uniis. TPolitics becomes a matter of nrithmetic.l

It is some of the implications of the logic of number

that frightened Bentham away from this theory as we shall
presently see. It is worth noting that Bentham's defence

of the majority principle, unlike that of Hobbes and Locke,
is on arithmetical and not on mechanistic lines. For
Hobbes and Locke, a majority represents a greater force and
can alone therefore move the body-politib; for Benthawy,

on the other hand, each individual has the numerical value
of one, and a majority represents a greater number or value
and should therefore decides (III) The individual alone is
realy, and institutions and communities are fictionsj; we
bave, therefore, nothing to guide our steps in politics

and morals save the specific interests of the concrete indi-
viduals. About any problem that is raised, it can and ought

to be asked who the specific individuals involved are,

and about every institution, we should ask and be able to

answer whose intersest it protects and whose interest it is

le 'political arithmetic' as Bentham calls it. IV.540.



to protect 1t‘.1 If 1t cannot be traced to specific

individuals, we are to conclude it protects 'nobody'a'
interest and that it is 'nobody's' interest to protect it,
Similarly, all obligations are obligations to specific
individuals. Ve cen and must ask, 'You say I have an
obligation tu preserve this institution; but first tell
me, to whom do I have this obligestion?' One implication
of this is that the idea of posterity does not enter into
the understanding of politics as it does not consist of
specifiable individuals and cannot permit such a breakdown
in terms of identifiable individuals., An argument such

as that one has an obligation to trsmsmit intact,and,when
possible, enriched, the existing institutions to the suec-
ceeding geuncrations becowmes simply incomprehensible, as

it actually does with Bentham. So too an argument based on

an obligation to ancestors, as again it does with Bentham.2

1%

1, In the hedonistic theory of equality, the questions asked
will be different; in dealing with any question,one would ask
what quantities of pleasure end pain are involved; and reg-
arding every institution, one would ask how much, i.,e., how
many units of happiness it achieves.

2. I.321,
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(1v) sSince the happiness of.each individual is equally
important, it would follow that the legislator should see
thet each is assured a nearly equal quantity of happiness;
he should ensure not only security and subsistence to all
but also other 'instruments of felicity'. Now, Benthenm
does not work out the implications of this srgument, but
whet he says concerning women would throw some light, A
women is entitled to'as large a portion of the universal
hap-iness end interest as does that of a perscn of the male
sex. No reason can be assigned why a person of the one sex
should as such have less happiness than a person of the
other sex.'l She should 'therefore' have no less a portion

of 'the external means of happiness', 'If, in this respect,

require that it should be rather in favour of the female

than of the male sex: 1in as much as there are s0 many causes
of suffering which do not attach upon the male, and do att-
ach upon the female sex.' Man, for example, has a greater
physical power which could be a meens of injury; to secure
her against it, 'if' there is to be a difference in poli-

tical power, it should be in her favour. Now. there is no

1. IX. 1os8.
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reason why this argument should not be extended to cover
other members of the co munity as well; and then it would
mesn that a legislator is to ensure the provision of more

or less equel means of happiness to them all, If he finds
some are handicapped through lack of education or wealth

or politicel apathy,he should give them additional poli-
tical power so that the equal importance of their happiness
continues to be acknowledged and acted upon. This would
imply a greater degree of interference on his part with

the established expectutions,and a greater concern with the
happiness of the larger number than with the greatest quan-
tity of happiness in general., (Lis will involve redefi-
ning the nierarchy of the ends of legislation, though the
ends will remain the same., ‘en will continue to want secu-
rity end subsistence; there wi.l only be misery if the com=
munity is not prosperous, and thus abundance too will have
to be strived for. But their relative importance vis-g-vis
equality would certainly change, If the expectations of the
rich, for example, have to be disturbed in order to dis-
tribute the iustruments of felicity more widely, this should
be done even when the pain caused to the rich is great.  Of
course, if they are so disturbed as te lose all incentive,
they will not produce ebundance, and this will affect equal-

ity of happiness itself. This, however, is to be decided by



the principle of equality itself. It is security and
abundence that will now be Jjudged by the principle of equa-
lity to which they will have to be accomuodated, and not
the other way round as in the case of the greatcst happi-
ness principle. This is confirmed by the way in which
Bentham criticises Locke in his unpublished article on
'utilitarianism', Locke considers property all important,
and only the 'po.sessors of property' are to be the objects
of government's care; they alone are to be represented 'in
and by' the legislature, and the poor ere to be treated as
'slaves'. Locke had 'not got beyond aristocracy, the opu-
lent, the ruling, the influential {e«', and 'the pegple,
the pur~ly subject meny, had not as yet fallen within the
sphere of his observation.'

What I have been suggesting is that there are two dis-
tinct theories 6f equality in Sentham, which I have called
hedonistic and individualietic, In the first theory, those
men are to be treated equally who feel egual quantities of
happiness; if one man feels more, he is to be preferred..  In
the second theory, each individual represents a unity; his

pleasures are his and nobody else's; he is to be taken as a.

whole, and his happiness is to be treated, no matter what its

quantity, es equal to another's., What I, further, suggest

26
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is that the two theories can be related to two different
ontologies that we noted earlier. The first theory springs
from the sensationalist ontology for which sensations alone
are ultimately reals the individual is a construct out of them
andy, as suchy is real in a 'lower degree'y or is simply
unreal if no need of such a construct is felt. The second
theory springs from the realist ontology where the individual,
the natural concrete individual, is real and exists in his
own rightj his reality is not a derived one, nor is our
knowledge of him an inference. Now it may be argued that
the two theories of equality can be explained differently;
in one, Bentham is taking sensations as unite of calculation
and is adding them upjy in the other, he takes them as con-
stituting unities and is adding up these unitiesy sensa-
tions remain ultimate realities in both, and thus no other
theory of reality is involved. My arguments against this
are mainly three. (1) It takes no account of Bentham's view
that the tangible natural objects, which include men, are
réal; we see them, touch them, and know that they are there.
(11) It ignores his own observation that the greatest hap-
priness principle rests on 'a fiction' that the quantities of
happiness felt by different individuales can be addedj 'It

is vain to talk of adding quaniities which after the addi-

tion will continue distinct as they were beforej one man's



hanpiness will never be another man's happiness', Such an
addition bresksz down mgainst the natural barrier created

by the physical separateness of natural individuals., It is
not surprising that the example he gives should be th#t of
adding apples and pears, the naturzL;zEZSicﬁlly separate
entities.l (111, The idea of body occupies a tremendously
important place in his philosophical system, It provides
the principle of individuality by first dema;cating one
individual from asnother, and then explaining nearly all
differences between them in terms of bodily constitutioz:.2
Further, there is a persistent tendency in him to reduce all
pleasures ultimately to the pleasures of the body; the plea-
sures of the mind are only the pleasur.s of the body remem=
bered; the pieccures of justice or of doing one's duty are
likewise explained. Though this is his general position on
the question of the relation between mind and body, it ie not
his only position; he also sympathised with a slightly dif-
3

ferent position.

Q1€

l. H#ss., University College, Ho. 1l4.
2. Principles, ch. VII, Para. 12.

3. . See,for exemple, Ibid,, Para. 31, Footnote 2.



liow. Bentham operates with both the hedcnistic and
the individualistic theories of equality, and hence his
formulation of the principle of utility as 'the greatest
happiness of the greatest number'. It is not a self-
consistent formula either in terms of its practical im-
plications or in those of its philosophical assurptions,
As to the former, = policy may achieve the greatest hap-
pinegs which may not be the happiness of the greatest num-
ber, Let us take the example that Bentham himself gives.
Inegine 4001 men in a state of perfect eduality. If you
were now to reduce 2000 to slavery and distribute their
property emong the remaining 2001, you may have secured

the happiness of the _rczt~st number but not the greatest

happinequsince the amount of pain caused to the former will

far outweigh the amount of pleasure issuing to the latter.1

He also discu55052 the hypothetical case of distributing

the few Catholics in England as slaves among the much larger

29

1. GQuoted by E. Hcleveys 'The Grath of Philosophic Radicalism',

London, 1934, p. 501.

2, MS. article on 'utilitsrianism', loc.cit..



coumunity of the iroteostants. The tension betwecn

two halves of the formula reveals iiself here as well, and
much more starkly. It is because of this t nsion, which he

was aware ofl, that he had to abandon the formula in favour

of one embodying oc..., one of the two principles, and for a
variety of reasons he decided to opt for the greatest hap=-
piness principle. However, he did continue to employ this com=
posite formula in nearly all his works published even after
this xplicitly acknowledged shift, This need not surprise us,
nor pust he be criticised for it, since he do s achieve a cer-
tain degree of practical harmony between the two halves of the
formula by making certain assumptions., If it can be argued,

as Bentham himself doesz, that al. individuals generally gxper-
ience more or less eqﬁal quantities of happiness, it follows

that the greatest happiness in the comunity ig the

QRe

1, For 'reason altogether incontestable', he discardad 'this
a.,endage'; he felt that the two parts, the 'gr-oatest happiness'
and the 'greatest number!, represent 'at bottom the oqusite
qualities',

2. See his example, cited earlier,regarding the monarch fgeling
hardly even twice the happiness of the man at the other end of

the econcmic spectrum,



happiness of its greatest numbér, though, of course, not
exactly, since « faw experiencing, say,one and =z quarter
times more happiness than others, could upset this 'equi-
valence'; however, the equivalence is more true, the grcater
the number on either side, say, 4000 men to 2000 instead of
2001 to 2000. dJesides, as Bentham vi:cws equality from the
standpoint of a legislator, what he wants is some broad
equivalence between the two halves of the formula, and this
he can certainly have on this essumption. Or he could, as
he actually does at places, go about athieving this harmony
in a different way. Though each individual does not at
present experience an equal quantity of happiness because

of the vast ccononic inequalities, etc., each has an equal
capacity for hs. iness. Man has a limited capacity for
happiness, and all men have it in a more less equal degree.
Govefnment could ruduce the economic inequalities,and thus
eventually, in time, the two halves of the formula, in dis-
cord at present, can be harmonised., The equal capacity for
happiness is not an ggsumption of the legislator which he
makes for his convenience, but a patural fact about the con-

stitution of men. If men, in ract, have vastly unequal cap-

acities for happiness, this assumption will mean great unhap-

piness to those with great:r capacity for happiness,and thus

will lack eny justification,

1%l
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At a philosophical level, however, the conflict between
the two theorie: remains insoluble. They reprcsent two dif-
ferent ontologies as well as two different epistemologies.

The greatest happiness principle is born in a framework where
pleasure and pain =lone are real; individual men is irrele-
vant save as a locus of pleasure and pain and as representing
80 many gﬁéntities of pleasure or pain; he ig these qusn=-
tities./Ls:nsations of pleasur¢ and pain alone are real, and
to have them is to know them. The result is the predominance
of impersonalism in every aspect of Bentham's system. As to
the greatest number principle, it makes itsappesrance in a
franework of ideas where individual men is taken as a unit:
secparate frow othure, irreducible, and existing in his own
right, We lhins here in terms of pleasure and pain because

it is he who feels them, while in the case of the greatest
happiness principle, our primary concern is with pleasure and
pain, and be is only an incidental construct out of thew. Irom
the standpoint of equality, the philosophical difference is
grcat. In the case of the greatest number principle, equality
among men is equality qua separate irreducible units; the
ground of equality is their baing equal qua men; and the prin+

ciple of happiness comes in only to provide content, i.e. to



specify what it is that men are Lo be treated equally in,

and not to answer who are to be treated equally, Besides,
equality here is a positive concept in tuat it does noﬁ
consist in the egual elimination of all individuals as

under the greatest happiness principle, but instead in
taking cognizance of the individual and giving nim an
importance, a positive value, which is equal in the case of
all men. As a result, equality enters as an important element
in tne highest moral and_politioal ideal and, iﬁ fact, soes
to shape it, and dces not remain an inocidental consequence

of pursuing an ideal Qnioh it obviously b;s no hand in
shaping, as is the cuse with the greatest happiness principle.
The happiness of the 5reatea£ nunber is to_b§ pursued pre-
cisely because the happiness of each is equally iupq;tunt;
thus the greatest number prinoiple‘is de:ivod from nqga.ity.
wihile in the case of the greatest happiness prinoiple. ;t is
equality toat is derived from it. Ihis points to an inter-
esting difference. In the case of the greatest happiness
srinoiple, the ground for equalisation ia that'it maximises
happiness; it is thus given a nti;i;arian Justification. Iin
the case of the greatest numbgr principle, the happiness of
each is equally importunt because each individual is equal

and has the same value as any other person in the eyes of



the legislator. This does not seem to be a utilitarian
Justification of equality. It seems to me the latter principle
cannot offer such a justification, since a utilitarian jus-
tification requires a prior independent principle in terms
of which anything, equality in this case, can be justified;
this is available in the case of the gr-atest happiness prine
ciple, but not in that of the greatest number principle which
is itgelf derived from, and is thus not independent of,equality.
These differences, however, should not blind us to
certain general similarities between the two theories: and
the existence of these similarities need ﬁot surprise us as
both of them are aritiumetically and hedonistically orien-
tated. (1) The nature of man is to pursue pleasure and avoid
pain, and thus pleasure.and pain continue to provide the ends
of moral and political actimn, though, of course, they have
very different roles to play in each of them. (11) In both,
it is equality more than the other three ends of legislation,
that is, security, subsistence and abundance, that provides
the principle of movement. Security, etc. will requiré
the legislator to practise ‘quietism'sy it is the concern
for equality, however understood, that calls for action

on his part. (111) In neither is there any talk, as in Kant,

Q84
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of the intrinsic worth or dignity of the individual.
(1Vv) ihe considerations of arithmetic continue to
dominate both; in one, the quantities of pleasure

and pain are added; in the other, the individuals as
units are added. The result is the preooccupat.on with
'the greatest' in both, though it has a different

logic in each case. (V) The concept of 'rights

does not emerge in either; even in the individualistic
theory men do not have a right to equality or happiness.
Instead, it is the concept of duty that is primary. In
the course of pursuing the general happiness the
legislator will, of course, createc a frameworlk of

rights, as these give security which is the most im-

l. The difference between the 'rational censor' of the laws
and'the anarchist' is that the former will say that men ought
to be equal and not that taey have a right to equality. 3Sece
Halévy, 1loc.0it.,175; also, X. 214-15; lel34.

<o Dbuty, of course, is a 'fiotitious entity', sinoce pleasure
and pain alone are 'real entit.es'; but right is a kind of
segondary fictitlious entity', Limits of Jurisprududence
Def.ned', edited by Charles Everetty, pe 30.ff. Sece also 315 ff.
3+ 1 nse this term to cover both 'éhe greatest happiness' and
'the happiness of the greatest number' and thereby avoid

having to mention both each time.
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portant 'instrument' of felicity. "The legislator has a
duty to rursue the greatest happineas or the happineas

of the greatest number, but this does not give the indi-
vidual citizen a right to demand that his happiness must

be pursued. Now this primacy of duty iz not sugprising

in the context of Bentham's general system, and he could
have arrived at it in a number of ways. A right must be
based on reasong, not 'sentiments? ;1 all reasons are in
terms of the principle of utility; therefore, all rights
must be based on this principle. Now what this princ-

iple mainly does is tc emphasize an individual's dutiesg
duty thus must be prior to right which can only be com=
prehended in teme of duty. Bentham also achieves thise
result in a different way. He understands righte as con-
sisting in so many services from other peoplej tc render
these pervices is the duty imposed on them by lawji and it
is because they have this duty that I can be said to have
a right to these services. The primacy of duty is also in-
tegral to his understanding of law. Law io a command and what
a command does is primarily to ask a man to do somethingj

l. Seey for example, Dumont'es Letters, Letter XII, quoted by

Halevy, Loc.oit.y, p. 179.
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that is to say, the idea of command leads, in the first
instance, to the idea of duty which, then, leads to the idea
of right. Besides, rights are the cr-atures of the lege
islator, and one can not have rights against the legislator,
who can thus have duties to his subjects that do not derive
from the latter's rights. Bentham concludes that he approves
of right in '_.ts adjective shape', as used in the expressions like
'it is right that men should be as near upon a par with one
another in every respect as they csan be made consistently
with general security', but disapproveg of it in its sube-
stantive sense', as used in the expressions like 'i have a
right to put myself upon a par with eferybody in every res-
pect's in its former sense, right 'breathes moraslity and
peace', but in the latter sense, it 'br-athes anarchy and
violence'., (VI) Equality, i  “nth theories, iu looked at
from the legisletive standpoint, Besides, it is discussed
mainly in the economic comtext, The two are closely connected,
The legislator's duty is to maximise the happiness of the come
munity, Now happiness, as we have noted, is largely the
result of money which can buy 'nost' pleasures, As such,

it is his duty to achieve a measure of economicequglity. As
Bentham is concerned with happiness, which is largely a func

tion of money, it is not surprising that economic equality
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should engare his attention so muchj at several places, he,
in feet, defines equality as essentially an economic cate-
rrory.l Bentham's preoccupation with economic equalisation
could also arise from two other sources. loney is !the
measure of the quantities of most pleasures, and its suite
ability as such a measure is increased, the nearer the quan-
tities of money in people's hanis are to equalitys his con-
cern for measurement would also thus incline him to be pre-
oce pied with the question of economic equality. Secohdly,
economic equality would give him one of the criteria for
evaluating a society, though with cerfain qualifications.

"he greater the equality achieved peacefully in a society,
the greater must be the amount of hapi iness in ity and the
'better' to this extent that society is. Equality is to be
'greater! but not 'absolute'. because, then, trore is only 'misery!,
and such a society must be considered 'worse'. Thus & soc=
iety with an ‘absolute' equality of wealth or with its sails
turned towards it ranks very low; that with 'vast'! inequality
is a little better, though it is still badj one with the

highest 'practicable' degree of equality is the best. (VII)

l. 1. 302,



In both, utilitarianism does not always find arithmetio

a very congenial companion. The latter implies that,if

two quantities of happiness are equal, say, ten units each,
they are to be treated equally, and this for the simple

reason that ten is equal to ten. Now this does not always

go well with a (tilitarian argument which requires an

appeal to be made to consequences., Arithmetical truths

by themselves can have no obliging power for a utilitdrian,
Why should two equal quantities be treated equally unlees

it can be shown that this leads to the greatest happinesa}

On the other hand, if treating two equal duantitiea equally
results in a greater pain, one could have no obligation to
treat them equally, TaKe an exemple of a community where

the Jews aregsmerally hated, To trest a Jew feeling an
exactly equal quantity of hap iness with a non-Jew on equal
terms with the latter will result in greater general unhap-
piness as the non-Jewswill be pained at seeing the Jews
treated as their equals; and since it is the general happiness
and unhappiness that is the concern of a utilitarian, he will have
to disregard the 'Truths of arithmetic'. This remains equally
the case whether utilitarianism is understood as meaning 'the
greatest happineas' or 'the happiness of the grcatest number!,
The former will rule out treating two fersons who feel

equal quantities of happiness equally, if this is likely to

X 89



incresse the geners1 unhspniness in the community. The
latter,too,will come to the same conclusion,if such an
equerlity of tregtment is likely to meake many men unhappy
and thus lead to the unhapnines=z of the greater number,

In both cases, one is looking for the consecquences, =nd
thie is not in accord with the purely formsl cherrcter of
the obligstion inplied by the argument resting on the 'Truths
of mrrithmetic'. This,of ,courseymakes a utiliterian defence
of ecuality very inadequate and shaky, but this is a dif-
ferent point., What is important in this context is to note
that the arguments based on arithmeticai truths seem to
have different practical implications,and seem certainly to

have a different logical stmucture,to those based on utility,

[Qqo
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sach individual pursues his own interest, but he ought
to pursue the interest of the community; how ean tha two De
harmonised? This question that has come to Le called
tthe nroblom of the identification of interestz! hus two
agpeets: how ean an individu:l naturally pursuing his own
interest be got to pursue the genmeral interest? and,
secondlyy how ean a government thit always consists of
pe f=interested individuals be got to pursue the wider
interest of the community? Iet us start with the first
questions The individval iaterest :nd the general interest,
Jenthan storts by arguing, are not tctally opposed to each
others To say that each pursues his own interest is pot
to say that he has no concern for otherse. /e observed
earlier how egoism as a philosophical theory is different from
what is commonly ealled selfishnesss An individual ecan and
does feel sympathy, benevolenge, ete. for others, and may even
sacrifice himself for them, though he can and does do this
only because he finds his pleasure in i%s At the other exnd,
the general interest is not something totally different from
the individual interest, but is only an aggregate of such
interﬁsts;- if the individual interest ls harmed, to that

precise extent the general intercst too is harmeds  Further,
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the general interest itself requires that each should pursue
his interest as, otherwise, he will stop carrying for himself,
will destroy himself, and will eventually spell 'the extinction
of the species'. Conversely, the fact that the species is
not yet extinct is an empirical proof that the pursuit of
self-interest is in the general interest. The problem of
identifying the individual and the general interest thus
becomes more manageable as the two sides that have to be
harmonised are already permeated to a large degree by the
principles of each other.

The identification, Bentham argues, is not achieved as
a necessary consequence of the natural process:s there is no
natural harmony of interests. It has to be consciously
sought for, and govermment is the only agency capable of
seeking and achieving it as it alone is i charge of the
interest of the community as a whole. Halévy takes a different view
and sees a serious conflict between Bentham's juristic and economic
theories. He maintains that in the former Bentham makes it
the primary function of goverrment to create an artificial
harmony between the individual and the public intercst, while
in the latter he reaches lgissez-faire conclusions on the

basis of an assumed hammony of interests.l It seems

1. Loce. cit-’ 17’ 8150, mbido, 488 ff.
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to ne Haldvy 18 wrong and thet hie oase rasts on o mistaken
interpretation of Benthaum. Bentham wants government to set
up a general framework within which aeononie activity 1s to
take place. TIts main concern is with the happiness of the
community; =nd its relations with ths oconomic life are to
be determined solely by this consideration. If 1t feels
thit the general happiness 1s being minimised by the
rractices of the economle 1life, 4t is to step iny  for
example, it is to give aid tot:;orkers injured by an intro-
duetion of labour-saving machines; it is to 'support an
unprofitable industry to prevent the ’fuin of the workmen
erployed there; 1t is to see that full ‘employment is maintained,
and vhere it is not, govermment is to provide estiblishments
for the maintenance and employment of the sble=bodied poor;
it is ‘to provide security 2gainst food 'shortages, 'étcul’
This 18 not to argpue that Benthan wmants government to -
contimally interfere with the economic 1life, but only that
Benthan's approach is pragmatic not dogmatic; and that where
he does advocaéﬁ?ZLterference, his ‘ease for it rests not so
mich on the assumed nitural harmonmy of interests as on his
more general views that each individual alone ¥nows his
interests, and that all acts of coercion-restlt 1A Pain and
Cpain is evild Philosophicﬁlly?spégkfﬁg;“ﬂalé¥y's*&ﬁé&fiésta

l. III. 38 ££;  also,ibid.,72fs ..
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on the belief that Bentham wants to neatly separate nature and
reason, leaving nature to regulate economic life and reason
to regulate legal life, so that the greatest happiness is
achieved in the former by leaving things alone, while in the
latter it requires the intervention of govermnmentj in short, as
economic life and legal life are different in their nature
the principle of utility is believed to take different forms
in boths It seems to me this dichotomy between economics and
law is unjustified, since Bentham does not neatly demarcate
the areas between nature and reason in this way. Human
affairs are to be governed by the principlea which reason,
not nature, formulates, though, of course, in the light

of the ends suggested by nature. The principle of the
greatest happiness which alone is the highest norm in

human life is something deduced by reason, and is not what
men naturally get on. Further, in the course of realising
these principles in social life nature often helpsj for
example, the natural synpathy of parents for their children
ensures that the latter will not be miserable. In such
cases, reason is to leave nature alone. But also quite

often nature 'falters' and acts irrationally; for example,
the natural sense of revenge a viotim or his relations feel
towards an offender, or an excessive fondness and indulgence
parents may feel for their children, may both result in

enormoug pain to the parties involved. In such cases reason

is to step in and correct nature. Thus of every grea
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of human life reason is the Jjudge, aud is never to leave
nature completely alone except where it has found it

to be reliable.s In political temn, this means that
govermment alone is the supreme judge and custodian of the
happiness of the community, and is 'to practise non-interfer-
encej whenever, but also only wheny this is likely to maximise
the happiness of the community.

As to how government is to identifly the interest of the
individual with the interest of the commmity, it seems to
me three different answers are discernible in Bentham's
writings. The first answer is broadly on the associationist
lines. Rational behaviour is only a matter of the correct
association of ideas,Covernment is to so educate children that
they do not find pleasure in anything save what is in the
general interest. As to the grown-up men, the solution
lies in creating new associations. /or those sceptical if
old ascociations can be so thoroughly replaced and new ones
formed with such ease, Bentham has the answer based on his
belief in the infinite malleability of human mind: ‘As
respects pleasures, the mind of man possesses happy
flexibility. One source of amusement being cut off, it
endeavours to open up ancther and always succeeds: a new
habit is easily formed.' 'Metaphysics', i.e. psychology is
'a science which, ,ow for the first time, may be put to the

test of experiment, like any other‘.1 Being an esperimental

1.“-64;!150 Io436g



science, the 'inspection-holuse principle! can be applied to
the trainin; of children; then 'the genealogy of each
observeble idea might se traced through all its degrees with
tihe utmost aicety, the parent stoeks being all known and
num‘oered-'l It is thus possible to control completely the
environment of a child and, through this, the ideas eantering
into his nind and their relationshipse The legislator is
to exploit this educational possibility to identify the
interest of the individual with that of the community.

The second answer, like the tihird, is on the rationalist
liness lMan is a rational animsl who calculates and pursues
the line of maximum pleasure. The legislator is to set wp
a legal framework where things are so arranged that an individual,
given his rationality and pleasure-pursuing nature, will engage
only in those actions that are also in the gensral interest.
What the legislator is called upon to do is this: (a) to decide
what sorts of actions are socilally useful and what harmfulj
(b) to see if the individuals left to themselves are likely to
perform the former and abstain from the latter; (e¢) if not, to
find out what temptations prevent them from doing the former
and refraining from the latter; (d) and, finally, to attach such
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consequenceslto these actions as, by their nature and
magnitude, will countervaii these temptations and lead men

to do and refrain from doing precisely those actions that

the legislator has in mind. Like God, the legislator is
invisible and is never openly instruciing anyone, and yet

he is omnipotent and is always making his will effective. As
in the case of the associationist answer, here, too, he is
educating his subjects, though without instructing them on
the sorts of actions they are to do and the objects they are to
find their proper pleasures and pains in. He is a supreme
political tutor of invisible omnipresence. Now the success
of this whole schime depends, firstly, on individuals
continuing th desire maximum pleasure and not succumbing to
the geduoctions of wrong principles likce asceticism, and,
secondly, on their calculating things more or less exactly

and scientifically. The legislator therefore has the
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1. They must generally be in terms of pain rather than of
pleasure, and must take the form of punishment and not of
reward. The reasons for this are many. The sensation of

pain is more acute and effective than the corresponding one of
pleasure. Secondly, there is more uniformity among men in the
causes of their pain than in those of their pleasure: a thing
may pléase one but may not please another. Finally,the only
certain instrument of pleasure is money, which, however, is
subject to the law of diminishing utility, and can be given to

one man only by first taking it from another and thus causing
pain to the latter.
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obligation to ensure that all individuals are and remain
rational and have their minds free of all prejudices. He
can secure this by ensuring the general spread of education and
enlightement and by creating a political framework where a
man's exercise of his rationality does not prove frustrating
as a result of his getting into continual conflicts with
othersjy an individual must find it pleasant to be rational. Now
this would mean that the ligislator himself must be perfectly rational
asy otherwise, he will not know if his subjects are
calculating properly. Murther, he must have a full knowledgel
of human nature or of what men are like and what motives act
on them, of the general tendencies of moral and political
actionay of moral 'truths' or correct moral principles, of
the circumstances that affect the sensibility of the members
of his community, etc.j he must thus possess the knowledge
both of the general principles of man's nature and of the
local conditions of his community.

Novordinary mortals normally in charge of public
affairs would hardly measure up to this demand. This, however,

need not be a cause for despair, as a philosopher of Bentham's

B

1. Truth concerns 'the constitution of things', and the knowledge
of it is important for 'the success of every enterprise'j it is
the only true foundation for any activity, and all othérs are

' false foundations'. X.146.



calibre1 is available who possesses all the relevant knowledge,
especially of the general kind, and who will embody it in a
code which the legislator needs only to copy. Of course,

the code will have to be altered and modified in some

respecte so as to suill national diversities in matters
relating to 'the local situation, the climate, the bodily
constitution, the mamers, the local customs (and) the
religion.'2 But here, again, the law-giver himself, if he can
'wait the time', 'smeek out' the relevant data about a specific
community, and give a code that is ready for application and

does not need to be modified: 'possessed of these data, all

l. DBentham thinks he has 'pointed' out *the truth' about man
and society in his works (X.146). 'I fakt the sensation of
Archimedes when I committed the first rough and imperfect
outline (of chrestomathia) to one side of a half-sheet of
paper'. Ibid.,80, Chrestomathia is a complete 'chart of

the field of thought and action'. Lven a tentative and
sketoy attempt as it gave him a 'sensation' of having found
‘another earth' from where 'to move' the existing society.

See also Prinoigles. oh.I.para-13.
2. 1.180.



_goo

places are ilike'l, since the data ire relevant only at the
level of applying the universal principles of hwsan nature
which themselves are true for all times and places and have
‘universality and eternity'z. Once a code for any

particular comaunity is drafted in the 1light of its
peculiariaties, it remains true and valid for ail times so

far as that community is concerned. This view finds a
philosophical reflection in the interesting relationship

that Bentham establishes between time and space. Time 'is
nothing of itself'.3 Whatever influences can be attributed
to it are resoluble into those exercised by 'causes of a
superior order', that is,by place, and whatever modifications
'are made requisite by time will be such and such only as are
made requisite by pléoe'.4 'To be capable of being spoken of,
time itself must be, cannot but be, spoken of as a modification
of space. Witness the prepositions in and gt:s ... in an
hour -« gt 12 o'clock ... Witness again the common expressions
- a short time, a long time, and space of time's. Space, of
course, is a fictitious entity as it has no existence 'without
some body placed in it, or considered as being capable

of being placed on it'; but time is 'a still more fictitious

1 l..l8lf
2. 1bids 193.
3. Ibide. 189.
4e Te 189.



eatity'.l Unce therefore we identify space or the local
divirsities and draft laws accordingly, they ure true for
111 'time!, since time idself is impotsnt and produces no
affects whatever; space dcas,bat then it has already been
talen account of.

This is the kind of politieal knowledge requirsd for
setting up a political society and for rationally conducting
its affairs. 1t will also help the legislator if he had all
kinds of relevant statisties, which Bentham eulls 'Noscenda!,
such ag those aboubt marriages, deaths, the number of houses,
the numoer of' offences committed,ete..’ It would be
desirable to have an institution of 'mercenary informers! to
oractise 'esplonage', though he would like to eull it 'inspee-
tion' since 'To the Qord espionage, a stigma is attached;'z
it is to be concerned principally with the reporting of
offenders and their offences. Rewards nare 'the springs of
action', and are to be freely employed when required by the
orinciple of utility; there is nothing wrong, save on the
misguided prineciple of sympathy and antipathy, in giving
rewards to a man if govermment thinks he is likely to possess
3

and pass on some useful informations Further, in order to
detect crimes easily every individual is to have a proper

name which should belong to him alone and which should include

1. VIII. 200
2« II. 222.
30 Ibid., 201.
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Nis farily ncne, a single Torename dhd.thc plice und date

of birth; 'thic compound denominution should be repeated in
211 legal ffairs as this will improve methods of ldeatifica=-
tion'. whet is more, the fanmily anl tie christiin names are
to be painted on the wriste of every man; this 'wuld be a
new spring for moralily, a new source of power for the laws,
an almost infallible precaution ugainst a muliitude of
olfences ses WWho are you? The answer to this important
question would no longer be liable to evnsion'l. -Before
endingy; I cannol resist the temptation of quoting one rcally
juiey bit of his fanecy. Will not pubiic opinion resent and
resist all this? and what of liberty?  Bentham is not.
unawvare of these questions and has his answers ready. A4s to
liverty, it must give place to the general happiness which
does,after all, consist in catehing offenders and preveniing
offences. Besides, liberty will, in fa2ct, be inereased,
since we no longer need to imprison men as they are already
held 'as it were by an invisible chain'®, that is,by their
visible nominal identity painted on their wrists. As to the
public opinion, it can be changed 'by patiently guiding it
with skill';, and this is wvhat 'politieal art! consists in.

We can, for example, make such a painting of names a mark of

le I. 557.
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beauty as in the case of the women of 'the islands of the
South Sea', and one means of doing this is to begin 'with great
examples'y such ag the nobility, and imprint their titles
‘upon their foreheads'.

We shall now consider the third answer that Bentham
gives to the question of the identification of interests.
An individual's obligation is to pursue the general happiness;
to do this is to be rational. What the legislator ought to
do is to show him the rationality of the various actions that
he wants him to do, to argue with him and convince him, and
hope that he will come to do them of his own freo will.l
There is no attempt here to condition him or to so arrangs
his field of action that he chooses but only in namej there
is instead a genuine attempt at persuading and convineing
bim and thereby achieving a rational harmony of interests.
There is a dialogue between the citizen and the legislator
where the latter glves his reasons for doing a thing and the
former argues back and 'censures frooly’2 $ in fact, such a free
ocriticiem is made 'the duty' of the ciiizen. There is no
monopoly or concentration of politifal rationality in the
legislator as is the case in the first two answers.
Governemnt doea not 'possess in concentration all the mational

intelligence'y and does not 'possess among themselves alone

1. IV.539.; also 1ud’ 537.
2¢ Ie 2306
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all the general and local knowledge which the functions of
governing requizs?es'.1 To ensure that citizens act in a
politically mature and rational manner, a plea for a programme
of political education is made, and a nunmber of concrete
suggestions are made in that direction. Yo law, for emample,
is to be promulgated without the 'reasons' for it being
given, these reasons consisting in the explanation of why

the law is made, its advantages, etc.. Civing such reasons
'enlightens' people and makes them capable of forming their
own ;judgmen‘l::s.2 Murther, govermment is to act as a vast
information bureau and furnish its citizens with all kinds

of information about itself and the nocisty, so that they can
plan and act knowledgeab}yt 'Best way of instruction is
simply to publish facts's> Through *public instruction’
government cgn also remove many impostures, frauds,and
superstitionsy it can also achieve this end by sending 'missionaries'
into 'towns and country villages'. The proceedings of the
legislature are to be given great publicity so that 'A habit of
reasoning and discussion will penetrate all classes of
society', and political discussions can bagin to take place
'in clubs and inferior assemblies'« A codified body of law

is justified on the ground that it will serve as 'a code of

1. II. 312.
2, I. 575 £+ See also vole I. 159 .

3. Theory of Legislation, translated by CelMoAtkinson, Vol.
II, Ch. LXI. See also Works II. 311f; I. 575f.



instructions, moral and intellectual together', applying
itself to the intellectual faculty and calling it into
'continual exercise', and not merely to the will 'operating
upon it by means of 'the irresistible force of a superior
will'. Such a code 1s to give Loth the reasons for and
the reasons against each proposal, and is intended to
ensure the 'rule' of 'reason' in every walk of sccial and
political life. What is most important, the government can
direct 'the compilation of political morality, analogous to the
body of the laws, and similarly arranged in one general code, and
also several codes treating of speciai topics's Such a cole,
to be compiled by 'the wise men' or the illustricus
mi ds of the age' or the creat tenchers of truth and of virtue'1,
will advise the citizens in 'forming a judgment' on the
various questions arising in politics and morals'. In short,
there is a certain degree of dialogue between the citizen and
the government, and an independent exercise of rationality
on both sides; there is also a common criterion of
rationality, by which both alike are bound and which both are
equally equipped to operate with.

Of these three answers, it is the seccnd one on which
Sentham largely relies. The first one leaves no room for

r.tionality and calculation on the part of the individual

3o57"

1. Tieory of Legislation, Loc. cit., p. 298-9.
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citizen; the third one terids to underemphasize his
aatural self-preference, as it requires that if he is
convinced a law of his govermment is rational, that is, that it
promotes general happiness, he must obey it, and for no
other reason than that it is rationals The second answer,
on the other hand, accommodates both the rationality and
the self-preference of the individual.

But, it will be contended, the govermment itself consists
of such self=-preferring individuals; how then can we be
sure that it will set up such a framework and in general
pursue the happiness of the community?v This brings us to
the second aspect of the problem of the identification of
interestss The solution lies in 'a third principle' = the
'means prescribing, or junction-of-interests—prescribing
principle!' that will bring 'what is into accordance with
what ought to bes! Any 'situation of the individual' that
creates 'any incompatibility' 'between the happiness of the
greatest number and the happiness of any lesser number' is a
sinister interest, and deviates a govermment from its proper
end by making it its interest to pursue narrow and limited
endse VWhen a sinlster interest is destroyed the only
interest a man will have would simply ‘'eonsist in the share
he has in the universal interest', ;nd he will naturally
pursue only the latter. There are two ways of destroying it -
'direct mode' and 'indirect mode'j; the former consists in
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toverpoweriag the forece of uhatsoever body of interast may
be acting on him ... by a stronger counterinterest;! the
1-tier in 'divesting him of the power of performing the same
~cte!' O(nly the former is approprizte as ‘the gnestion of
checiring a sinister interest arises only when an individual
iz anlready invested with power. Uowv' there are two normal
vays of providing a counterinterest, punishrment and reward.
But both these in thelr ususl forms are.inapplieable heret
wio will punish him who wlelds sovereignty? and what more
can you give him who has all he needs? = 3everzl answers
generally suggested are equally uzwatiéfactor;. The
separation of powers will not do,as the parts oOf

govermment may elash and a sovereign authority becomes

necegsary to resolvé this conflict, and thus the problem of

checking it will remain. The ldea of checks and balances is

also useless,since all the organa of ilic govermmeant may
have a vested interest in the miguse of power and may there-

fore connive at each other's 'wickedness's On more or less

simil.ir grounds, annual elections, constitutional limitation

of power, etcs are ruled out. Since interest is the only
prineiple of motion in man, it is only by 'counterinterest'
thit motion can be checked and diverted in a different
direction. 3entham calls this t_he‘ theory of 'counter-

force'; a 'counterinterest' acts on the 'will of the rulers

and 'opposes' the 'force' of a a‘inriater‘ interest. As the main

qe7
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interest of any government is to remain in power, the only

and the most effective check on -t is the withdrawal of its
power; the idea thal it dependus on people's good will for its
power whiocn can be taken away if they are not satisfied wi.il
keep it loyal to the pursuit of the general interest, and

thus its interest will be identified with that of the community.
This answer broadly corresponds to the second answer discussed
earlier in connection with t.e first aspect of the problem of
the iuventification of interests. Bentham also throws up
suggestions corresponding to the third anawe:t;;d they are
broadly that a government is to consiat of men who have a

sense of duty and who will pursue general happiness even in the
absence of these checks and 'junction of interests'j but these
suggestions are not developed. As for his first ansver to the
earlier question it has no oounterpart here, since who is to
educationally so condition the rulers that they will find

pleasure in nothing save general happiness? Not that this is

impossibley a philosopher as Socrates says in The Republio, or a

Legislhtior could initially set up a framework within which both
the rulers and the ruled could be appropriately conditioned;
but this, evidently, has an 'aristooratioc' bias and Bentham
has nothing to do with it.

There are also two subsidiary modes of chacking the
government. The first is *'full publicity' which, in brief,

means that everything a government officer does must be known

to the public. This is secured in a number of ways. Every



o ficer is to have a board in front of his desk stating the
hours Quring which he is expected to be there, the miture of
is duties wad powers, etc.; any member ol the public can.
ik inyand complain if he is absent wien he is not supposed
to be, or ic refusing to do a job he is supposed tc do, etcs.
Jonthan discusses all this at some length,but we shall not
ro iabto it. +het is of philosophical inlerest here is a
certain viev of politieal space underlying it. Law is "o
cover' every aspect of political life; else, 2 'room! is
left for different men to set up some fictitlou. 1 w that
aappens to be to their advantage. Léwyers, party-leaders,
Jovernnent officials and others need 'void spaces!, as

'every such void space in the body of the law is subservient!
to their sinister ménipul;tion; Hence, every part of
political life must be 'actually covered' by or receive a
'ecovering! of lawe By leaving no part of it 'bare' we
leave no 'room for arbitrariness and. corruption 'to stand’,
and thus deprive them of any locus in the political space.
‘lhen tids is done, all that the psople meed to have the
knowledge of is how and by what any given area of political
life is 'covered!, so that they can detect immediately any
.attempt to 'cover' it 'wrongly'. The second method of
checking the govermment is the 'maximisation of appropriate

official aptitude' on its part.l 0f this aptitude, there

3¢9

1. II. 272



re three 'oraaches' aald these are Lo ve secured: ‘rioral
ctitule! or 'dispoasition to countribute on all occasions and
L2 all woys to tho greatest happiness of thegreitest number!,
tiatellectual aptitude! or possessiay, requisite anowledge,
. 'active aptitude'! or regular atteandance, punctuality,
ctCee Jentham has some interesting ideas about the bes
ays ol securing thiese but,again,we shill not po into theme

17 the rescvability is the ultim.te ‘eounterforce! to
e goveranent's self-preference, it follows that it will
sursus the happinass only of those who have il o ar to
remove ite Cince the happiness of eéch is equally important,
we mist give euch an equal share in removing ite. This
rguent for universal franchise spriangs from his individual-
istic tleory of a}ixlity. Besides, political equality here
Las a founduition in nitures  The only 'masters' that meu,
in the final analysis, have are pleasurs and pain; - they
2lone are 'sovereign'e The sovereign in the political
society must be subordinated to them and can not be allowed
to set up a rival sovereignty. low, since all men alike feel
pleasure and pain, they are equal qua subjects of nature;
aature thue treats them equally, and so also must the
~sovereign. The assumpiion of more or less equal natural

capacity for happinesp will further reinforce this point.

3ie

le For a fuller discussion, see IX. €0,



Bentham also advances other minor arguments, one of
which goes particularly well with the hedonistic thaeory of
equality and has the same character as that of the argument
for economic equalisation; it is that, since power, like
wealth, is an instrument of felicity, the nearer to
esuality the share of each is, the greater is likely to be
the total quantity of happiness.1

llis case for universal franchise, it may ve ouserved, is
not based on the considerations of political knowledge, but on
those of the mechanism of political controle. He does not say
that because every man alone knows his interest, he must
have a chance to communicate this private knowledge to the
government through voting, free speech, debates and discussions,
etc.. Bentham's.whole enterprise of the science of pleasure
is intended to enable the government to know individuals'
interests, and thus to dispense with the necessity of relying
on communications from individual citizens. Of course, as
the science of pleasure is not exact it does not give complete
knowle ige; but the knowledge it gives is certainly adequate for
the purposes of government. The problem of political
knowledge is thus already polved. The problem that worries
him and for which he has to find an answer occurs at the
institutional level, and arises from the need to ensure the

removability of the rulers. Nearly the whele of his

1. 1. 2717 111. 230.
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discussion of democracy is undertaken frem precisely this
standpoints people are to be educated s=o that they can check
the government bettery public discussion is to take place
with precisely this end in view; this is also precisely

how free speech, free press, and nearly all the practices and
institutions comnected with democracy are defended. But
lying at the basis of this argument is the assumption that
each individual knows and pursues his real interest, since,
otherwise, he might elect wrong men, oriticise and dismiss
them for wrong reasons, and make wrong demands on them. The
difficulty arises from the fact that he might calculate
wrongly, or be a victim of filluciona' and 'superstitions',
or simply may not know what actions will lead to what
consequences. Besides, in all ill-organized society he
might get involved in clashes with others oven when he is
acting rationally, and might find rational behaviour very frustrating.
We thus need both rational men and a rational political
enviroment. We have seen that Bentham's manner of

providing for both is to depend on the govermnmentj but can
we be sure that any govermment will do this, as it knows fully
well that all this is intended to prevent it from pursuing
~its own 'sinister interest'? There is no hope of a good
government unless there are rational people, but there can
not be rational people unless there is a good govermnment in

the first instance. This question is different from the
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one concerning tie identification of the interests of the
governnent and the people. kven when they are formally
identified through elcotion, removability and uninhibited
criticism, people may not make proper use cf these instrument-
alities, and the government may not be interested in educsating
them. What is to be done then? The problem lies at the level
of understanding and not at that of will,since, once an indi-
vidual knows where his real interest lies, he will necessar-
ily sursue ite. FPentham's way out of this vieious cirele is,
like that of many others, to bring in a philosopher whose
preeise role will vary according to the oontext in which he

has to cperates Philosophers alone have the knowleédge of moral
and solitical 'truths', and are the only persons able to pene-
trate through the clouds of 'fictions' and 'illusions' to the
'reality' underlying them. If a new society haa Just bo;n set
upy a philosopher will provide a ood; of laws gnd.perauéde
péople to accept it. If a society is already a going soncern,
he will provide such a oode, and pr;soribe a manner of realising
it that will not unduly distuyb the eatablishod arrancements.
He will then try to persuade the p60ple. mdxnly turou*h books
written by h*maelf and his didoiplen. to aooept the oode and to
melement it in the manner preaoribed. He will also undertake

a detailed examinatxon of the exiatlng ~netitutions and the
measurcs that the government mayQLasa from time to time, and

bring the reaults of it to the knowledge of the publice. In
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this way political education and enlightenment will spread

and will lead in the first instance to a demand by the

people for the change of the existing institutions, and, eventually,
to the enthronement of the principle of utility in every sphere

of life.1 At one stage he had hoped for an alliance between wisdom
and power, and had believed that a philosopher could communicate his
knowledge of the 'moral and political' 'truths' to the rulers

who would immediately act on thems He later came to

doubt this. He had expected that the 'knowledge of truth' was

enough to inspire men to act on ity but instead, he found 'universal
antipathy' to his plans, and was confused as to why this

should be so. 'Sifty years had rolled over my head before

I had attained to anything like a clear perception of the

le The best society Bentham would hope for is one where, among
other things, the crimes are absent, each class of men knows its
duties, and where there are complete security and the fullest
development of commerco. Anything beyond this is 'chimerical’
and 'imeginary', since men will always have 'unequal gifts of
nature and of fortune', 'will always purchase pleasures only
by pains', will always have unsatisfiable desires,etc.. This,
of course, applies only to the area of life that comes within
the scope of legislation. Abhout non-legislative areas such as
poetry, art and music, 'The limits of perfectibility are not

so easily assigned', though it is probable that the sources

of novelty will be exhausted'. I. 194.



cause'; ‘'low, for many yedrs past, all inconsistencies, all
arorises have vadshed. . clue to the interior of the

hyrinth hes been found; it is the pringiple o
e . | l m - e w A3 w2l Aaannhara are 0
ilerence’s This means the yhi;u"updqrq 2r'¢ o

to
speal to the rulers and Ary to win them over, but

seel. to educate them about the truths of moral and

life. 1f, however, there is a ruler who ghous s

enlizghtennent and concern for the happiness of his

they should be ready to help him. At no stage,.ho

are
instead tc concentrate their sttention on the people and to

politieal

w‘xr‘ of
subjects,

wevery did

Bentham vant p >sophers to become rulers themselves; 'those

.

who frame laws 'are to be different from 'those who touch

them with a sceptre's
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Conclusion

Political activity is an activity that takes place
among men. Gods do not need to undertake it either themselves
or in their dealings with menj animels, on the other hand, may
need to, but cannot undertake it, A politicél philosopher
engaged in philosophising about it is thus bound to say
something about man, that is, his naturel, his capacities, certdn
inescapable featur:=s of his existence, etc., and about the sort
of relationship that can subsist among men; he would argue
that, given a certain view of man, men can enter only in a
certain sort of rclationship with each other, and only in
a oertain way. Now equality and inequality are one such
sort of relationship, and a political philosopher is there-
fore likely to say something about themy what he will say and
how he will understand them will, of course, depend on what he
takes the real nature of man to be., _I have advisedly used the

term 'likely' since it is not necessary that he must

EN -

1. Some philosophers, like Arendt and Sartre, do not think

nan has a nature, and would instead use the idea of cohditibn;
man's humanness in their view cen only be defined 1n'taim§ of
certain conditions of hig exiétence:'and not of any prOpaitiéa
believed t§ be inherent 1n‘hiéfnature. Some others, like those
who emphasize the idea of the Great Chein of Beiné;;w%ﬁidJiﬁékii&
talk of the 'status' of man. I include all these and other

similar approeches under the general expression, 'a view regarding
the réal nature of man',
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~ze cbnervations on equnlify and inequality. !e may, for
exniiple, wadersiand olitical activity ia terms of leve
nportant snse,is an alternative to equality,
Equality presup oses & certain space separa.in; two indie
vid als and a certain distance between the:, since,otherwise ,
there are not two individuals between whom a relationship
of equality can ve affirmed or dei.ied. Love, on the other hand,
strives to trruscend this separateness in a unitary fusion
where the i‘wo persons achieve a unity and thus cease to Le
two. It could, of course, be argued that even here one can
detect an element of equality, though not of the same kind
as in the case of political equelity or equality before law,
etcse It may alsc be emtended that love is introduced not so
much to explsin political activity as to recommend that it be
replaced by sorething else. It is not necessary to press this
point, and I will simply be content %o say that every political
philosopher is likely to make some observations on equality,
and that every major figure in {ie 23t has in fact done 8o,

However, though he will have some ideas on equality, he

is not, by that very token, a philosopher of equality. His
philsoeophical reflection may not take its beariag from the
puﬁzle created by the idea of equality, nor may he be looking
at other ideas from the standpoint of equality andlin termg

of their relation to ity in short, his view of equality may not
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be the unifying pronciple of his system. He may, further,

not be interested in the detailed examination of equality

and in seeing how it differs from other cognate ideas, like
similarity, uniformity, equity, frnternity. solidarity,

and justice. He may, again, not be interested in examining
how the idea of equality arises in different contexts such

as the julicial, the legislative and the administrative,

and, more widely, in art, mathematics, economic life, etc., and in
asking if these are different iileas of equality or are siumply
different forms that the same idea of equality takes according
to the logic of the context in which.it appears. To under=-
take an elaborate inquiry of some such kind and to coordinate
one's views intc & well-knit system is, in my view, to offer

a philosophy of eQuality. It is, of course, possible and
obligatory for a commentator interested in the idea of equality
to construct such a philosophy out of the writings of any
personj but this evidently is a construction for and from

him, and does not turn the writer concerned into a philo-
sopher of equality, as the basic orientation of his philosophy
remains different. Besides, any such construction is bound

to remain inalequate, since many questions, relevant to the full
analysis of equality, will simply remain unanswered.

‘ Between having some ideas on equality and a full-fledged

philosophical reflection on equality there is one other



level, that is, theoretical at which 2 reflection on equality

nay take place, yielding a theory of equality. In the case

of the former, we do not expect an elaborate ingu:iry of the

kind delineated earlier. What we can expect to find and do

find is either of these two things: we msy be presented with

a certain broad and tentative view of what equality is, a

set of practical implications drawn from it, and some sugrese

tions as to the best way of achieving them in societyj or, we

nay be presented with a 'scientific' sociolo ical account

where some correlastions are established between fhe intensity

or the character of the demand for equality and the ecohomic

or religious or any other verict of background of those making

the demand, and some ~eneral observations are made about the con=-

"ditions under which the demand for equality arises, the con=

sequences of it on the social and the economic life, etc..
Thus, from the standpoint of equality, we can look at a

political thinker in three ways: he ﬁay have some ideas on

equality, or a theory of equality, or & philosophy of equality.

In each case, a commentator will have different criteria of

evaluation, and will make different kinds of demands,

219
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Now we have argued that a philosophy of equality ime
plies a certain view as to the real nature of man to which
various ideas on equality are related. But, it may be asked,
what precisely does it mean to say anything about the 'real!
nature of man? When a philosopher says that men are really
such and such or that this is what is real about them, he is
not describing them, nor is he prescribing anything or issuing
any injunctions about what they ought to do, What he seems to
do is to interprei human experience and activities, and show
what underlies them all that explains them and makes them
intelligible.l Description, recommendation and interpretation
are thus three logically distinct activities, though in practice
they are generally coubined, and give rise to three distinct
sorts of statementsj fhat is, descriptive, recommendatory and intere
pretative, Their differences are generally symbolised in the
copula employed:t the first is in terms of 'is', the second
of 'ought', and the third of 'must,' A metaphysical statement
is generally in terms of 'mustland uses or implies the term
'reality' or 'in reality', as in 'man must really be like this

or that for his actions to be meaningful or intelligible, 'fhis

l. i.e. he is making metaphysical observations about man,



is what wan reclly is and this is how he must be responded
to'y etce. vimilarly, the statements & philosopher makes
zbout equality are not empir.cal descriptions of men, nor
are they recommendations that we ought tc jractise equalitys
they arc statemnents about what he takes to be the real nature
or condition of man, and the menner in which equality is
related to its He mighi, for exauple, sey that the real
nature of man is to suffer and thaet this is what ultimately
explains humen experiencej as this is true of all men gqua men
he will emphasize their ultinate equality and a.nchor it in
the nature of man., He may, on the other hand, roject such &

reflection on the 'nature! of man as essentialistic,and argue

that the only thing hunan about man ig the conditions of his

existence, such as that he is born without choice, that he is

a distinct and identifisble individual who remains responsible

for whatever he does, and that he is sentenced to live his
life among other men whose reality he. cannot brush aside, In
these, all men are equal, and thus equality is ontologsically
anchored in the humen condition., Similarly, a philosopher

may establisn the metaphysical impossibility of equality, and

this he can,again,do in a number of ways, The universe, he might

say, is hierarchically organized, and so ultimately are human
relationshipss any attemnpt at establishing equality violates

32l
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the real nature of man and the universe and is bound to
fail as the latter with its irresistible reality will soon
reassert itself. This is broadly what St. Augustine is
saying.l Or he might say that the real nature of man is to
be God-like, to the Absolute, and that it thus necessarily
involves the negation of others.2 Or he might say that the
real nature of man or the reality underlying human efforts
and striving is the discovery of his identity and that man's
identity can be achieved only in terms of his vertical distance from
others.

In these and many other ways a philosopher might
g;?to the establish that equality is metaphysically impossibles
that isy given the sorts of beings that men are and given
certain inescapable features of their existence, they can
never realise equality in practice. And, if this is the nature
of reality, it is only rational to acknowledge it and guide
one's actions by itcy it is simply foolish, or 'absurd' as most

philosophers call it, to deny it and base our actions on the

—r
l. Seey particularly, his discussion of 'Order'y Ch. XIII, Book XIX,

'The City of God'.
2+ Seey e+8+y an interesting interpretation of Hegel by R.Tucker
in 'Philosophy and Myth in Karl Marx', C.U.P., 1961.
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liope that it caa be brushed aside. Not that ome can draw

o

coancrete proposnls from it for epecific contexts, but only
that it marks oat the area of ultinate possibilities and

sets one's exectations in a proper perspectivej it may,

as Kant said, suggest to us what ultimately we can hope for,
‘ie have not implied that a metaphysician is beyond criticism
and that one can only either accept or reject i1is system.

Nor is it implied that empirical facts about men do nof

enter into the way we criticise him, He offers an intere
pretation of humen experience, and aitands or falis by the
gatisfactoriness of it. One can advance certain ecpericences

or facts about manjand ask him to interpret and explain them,
If he cannot, cerizin limitations of his assumptions or cate-
gories are brought out. Facts about human beings thus caribe
invoked in criticising him. However, they canuot directly
'prove! or 'disprove' hi , but can only point out the limita=

tions of his assumptions or of his categories in terms of which

he claims to understend and explain human e xperience,
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In the light of these general observations, we may
exsmine the three political thinkers we have studied. All
the three ere agreed about the mesning of "‘Bquality'; it
ie used to mean whet Aristotle would cell arithmetical
equality; it does not mean proportion as it does for him,

To treat two men equzlly is to treat them exactly alike;

any difference in treatment is inequality. Regarding their
wanner of justifying equelity, they dif’er, Paine justifies
it in terms of the equality of origin, and Codwin in terms
of the community of man's real nature. In the czse of
Bentham, there sre two distinct views: 4in onre, each indi-
vidual is & unit, has a numerical value of one and, sz such,
is equal to every one else; in the other, the primary con-
cern is with the greatcst Lwppiness, and equality is desir-
able as,and to the extent that it maximises happiness., As
to what men &re to be equal in, their views again differ.
For Paine, the only significant equality is the equelity in
natural rights; for GCodwin, it is the development of under-
standing and leading the life of virtue in which men are to
be equal; for Sentham it is the equality of hapriness that
really natters., The reason why each should have coneidered
a certein kind of equality most important has already been
suggested. Each has a certain viev of man, of wh:t he takes
to be man's real nature in the absence of which his 1life is



just not human; as a corollary, equality in eny other
respect is not 'reel' but "formal", or is of relatively

leos importance. ¥Yor Paine, man is a r&tional creature
capable of "imitating" God from whom he derives his exis-
tence; as such, hie real naturs is fulfilled through live
ing & life of independent judgment and pursuing his int-
erests, For Godwin, too, masn is essentially a rational
being, though he understands reason very differently from
Faine. As a rational creature, man must act on the know-
ledge of Truth or of things as they are. The first and

the most important recuirement of his hature is that he
should obt=in this knowledga,that/lf;provo his understsnding.
Further, since all~nen shere the same nature every man must
practise benevolence. Living the life of knowledge and
virtue is thus ‘@' truly human life, and all men equally
rust live it and be helped to live it. BSenthem, on the other
hand, is struck by the fact that naﬁ is essentially a suf-
fering being, e being who feels pleasure and pain, and whose
real nature is to pursue the one and ~void the other; a bsl-
ance of pleasure over pain is happinees, and it is this that
all men qua men are continuully seeking and csnnot bdut do

as long as they remein men., As suth ,the only resl equelity
thet must be established gmong them is that of happiness;

equality of any other kind,if unconnected with their pursuit
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of hapriness, will simply not have any meaning and rele-
vance for them.

Because each of them euphssizes equality of a spec~
ific sort each differs in what he considers dezirable zs
s neans to it; but  they are agreed sbout certein other
things which they all think lead to or away from it. The
clergy, the lawyers, the lsmndlords, and the kings come
under their common criticism, though for different reasons,
Paine will get rid of them on the ground that they are
obstacles to the full realisction of man's natural rights;
Go’win on the ground that they impede‘man'a continual per-
fectibility; and Benthas on the ground that they make it
impossible to achieve the maximum happiness of the commu-
iity. They are ali agreed in msking = poﬁorful plea for
simplicity in every aspect of socinl life, especially the
political, though agein they do so for different reasons,
Ppine bases his plea on man's obligation to emulate the
simplicity of the structure of the universe; Godwin on the
epistemological ground that it enables men to see things
as they are; and Bentham on the ground that it denies cor-
ruption a locus in the political space, and enables citizens
to detect it whenever it occurs and thereby to control the
rulers and identify their interests with their own. All

are agread that representstive government is most compagible
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with equality. Godwin, of course, disapproves of all
governments, not excepting this one; yet, of all he sees
some wmerit only in this one. Paine, on the other hand, is
most enthusiastic about it, and has the feeling thet his
age has discovered, for the first time in human history,
a form of government that is most enduring and that solves
all problems hitherto raised in connection with equzlity.
It had generslly been argued against any attempt to give
all men a share in political power that masses are unedu-
cated and can not be trusted and that, therefore, we need
and must continue to have an aristocracy to run the affairs
of the community, This problem is now solved'once and for
all', since representative government combines the advan-
tages both of aristocr:cy and égmocracy. This enthusiasm is
shared by Bentham, James Mill, John Stuart Mill, and many
of their contemporaries and successors. Godwin, when he
does see some merit in it, Justifies it on the ground that
it provides the wise a locus from where to spread their
message and improve their society. DSentham justifies it
mainly on the ground that it alone can identify the interests of
thegovernuent with those of its people.

Closely connected with this is their common emphasis
on leadership, though this idea arises differently ard takes

different focrms in each of them. For Paine, society needs



wisdom for the conduct of its affairs, and this not all
men have. He does not go into this question 2nd, as we
have seen, it is difficult to know what precisely he has
in mind, particularly when the politicsl knowledge that

he considers important for governing a comuunity is some-
thing that 811 are considered able to acquire, For Godwin,
the need for leadership is largely epistemological: a
society must be based on the knowledge of political truths
the investigation of which is undertsken only be a few.
£11, however, can grasp it when it is communicated to thenm,
thus meking leadership only a trrnsitional necessity. As
for Bentham, there is the initial need of a law-giver who
must be an exceptional manj the subsequent running of‘
political .uciety is a fairly teme affair,since,once the
mechanism is set up, its prrts can generally be depended
upon to regulate each other.

Finally, the philosophies of all the three are anthro-
pocontri.c_. Not only that man is the only concorn of man
and the measure of all things human, bit also fhat he is
in some sense the centre of the universe. For Paine, Cod
is important as the eource of equality and nstural rights,
but can be dispensed with once these are secured, Godwin
hes no interest in speculations sbout Him,as human affairs

need no such transcendentsl basis. For Bentham,too, the

322
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ultimate source of all authority :nd the most permanent
foundation of political society lies within manj that is to
say, in pleasure and paing God, if He is to be brought in at
all, end religion are useful only ae providing further sanc-
tions for morality and law. 4as for the uatural world, it
exists only to gratify man and provide him calm joy and
relaxation. This attitude is extended to aninmals as wellj
but, as we have seen, no serious argument is advanced why
equality should be confined to men only and not be cxten-
ded to animals as well, except in the case of Godwin who,
with his establishment of the prihaoy of reason over the
s.mple feelings of pleasure and pain, could more easily
deal with this questione

Eccause their stand oints are different, the degree
of importance they assign to different sorts of equality
also varies. FPaine's interest is mainly in legal und pole
itical equalityy that is, in eaoh bein; left equally free
and protectdd-to pursue his 'comforis and happiness' and in
each having a right to vote. As to economic equality, he
wants all men to be made certain payments at different stages
of their lifej but beyond thie he would leave the economic
- framework undisturbed. Godwin is more egalitariah} Unlike

Paine, his main concern is moral equality,as it is man's



moral bveing that strikes him as most essentially humang

here, he belleves, not considerins for the present the
radually creepings disilvaionment during the later stage

of his life, all are equally capsble of leading the full
moral life and attaining the highest human excellence,

= is also asmingt all socelal inequnlities. The whole
inatitution of law, heing arminst man's nature, is to go,
and lemal equalit; iz thus pointless, The institution of
zovernment is to moet the same fate, and thus political
equality, too, has no point. As to economic equality, he

hopes for an événtnal equality of earningsgy the recosnition
of moral'equdlitv will ensure 1i ":cause it will alter a man's
attitude to “rOﬁﬁrty, and he will then come to regard it solely
as a social trust. TYor Benthan, it is equality of happiness,
and not jﬁst an equal Opportunl ty to be happy, that 16 1+ Ao
tant. Tlappiness for Wim depends on three things - Secﬁrify
(of person, property, condit.on, etas), subsistence and abun-
dance or wonay.kﬂThe first two are to be secuféd“fbiallfin
an ‘absolutely' equal degrees; as to ﬁhe‘thifd;\hentakes two
different‘posifiohs represented by:hié two different thoories
of equaiity: Hié“é;neréliposifioﬁ iéqtdﬁééﬁaiiéé”ieiiﬁh
whenever th1° can be shown to lead to the gvnerai happinasa

=ik,

of +he corrunity, and he exPressly sta{es that hls maiﬁ concern
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is not to achieve equality but to reduce inequalities. For him, it
is equality that must justify itselfy for Godwin, on the
other hand, the initial assumption is in favour of equality.
The political standvoint from which each examines equal-
ity is also different; that is to say, when they consider political
equality, they look aéffrom different angles. Paine looks
at it as a constitutionalist and is concerned to see how
man's natural equality can be enshrined in the very structure
of the political community. Godwin's standpoint is that
of a moralist and he is concerned to see how every man can
live & full moral 1ife and how other men, qua moral beings,
can assist him. Bentham approaches equality from the stand-
point of a legislator; his concern is not with equality of
happiness in general but rather with how a legislator can
contribute to its achievement. Both Paine and Bentham are
thus still within the political realm, while Godwin seems to
operate from outside it. This is revealed in certain pre-
occupations €o'mon only to the former two, especially the
question of the equality of generations. If all men are
equal, those living now are the equals of those already dead,
and those yet unborn ars the equals of those living now.
This leads to the view that each geberation has equal
authority with every other and is equally capable of dis-

poeing of ite destiny and thus is not bound by the commit-
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ments, institutional end otherw.se,of its predecessors.
This could lead to & bresk in the history of a community
every 80 many years when a new generation comes to huve
politicel control. This reises certsin theoretical prob-
lems that Paine resolves through the idea of the common
commitment of all generations to 'the principle of Republie',
and 3entham through their similer commitment to the prin-
ciple of utility. In none of these three does the idea of
community arise, and equality, of men or of generations,
obtzins among rather izclated and not closely connected
units., For both Paine and Bentham, community is merely an
aggregate of individuals: for Godwin, too, socizl lifs is
'a luxury' and each can carry on his pursuit of Truth in
isolation. Theres is no community among different genewa-
tions either., Not surprisingly, the ideas of 'eovereign'
individuuln and 'sovereign' generations loom very large,
and equality iz between these sovereign, and thus neces-
saerily isolated,units,

As to the level of analyais, none of the three has any-
thing like a philosophy of equality to offer, though,as a
commentator,]l have tried to construct one for ach of then,
As this sort of reconstruction can be done even about the

nanifesto of a political perty, it is not enough to turn
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the thinkers involved into philosophers of equalityp
besides, even after such a philosophy has been recon-
structed meny importsnt questions remain unanswersd. lone,
hovever, ideolozises sbout equnlity, though there are
elements of it in Godwin. The general level of reflection
is largely theoretical, and what we have in each case is

e theory of equality. Not one of then snnlyses the mean-
ing of equality and seriocusly distinguishes equelity from
other ideas with which it has been often confused. VWhat
each does 1is to si:zu'tt °off with a certain generally accepted
view of equelity and/svell out itw 1m'n11cationa and the mode
of echieving them in prectice. In the cmse of Bentham,
there is even an elaborate attempt at discovering the axioms
of 'mentsl pathology' end showing seientifically what con-
sequences equality will have, when it is desirable end in
what degree and respect; he is the only one to try to deve-

lop a science of equslity.
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