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PREFACEH

In the course of the last fifteen years
political philosgophy has undergone momentous
changes, induced from without as well as from
within. While the behaviourists have been
guestioning the normative theorists, bthese theorists
themselves have been reassessing their skills and
objectives. As a result, from what had been feafed
to be a situation of irreversible decline there has
emerged a new literature, still dynamic, though now
more circumspect. Political philosophy has become
more careful about its claims and more firmly
grounded in the findings of all the empirical social
sciences,

I hope that this study is in harmony with
the mood and demands of the 'new' political
philosophy. I must acknowledge a heavy reliance on
the work of C. B. Macpherson and Michael Oakeshott,
and on the series edited by P. Laslett and W. G.

Runciman, for inspiration, material and methodology.
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My thanks go to the lMcMaster University
Library and the University of London Library foxr
their cooperation and assisbtance. Those who worked
to assessg this presentation, namely, Professors
D. Novak and T, LQE;S, receive my particular

thanks and appreciation.

London, July 1971 PAUL D, MONIN



THNTRODUCTION
1. The Literature and Perspectives
So vast is the literature on liberalisn

and, in particular, the key imporbtance of 'consent'

in its doctrine that any addition may seem superfluous,
if not pretentious. AL the :isk of incurring just

this charge, I suggest that most of the discussion

on consent has been restricted to the political level
of Tocke's theory, at the expense of its moral roots.
Many commentators have, almost certainly as Locke
would have wished, examined consent primarily in

termg of'transéotions among men who appear not to be
bound by extra-political obligations. Yet the uneasy
coexistence of his theology and politics is something
with which Locke himself never came fully to termsaq
Tocke placed greater emphasis on the practical and

utilitarian motives and sanctions of men's political

1Na Simon, "John Tiocke, Philosophy and
Political Theory", American Political Science I ev1eu,
vol.XLV, no. 2, 1951, pp.586~-9Y. This article ofiers
an excellent® 1nbroducblon to the dualism in Locke,
his rationalism versus enmpiricism,.




behaviour thaan on any higher metaphysical basis
to resolve the difficulty. To this end the idea of
contract was indispensable, for by employing an
argument from popular consent he eas spared the more
bazardous necessity of a close scrubtiny of naob"al
law, the law of Godeq But the dualism remained, each
aspect constantly interacting with the other,. Indeod
herein lies the fascination, albelt frustration, of
Locke's theory.
He met it llhe challenge of synthesising
rationalism and empiricism] in a characteristically
Lockean way - by retreating uander pressure fron
reason to faith and from liberty to authority.”
Locke in straddling two intellectual traditions
was unable to free himself completely from the dictates
of the old and at the same time could not fully
apprehend the new. The result was a theory garnished
with many faces. Which face is exposed depends on the
angle of the light, that is, The perspective of the
viewer., So it has been with the history of Lockean
scholarship. Many have been the perspectives so
many have been the inbterpretations.

The Founding Fathers of the American Republic

qSee Philip Abrams, John TLocke: Two Tracts
on Government, pp. 25-6.

°Ibid., p. 3.
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observed the most strailghtforward face of Locke in
which the virbtues of individualism and limited
government are upheld. Willmore Kendall encountered
a more forboding exposure that harboured all the
dangers of majoritarian populism;q More recently,:
attenpts have been made, notably by J. Gough and P.
TLaslett, Lo bring back into view Locke the liberal-
.individualistog Their perspicacity is largely the
result of a developed awareness of the 'double
standard' used by Locke.

The most recent studies on Locke's theory
have set out either to offer purely secular
explanations of how his political prescription could
have been arvived at, or to restore it to the
historical and philisophical context in which it was
conceived. In the former category, C. B. Macpherson
and J. Cox are the most conspicuous contributors.
Macpherson sees Locke as the self-conscious ideologiét
of the rising bourgeoisie.,5 His analysis is brilliant,

1Willmore Kendall, John TLocke and the Doctrine
of Majority Rule.

27, Gough, John Locke's Political Philosophys
Fight Studies. : ’

-P. Laslett, ed., John Locke: Two Treatises
of Government, with Introductvion.

5Ce B. Macpherson, The Political Theory of

Possegsive Individualism,
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though displaying a pronounced +Fendency to reverse
reasoning from the realities of modern market
economies, Cox presents a remarkable 'concealment
thesis' which imputes to Iocke a devious mebhod :
of expression designed To disguise or soften his
real (Hobbesian) position. Ingenious though Cox's
reconstruction is, it need have 1little relevance
to Locke's actual intentionsoq

J. Dunn is an eloquent spokesman for those
who insist that period vision be restored to the
study of Locke, that is, that the theory should be
viewed, as far as is possible, in terms of the
intellectual milieu that produced itag Anenable
though Locke's ideas may be to updating3 what with
the rapid growth of capitalist economies over the
last two centuries, this practice obscures rather
than clarifies the views that the man himself held.
From this point of view, the interpretvabions of
Macpherson and Cox, though convincingiy constructed,
may have little relevance to the original theory of

Locke. Aarsleff, like Dunn, disagrees with the

1Re H. Cox, Locke on War and Peace.

2J° Dunn, The Political Thought of John ILocke.




hypotheses of Macpherson and Cox that attribute to
Locke incredible systems of analysisoq He prefers
to appreciate the theory in terms of natural law
and the means of its revelation.

This brings the main themes of Lockean
scholarship up to date. The central problem of
Locke's politics ~ the discomdance of natural law
and contract -~ remaing insoluble. Locke had not
resolved to forge an internally consistent sjn"chesiso
When considering particular concepbts in the light of
his theory it must be cautioned, then, that allowance
be made for'the implications of every aspect of his
philosophy. For example, natural law is as relevant
to a discussion of consent as is contract. Natural
law, by obliging men to do certain things, limits
the scope of the actions which they themselves can
determine. Consent, which is based on a belief in
the individual's power of self-determination, is

thereby restricted.

To place Kropotkin opposite Locke in a

comparative study may seem a dramatic move. It is

1H. Aarsleff, "The State of Nature and the
Nature of Man in Locke" and "Recent TLocke Scholarship”
in J. W. Yolton, ed., John Locke: Problems and
Pergspectives.




not unintentionally a concession to the public
compebition that has long endured between liberalism
and anarchism. Despite this admission, I maintain
that the choice is well advised for more signiiiéant
reasons. First, the theory of Locke and Kropotkin
are equal in depth and clarity; Such qualities are
far from ubiquitous in the anarchist literature.
Becond, in the work of both theorists the concept of
consent is utilized, though its form and ends are
very different. In Locke, consent is a formal
concept that creates political authority and

obligation, whereas in Kropotkin, consent simply

functions through the natural practice of mutual aid

and benevolence, and renders unnecessary, instead of
creating, political authority and obligation. Last,
each understanding of consent is the product of

analysis from certain moral and economic postulates.

In short, the objective of this thesis is to identify

and assess the effects that these postulabes have on
the working of consent in the two theories.

Kropotkin's work, by contrast to Locke's,

has not been the subject of a vast critical literature,

There is no history of rival interpretations to be

-



cited in this case. Yet, the text itself is stated
with singular clarity and force. Kropotkin'sg
literary career passed through marked phases.
Numerous pamphlebts appeared during the last two

decades of the nineteenth century. Mutual Aid,

published in 1910, contained many of the ideas
introduced in the earlier pamphlets. Kropotkin's
most highly developed ideas on morality (and politics)

were presented in his unfinidhed BEthics: Origin and

Development, published posthumously. Since the

appearance of the first pamphlets many of hig ideas
had been substantially refined and modified.

It should be caubioned at this stage that
the extent of the common ground between the two
traditions can be easily exaggerated. Nevertheless,
had the anarchist position been expressed in the
language of the less polemical political philosophies,
much of the intellectual hostility that has dogged
ite history would not have been. This hostility has
gone far to obscure the qualities and pogitions
shared by liberals and anarchists. Yet, facile
conclusions reached in the excitement of discovery

should be resisted. For example, Hoselitz, an analyst
3 5 J



of Bakunin's theory, writes:
Bagically the two doctrines grew out of the
same stream of political traditioans, and the
main differcence between them is that anarchism
was the more logical and gonsistent deduction
from the common premises. -
The two doctrines may very well share the commonf
premise =~ that man is naturally cooperative - butb
the manner in which each arrives at it is very
different. Hoselitz's assertion that faltering logic
caused the liberals to deviate from the anarchists
involves a gross simplification of the modes of
analysis being used (probably unconsciously) by the
respective theorists., The premise is itself the
product of deduction from postulates. I hope to
demonstrate how this common premise is, in fact,
derived from sets of almost opposite postulates.
The dualism evident in Tocke's political
philosophy does not find a parallel in Kropotkin's
theory. Unlike Locke, Kropotkin was not manoeuvring
between two intellectual traditions. He was fully
committed to the methods of scilentific analysis

and found metaphysical reasoning difficult to

B, w. Hoselitz, Inbtroduction to G. P
Maximoff, The Political Philosophy of Bakunin, p. 11,




ind_ﬁlge_ina However, lespite a self-proclaimed
adherence to scientific method, Kropotkin's
writings remain "an assertion but not a demonstration
of the anarchist ethic and Communist Al’larchisma”/l
His view of human behaviour and history is
interpretative, not absolute. It 1s based on a
number of propositions that are sgubstantiated dnly
to a limited degree by the findings of an observation
of natural animal and human behaviour. In other
words, these are postulates rather than empirically
established tiruths. Therefore, Kropotkin's work is
as open to normative analysis as is Locke's,
Furthermore, in his more advanced moral
thought Kropotkin has recourse to 'moral sense!
theory. That is, he maintains that as sdciety
advances along an evolutionary scale, man's innate
moral sense develops, inducing him to action which
does nét promise personal gain. To prove empirically
the existence of such a moral quality would be an
immense btask. Kropotkin has not managed it. Hence,
it is merely an a_priori truth. Both the theories of

1. W. Hulse, Revolutionaries in Tondon,

p. 185,
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Locke and Kropotkin are founded on a_priori as
well as utilitarian bases. On the grounds of utility,
contract in Locke has a counterpart in mubual aid
in Kropotkin. Similarly, where Locke invokes
natural law, Kropotkin apprehends a naturalistic
law based on moral sense.

Both Locke and Kropotkin, then, deal in
a priori positions that are implicit in their
conceptions of man's political behaviour. The
purpose of this study is to examine how these are
arrived abt and what effects they have on the

functioning of consent.

2, Normative Analysis and Postulates

In reéent years the value of philosophical
analysis in political enquiry has been challenged.,
Brupirical analysis has grown apace, particularly
in the social sciences, making the normative theorist®
nore aware of the predominantly rabtional basis of
his arg;umem:.,/i True, the pure rationalism of the
eighteenth century had since been tempered butbt the

1See T Do Weldon, States and Norals; PP

1-25, for a useful introduction to the subject of
rational analysis.
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tendency to emphasize logical argument over the

testing of propositions persisted. Analysis was

still largely deductive, inference from a set of |
a priori truths. Once propositions are considered

to be beyond the scope of testing, they become '

a priori. Locke, in spite of his tentatively

empirical. epistemology, was still member of a

Christian intellectual tradition and therefore

dealt in this type of truth. In effect, so did

Kropotkin,

The change has brought about a vigilant
awareness of postulates and the need to identify
and trace them to their possible sources. We are
assured by P. Laslett and W. Runciman that "there
has been little reversion to the sort of a priori
sociology and disguised prescriptivism for which
the traditbional btheorists have so often been

riticizedo”q Yet, philosophy can never become a
formal discipline like mathematics because its

o . 2 .
propositions can never be called axioms,  In spite

4P. Laslett and W. G: Runciman, eds., Philosophy,
Politics and Society, vol. 3, p. 3.

2See Isaiah Berlin, "Dces Political Theory
Still Exist?", ibid., vol. 2, pp. 1-33,
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these limits that have been set to the meaningful
scope of philosophical analysis, functions still
remain. Political philosophy is concerned with the
elucidation of concepts and with the critical :
examination of assumpbtions togebther with the
valuation of priorities and ulbtimate ends.

The nomenclature being used needs some
clarification. Postulates or assumptions subsume
bwo types of position taken at the outset of
discussion. If the position exisgts only to be tested,
in the course of which it is either confirmed or
invalidated, it is a proposition. If, however, it
exists by virtue of itself, it is g priomri. An
axiom is similar, claiming to be a self-evident
truth. An example of the same position regarded in
each of these ways would be useful. The position is:
'Man is naturally acquisitive.'! Treated as a
proposition, an empirical procedure would be used
to establish whether it is valid or invalid. If its
truth is established by revelation or the like, it
rests as it is, known a priori. Finally, if its
validity is quite obvious to all, it is an axion.

Now, postulates, in one or more of the
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forms outlined, exist in all socio-political theoxry.
All political thought is carried oubt within sets
of agsumptions about the proclivities of man and(‘
the political and economic working of the social 
systemaq Men's beliefs in the proper spheres of
individual and éocial behaviour are part of their
conception of themselves and others as human beings,
Often it is difficult to identify the
postulates, and it may be still more difficult to
locate their source. They may exist in the theory
without being acknowledged and expressed as such

by the writer. This is certainly true of the Second

Treatise in which vital postulates go unacknowledged,
perhaps deliberately. It must be cautioned that this
is one of the mos®t contentious areas of Lockean
scholarship. Some scholars, like P. Laslett, J.
Gough, and J. Dunn, take the theory at face value,
appreciating the postulates as they seem to exist,
tracing them To natural law and a contbtractual
conception of political society. On the other hand,

C. B. Macpherson and R. Cox attribute to Locke

intricate methods of enquiry that 'conceal' his

qSee J. G. Pocock, "The History of Political
Thought: A Methodological Enquiry" , ibid., pp.
183~202,
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real postulates and conception of political socieby.
One explanation offered by both To account for this
‘cover-up analysis' is Tocke's fear of incriminating
himself in what was then a spiritually and
politically intolerant society.

Once the postulates have heen identified
- and defined (assuming that general agreement can be
reached. as Go what they actually are), it remains
to-be decided from where they came. No man, however
objective and detached he may try to be, intellect-
unalizes about politics in a cultural vacuum. He ig
aubomatvically influenced by a vast personal
experience and by the values of the social tradition
about him. M. Oakeshott, in fact, builds an enbire
view of political theorizing around this realization.
He asserts that all political theorizing is a process
of abstraction or "abridgement of a tradition. . e”q
In this usage, "tradition" now refers to a tradition
of behaviour, meaning the whole complex of ways of
behaving, talking and thinking in politics which |
we inherit from a social past. The theorist is

inescapably confined in his thinking to the conventions

1Mo Oakeshott, "Political Education", ibid.,
vol. 1, p. 21 '
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of his particular tradition. Consequently, all
political action consists in working out the
'intimations of a tradition', while all theorizing
consists of abstraction from the same tradition. '

TLocke's Two Treatises, as abstractions, are not

exceptions: i
Some of These writings. . . are abridgements
of a tradivion, rationalizations purporting to
elicit the 'truth' of a tradition and to exhibitb
it in a sebt of abstract principles, but from
which, nevertheless, the full significance of
the tradition inevitably escapes. This is pre-
eminently true of %ocke's 'Second Treatise of
Civil Government'. "™
Despite any reservations one may have about
akeshott pI ] 1t has served to dramatize
Qakeshott's approach, 1t has served to d G
the considerable influence that a theorist's
tradition has on his theorizing.
It has now been indicated, at least in
general terms, from where a theorist derives his
postulates. Would they not be taken, as Oakeshott
insists, from the tradition into which he was born?
That is, are they not drawn from the theorist's ;

abstraction of how he perceives his society to be 3

functioning? I am hesistant to refer to this

3

Topid., p. 21.

A
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tintuitive' conception of man, society and the

world as a modelaq It hardly possesses all the
functions of the model as a meaningful metaphor of
realities. Models, in social science inguiry, are-
the product of a deliberate effort to represent
systematically real quantities and processes. A
collection of postulates gained from a (pre)concept-
ion of social life does not comstitube a model; nor
does the conception itself. Only in the loosest
possible sense can they be said to be a model or

paradigm.

%, The Objective

The purpose of this thesis is to explore
those areas in the theory of Locke and Kropotkin
where consent 1s not the only principle that confers
rights and incurs obligations; and, as in the case
of Locke, the area where consent is applied in an
inconsigtent manner in the setting up of the 'pre-

political' economic system. These are effectively

-

1See A. Kaplan, The Conduct of Inquiry, pp.

30~55%.



17

the areas in which the two theorists' ethics are

at work, encumbering men with moral obligétions

and Gthereby reducing the scope of rightful individual
action° Consequently, before the principle is .
established (in politics) that will can be surrendered
only on the basis of consent, will is already a much
reduced quantity. In addition, bthe ethics tend to
prescribe how the consent is to be exercised in the
political sphere, For example, in Lockée men are
morally obliged to consent to making their labour
available on market terms, while in Kropotkin men

are morally obliged to consent to hélping their
fellows. Hence, the ethics heavily circumscribe the
working of consent in politics.

Locke's political obligation is not a unitary
theory based on the principle that only consent
creates obligation, that is, that rights may only
be accorded by a person consenting or authorizing
another to interfere in matters which he would
obherwise be free to determine for himself. He who
has been authorized has a right, forthwith, to expect

obedience from him who is now obliged to obey. Locke
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tried to found his commonwealbth on this source of
political rights and obligabtions but could not dismiss
so easily the obligation implicit in his natural
law. Discussion on the application of consent in %he
civil polity has been long and arduousaq It is
altogether oulbside the scope of this study. My
intention, instead, is to trace the fortunes of consent
in the state of nature, where naturval law rules.

He CLooké} would not entirely let go of traditional

natural law. . « » His main theoretical weaknesses

might be traced to his attempt to cqmbi%e these

two sources of morality and obligation.

The two sources that Macpherson is referring

to are the natural law of Hooker and the utilitarianisn
of Hobbesg. The natural laws are God's pronouncements
on how men must conduct their affairs. They demand
unconditional observance by virtue of their divine
origin. The obligation, however, that arises from
consent is founded on utility. A man consents to an
arrangement that incurs obligation as he believes

that he stands to benefit from it. Locke emphasized

4See J. Plamenatz, Man and Society, vol. 1,
pp. 220-42, for a good summary of this application
of consent.

2

C. B. Macpherson, op. ¢it., p. 269.
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the utilitarian basis of obligation, but the religious
aspect remained. Natural law granted men the right

to self-preservation -~ of life, liberty and property -
and the execubtive power of the law of nature o
correct those who failed to respect the rights of
others. The arrangements bthat Locke deduces from

these rights, to a large extent, run counter to the
principle of consent.

The particular right and arrangements in
guestion are, of course, the rightrof private property
and the economic arrangements that it prompts. Long
before the incepbtion of civil society, in the sbate
of nature, transactions in will between men are taking
place which in the interests of consisbtency should
be subject to the rule of consent. The diligence,
however, thatvLocke displays when founding the civil
gsociety in observing the principle of consent is not
so apparent in the state of nature. Consent is
virtually excluded from a process that is Lo produce
different sets of rights, making consent a meaningful
right only for those who hold properiy.

In Kropotkin's theory, also, consent functions

within a moral framework. The principle of consent
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which is implicit in all the natural arrangements

of an anarchist society is contained by a moraliby.
Kropotkin's rejection of religion and metaphysics
certainly did not mean the renunciabtion of moral_:
belief. Quite the contrary, by "denying the connection
of morality with religion and metaphysics, Kropotkin
sought to establish ethics on purely naturalistic
baseso”q The natural, humanigtic foundation of
Kropotkin's moral ideas makes them no less ethics

than the Christian ethics of Locke., They still
constitute a set of rules, which are neither legal

nor political, that apply to our conduct. That men

are believed actually to manifest the rules through
their natural behaviour in no way reduces the fact

of moral obligation. Until this becomes a demonstrated
reality, rather than simply an assertion, the
obligation remains. Yelt, Kropotkin did believe that

he was balking about what 'is' and not what 'ought

to be'. As such, his 1is a genetic mo:r.‘alityo2

Consent, then, in Kropotkin's theory operates

4N, Lebedev, Introduction to P. Kropotkin,
Ethics: Origin and Develovment, p. X,

2See P, Eltzbacher, Anarchism: FExponents of
the Anarchisgt Philosophy, p. 185,
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in an environment where all men are morally

obligéd to observe the principle of mutual aid and,
after much social development, exhibit feelings of
benevolence. Kropotkin's moral concepbtion of man;
and sociebty leaves the individual with only a
certain area wiﬁhin which to act. Although his ethics
were intended not to encumber man with onerous
obligations, they do circumscribe the scope of hig
action.

In conclusioh7 the type of arrangements to
which men are able to consent is limited by moral
obligations. Only once the extent of these limivs
has been established can consent be considered in

the politics.



22

II
DEFINIRG CONSENT

'Consent' is an integral component of a
theory, not a unitary term, because there are areas
in any definition that can be filled only by
deductions from the postulates of a particular
body of theory. After providing a general definition
of consent, I shall list the questicns that
immediately arise from it and provide answers in the
language of the two Theories which are being
examined. When all the questions have been answered,
it will be clear that consent has been reduced %o
a concept that is dependent for its effective
meaning on particular sets of postulatves.

The pﬁrely gemantlc definition of consent
as a voluntary agreement hinges on the meaning that
one chooses to give the word 'voluntary'. The working
definition of comsent given by J. Plamenatz is a
little more substantive:

We have counsent, therefore, whenever the right

of one man to act in a certain way is conditvional
upon another man's having expressed the wish
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he should act in that 1\1&37’»/I

0f the four definivions that he considers, Plamenatz

believes this to be the correct one. This is

certainly the most satisfactory definition, as the

others involve tacit consent, ignorance and favouf°

It at least posits a man positively approving a certain

action, whereaskthe others see him agreeing because

he cannot think of an alternative action, because he

thinks that the other man knows betlter what is good

for him, and because he believes that this is what

the other man wants. Consent must be a positive action.
The central question is, how does a man arrive

at the decision to accord another man the right to

act in a certain way? At the outset it must be

realized that consent presupposes a level of free

will in +the individual. Individuals express wishes.

We assume thab they can do This and can 'know' enough

to make their wishes well considered. It cannot be

taken for granted, as all political theories do notb

- posit individual free will. Or, to put it better, the

distinction is not between theories that posit

qu Plamenatz, Consent, Freedom, and Political
Obligation, p. 4.
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individual will and those that do not, bubt between
those that accept it and those that posit something
greater, the 'real will', To use Isaiah Berlin's
terminology, the notion of 'positive freedom'
requires the wishes of the individual will to be
subordinated to the demands of the 'real self', the
'social whole', of which the individual will and the
individual himself are insignificant partsoq The
inherent dangers of using this metaphysic to Jjustify
the coercion of some men by others in order to

raise them to a 'higher' state of freedom are well
known,

Consent can hardly be equated with the
compliance of individuvals with the designs of the
'real self', whabtever form it may take: dictatorial
rule, totalitarian government or the like. The notion
of 'negative freedom' and consent, however, are
travelling companions. The concept of consent is
grounded in postulates that are essential to the
liberal-democratic (and, to some extent, the

‘qSee Isaiah Berlin, Two Concepts of Liberty.
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anarchist) understanding of liberty. The union is
made quite clear by Plamenatz who makes "government
by congent synonymous with representative
governmen‘ba"1 Consent involves individual will aﬁd
ag such ig irrelevant to theories that posit a
‘real self',

We can now return to the central question
of what induces meun to give their oonsenﬁ to the
actions of others. After all, it will encumber
them with obligation which they had not previously.

A convincing explanation, used by both
Locke and Kropotkin, is that of ubtility. A man will
give his consent to arrangements from which he thinks
he stands to gain. For,example9 in the Second
Treatise, men give their consent through contract
to create the civil polity in omxder to eliminate
'the inconveniences of the stabte of nature.' Men
give up théir natural right to execute the laws of
nature but in return have these rights secured by
the punitive power of the civil government. Civil

society is thus created by popular consent, used

3

1Js Plamenatz, Consent, Freedom, and Political
Obligation, op. cit., P« 3.
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oﬁ the grounds of utility. Kropotkin uses the same
argument but to a different end. He asserts that

all men stand to benefit from acts of cooperation,
and what is cooperation if not relationships of
mutual consent? One man consents to the other's
using his plough, while the other consents to the
first man's using his scythe. It is in the best
interests of both men to act in this way. Kropotkin,
however, uses consent only to account for the practice
of mutual aid, not to create political authority
and. obligation, as does Locke.

The utility argument, however, is not sufficient
to answer bthe question, what is consented to?
Considering the various applications of consent in
the theories,. the credibility of the utility
argument begins tc wear thin. The proviso that nmen
consent only to that which will promote individual
interests cannot account for all the arrangements
based on consent in the theory. Some of the
arrangements are clearly at variance with the rule
of utility. A man is seen consenting to something
from which there is little or nobchance of his

gaining anything. Perhaps the gain is sheer subsistence



or 'satisfaction', but it may not be a fair return
for labour or a material benefit. For example,
in Locke's theory men coﬁsent to the creation of
money, a move that will facilitate the growth of .
a market economy and inequalities in rights. The .
possibility remains, however, that these men,
hoping for immediate gains, were unable to foresee
this eventuality. Similarly, in Kropofkin's theory,
the principle of 'self-sacrifice', which sees the
more capable men consenting 0 help Their weaken
neighbours, admits that utility is 'sacrificed!',
hot gained. Utility has been éuperceded by 'satisfaction'
What is consented to is determined not
only by utility but also by the requirements of a
conception of éooiety deduced from a sebt of postulates.
Locke's conce?tion of soclety is based on the
postulates of natural law and the market econony.
Kropotkin's conception is based on the existence of
an altruistic moral sense and the utility of mubual
aid. Man in the theories of Locke and Kropqtkin is
a moral being who is bound by moral obligation.
Furthermore, he 1s seen to function in an economic

system that is founded on specific postulates. Only
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then is man fpermitted' to organize his political
life along the lines of consent.

‘The crux of the matter is the degree of
free~will that the theorist accords man, the
individual. As has been shown, Locke aﬁd Kropobkin
heavily circumscribe the scope of free-will. Hobbes,
by oéntrast, abstracted an amoral, asocial man in
his state of nature. This man is a self-moving,
self~directing entity who is motivated purely by
personal desire or appetite. His method of
deliberation consists of moﬁement towards appetibes
and away from aversion’sc,/I Consent can be a completely
ubilitarian principle in such a world where a hedon-
therefore an entirely utilitarian expedient, a
positive step in the direction of greater pleasure
and less pain.

Locke does not permit this condition of
completely self-orientated action in his state of
nature, which is a "stalte of perfect freedom . . »

within the bounds of the law of naturea”2 His man

1J°_Plamenatz, ed., Hobbes: Leviathan, p. 95,

2P° Laslett, ed., John TLocke: Two Treatises
of Government, op. cit., p. 209,




in the state of nature is restricted in his actions
by a set of moral postulates, or, in Locke's
nomenclature, laws of nature. Similarly, Kropotkin's
naturél man is from his beginnings subordinate to
the ﬁoral principle in nature. At no stage in his
evolution is man a totally amoral being. Hence, in
neither theory is free-will total or unguelified.

The economic systems sanctioned by each
theory further circumscribe the scope of free-will,
The individual in Locke's economic theory must
acquiesce.in the creation and maintenance of the
market economy. Although men are purported Lo choose
this econonic system, through consent, the credibility
of the claim becomes suspect once it is realized
that few men actually fturn their reasons for consenb-
ing into action, thalt is, acquire property. Are
individuals iikely to consent to an arrangement,
only to abandon their recasons for going in once it
has been consummated? Perhaps only those who wanted
to acquire property consented to the introduction
of money and the economic system that it facilitabed.
Meanwhile, Kropotkin's econonic system assumes bthat

men practice mubual aid.
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Returning to my initial contention that
individual free-wlll 1is presupposed by the concept
of consent, it becomes clear that any reduction in
free-will is equally a reduction in the efféctive'
meaning of consent. In other words, consent takesf

on a meaning that is relevant only to the moral

and economic postulates of a particular theory.
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ITT
CONSENT AND LOCKE'S STATE OF NATURE
1 Politics, Iithics, and Economics

As argued in the last chapter, the concept
of consent cannot be considered in solely political
terms, in isolation from the moral and economic
prescriptions of a philosophy. It is a facile
convenience to discuss consent as though it can be
the exclusive basis of transactions bebween men.
This type of anaiysis presupposes that men are not
bound by moral obligations and economic restriétionse.
In the theory of Locke this is certainly not the
case., At this fundamental level the positions of
Hobbes and Locke differ:

L.

Hobbes's problem is the construction of political
society from an ebthical wvacuum. Locke never
traced this problem in the Two Treatises

because his central premise,i1s precisely the
absence of any such vacuum.

"TLocke's political philosophy is nothing if
not a theory of moral as well as political obligation.,

AL the very oubset of the Second Treatise Locke

asserts that "The State of Nabure has a Law of Nabure

1. Dunn, op. cit., p. 79



to govern it, which obliges every o:::ma.g“,l Since his
creation, man has been obliged to observe the laws

of nature. These laws are no less than the pronounce-
- ments of God on how He expects men to behave, Locke
is above all a Christian thinker,{Basic to his tﬁeory
is the gingle axiom of God's existenced It is God

i
-

who constitutes the order of law which instructs

men in their dubties at all points in the world. Is
the creation of the civil polity, then, no more

than the obedient enactment by man of God's Will?
Does man, having gained knowledge of the natural laws
through the exercise of hig reason, realize that this
is what God wishes him to do?fLooke7 reluctant to
found his civil polity solely on the dicbtates of

natural law, introduced the idea of contrabt:}Yet,

conversely, by declining to withdraw the moral
element, he failed to establish contract as the only
basis of political society. The oubtcome is a
typically TLockean balance of incongruous foroeso2

No matter which basis of the civil polity

1 .
Second Treatise, sect. 6,

2See P. Abrams, op. cit., pp. 25-6,
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one chooses bto emphasize, natural law or contract,

the fact remains That the man involved is essentially
a moral being. This man's ability to act in any

given political situation is circumscribed by moral
obligations. What he consents to must fall within.

the range of alternatives that is accepbable to
natural law. Some commentators on Locke have neglected
this :E‘actg/l TLocke, in spite of his anti-rational
intellectual stance, was stlill an orthodox member

£

of a Christian tradition.
Besides being a theory of moral obligation,

(Locke‘s political philosophy is equally a theory of
econonic arrangementsalAlso, consent plays little ox

“no part in the genesis of these two theories;}In the
case of the moral law The reason is clear - man éan
hardly prgsumé to determine what God wills for hinm -
but in the case of the economic arrangenments the
Justification is far from clear. Locke made gquite an
arbitrary decision here,CHe allotted all the economic
transacfions to the pre-civil stage, the state of

nature, despite the fact that they affect the

11 am referring to the secular interpretations
of writers such as Cox and Macpherson.



reallocation of will and powepﬁlThe rule of consent
does apply to the transactions of the state of
nature but is inconsistently observed. Men do consent
to put value on money, but consent then becomes
irrelevant to the process of appropriation.[Once-
there are vast property differences between men,
consent 1s no longer universally applioablei}lﬁow3
only those with property can be said to consent to
something, whereas those without properlty cannot,
as they are denied the real choice that is implicilt
in the concept.

Consent ag a concept is affected by the moral
and cconomic posbtulates of Locke's philosophy. My
intention is To examiﬁe these postulabtes in the

light of how they restrict the working of consent.

The postulates and deductions thereon are presented

in the first seven chapters of the Second Treabise.

In these chapters Locke develops his conception of
the state of nature. The forms that consent takesiz

in the working of the political society are

altogether beyond the scope of this thesisoq

qSee P. Laslett, op. (31L.HJ pPp. 1212 and 124
for discussion of consent 1n this context.



2. Natbural Law and Moral Obligation

Locke's concept of the state of nature has
been the subject of disputed and varied interpre'tétionso
Some scholars, like J. Dunn and H. Aarsleff, havé_
endeavoured to adopt perspectives which, to themn,
approximate the perspective of Locke himself. That
is, at his deepest level Locke was a religious, notb
a social thinker. To him, basic man was the product
of God's Will, not of social forces.

1

The state of nature is a concept thalt expresses
Locke's view of the nature of man and his
capacities + « « o Locke never bellgved that
basic man was a product of socieby.
A distinction must, however, be drawn here between
what Locke thought he was viewing and what he was
ctually viewing. That is, Locke may have believed
that he was viewlng man, a product of the Divine Will,
not consciously realizing that he was in fact viewing
man of seventeenth century England, who was very much
the product of social forces. What the theorist
thought he was doing does not necessarily correspond

with what he was actually doing. This realization

4Ho Aarsgleff in J. W. Yolton, John Locke:
Problens and Perspectives, Op. Cibo., P. 100,




lays Locke's theory open to socilal, as opposed to
theological, interpretation. It secures for an
interpretation, such as that of Macpherson, an

. . F4S
unassailable raison d'ebtre.

»Yet, Locke's concept of the state of natgie
still needs to be analysed in its own terms. But
deciding what are in fact the terms of the concept
is an intractable task. Locke developed his
philogsophy and politics along two distinct courses
which were not necessarily intended o be
complementarfaq The ggggze and the Treatises were
intended to be considered separately as a work on
philosophy and a work on politics, respectively.

In neither work is natural law clearly defined.
"It seems that it was always 'beside his present
purpose'! for Locke to demonstrate the existence and

content of natural law."”

Furthermore, the references
that are made to natural law in these two works are

not always consistent. For example, the assertion in

1

2J° Locke, An FEssay Concerning Human
Understanding. , :

See P. Laslett, op. cit., pp. 92-105.

ﬁPo IJaSle'tt9 ~O-:;{;2‘D Cite 4 Po 950



the Second Treatise that "the great Law of Nature"
is "writ in the hearts of all I“‘Ianl«:ind”/I seems to
contradict the argument of the Egssay against the
notion of innate ideas.

In spite of these 'inconsistencies' and the
absence of definitive statements, a general
understanding of the state of nature and the law by
which it is governed can be drawn from the two works.
In brief, the stalte of nature is Tthe state all men
are naturally in for the very recason that they are
men, The law of nabture is God's Will for mankind,
but man's faculty of reason, itself a gift of God,
enables him to perceive its rightness. This theory
of law rests on the assumpbtion that certain geneceral
injunctions of Divine Law can be treated as matters
of established knowledge. Men come by this knowledge
through the exercise of their reason. Locke was a
comnitted believer in the power of reason as a means
to knowledge. He attacked "the opinion among some:
men" that "certain innate principles, some primary

notions . « o are as 1t were stamped upon the mind

qSeoond'Treatise, sect. 11
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of man." To support his position, Locke demolished
arguments, such as that of universal consent,
advanced in support of innate ideas. For Locke,
the law of nature is not inscribed in the minds -
of menag

How do men, then, come to know the natural
law? It becomes known by processing the data of
sense experlence, using reason. "All Ideas come
from Sensation or Reflection,"aincluding the idea
of natural law. Do all men possess sufficient reason
to know the natural law? Locke does nolt provide an
unambiguous answer. In the Essay and the EEEEXE&
he suggests that rationality mey not be universal.
Only through extended reflection in the right
frame of mind can one come To know the navural law.
Some men may'never attain the necessary depth in
reflection or the correct frame of mind. They can,

however, learn the content of the laws by observing

1§§§§z, Book I, ch. IT, sect. 1.

2See We. Von Leyden, ed., Issays on the
Law of Nature, pp. 156-46. ]

5Egsa“,,Book IT, ch. I, sect. 2.

i
Esgays, op. cit.
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the behaviour of those who do know the lavs.
Presumably,“thOSG who fail to know the laws, by
either means, become aberrants who have to be
corrected by the "Executive Power of the Taw of -

Natureu“q

Locke}s politics seenm Lo presuppose

the universal knowledge of natural law. After all,
the various compacts are all supposed o be founded
on uvniversal consent which requires universal
knowledge.

Does natural law always coincide with what
is in +the best inbterests of all? To answer this
guestion, one is again plunged into the realm of
the indefinite. On the basis of the Egsays, the
answer is nega‘tivea2 Man, because of his wayward
tendencies, may not always find the natural laws
agreeable but is nonetheless bound by them. On the
basis of the Treatises, the answer is positive.
Observance of natural law secures for man sell-
preservation and pleasure. From the premise that man

has a right to self~-preservation Locke deduces the

'1SecondATreatise, sects., 7 and 8,
gyssazg, pp. 204-15,
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economic system of his state of nature. Aarsleff
places Locke into the hedonist ethical tradition
when he writes: "Hedonlsm is the means by which man
ig guided to the moral rules that pertain to the-
law of naturea”q This 1s cerbainly true of the
later developments in Locke's ethics. Laslett sumg
up the situation very succinctly: "The trouble was
that Locke began by basing right and wrong on God's
commands and punishments, but also adopted a
(bedonistic ethic of the Hobbesian sortof? Locke's
ethics, therefore, cannot be explained purely in
utilitarian terms. There remains the element that
s founded in Divine Will and not human pleasure.
To substantiate this, the content of the law of
nature must be established.
Yet, herein lies the problem. As already
indicated,[@ocke was never explicit as to what the

natural laws actually were:lﬁn the Second Treavise

he presented the natural rights only in the most

general terns. ' He posited the "equality of Men by

i, Aarsleff in J. W. Yolton, op. cit., p. 121.
“p, Laslett, op. ¢it., p. 96,
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1
Nature" , meaning that they are equally bound by

the law of nature. The very cPux of the natural
rights is the right to selfmpreaervationog Subsumed.
in this right are the rights to '"[Life, Liberty aﬁd
Estateso"5 Natural law obliges men to regpect these
rights of others. If a man fails to show the respect
expected of him, retribubtion comes in the form of
"the Execubion of the Law of Nature . o o put into
every man's hands, whereby every one has a right to
punish the transgressors of that Law . 0.0"4

As presented above, the natural laws seem
to be far from onerous. Yebt, from these laws TLocke
deduces an econonic order that is certainly onerous
for many. The laws are so general bthat the social
order that one may choose to deduce from them is
Virtually unrestricted in the form it can take,
Whatever the form of the soclal order, it has the
sanction of natural law. Therefore, the economic
order of the state of nature, founded on natural

law, is the product of moral obligation. Men are

qSecond Treatise, sect. 5.

ITbid., sects. 6 and 7.
BIbido, seclts. 4 and 6.
Ibid., sects. 7, 8, 11, 13,
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'obliged' to create money and appropriate 'estates'.
Men are also 'obliged' to enter into the Commonwealth.
Locke's economic order and civil polity are based on
natural law and contract. Whabever importance is.
accorded to natural law, it still leaves the argument
of contract and consent weaker., Furthermore, "The
Obligations of the Law of Nature, cease not in

Society, but only in many cases are drawn closer . » o”q

%, Property Right and Consent

The economic arrangements of the state of
nature, though 'involving consent', restrict its
application. In addition to the moral qualities of
the state of nature, then, the economic aspects of
fhis state aléo need to be examined. Locke's state
of nature is obviously far more than a literal
historical conjecture of how men behaved before the
advent of civil authori"cye2 The historicity of the
concept is extremely tenuous. Yet, the state of

nature is certainly "a kind of socéety"a, but one

T1pid., sect. 135.
o

See J. W. Gough, The Social Contract. .

5J. Plamenatz, Man and Sociebty, vol. T,
0pe Cite, P 220.
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which is an abstraction, not a bygone reality.
Moreover, this stabte does not embody only
the theorist's assumptions about nabural man but,also
his assumptions about social man. He is, after ail9
constructing a picture of natural man from the
behaviour of the social man of his own society. One
could go as far as C. B. Macpherson and coabtend that
the state of nature is a vision of how men who have
acquired civilized tastes and desires Through living
in society would behave if social authority were
suddenly removedeq There is, however, the danger of
crediting Locke with analysis of exaggerated
complexity. The state of nature need be no more than
"on abstraction, arrived at by imagining life
stripped of all the qualities supposed to be due to
organized. political sooietyc"2 This 1s a state where
not only political authority is non-—existent but
also where life is free from the qualities men are
believed to acquire from the presence of political

authority. Yet, is it possible not to endow this

.

/l

2Jc Gough, ed., The Second Treatise of
Government, %rd ed., Introduction, p. XXl.

C. B. Macpherson, op. cit., pp. 18-19.
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non-political sﬁate with qualities from one's own
(civilized, political) society? The theorist is
captive of the social assumptions of his society.
In imagining a non-political way of l1life, he canﬁot
achieve total detachment from tThese assumptions.
However one chooses to explain how Locke
arrived at his conception of the state of nature,
this sbtate remains a fully developed economic
system. Its harmony is the result of rabional
arrangements, not the natural cooperabtiveness of man.
Men, heeding the dictates of reason, complete a
whole sequence of transactions, the result of which
is a "State of Peace, Good Will, Mutual Assistance
and Preservation@”q Reason makes known to men what
is in the natural law and how they can best advance
their interests. This is, however, a fragile, tenuous
harmony, as it is for‘ever fraught with "the

2 The

Inconveniences of the State of Nature."
Commonwealth is required to secure and guarantee

man's natural rights.

*1SeCOﬂd Treatise, sect. 19,
°Ibid., sect. 13,
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Private property 1is the keystone of Locke's
economics. The Justification that he offers for men's
right to acquire 'estates' utilizes consent in a
particular way. The application of consent in th§
state of nature is as important as 1its function for
making a contract, though not as conspicuous. The
dual function of consent in Locke's theory is made
very clear by C. B. HMacpherson:

There sre, then, two levels of consent in Locke's
theory. One is the coansent between free, egual,
rational men in the state of nature to put value
on MONey . . . The obther is the agreement of each
to hand over all his powers Lo the majority; this
is the consent that establishes civil society.
Commentators on Locke have been preoccupied with the
second level at the expense of the first. The
second, or political, level is treated by Locke at
length, whereas the first, or economic, level is
dismissed in one chapter, accounting at least in part
for the latter day preoccupabtion. I shall go as far
as to argue that the application of consent at these
two levels is neither entirely consistent nor compatibleo2
TLocke's assertion and Justificabtion of a

‘6. B. Macpherson, op. ¢it., p. 210,

2I owe many of these idecas to the work of
Macpherson.
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natural right to property is central to his theory
of civil society, as well as to his economics.,
"The great and chief end, therefore, of HMen's
uniting into Commonwealth, and putting themselves
uwnder Government, is vhe Pregervation of their
Propertyo”q Here an essential distinction in meaning
must be noted between Locke's use of the words,
"Property" and "Possessions', ”Pfoperty”9 for Locke,
means "Lives, DLiberties and Estatesu”z "Possessions",
meanwhile, refers only to "Egstates" or material
belongings. Both Laslett and Macpherson are convinced
that in the chapter on property material possesgions
are nmeant, while in virbtually the rest of the Second
Treatise the more general sense appliesc3 For this
reason, Macpherson has chosen to interpret the
chapber on property on the basis of material
acquigitiveness, rather than of the presetvation of
life and dignity.

Locke's argument for a natural right to

possegsions 1s unsound. Gough asserts that Locke

-

Second Treatise, sect. 124,
“Tbid., sech. 123, -

4
“P. Laslett, op. c¢ib., p. 115; C. B. Macpherson,
op. cit., p. 198«

AS)
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was mistaken in believing that property can exist

apart from the state:

On the question of property Rousseau was sounder
than TLocke, for he distinguished property from
possession,; and recoguized that property i.e.
material belongings can only exist when it is
maintained and guarantesd by the laws and '
government of the state, and therefore can only
be held on the conditions that the state imposes.

Locke, however, was adamant that civil government in
no way creates property; it simply secures a right
that already exists. Also, the conditions on which

’

he state of naturec.

]

propverty is held are sebttled in
Locke derived the right of property from the

fundamental natural right to self-preservation.

"Men, being once born, have a right to their Preserva-

tion, and consequently to Meat and Drink, and such

other things, as Nature affords for their Subsistencee”2

But the goods of nature were "given . « « to Mankind

in commong“5 On these grounds it is man, the species,

which has a right to own things, not an individual

man. Locke introduced the notion of "personal labour!

in order to convert communal ownership into private

J. Gough, ope. cite., Introduction, p. xviii.

PO -

Second Treatise, sect. 25.
“Tbid.

b
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ownership. "Every Man has a Property in his own
Person'" and "the Labour of his Body, and the Work
of his Hands”q are his. Hence, as soon as a man
stoops to collect fruit or fences a plot of land,

they immediately become his possessions. This

argument ipso facto rules oulb.the possibility of

communal ownership and production. Labour creates
private propertys.

FPurthermore, posscssions are acguired
"yithout the assignation or consent of anybodyo"g
Locke argued that if the consent of others were
necessary before a man could receive sustenance fron
the fruits of nature his survival would be in
Jeopardy. He quite categorically placed the process
of appropriation beyond the scope of coﬁsento A
process is thereby sanctioned that is to undermine
the initial eqguality of the state of nature.

The full significance of the exclusion
becomes appavent only when the inefficacy of the
natural laws To check the extent of individual

appropriation is realized. Locke posited two explicit

T1pia., sect. 26.
Ihid., sect. 28.
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limitations on the degree of acquisition permissible
under the law of natureoq First, a man may appropriate
only as much as leaves "enough, and as good.”2 for
the others. Second,; one is permitted to take only
"as much as anyone can make use of to any advantége
of 1ife before it spoils."’ A third limitation is
the logical implication of the principle that labouw
creates property, that is, rightful appropriation
is limited to the amount thot a man can procure with
his own labour.

The first two limitations afe transcended by
Locke himself and the third can be rendered invalid
by his wages theory. Sect. 56 dismisses the need for
concern over the first proviso, that sufficient good
land must be left for others. As there is "Land
enough in the World to suffice double the Inhabitants”4;
it is impossible to imagine a situation of diminishing
regources, regardless of the extent of man's

acquisitiveness. Moreover, Locke's assertion that

1Hy discussion of the limits to rightful
appropriation is based on Macpherson, op. cit., pp. 203~20.

Second Treatise, sect. 3%,
S1pid., sect. %1,
5o

"Tbid., sect. 36,
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property is at least nineby per cent labour i
origin makes the pressure on land alwmost negligible@q
The second, or spoilage, limitabtion is
also negated in sect. 362
That the same Rule of Propriety, viz that every
Man should have as much as he could make use orl,
would hold still in the HYorld, without straitning
sic any body., since there is Land enough in the
world to suffice douvble the Inhabitants had not
the Invention of Money, and the tacit Agreement
of Men to put value on ng introduced by Consent
s o « Shew more at large.
Man's consenting bto assign pearticular value to the
precious metals and use them as a means of exchange
renoves the natural limits that were previously
established. By converting surplus land into money,
the spoilage 1limit is easily overcome, for "Gold and
Silver . . . may be hoarded up without injury to any
one, these metalls not spoileing [E;g] or decayinga"5
The third 1limit, which requires property to
be the product of labour, is eliminabted by Locke's

wage theory. "Thus, the Grass my Horse has bit; the

Turfs my Servant has cu‘b_;e o« o becone my property."’

1;g;ga, sectbe 40
CIbid., sect, 36.
leld .5 Seclt. 50.

Ibwd

fenledinioaiy

sect. 28,
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~ A man is entitled to the products of his servant's
labour. Through the payment of wages a man can
extend the capacity of his own labour by taking
possessibn of other men's labour. Again, money is
the means to the elimination of a limit set by..
natural law. The fundamental inoongruity between
Locke's labour theory and his ﬁhéory of wages and
money has become evident. Locke initially meintained
that "labour put a distinction between them and
common“q, that is, that property can be acquired
only through the direct expenditure of laboury Life
and labour are inalienable. Yet, the introduction
of money and the wage system work to undermine Tthis
principle. Now labour ceasces to be the sole
gualification to property. As Locke seems to allow
the permanent sppropriation of one man's labour by
another, a servant's by a master, Labour is no
longeninaliena‘olea2

Therelfore, in Locke's state of nature consent

L
n

excluded from the process of appropriation and

‘Ipid., sect. 28,
®See P. Laslett, op. cib., pp. 118-19;
C. B. Macpherson, 0. glgo, ppe. 214-220,
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the tacit consent of men to use money appears o
eliminate the limits set by natural law on the extent
of rightful appropriation. To say, however, that
Locke condoned a system based on wealth is to neglect
the importance of natural law and his stand against
the "evil Concupiscence, that had corrupted Men's
minds."! In the final analysis, Locke believed that

"Wo Man could ever have a just Power over the Life of

another, by Right of property in Land or Possesgsions.'

Should the economic arrangeuments work so as to widen
the gap between the rich and the poor to the extent

that the poor are denied the cssentials necessarcy for

subsistence, there is always "charity". "Charity gives

every FMan a Title to so much cut of another's Plenty,
as will keep him from extreme wanbt, where he has no

¥

X A
means to subsist otherwise."” Men of property have a

responsibility bto assist the less fortuﬂate<:br, as
in the words of J. Dunn, "Locke makes property a

pure private right, but that in no way impairs the

1Second Treatise, sect. 111,
v 2

Mirst Treatise, sect. 42,
v 31pid.

e 3b e e

2
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. r o om -
social responsibilities which emanate from it."

Charity, howevér, is not incongruous with
capitalism. The workhouse is an embodiment of the
principle that assistance should be rendered to the
fallen, but the economic system still allows men~fo
fall. Although Locke was neither a 'capitalist' nor
a 'socialist!', there are more elements in his doctrine
of property that are consistent with the former attitude.
He seems to have assumed that any form of social life
inevitably leads Tto econonic inequalities. The key
proposition 1is the introduction of money by consent.

Men consent to the creation of money, but do
they thereby consent to the economic system which it
engenders? Do they voluntarily enter an arrangement
that heralds economic inequality? For Locke bthe answer
is 'yes's "o o o it is plain, that Men have agreed bo
disproportionate and unequal Possession of the Eartho”g
Yet, the argument that he offers to uphold this
contention is inconclusive because of the inconsistencies

with which it is fraught. To explain the nabture of

1J@Dum% 0D, Cite, Po 217,

2Second Treatise, sect. 50,




54

this logical dilemma, the sources and content of
the postulates will have to be examined more closely.
The fundamental discordance of Locke's religious and

social perspectives accounts for the difficulty.

4, The Postulates and Consent

The divergent directions in which Locke's
analysis of the state of nature and propertvy lead
imply a gimilar divergence in his postulates. He
appears to have drawn postulates from two concepbions
of sociebty and theories of human nature. This is the
belief of Macpherson, who maintains that of the two
conceptions "One was the notion of sociebty composed
of equal undifferentiated beings. The other was the
notion of society composed of two classes different-
iated by theif level of ra'i‘;3'.01’16111'.'t7yf,”/I Locke was
unaware of the logical inconsistency of adopting
both conceptions (or paradigms) because features of
both were manifest in the socieby he was obsgerving
and knew, that is, seventeenth century England, with

1

ite notion of Christian equality and yet +the existence

Co B. Macpherson, op. Cllt., pP. 243. See ibid.,
PP. 222~251 from where the basis of this argument

is derived.
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of social and econonic differences.

The opening chapters of the Second Treatise

evidence the first concepbion, that founded on

natural law. Men enjoy equal rights and rationality.
. - . 1 :

It is "A State also of Eguality" where "Reason « o o

2

teaches all Mankind, who will but consult it."~ All

being rational, men are able Lo apprehend the nabural

—

aw that enjoins them to preserve themselves by

2}

adopting the means most expedient to this end.
Consequently, men agree to create money. This is the
surest way bto universal prosperity. Quite clearly, a
counclusion from the second conception of sociliety has
been introduced. Money is indispensable to the
existence of the market economy. Yet, the "tacit
consen‘b”-75 that creates money is based on nabtural lawe.
It is a real, ﬁniversal5 rational concept.

No sooner, however, has the common rationality
of men been displayed through Ctheir consenting to the

creation of money than it disappears. The purpose of

money had been to meke possible 'unlimited' personal

jSeoond Treatise, sect. 4.
dIbid.;9 sect. 6.

A e

Blgiga, sects. %6 and 50.
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appropriation, something that all men desired. Men
had therefore agreed voluntarily to ascribe value to
gold and silver, but very soon many men seem to

- ,\ .
forget the ralson d'etre of the arrangement. Only a

few take advantage of the new situation pxooeediﬁg

to acquire properbty, while the rest remain uvnacquisit-
ive, soon to become wage labourers. Those without
property have evidently lost the wrationality that

had induced them to consent to the compact in the first
place. Otherwise, they too, would be striving to
appropriate property to the best of their ability.

What had been common rationality has clearly become
selective rationality.

To take the analysis so far, it is not necessary
to maintain that Locke postulated a man who is
insatiably acquisitive, as does Hacphersongq This
man is certainly acquisitive, and it is assumed that
appropriation, indeed, production iltself, is possible
only on an individual basis. Collective ownership and
production are deemed to be impossible. These postulates
are essential bo a conception of the commercial

econony bhased on private property. They run counter

1. B. Macpherson, 0Op. Cite, Do 255.
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to the postulates implied in Locke's Christian
concepbion of socilety.

Hence two classes emerge, only one of which
displays rationality. "The essence of rational

. . . 1 o
conduct therefore is private appropriation.'" There

are ample references in the Second Treatise to
.substantiate Macpherson's oonclusione2 he class
with property possésses rationality, while the wage
earning class lacks rationali'byo5 Macpherson's
assertion, however, that these two classes are
distinguishable by different selts of rights as well
as by possessions and rationality is an exaggeration
of the possible scope of Tocke's conception. It is
true that Locke's age "accepted great social and
economic inequalities as a proper and inevitable
feature of human 1ife.,"4 In other words, to some
extent inequalities in expectations and, therefore,
in rights existed in his sgociety. Bubt there is a

"danger of using our historical knowledge to impute

1

Tbid., p. 233.
2

Second Treatise, seclts, 26 and 34,

SSee J. Dunn, op. c¢it., op. 216~17 and 248,
Tor counter arguments To lMacpherson.

7. Gough, op. cit., Introduction, p. xviii,
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qualities and processes in a writer's work which he,
given his limited period vision, could not possibly
have cor.icei'ved,,”/1 The dvalism in. rights posited by
Macpherson is more applicable to the nineteenth

century, the high point in laissez faire capitalismn,

than to the seventeenth century. The implications,
then, of Locke's second conception must not be
exaggerated.
The shift in the source of TLocke's postulates,

from the Christian to the economic conception, has a
drastic effect on Tthe meaning of the concept of consent.
Consent becomes meaningful only in relation to the
actions of the class with property. Only thig class
can claim sufficient free-will - independence from
the wills of others -~ 0 exercise consent. The limited
range of actions open to the class without property
precludes its being able to exercise consent in any
meaningful sense. On this point.ﬂacpherson’s work
deserves to be quoted:

Once the land is all btaken up, the fundamenta

right not to be subject to the Jurisdiction of

another is so unequal as between owners and non-

owners that it is different in kind, not in
degree: those without property are . . . depend-

3. Dunn, ope. cite, Po 207,



ent for their very livelihood on those with
property, and gre unable To alter their own
circumstances.

Free-will and consent imply the existence of
real choice. A man must have a number of albternative
courses of action open to him from which he can -
choose the one that best serves his interests. Consent

does not apply to an arrangement that a man enters
simply for survivel, For example, a coalminer in
early nineteenth century England could hardly be said
to have consented to an arraagement that required
him td work long hours underground for a virbtual
pittance. His saying ‘yes' to the recruiter of mine
labour did not make the relationship one of consent.
Owing to the unclear relationsnip between
ratlonality and appropriation, then, Locke's
assertion that the economy of the state of nabture isg
founded on universal consent is unconviancing. Only
those who are mrational and, therefore, acquisitive
appear to have consented to the compact that launched
the commercial econony. Moreover, even had the non-

acquisitive been able to consent to arrangements at

Jo. s. Macpherson, op. ¢it., p. 231,



the outset, they lose this ability once the economy
is functioning and consent becomes a privilege of
those holding propertye.

By the end of the chapter on property the

equality posed in the first pages of the Second Treatise
is very remote. It has long since given way to a'

gtate of inequalibty. ALL people are not in a position
to consent to compacts. Consent is not a universal
conceplt. This conclusion will clearly have momentous
repercussions in the political area of the theory.

The consent upon which the civil polity is Dbased is
supposed to be universally accorded. These findings
surely indicate that only those with property are in

a position to consent to the creation of governmentb

and thereby qualify for citizenship in the new polity,
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CONSENT AND KROPOTKIN'S TRILOGY:
MUTUAL ATD, JUSTICE, AND MORALITY

1. Introduction

Consent is an dmplicit concept in the theory
of Kropotkin, not an explicit concept as in the
liberal theory. The spirit of consent is conveyed
through the free expression of man's natural instincts,
and is the basis of the anarchist society. Sociability,
which in practical terms may take the form of mutual
aid, is an inherent quality in man., The social
arrangemenbts that arise from it are entirely voluntary.
There is no need for political avthority bto compel
men into cooperating with one another. Instead, as men
are naturally cooperative, social life can be
spontaneous and informal. The state and its institutions,
instead of promoting social life, hinder it by
stifling man's natural proclivity to sociability. Yet,
in anarchist social theory, as in all other social
theories, individuval will is nonetheless ceded. For

social life to be possible the individual must
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surrender a part of his will. Even the most rudiment-
ary social arrangement requires a man at times to
overrule his immediate wishes in order +to honour

the terms of such an arrangement. However, wheréas
the liberal cession of will creates authority, the
anarchist cession of will does not. In Kropobtkin's
theory, individual will is reduced simply to facilitate
social relations that are naturally harmonious, nob
to institube an authority that ensures that people
will be consistently sociable. Social relations are
based on reciprocal giving, and, at a more advanced
stage in evolution, on giving'that expects no reward.
They are conducted at close quarters as bebween
individuals, not at a distance as between éovernments
and their populations.

Kr0pofkin was convinced that the study of
nature and human history amplj validated these
principles. In nature, conflict occurs primarily
between members of the same speciesaj Cooperation
and harmony prevail within homogeneous animal groups.
Man, who is an integral part of nabtural evolution,

as a species, exhibits the same cooperation and

Tgee Mutual Aid, pp. vii-viii, 298.




harmony in his inter-personal relationships. He
developed from lower socilal aniﬁals and thus
sociability was an essential element of his nature.
Gradually, as man gained more experience in social
living, he acquired more sophisvicated qualitieé and
attitudes. Life in socieby developed his instinct of
mutual aid which was later augmented by the feelings
of justice and benevolence., This is an ofganic,
evolutionary process which, though faced by temporary
sebacks and obstructions, follows an inexorable
course. The asserbtion of all this Kropotkin wvouched
to be the result of a dauntless application of

scientific method to animsl and human behaviour in

Through the evolution of human sociletbty
Kropotkin trgced the development of a corresponding
naturalistic ethic. Behaviour in nature is definitely
nof amoral., Higher animal species observe a form of
ethic which is inherited and refined by man. Kropobtkin
made it quite clear that his rejection of the
metaphysical basis of morality did not necessgitate

the rejection of morality itself., The objective of

it

his Mubual Aid and of his Ithics was, in fact, Go



demonstrate the existence of

o4

Eal

morality in nature
and to establish it on an entirely worldly,
naturalistic footing. "The study of nature . « »
must be able to give us the rational origin and
sources of moral feelinga"q It is asserted that ény
systemaﬁio observation of nature will demonsgtrate
conclusively bthat morality is a natural product of
the evolubtion of social life, not only of man but
also of almost all living creatures.

Man in Kropotkin's theory is therefore bound
by morality. However, the obligations that morality
imposes are not deemed Lo be onerous. A man, by
following the path that gives him greatest satisfaction,
is automatically observing moral rules. True, he
might choose a completely selfish course of action,
but the feelings of remorse that follow soon after
would direct him back to a moral course and community
orientated livinga2 Within man's moral sense there is
a congcience that acts as a check against non-moral

behaviour. The entire moral apparatus - the rules,

Tgtnics, p. 5.
Ibid., pp. 40, 280, 325, 333.
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the will to obey, and the punishments -~ is lodged
within man himself. Man learns the rules, honours
them, and is their custodian ~ all in the course of
social living. The evolubtion of social life refines
and strengbthens the working of this systen. A
Kropotkin's morality is very different from
that of Locke because it does not embody the sane
quality of 'oughtness'. In Locke's moral theory,
men 'oughtv to' adhere to Tthe rules of natural law,
but as they cannot be relied upon To do so civil
society is created to ensure obedience. Meanwhile,
Kropotkin recognized "as the supreme law of human
procedure merely a natural law, which, as such, does
not tell us whalbt ought o take place but what really
will [and doe@ take place;these teachings may be
called genetico”q Morality is a matbter of what takes
place, not what ought to take place., This quality is
ascribed to the ethics on the grounds of the findings
of Soientific research. BExcept for the converted,

sy e s ta

demonstration of the anarchist ethioseg

1PQ Bltzbacher, Anarchism: Exponents of the
Anarchist Philosophy, p.. 185, | . .

2See Je We Hulse, Revolutionists in TLondon,
pp. 166=92, for a good introductlon to Kropotkin's
ethics.
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Consent, then, functions within the context
of this morality. The arrangements entered into by
men through consent, which in an anarchist world
means all social arrangements, have o comply with
the rules of morality. Any study of consent, there-
fore, becomes a study of morality. Only through a
study of the theorist's ethics, his formal coming
to terms with and enunciation of morality in man,
can an answer be given to the question, to what do
men consent?

Moreover, as man's ability to consent to
an arrangément is affected by his material condition,
the economic factors must also be ewamined. Mutual
aid is the foundation of Kropotkin's econonics as
well as of his ethics. Reciprocal assistance is the
means vO effioient production and general prosperity.
This economic procedure sees men consenting to
assist each other in the business of securing their
material needs. It exists in a stalbte of economic

equality.
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2. Kropotkin's Ethics

Mutual Aid - Justice - Morality are thus the
consecutive steps of an ascending series revealed
to us by the study of the animal world and man.
They constitute an organic necessity . . o a
universal law of organic evolution. ' '

In enunciating his ethicg, Kropotkin présented
these three distinct stages as part of a progression
in evolution. As.man increased his experience of
social living, he moved from one stage to the next.
The instinct of mubtual aid was refined into The sense
of Jjustice, and the sense of Jjustice was in turn
converted into the feeling of benevolence, which is
the essence of morality. lorality proper appeared
only when the third stage was reached, where men
felt the need to give without expecting reward. The
act of 'self-sacrifice', or genuine altruistic
behaviour, is a natural expression of this morality.

Kropotkin appears to have passed Tthrough
sinilar stages in his thinking on'moralitys In

Mutual Aid and his earlier pamphletsg, morality

is presented almost solely in terms of mutual aid,

a principle which is essentially ubtilitarian in basis.

qEﬁhigg, pe %0,
See R, Baldwin, ed., Krovotkin's Revolubtionary

Pamphlets.
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Men cooperate in promoting the common good because
it is obviously in everybody's best interests to do
so, A man assists his neighbour as he stands to gain
when the favour is returned. The bases of a higher
norality are suggested but are still only nasoen%o
Justice as the equality of men recognized by the
practice of mutual aid is tentatively suggested.

A few quotations btaken from the pamphlels will
illustrate tvthese incipient principles. Kropotkin
asserted that man's progress to date was due to

"the practice of mutual aid, to the customs that
recognized the equality of men . . 0"1 And ‘the
working principle - "'Trealt others as you would like
them to treat you'under similar circumstances! -
translates into the single woxd solidari'by.,"2 The
concept of human "solidarity" remains to be refined
into its components: sympathy, benevolence and

self-sacrifice,

Only in Ethics: Origin and Development,

published posthumously, are the consummalbe ethics

1P‘ Kropotkin, Anarchism: Its Philosophy
and _Tdeal, pe 25«

“P. Kropotkin, Anarchist Moralilty, p. 19,
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of Kropotkin presented. In the Ithics, the course
of man'é gsocial and moral development, by which he
graduates from the practice of mutual aid to a
sense of justice, and from a sense of justice to .a
feeling of benevolence, is traced. In his well
developed state man manifests all three qualities,
The course of this development needs to be exanined
in more detail,

Mutual aid was very soon practiced by animals

of the same species as a means to self-preservation.

This point is presented forcefully in both Mutual Aid

and the BTthics. Kropotkin wrotes
I failed to find in my travels - although I
was eagerly looking for it - that bitter struggle
for the means of existence, among animals
belonging to the same species, which was considered
by most_Darwinists [though not always by Darwin
himselfj as Tthe dominant cheracteristic of the
struggle for life, and the main factor of evolution,

Instead, he found thab:

warfare in nature is chiefly ligited to struggle
between different species o o o«

Kropotkin accepted the fact that conflict is permanent

in nature but saw it occurring only between, not

4Mutual Aid, p. Vil

“Bhics, pe 1.



within, species. Carnivorous animals are present as
. e . 1 .

a check against over-multiplication. The rigours

of nature advance rather bthan hinder the practice

mutual aid. Mutual aid is practiced because it

is the "best weapon of a species against the rigours

of the natural elements and the predation of other

Speciesg”2 Utility is the iaisén d'8tre of mutual aid.,
Man, also, adopted the practice of mubual aid,
as he was developing in the same rigorous natural
environment. The desire for survivel drove men
together for protection and for the more efficient
collection of food. Together, man and the higher
animals learned the art of survival. The worlds of
the animals and of man are one in the process of
evolubtion. Kropotkin asserted thalt "Nature has to be
“recognized as the first teacher of mankind”5, but
nan was part of this "Nature". He was both the
observer and the object being observed. lan's
instinct of mutual aid developed,since he respected

the lessons of nature for their expediency.

Tirutual Aid, p. viii.
2Ethics, Do 1.
STbid., pe 45,



The utilitarian origin of the mowrality is
quite clear. In fact, Kropotkin went as far as to
write, "good is that which is congidered useful for
the preservation of the raéee”q But this applies,
only to the primordial sbtage in man's moral
development. Mutual aid as the basis of morality is
transcended by higher bases: "It is on this foundation
that the higher seunse of Justice, or equitbty, is
developed, as well as that which it is customary
to call selfmsaorificee”g Mutual aid becomes the
foundation of morélitya The working principle of
morality had been: "Treat others as you would like
them to treat you under similar circumstancese"5
Self-interest was the focus of This morality. At a
higher stage in evolution morality acqguires a new
basis. Hereyimorality begins only when men act out
of sympathy for others. The interests of others and
of the community are the foci of the 'new' morality.

Yet, the utilitarian foundation of the

/] PR A
Anarchism: Tts Philosophy and Ideals, p. 13,

2 thics, p. 16,

e

5Anarchist Morality, pe 19,
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morality remains. It affords a convincing argument
for the dominance of the social over the individual
instinct. "The happiness of each is closely bound

up with the happiness of all about himo"q The
happiness of the individual is dependent on thex
happiness of others. This is how Kropotkin proceeded
o reconcile the two apparently hostile qualities

in man, altruvism and egoism. For this reason

Kropotkin, aloang with Darwin, asserted that "it is

the social instinct which is the stronger, the more

persistent and the more permanently presentg”g

Although the individuval instinct at times dominates,

in the long run the social instinct is triumphant.
This check on egotistical sction failing, Kropotkin

has one further check in reserve, conscience. Men

are prone to hedonistic behaviour, but the feeling

of remorse that follows activates the social iustinota5
The social instinct is therefore the more resilient,

active instinct. Utility is ite most palpable

advantage.

T1pid., p. 3%. See Mutual Aid, pe xiii.

Ethics, pe 43, :
5Ibid., p. 33%. See ibid., pp. 280, 325, 40.




Man, nevertheless, progressed beyond the
stage where he possessed no more than a social
instinet that was gratified through the practice of
nmutbual aid. "The same conception mutual aid had %o
evolve gradually into the conception of justice, as
is suggested by the very origin of bthe word - ABquitas,
Equite, which denotes the conception of Justice,
equality." dJustice, in the anarchist view, implies
a recognition of the equality of all men.
Having acquired the sense of Justice, man
was now able to conceive norality itself:
With the development of progress and culture, the
hunman mind becomes more sensitive to suffering
and acguires the cepacity of feeling nolbt only its
own palin and suifering, but also of living through
the sufferings of olther men and even animalg. As
a result man develops the feeling of comnmiseratvion,
which constitutes the,basis of morality and the
source oi moral acts.
lMorality derives from man's abilibty bto transcend his
own sensabions by 'experiencing' the sensations of
others, that is, to commiserate., Here, in essence, is

the moral sense that makes man a truly moral being.

As reported by Kropotkin, Darwin maintained that

Trpid., p. 74.

2Ipid., p. 243,
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Any animal whatever . . o endowed with welle-
marked social instincts . . » would inevitably
acquire a moral sense, or conscilience o« . o» as
goon as its intellectual powers had become as
well, or nearly as well, developed as in man.
Given Tthe proviso of intellectual powers, an animal
is not 1likely to acquire a moral sense, but in the
context of Kropotkin's theory of natural evoluticn
it always remains a conceivable possibility. Even
at the presgent point in evolubion, Kropotkin argued,
all animal behaviour is not in accord with utility.
Members of some animal species will render assistance
to a fellow in situations that do nol promise personal
gain. Men are endowed with a similar instinct, which
leads them o serve their fellows far beyond their
obligations and their own personal interests. Kropotkin
used a variety of terms to identify this instinct.
In the earlier works it was referred to as "an
instinet of human solﬂ";daritya”2 In the later works
it was broken down into love, sympathy, benevolence,
altruism and self-sacrifice. Yet, whichever term is
used, the feeling is the same. It is the source of
higher moral feclings and is founded on mutual aid.
e s g
Ibide, Do 31.

“lutual Aid, p. xiii
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In the same instinct [mutual aid] we have the
A

origin of those feelings of benevolence and of
that partial identification of the individual

with the group which are the stagting point of
all the higher ethical feelings,

How does man's moral sense function in real
situations? Kropotkin offered two asteré, one
positive and One negative. First, man heeds the
demandg of his moral feellngs because of the personal
satisfaction that it gives. Kropotkin declared that
"we always act in that direction in which at the
given moment we find the greatest satisfactionc”2
Generally, it is Tthe direction of justice and selfless
action. The highest instincts in man are moral and
he i1s happiest when they are being gratified. Hence,
moval behaviour is directly related to satisfaction.

Second, Kropotkin was fully aware that man's
egotistical qualities can easily disrupt this
relatvionship. Hedonism and selfishness may lead a
man bto ignore the demands of his moral sense. Implicit,

however, in the moral sense is a wabchdog -~ conscience

or feelings of renmorse:

thggcs$ D. 16,

Ibidey, Do 3355,
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1-,

e o o When a man does not hearken to the voice
of the feeling of social sympathy, and follows
some opposite feeling, as hatred for others,
then after a brief sgensation of pleasure ox
gratbification he experiences a feeling of inner
disatisfactjron9 and an oppressive emotion of
repentance,
The pleasures of egotistical behaviour are ephemeral,
while the satisfaction of moral behaviour is enduring.,
Kropotkin shared with Hume a belief in the

rebrospective working of the moral sense, Hume
believed that normative Jjudgement 1s possible only
when we reflect gquietly on a subject, using
'disinterested passion' but not reason. In this
state the subject is met by a senbtiment either of

2

approbation or disapprobation.” The moral sense
indicates whether the action being considered is
right or wrong. Kropobtkin appears Lo have Joined
Darwin in bthe latter's belilef that '"Moral conscience
. o o has always a retrospective charvacter; it
speaks to us when we Think of our past ac”cionsg"5
Kropotkin stands firmly in the 'moral sense'

tradition of Hume, Darwin, Spencer, and Guyau. He

was particularly indebted to the French philosopher
/] Pt 3
- Ibid., Do 280,

2 1 R o
See S. Benn and R. Peters, Social Principles
and. the Democratic State, p. 40.

SBthics, pe 40,




Guyau for meny of his later ideas on moralityoq

Kropotkin's treatise on the basis of
morality without obligation (in the traditional
sense) and without the sanction of religion gives
an interpretation of morality that is oonsisteﬂﬁ
with the secular optimism of the early twentieth
century. The source of moral conceptions is found
in nature and man. Matual aid 1s the foundation of
the moral conceptions that lead men To the Jjustice
of equalivy and finally to sympathy and even self~

sacrifice.
3, Mubual Aid and Economics

Mutuval aid is impoxtant as much for its
economic as for its moral significance. The
preceding argument has established the utilitarian,
hence economic, foundation of mutual aid. Any
principle that fulfils the demands of utility, by
working to meet man's material needs, is thereby
economic. Higher moral feelings can develop only

when man's survival has been assured. "These

/Il?:,.j;g;ea PP. 322-30,
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unselfish feelings and habits, usually called by
the somewhat inaccurate names of albtruism and self-
sacrifice, alone deserves, in my opinion, bthe name
nrlo:r?al:'L'b;y’:,”/I Mutual aid does not fully qualify. It
contains the selfish element that expects assistahce
rendered to be reciprocated., Mutual aid certainly
functions in animal communities, but the question
may be asked -~ do animals expect reciprocity? T
suggest that, though animals are probably unable to
enter the deliberate wreciprocal arrangements possible
to man, they no doubt appreciate the general terms
of reciprocity. For example, some animal species
instinctively group together in herds for protection,
each member expecting protection from, while at the
same time affording protection to, the other members
of the herd, The instinctive nature of the arrangement
in no way undermines its reciprocal bagis.

The sociability founded on mutual aid, then,
heralds but is not, strictly speaking, part of moral
behaviour. In an advanced soclety the two are

complementary, the first meeving man's material needs

“Tpid., pe 30.



and the second satisfying his moral instincts.
Mutual aid is founded on utility and derives from
the postulate that the material needs of one and
all are best met through cooperative production.
These two categories, however, shoﬁld not bhe regérded
as being mutually exclusive. Mutual aid, to be thé
foundation of moralit& must itself embody incipient
moral qualities.

Above all, mutual aid pays material dividends.
The utilitarian justification of mubual aid, which
has already been discussed,q cannot be over-emphasizeda
fropotkin realized that "the strongest of all the
ingtincts of man, and more so of animals, is the
self-preservation instinctﬁ“g He believed that the
first men satisfied this instinct by immediately
cooperating in the business of securing food, clothing
and sheltbter. Having developed from the social animal
species, man inherited their experience and practice
of mutual aid. To man, banding together for protection
and productvion was the only sensible way to organize

his affairs. In view of the evolubionary experience,

'qSee above, pp. 69~71.
gEthigﬁ, P. 42,
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man really had no choice. As man in Locke's state

of nature adopted a very different.course of acbtion

to solve the problem of survival, it is apparent

that both accounts of man's primordial experience

are founded on postulates. Mutual aid subsumes two

economic postulates: the first sees man as being

naturally unacquisitive and the second regards

comunal methods of production as being more efficient

than individualistic methods. (To be unacquisitive

simply means that one does not want to acquire nore

than what is necessary to meebt one's needs. lMen do

not set out to accumulate surpluses.) Kropotkin's

belief that he was dealing with propositions that

had been validabted by the findings of science does

not alter the fact that these are postulates.
Furthérmore, Kropotkin's conception of economic

life embodies equality, which is the essence of his

understanding of Jjustice, ."Justice is the recognition

of equity, and of the striving of men for equality,

1

and this is the basis of all our moral conceptions,"

This recognitbtion is also the basis of mubual ald and

T1bid., p. 278,
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econonic activity. All men have an equal right to
happiness, so everyone should enjoy the benefit of
mutual aid which works to this end. Men are also
obliged to sustain the practice by rendering ai@

on the expectabtion that it will be reciprocated.
There need not be absolute equality in terms of +the
assisbance rendered by each man. After all, men's
physical attributes are not identical. Some men are
fitter than ofther men. They are more capable of
rendering aid and require less aid. Here, the
morality interposes economic activities, that is,
the moral feelings of sympathy and benevolence

induce the stronger man Lo assist his weaker

neighbour., In Mubtual Aid Kropotkin declared that
"the fittest are the most sociable“q9 which meané_
that they are the most committed to mubtual aid.

All past progress is attributed to "the practice
of mutual aid, to the customs that recognigsed the
equality -of men and brought them to ally, to unite,

to assocliate for the purpose of producing and

Tutual 4id, p. 58.
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. 1
consuming . o o

The equalitarian spirit of production by
nutual aid rules out private property and the
wage system:
The means of production and of satisfaction of
all needs of soclety, having been created by
the common efforts of all, must be at the
disposal of all. The private appropriation of
reguisites gor production i1s neither just nor
beneficial.
Everyone has contributed to the productive effort,
so no one is entitled to appropriate for himself
items from its product. Furthermore, private
appropriation engenders the wage system as capital
is now available from which men can pay others +to
labour for them:
The present wage-system has grown up from the
appropriation of the necessaries for production
by the few; 1t was a necessary condition for,the
growth of the present capitalist production.
Men on no account must be separated from btheir labour
and its production. So long as this direct relation-

ship between man, his labour, and production is

naintained, individual dignity and social equality

qAnarohism: I6s Philosophy and Tdeal, p. 25.

2pnarchist Commmism: Its Basis and Principles,
quoted from Krimerman and Perry, eds., Patterns of
Anarchy, p. 227

S 1bid.




are secure. Kropotkin was vehement in his rejection
of the wage system, asserting that a man remains a
slave to him who is paying the wages, whether the
latter be the factory owner or the sta‘bes/l For this
reason, the masses favour communistic methods of;
production and distribution.

For Kropotkin, the resilience shown by mutual
aid in having survived competition with, and periodic
subordination to, the hostile forces of capitalist
production engendered by_the state and its
institutions was éurely a tribute to its utility.
"Mutual aid Ehaé} survived the viscissitudes of war,
devastabtion and other calamities@”g This is largely
because the masses and peasantry had taken custody
of mutual aid. In the face of often virulent opposition
the masses stood firm in its defence. Such tenacity
has been shown because "the village community
institutions so well respond to the needs and
conceptions of the tillers of The soil, [Consequentl%;
in spite of all, Burope is up to this date covered

with living survivals of the village communitieso”5

[N

Anarchism: Tts Philogophy and ITdeal, p. 15,
Mutual Aid, D. 233,
;—E‘:Q‘j‘;dwﬂs pﬁ 2569

\Y)
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Kropotkin, besides objecting on fundamental grounds
of principle, remained sceptical about the efficacy
of the new, capitalist modes of production. He
believed that the institubions of mutual aid had.
proved their worth, whereas the new modes of production
were no more tThan "theories", For example, the 'mir'’
(Russian agrarien commune) had established its value,
"put the most charitable thing that can be said of
these theories {intensive culture on the basis of
private ownershiﬁ} is that they have never been
submitted to the test of experiment: they belong to
the domain of political metaphysicso“q This assertion
is rather incredible in view of the fact thaelt the late
nineteenth century was the heyday of 'free enterprige!
capitalist production in Britain and North Americae.
Yet, the success of this mode of production in meeting
the needs of those involved in it 1s certainly suspéoto
One cannot help suspecting that Kropotkin's
economic theory presupposes mabterial abundance, that
is, that there is sufficient quantity of goods to go
around, so that competition is unecessary. For the

contemporary age, at least, he suggested as much:

Tpid., p. 255.

[P SMERONC
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For the first time in the history of civilisation,
mankind has resched a point where the means of
satisfying its needs are in excess of the needs
themselves. To impose, therefore, as has hitherto
been done, the curse of nmisery and degradation
upon vast divisions of mankind, in order to secure
well-being and further mental development for the
few, is needed ng more: well-being can be '
secured for all,

There i1s little doubt that modern science hes granted

e

man the means of satisfying his needs, but;the
achievement of this satisfactlon depends on whether,
or not, individual men are acquisitive, beyond the
satisfaction of their material needs. Kropotkin

postulated that man is not naturally acquisitive.
4, The Postulates and Consent

Although Kropotkin, faithful to the anarchist
credo, was anxious to reserve a high level of free
action and initiative for the individuval, his social
theory aubomatically set limits. Any social theory,
by virtue of its envisaging men living together in
societies, involves the curbtailment of individual
will. Only a theorist like Hobbes, who posited an
amoral, asocial man, could avoid this problem. Man

in Kropotkin's theory is definitely moral and social,

thh;gg, De 2o
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and is thereby contained by a body of moral and
economic postulates.

In develo?ing his naturalistic ethics,
Kropotkin endeavoured not to bunden the individual
with restrictive obligations:

13

A mosgt important condition which a modern ethical
system is bound to satisfy is that it must not
fetter individual initiative, be it so high a
purpose fs the welfare of the commonwealth or
Species. '

Since nature and man are the source of moral
conceptions, he argued, moralibty does not curb
individual will, Man is simply responding to moral
urges from within himself. He is not compelled bo
show obedience to a set of moral rules that stand
without. Kropotkin was debtermined to dispel this
traditional understanding of morality. He endorsed
the ideas of Guyau on the nature of ethics:
Ethics, according to Guyau, should be a teaching
about the means through which Nature's special
aim 1s attained - The growth and development of
Jife. The moral element in man needs, therefore,
no coercion, no compulsoxry obligation, no
sanctlon from above; it develops in us by virtue

of the very need of man to,live a full,
intensive productive life.

Ibid., p. 27
2Tbid., p. 323.
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The "moral element", or moral sense, in man develops
and functions of 1its own accord., It cxpresses
approval or disapproval of actions submitted for
its judgement, not requiring direction or coercion
from without. The moral pronouncements of religibn
and netaphysics are superfluous, indeed, invalid,
as is the machinery thet enforces obligation.
Anarchist socilal theory, even more so than
its morality, is purported to liberate, not confine,
individual initiative and capacities. The soclety
in possession of the 'new philosophy!
seeks to establish a certain harmonious
compatibility in its midst - not by subjecting
all its members to an authority that is . o o
supposed to represent society o o . but by
urging all men to develop,free initiative, free
action, free association,
The state and all its institutbtions, such as governnent
and law, are fhereby deemed unnecessary. Social |
harmony can be achieved through allowing The free
expression of man's cooperative instinets. The whole
range of communal insbtitubtions that are steeped in

the practice of mutual aid could be the basis of

the new society. Kropotkin's anarchism is, above

qAnarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal, p. 8.
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all, a doctrine of individualism. "We renounce
the idea of mutilating the individual in the name
. 1
of any ideal whatsocever."
Yet, in spite of his intense resolve to .,
leave individual will undiminished, Kropotkin could
not circumvent the consequences of social theorizing.
The very act of casting man into a social setting
involves a diminubtion in individval will. Social
life, however free it may Seem to be, results in -
restrictions on individual action. Eltzbacher has
indicated how even in an anarchist commune a man
must fulfil his obligations or, if he does not, face
the possibility of expulsion:
Men may join themselves together by 'contracts'
to form such communes. » o o It Will not be
necessary to compel the fulfilment of these
contracts, There will be no need of penalties
and judgesS. o o « JYet he who does not live up
to his obligations cgn of course be expelled
from the fellowships

Kropotkin was not a utopian; his theory does not rely

for its tenability on the existence of a superior

human beingo5 lMen may err, and in such an event

they have to be corrected. Every society needs rules

1Anarchist Morality, p. 27,
2

Eltzbacher, op. cit., p. 106,
5See Anarchism: Its Philosoohyv and Ideal, p. 2.
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to survive.

Kropotkin's view of human nabure and his
conception of socieby envisage a certain type of
performance from the individual. The nabure of the
individual's performance is determined by the
postulates upon which the theory is based. Men are
expectbed to fulfil the requirements of mutual aid
and exhibit the qualities of sympathy and benevolence,
Yet, it is impossible ﬁo challenge on 1ts own terms
a theory that declares that bthis 'is! how men behave
and not that this is how men ‘'ought to'!' behave. Butb
unlegss one ié convinced that the claim has been
adequately substantiated, the subject remains open
to debate on the basis of 'ought'. As one who remains
to be convinced, T see individual action in Kropotkin's
theory as beiﬂg circumscribed by postulates that
pregscribe how men 'ought to' behave.

Consent, which is dependent on individual
free will for its meaning, is similarly circumscribedi
Central to the ethics is the postulate that man
possesses a moral sense which gives rise to feelings
of sympathy and benevolence for others. Men thus

extend sympathy toward their fellows and act
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albtruistically, with no view Lo personal éaine
The anarchist society relies on this behaviour to
elininate the inequalities in men's natural endownent.
Men are born into the world with unequal'abilitiég,
but the disadvantages suffered by the weak are offset
by the assistance rendered by the strong.
With regard to the economic arrangements;
the basic posvulates are that man is not naturally
acquisitive and that co~operation through the practice
of mutual ald is the most efficient means of production.
Now9'these moral and economic postulates
may be at variance with the 'real' qualities and
attitudes of some men. However, if the theory is to
be viable when applied to the real world, men will
have to behave in accordance with the postulates.
It is not yet clear that this‘is‘how nen behave, S0
the viability of the theory remains in doubt. The
theory orientates individual action Gowards society.
In conclusion, consent, which is free will exercised
to create social arrangements, must be considered in
the light of this general orientation and the posbtulatbtes

that 1t implies.
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CONCLUSION

I hope to have demonstrated in the
preceding discussion how the concept of consentT
has a distinct application in each of the two social
theories considered. The difference bebtween the
various postulates of each theory are convéyed
through the active meaning given to consent. Consent
thereby becomes an integral part of the theory. It
is not a unitary concept that retains its meaning
regandless of the particular socieal theory in which
it is sgeen to work. As the social theory to which
it is applied is changed the active meaning of
consent is similarly altered. By choosing two social
theories which are as different as those of Locke
and Kropotkin, it was hoped to highlight Tthis
agreenent bétween the concept and the theory. The
functions of consent in each theory are as different
as the theories themselves;

Since the meaning of consent is directly
related to the theorist's postulates, the source

and content of the postulates were exanined. Behind



92

the theory there is the theorist's conception of
himself and others as human beings and how they

are related to society. This conception is clearly
drawn from the society known to the Ttheorist.
Although a theorist may try to found his socialu:
theory on wider experience, perhaps gained
vicariously from a study of history, the influence
of his own sociebty remains. Locke's social theory
is founded on two conceptions of man and socilety,
one based on the principles of Christian equality
and the other on the rigours of a competitive,
market economy. The use of two conceptions caused
certain inconsistencies and ambiguities in his
deductions. By contrast, Kropobtkin maintained the
internal consistency of his social theory by
utilizing only one concepbtion of man and soclety.
His conception envisaged men who worked harmoniously
together to promote their common inbterests. Perhaps
this conception was inspired by Russian agrarian
communalism and the Popﬁlist movement. There was
certainly a sufficiently strong Russian communal
tradition to allow such a conception.

The conception is, therefore, the source of



the theorist's postulates. From his conception of

the Christian communion Locke inherited the postulates
that men are inherently rational and eqgual. Meanwhile,
essential to his oonce?tion of the market econony

are the postulates that men are innately acquisitive
and that the satisfaction of man's material needs is
inevitably a competitive, individualistic business.
Locke's moral and economic conceptions are incompatible,
exposing the basic duvualism of his theory. Kropotkin's
conception, however, though 1t has a moral and an
economic aspect, is a unified whole. The postulate
that man has a moral sense that gives rise to feelings
of sympathy and benevolence which prompt him to

assist others withoult expecting personal gain is
derived from the moral aspect. This is complemented

by a postulate from the economic aspect. Man

e

S
assumed to be unacquisitive and co-operation through
mutual aid is viewed as the most expedient means of
production. The moral and economic postulates
complement each other to form the basis of the
anarchist conception of society. Pervading this
conception is the anarchist undersﬁanding of Justice

as a recognition of the equality of all men.
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Consent, as the exercise of individual will
to form social arrangements, is obviously affected
by the type of arrangements envisaged by uhe theorist's
conoeptlou(s) of soovetyo Men will consent®, or withold
their consent, to arrangements as is roq01 red by the
particular conception. Consequently, in Locke's state
of nature consent is excluded from the process of
appropriation, men consent to the creation of money,
and, consent becomes a meaningful right only for
those with property. The universal right of consent,
implicit in natural law, has been eliminated to allow
the conception of bthe markelb economy to be realized.

The working of consen®t in Kropotkin's theory
is dimilarly determined by the arrangements upon
which his conception of socielty is based. Here, consent
is implicit in the free individual action that is
involved in natural cooperation. Men congent to
arrangements of mutual aid and benevolence. Self-
centred action has no place in this view of society.
Yet, consen®t is a universal right and its application
is consistent.

The concept of consent is an integral part of
the social btheory in which it is seen to function.

It has no existence or meaning apart from that theory.

e e
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