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ON LIBERTARIANISM

It is not possible to give a thorough account of a set of
‘views in an introduction, or for that matter in a full-scale
article. What follows should be taken as an attempt to make
some of the major points in the libertarian position; it deals
with some of the issues raised in the three articles appearing
i1 this magazine, though not in the same detail and in a more
géneral way.

Politically, the oppositionist and anarchist character of
L.ertarianism comes out most clearly. Libertarians regard the
State (meaning that group of institutions which include Parlia-

nent, the ministries, the army, law courts and the pohce force)
as the strongest authoritarian force in society. As against the
Marxists, who say that the State is merely an instrument of the
capitalist class for the protection of its interests, it is the anarchist
view that the State has a special intcrest of its own, namely,
that of control (on this view, one can explain why capitalists
are frequently found in conflict with the State). No matter
what reasons may be giveh for the nccessity of accepting State
authority or for the extemsion of State power, it remains a fact
that power and control are the dominant State motives, anrr!
this at the expense of freedom and private initiative. On this
view, there is no possibility of a group or party taking possession
of State power and using it to set society free by reform. It
f:llows from this that opposition to State authority is a condition
of free political activity, and that the degree of acceptance of
this authority is a measure of the servility of the people and

oroups over which the State holds swav.

I.ibertarians’ view of the Church is similar to their view
of the State, that it is an authoritarian, repressive institution,
even though the Church has a different way of operating. While
theological questions about the existence of a god are spurious,
the earthly role of religion and the Church i important. All
beliefs in the supernatural have the feature of obscuring the
real issues that arise in the day-to-day workings of society.
Further, the more powerful Churches require and do have docile,




they exist in opposition to one another. It follows from  this
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and its activities by the existence of a god are irrelevant to
this. Even if there were a god, libertarians would oppose
him also.

Out of these views on the State and the Church emerges
the fact that there is a close connection between authoritarianism
and repressive moral codes. This comes out most clearly in
the case of sex, and libertarian sexual theory should be under-
stood in this light. Contrary to the |m%ml;n' notion of free love
as meaning simply promiscuous and indiscriminate sexual
behaviour, what 1s important in free love is the absence of guilt
feelings and compulsive tendencies, In turn, the absence of
guilt feelings depends, partly at least, on seeing through the '
notion of sin and, consequently, on secing through the moralists
who put this sort of view forward, In an aftair which is marked
by the absence of guilt feelings, there will be an increase in
sexual pleasure and satistaction, leading to a lessening or
disappearance of neurotic tensions and resulting in a straight-. |
forward relationship: a relationship to which both partners
will have an' objective, realistic approach. You would expect
to see this sort of attitude carry over into other situations, into
relations with one’s family, with one’s employer, etc. This
suggests generally that free love, which includes seeing through
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In general then, one of the main contentions of libertarian . Ciabp. & 3 ation, of the profecfnve

theory is that there is a close connection between free activities " : i
in on)é: field and those in another. Similarly, authoritarianism ~NOHN ANDERSON. “The Servile State
and servility extend from one field to another, so that, for
example, a person who is credulous about religion, or who 1is
sexually repressed will tend to be servile towards his employer,
political bosses and so on, and is likely to have conservative |
political views. T el 3
There is a constant conflict between freedom and authority;
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~ Even if the word freedom is used, "freedom from want" and
freedom from fear" are simply the sufficiency and security, the
dasire for which marks the servile mentality . . . The decline of




ANARCHISM

By George Molnar

Max Nomad’s observation that anarchism is a dying creed
is largely correct. The chief landmarks of anarchist history are
all a matter of the past, and even the last rally ot libertarian
forces to the field in the Spanish Civil War was witnessed by
another, now lost, generation. It is impossible in the light of
this to talk to-day of anarchism in a spirit ol hopefulness about
practical advances or in terms of largescale aims; what we can
say about it will have to be quite difterent from discussing the
political aims of present-day left-wing movements. Events of
the last hundred years, especially the story ol forty years ol
successful socialist dictatorship in Russia, make this easy for
us to see; but it is not less clear that a different view ol
anarchism, a view of it as something that will change the whole
of society in favour of freedom, has always depended on certain
errors. Those who criticise Prouhon, Bakunin, Kropotkin and
the rest for being utopian are usually not blind to these errors.
As a matter of fact such criticism consists mainly of an exposure
of the false optimism of nineteenth century anarchist theory.
It seems to me, nevertheless, that we cannot dispose cl
anarchism entirely by writing off its futuristic and utopian parts
as worthless. There is a streak in anarchist thought which
contradicts the utopian elements: certain passages in anarchist
writings emphasise present protest and present anti-cuthoti-
tarianism, and play down the concern with the future and
with prospects of achieving massive success. The fact that
this sort of attitude (admittedly in a minor, confused and
epigrammatic way) was already present in nineteenth century
anarchist doctrines is generally iznored by centemporary liber-

tarian sympathisers. . |
To the initiated as well as to the uninitiated, anarchism
is still the search for “Nowbere”. But to say this 1s, in my
opinion, a misapprehension which ignores certain tendencies
in anarchism, amd to correct such a onesided view we have
to be reminded that ia addition to a considerable amount el
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naive speculation anarchism also contains a realistic line of
thought on the nature of society. In the course of making
this point I want to argue that those who work out this
realistic line consistently, by freeing it from its utopian asso-
ciations, are entitled to claim a stronger connection with
traditional anarchism than the mere use of the word “anarchist”
as an appropriated label.

It has almost become an historians’ convention to regard
the beginnings of modern anarchism as being connected with
the activities of Michael Bakunin. I will follow this conven-
tion, not because of its correctness but because it saves time.
Bakunin’s anarchism, which was a late development of his
personal history, had numerous sources: chiefly the writings of
Proudhon and the libertarian aspects of Marx’s work. The
movement which he personally did much to arouse was similarly
inspired and the early history of nineteenth century anarchism
1s mixed up with the early history of the socialist movement
in general. It was not until after the entry of Bakunin and
his followers into the First International in the 1860’s that a
distinct anarchist position emerged from the contest, carried
on largely within the International, between Bakuninists and
Marxists. |

The division between the two parties corresponded, roughly,
to the division between the Latin and the Germanic sectors
of the socialist movement. Leading issucs between them ilius:
trate some of the main anarchist points. State-socialists, as they
were contemptuously called, and anarchists were agreed in their
aim of bringing about freedom, by which they meant the
removal of the oppression, the exploitation and the inequalities
irom the backs of the masses who suffered from them. The
Marxist contention was that this can only be done 'by the
“proletariat” capturing State power and establishing a dictator-
salp of its own. Such a view 1s the consequence of the Marxist
theory that the State is a mere instrument, a tool of the ruling
class for the maintenance ol its position.

Bakunin is secen at his best in attacking this view.
“They say that this State yore—the dictatorship—is a necessary
transitional means in order to citain the emancipation of tie people:
Anarchism or frecdom is the goal, the State or dictatorship is il
means. Thus to free the working masses it is first necessary to
enslave them.” The State, so Bakunin argued, is not a mere
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inst-ument but an institution with its own rules of working.
it 1s impossible to capture an institution and force it to go
your own way, it has an influence which cannot be nullified
by the policies of those working within it. Kropotkin, talking
ot “sincere Republicans” wiho want to utilise the organisation
that already exists, made the same point: “And for not having
understood that youw cannot make an bistorical institution go in any
direction you would have it, that it must go its own way, they

were swallowed up by the institution.” As for this dictatorship
being “representative” and “transitional”, Bakunin scornfully

rejected this as totally unrealistic. "Tlm.s, from whatever angle
we approach the problem, we arvive at the same sorry result: the
rule of great masses of people by a small privileged minority. But,
the Marxists say, this minority will consist of workers. Yes, indeed,
of ex-workers, who, once they become rulers or representatives of
the people, cease to be workers and lbegin to look down wupon the
toiling masses. From that time on they represent not the peofle
but tbwnzselues and their own claims to govern the people. Those
who doubt this know precious little whbout buman mnature.”
State-socialism, to Bakunin, was “freedom” imposed on p°opl°
and this he regarded as a nonsensical contradiction. The history
of the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia is a thorough verification
of his views on Communism. e had forescen the mutations of
a revolution led by an elite, predicting in particular the change
from the anti-State character of the reveolution in its early
spontancous phase to the conscrvative, power-seeking nature ol
the established Soviet government.

As against the political revolution of the Marxists (which
virtually amounts to the replacement of one set of rulers by
another, together with a change in the slogans of the governing
ideology) anarchists advocated a “social revelution” meaning
a change from one form of social organisation to another.
The difference between a social revolution as seen by anarchists,
and any other revolution lies in this: that the social revolu-
tionary objective is not the capturing but the destruction of
the State-machinery and, conseGuently, the climination of power
relatlonshlps from society. This follows from the anarchl
doctrine that the State cignifies not mercly the existence cf
power placed above the subJec s but includes a whole set of
relationships between members of society. The State on this
view is a centralised institution which claims competence to
interfere with independent sections of socicty; it lays down and
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c:iforces rules in a number of fields and in this way conducts
-’}dv" aifecting people—nominally in their interests, in fact,
Lc- 25 not, against their interests. The continual extension
G I LL: avzas of State operation, already a feature of nineteenth
century Lurop\,, was Seen by anarchists as a danger to freedom
and consequently as something to be opposed.
Anarchists recognised that even groups which are interested
in capturing power for the sake of bringing about freedom,
notwithstanding the sincerity of the individuals concerned
stmply never get past the first objective. Therefore, the problem
as 1t appg,ared to them, was always one of “how to achieve
freedom” and never one cf “how to capture power”. But the
view t“ey held about their prospects was an optimistic one, to
say tinz least. Clearly, there can be no talk of “achieving
[reedom” until we have dealt with the question of whether
social changes of the kind eavisaged by the anarchists can be
accomplished at all. Already Proudhon saw that there was a
provlem here for him. After rejecting the notion that govern-
ments can bring about social revolutions (governments are by
nature conservative and interested in upholding the status quo)
he fell back on “society itself” accomphsmna the change.
“Society itself” meant to Proudhon “the muasses when permeated
'y intelligence”, and he said that the revelution will take place
“toroagh tle umanimous agrecment of fthe citizens, through z‘lse
experience of the workmen and throush the [rogress and rrrowth
enlialier:ment”. Later anarchlsts had a not dissimilar solutlon
to offer. “Revolutionary collectivists,” wrote Bakunin, “/ry fo
diffutse science and knowledge among the people, so that the various
groufs of buman society, when convinced by propaganda, may
o canise and combine into federations, in accordance with their

notural tendencies and their real interests.”
Ereopoikin's work was almost entirely devoted to proving

that man is by nature co-operative and altruistic and that the
ron-co-cperative, aggressive tendencies -in people are the result
of the authoritarian social environment in which they live,
According to him, anarchist propaganda works on these latent
co-operative tendencies and, by Kkindling them, brings about
the social revolution. This simple-minded faith in “the natural
~enius of the people” has survived into our modern world.
George Woodcock a contemporary follower of Kropotkin, in
criticising the ppssmusm of Burnham, has this to say:

“Whore, }‘OW'J:C’i, Purnbaie end many others of Iis kind differ from
7
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Kropo'kin and the airclists is in their pessimistic acceptance of
the inevitalility of the triumph of the State in its extreme form.
The deterniinism that dominates their idea is, indeed, hardly tenable
on ary grounds of logic or social exferience. Nothing is inevitable
in society, eitber managerial revolution or social revolution. Only
lendencies can e described, and the tendency towards the social
revolution is just ¢s much dlive to-day, if less apparert, ¢s tin
towards the final consummation of the State.” Woodcock argues
that while the State has made enormous progress, the continued
wistence of society in its present form depends on the co-
operation of the workers, and therefore the real power lies in
their hands. “T/ consolidation of the Stute and the social death
tist will follew thereon will wever be completed if the workers once
Lecome aware of tlvir power and kill the Stste by the paralysis of
wircct economic action.”’

Behind these theories about the coming of the social revolu-
tion lie certain assumptions about the working of society. In
the case of Proudhon’s naive statement it is easiest to see what
15 bciag assumed: a unanimous agreement among citizens, and
the power cof ecducation or propaganda to change people’s
beliefs and objectives. Such unanimous agreement is clearly
impassible 1f pcople are in conflict on various demands, and,
cqually, the most powerful propaganda is doomed to failure
where it goes against vested interests. This obvious truth about
society was not completely ignored by anarchists. In criticising
Fourier, Bakunin calls it an error to believe that peaccful
persuasion and propaganda will “touch the Leaits of the rich to
such an extent tlvit the lutter would come themselves end lay down
the surpluses of their riches at the deors of their phalansteries.”’
It seems then that even the theory of class strugglz held by
anarchists contradicted their solidarist beliefs. In this vein
Peter Kropotkin talked about the two currents of history:
“Througlout the Listery of our civilisation, two traditions, two
obfosed tendencies, bave been in coixflict: the Roman tradition and
the populsr tradition, the imperial tradition ond the fedcralist tradi-
tizz, the authoritcrien tradition and the libertarian tradition”.
So that even anarchists had to admit that solidarity of entire
societies is a fiction. However, apart from the rulers who
would not be interested in freedom, there is the large mass of
oppressed, the workers, to whom anarchist theory was supposed
to apply. But the working class itself displays no solidarity
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in support of any one cause, and anarchists, to wphold thg
view that a revolution from below is possible, had to fali hack
on the quite implausible theory of “real interests”—of under-
lying, non-apparent solidarity. Thus when Bakunin came to
criticise the German socialists he explained the fact that
German workers in general have no anarchist leanings by
blaming Lassalle and Marx for misleading the German prole-
tariat. This argument 1s very unconvincing. By the sanie
reasoning it could be made out that Italian or Spanish anar-
chists were, underneath, “really” Marxists misled by Bakunin’s
glibness.

Equally unsuccesstul are Kropotkin’s eftforts to show that
the co-operative tendencies 1in workers, or any other tendencies
held to be tavourable to the spread of anarchy, are more real
or more fundamental than those admittedly existing trends
which are unfree, or which make for conflict. We could here
object to the “psychologising” of social phenomena implied
by the talk about tendencies in individuals favoured by
Kropotkin. But a more important point about the view that
the workers have a “natural tendency” to anarchism or that
it 1s 1n their “real interests” 1s that we cannot empirically dis-
tinguish natural tendencies from others we could call unnatural.
Woodcock’s argument 1s open to the same objection: the
tendency towards the social revolution is not apparent because
it consists of something the workers are supposed to have
but do not in fact have—an interest in the general strike. I»
a realistic moment Bakunin himself admitted this on talking
in detail about the working class. He found that there is a
labour aristocracy of more developed, literate individuals, as
well as an unconscious mass of workers. He found that artisans
such as, for instance, blacksmiths show signs of revolutionary
instincts while others, mainly better paid craftsmen, have
distinctly bourgeois ambitions and outlook. Among joiners,
printers, tailors, he found, as a consequence of the degree ol
education and special knowledge required for these trades,
more conscious thinking but also more bourgeois smugness;
while, to instance a final example, he noted that those who
are thoroughly imbued with a revolutionary spirit are in a
minority and comprise what he called a “revolutionary vanguard”.
Observations of this kind, noting the variety of ways and
directions in which workers are motivated, contrast sharply
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with the talk about workers’ solidarity favoured by socialists
of every kind.

Connected with this solidarist view, which sometmes goes
so far as to lead to a description of the free society as one from
which all disagreements have vanished, is the view that freedom
is something which affects society as a whole. Bakunin takes
the line that equality and socialism are necessary conditions
of freedom. “The serious realisation of liberty will be impossible
so long as the vast majority of the population remains dispossessed
in  points of elementary meed.”” Accordingly, freedom means
“freedom-for-all”, and this is all that it means. The question
raised by this way of talking is again whether the “serious
realisation of liberty” is at all possible, whether freedom 1s
something of which we can sensibly ask: is it realisable? It
seems that if Bakunin was right we could not explain how
the idea of freedom arose at all unless we postulate an original
fully socialistic and egalitarian society, a sort of “condition of
grace” from which subsequent human societies have fallen.
Nor could we understand how the State encroaches on freedom
unless we took the most illogical step of regarding it as standing
vis-a-vis an already existing free society, attacking it from the
outside. It is on this view hard to grasp how anarchists came
to support freedom in the first place, and, in fact, we do find
them sometimes talking in a way which denies that the attempts
to dominate and rule over people arise out of genuine demands,
for power. When in this mood, anarchists ask us to regard the
State as a “distortion”, as a “horrible fiction” somehow not of

the human world. But anarchists, of all people, cannot deny

the unfictitious, matter of fact existence of authority and we
find that it was in drawing attention to it that they have
over-reached themselves and have put forward a doctrine on
which freedom (except in the nebulous future) is impossible.
As a consequence of this false theory of freedom anarchists
were utopian in their political pronouncements. On their
totalistic view of freedom as a state of society yet to come they
could not accommodate in their thought those piecemeal activi-
ties and social forces struggling against authority which, in
practice, they clearly recognised. Liberty is something not
found at present, something that will “really” come only in

the future: hence the utopian concern with the future of

society.
There is a marked internal contradiction 1n anarchism
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between the utopian social reformer’s outlook and the clear-cut
attack on authority which does not invoke the common good.
Evidence of this is that no matter how pronounced their
cscapist preoccupations were anarchist thinkers never {reed
themselves from ambivalence when talking about the future.
They recognised that ““to0 indoctrinate and dictate to the future”
1s a form of authoritarianism, the more so since the social role
ol the picture of a happy future, in religion no less than in
politics, 1s to cloak present demands which would not be as
readily acceptable without the reference to the rewaras of
“kingdom come”. Omne gains the impression that anarchists
vaguely suspected the true function of utopian thought. In
the case of their critique of socialism this is evident: they
demonstrated that the socialist Utopia, the use of repressive
institutions for the ending of ‘repression, disguises an immediate
demand for the leadership of the proletariat as a means of
gaining power. Anarchists readily pointed out that it is a
mistake to think that this sort of thing will lead to freedom.
In spite of this, they commit a similar mistake in suggesting
the final triumph of forces struggling for freedom. Bakunin’s
dictum “Liberty is the goal of the bistoric progress of humanity”
fairly obviously involves the erroneous belief that there are
special 1nterests 1n politics—such as the interest in freedom
or In gaining power—which can operate to the exclusion of
all opposition. The point, expressed differently, amounts to
this: Bakunin’s claim that history is on the side of anarchism
implies that some day some social changes will take place that
will have as their effect the elimination of social struggle.
This possibility 1s highly metaphysical and we can safely ignore
—both in Marx and Bakunin—the notions of inevitability
which they had learnt from Hegel. History is not on the side
of the working class, nor is it on the side of the State, Prussian
or Oceanian. The analogy with 1984 is apposite even though
in its content the anarchist Utopia 1s the exact reverse of Orwell’s
“world of wvictory after wvictory, (triumph after triumph:
an endless pressing, pressing, pressing upon the nerve of power”.
But it resembles the latter very closely in treating a mythical
striving for one-sided success as a possible historical development.

The ambivalence of anarchists comes out, among other
instances, in the fact that they did not adhere rigidly to their
conception of the State-society as completely unfree, and the
State-less society as entirely free. As in the case of its comple-
ment, the unitary view of society, there are gaps in this theory



forced by the recognition of facts. Kropotkin's two currents o'
history is expressed in this way: “Between these two currents,
always alive, struggling in humanity—the current of the people and
the current of the minorities which thirst for political and religious
domination—our choice is made”. Here is a passage illuminated by
a different conception of freedom, as something which is always
alive and struggling within society against authoritarian tenden-
cies which are every bit as genuine as what is opposed to them.
Anarchism, in this untypical excerpt, is a support of freedom
which is one thing alone with other causes that can be supported
or opposed. The coming or not coming of the social revolution
recedes in importance, since freedom and authority are always
struggling, and the chief issue becomes one of immediate Ooppost:
tion to the State. Contradicting a great deal of his utopianism
Bakunin himself, echoing Marx, once said that *z¢ think of the
future is criminal”. Malatesta, on occasions, also emphasised the
anarchist concern with opposing presently existing, establishec
authorities: “How will society be orgunised? We do not and w
cannot know. No doubt, we too have busied ourselves with project
of social recrgaisisation, but we attach to them only a very relativ
mportance. Tixcy are bound to be wrong perbaps entirely fantastic.
. It appears that not all anarchist thought was cast in :
utopian mould. The statements quoted indicate, I think, ar
advance in realism. Along this line we can take freedom as :
character, not of societies as a whole but of certain groups,
1iiiiutions and peoople’s ways of life within any society, anc
even then not as their exclusive character. Equally, on thi
vicw, piccemeal freedoms will always meet with opposition and
those who are caught up in them will resist conformist pressures.
The “permaneit protest” implied by this is carried on without
the promise of final triumph but in a spirit of “distrustirg your
masters ard distrusting your eémancipators”, and with no intention
of wanting to make the world safe for freedom. This security
sceking ideal, or some variant of it, is the aim of the modern
socialist movement, but it involves it in trying to capture power
for the sake of enforcing its demands on the rest of society,
thereby leading to the very authoritarianism that revolutionaries
have ostensibly renounced. As against this way of proceeding
non-utopian anarchism has to be described as futile. The futility
consists not in being a failure at revolutionary politics but in
refusing to deal in terms of success or failure; in not attempting
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to carry out, or even propose, wide, all-embracing policies that
bear on the whole of society and are meant to further the
final revolution. Only in this way can one hope to avoid that
illusory optimism which claims as its victims all those who tég
to engage mass support of workers, or who try to lPe'rlS)llla
quantities of people whose interest in anarchy is negligible. i
There is considerable agreement between a position O
permanent protest (such as the one formulated by Max Norqai)
and what nineteenth century anarchists had to say. 1 am think-
ing especially of their attacks on thf: Sta}q:, on the Church apd
other authoritarian institutions; their criticisms of the security-

craving ideals of the bourgeoisie and of the workers who caught

it from them; of the domineering relationships which charac
terise economic life; of the authoritarian ideology of Marxism
and of the compromising stand of reformists, etc. But wyherg
upholders of permanent protest would part from old-fashione

anarchists is over the contention that in all this there 1s some-
thing that will lead to a social revolution and a rosy, free sta&e
of future society. Freedom has always had a hard road to tr}f.a :
as the biography of any anarchist will amply prove, and not 1ing
chat anarchists ever said has succeeded in making the idea
of freedom flourishing in safety and security in any way less
implausible than it is. But some of the things they have
said indicate, as I have tried to show, that the contest between
freedom and authority is the permanent order of the dz;ly.
Doing politics, advancing freedom as a programme for the
entire human race, cannot change this; it can only foster illusions

about the way society runs.
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THE ILLUSIONS OF MORALISM

By A. |. Baker

Discussions of moral or ethical concepts can involve a
number of things, such as an investigation of the exact way
in which moral words are used, how they are related to each
other and to non-moral uses, and how they vary from group
*o group. This paper, however, deals with ¥revalent moral
justifications and with the social role of moralism, and is in-
tended to give an outline account of the illusions which lie
behind everyday moral pronouncements.

The moralism prevalent in our society can be most simply
indicated by thinking of those people who seek to enforce or
prescribe certain types of conduct in the name of “good’,
“right”, “what is in the best interests of the community”, and
so on; and who, at the same time, want to repress or proscribe
other types of conduct on the ground that it is “bad”, “wrong”,
“immoral”, “anti-social”, and so on. What types of activity are
advanced or opposed are less important here than the desire
for enforcement and repression; the latter are marks of the
moralist outlook. That outlook is, of course, found most
commonly and most crudely in the pronouncements of religious
spokesmen, especially on sexual conduct—as when they seek
to promote chastity, or uphold the sanctity of marriage. But
it is not confined to religious spokesmen, or to sexual matters.
Policemen, magistrates and lawyers in the course of their work,
spokesmen for censorship, educators extolling the virtues of
citizenship and patriotism, or, again, newspaper editorials and
almost any speech of a politician on, say, the merits of the
United Nations—all these give examples of overt or covert
moralism.

Practising moralists of these kinds, as well as people in
everyday life, usually make little attempt to give reasons for
their moral pronouncements. They just speak in the name of
an assumed set of moral truths. In fact, that is one of the
main difficulties in exposing moralism; from environment and
teaching we inherit a set of unexamined moral assumptions,
which we are made to feel are axiomatically true. If, however,
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we do try to examine these assumptions we find that, when
a defence is offered at all, it is made by appealing to the
traditional reasons or justifications of religious leaders and
other moralist spokesmen.

Thus, suppose we do ask for a justification of a moral pro-
nouncement. Justifications which satisfy the moralist will in
every case take the form of referring us to some ultimate moral
authority or sanction which upholds the pronouncement in
question. The history of moral philosophy is mainly the history
of appeals to different moral sanctions, but I want to begin
with the simplest case of all, that of the appeal to God—
for this is truly a paradigm case, it provides a model for all
the more complex or more sophisticated moral justifications.
So, take the view that we must obey the Ten Commandments
because God commands us to do so. Considered fully, we could
reject this view by pointing out the illogical character of the
“proofs” of God’s existence, and of the whole conception of a
supernatural being. But this would be a side point. The
important point 1s that even if we assumed for the sake of
argument that it made sense to speak of an existing God, this
would not provide the required moral justification. To be
told “God commands us to obey the Ten Commandments”
gives no moral explanation of why we should do what God
commands. The position is exactly the same as with command:
that may be given in everyday life; we are just told we mus.
do such and such, and a moral reason for obeying has not
been given. And if it is said that God is so powerful that we
cannot or dare not disobey him, we have (as sometimes with
everyday orders) simply a case of coercion. God is now treated
as an all-powerful policeman who by force or threats tries to
intimidate us into doing what he wants. In this case the moral
appeal to God turns out merely to be an appeal to a pure
authoritarian—which is something we can indicate by saying,
in the spirit of Bakunin, “If God did exist, it would be
necessary to oppose him”.

Many moral apologists, including theologians, appear to
have recognised part of the criticism just made, and that is
why they have usually tried to find a moral sanction different
from God’s commands. In effect, they have seen through saying
“Right actions are right because God commands them” and
want to say instead “God commands them because they are

right”, so that a new account of right is required. But although
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nore complicated sanctions are usually offered, it is only
i:omplicatilc))n which makes them more plausible; logically, they
are in the same position as the simple appeal to God.

Thus, appeal is often made to our “Duty”, “Conscience

or “Moral Sense”, which are said to tell us what we oucglht
to do (for instance, that we ought to do what God conlllman s)f
Again as a side point, we could object here to thq t eo‘lgly1 0
mind implied, and could argue that mental agencies su : as
Duty, Conscience or Moral S.ense are ﬁgu’tlous entities (un ess',;
indeed, they are connected with an empirical Freudl?ln accoun
of the super-ego, in which case their non-moral character 1s

apparent). But the main point is that instead of an eigcternal
policeman or censor, God, we now have an internal poflcetx)nan
or censor, such as Duty. And again no moral reason has egﬁ
given for obeying the commands in question, tfor whllit1 it wi
be said they are “morally obhgfl’tory , this Is just another (;va};
of saying “they must be obeyed”. This is all the more evident
when we remember that the main point of referring to Duty
is to enforce its demands as against those of what is called
“Inclination”. We have the position: Duty or our Moral Sense
tells us to do X, and Inclination or our Immoral Sense tells
us to do Y; but it has not been shown why we ought to do X
rather than Y. Of course, we may be told that it 1s axiomatic
that we ought to do what Duty says, that this is that Duttly
means. Taken seriously this begs the question, for “We ought
Ly obey Duty” becomes “We ought to obey that Whl.Chl ought
to be obeyed”. Otherwise, what it comes to In practica 51t1;1a-
tions is that some professional moralist Z commands us to (il ey
the commands of Duty, and no Seas?nz has been given to show
t obey the commands ot Z.
- ’¥§emvl;2w I Zlm presenting is thus that the quest for a
moral sanction, for an absolute ought, never gets ‘beyond t}ie
disguised expression of simple co’r,nmands. To this the reply
may be made that the word “ought regularly occurs 1n evc‘z‘ryl ay
life and that we can all distinguish between orders like “Close
the door”, “Put out that cigarette”, and more blnd,l,ng exhorta-
tions of the form “You ought to do suc,l’l and such”. However,
when we examine these uses of “ought” we find they work in
the following way: Suppose someone says, “You ought to change
your golf-grip”; it is clear that there are certamn assumptions
made which can be expressed by saying more fully “If you
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want to improve your golf (and presumably you do) you ought
to change your golf-grip”. Similarly, if it is said “You ought
to be more careful discussing politics in front of the manager’,
what is meant is “If you want to get on in your job you ought
to be more careful . . . ”. In these cases, if a man accepts the
statement as true and has the wishes and interests assumed,
there is a sense in which the “ought” may be said to apply to
him. But it does not apply to a man with different wishes
and interests—a man might not worry about improving his golf
or getting on in his job. Now the moralist would be in the
same position if he were prepared to express his “oughts” like
this: “If you want to please God you ought to obey his com-
mands”, “If you want to conform to social pressures you ought
to do what prevailing moralists tell you to do”.  But the
moralist, of course, is not content with this because it is left
open for people not to want to please God or to conform to
social pressures. The moralist wants to find a sanction which
will allow him to say that people of all sorts, including those
with wishes and interests opposed to his own, ought to have
his wishes and interests and ought to do what he says; and

this is why he tries to disguise his commands as absolute moral
obligations.

Another type of moral justification which nowadays 1is
particularly influential depends on appeals to what can be
labelled “the common good”. This is the kind of appeal made
in the name of “the moral standards of society”, “the welfare
of the community”, “natural rights” and so on—compare such
statements as “We cannot over-estimate the damage that will
be done to society if people are allowed to read obscene pub-
lications of this kind” or “The spread of birth control and
abortion is contrary to the best interests of Australia”. The
appeal to the common good can be attacked in the same way
as previous appeals, i.e., on the ground that there is no such
thing as the common good, and that even if there were it
would not provide the required moral sanction, for suppose the
common good requires that we do X, no reason has been given
to show that we must do what it requires. However, there is
the difference that whereas the existence of God or Duty can
be treated as a side issue, the existence of the common good
1s here an important issue. It is easy to see that even people
metaphysically-minded enough to accept the existence of en-
tities like God and Duty have to treat them as simply expressing
particular social commands. But it is more difficult to see
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th-ough the common good in the same way. Suppose, parallel
to the statements above, we have “If you want to further the
common good, work for the best interests of society, etc., you
ought to do X”. It may be felt that here there is not the
same possibility of different interests that there is with golf,
God or Duty; in other words, that it 1s more plausible to say
that we all really want to further the common good. (Compare
the beliefs of socialists and other social reformers.) Accordingly,
I want to underline the fact that the common good i1s a phoney
conception.

References to the common good appear plausible because,
for instance, of the way people talk about the morality, or the
moral standards, of society. But a little reflection reveals that
what the the refers to are really the prevailing or dominating
standards at a given time. 