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3.4 The Discernment of the General Will
The next challenge that Bosanguet must meet, in elaborat-
ing his account of the general will, is to explain how one can
know what, specifically, it is that the general will ‘wills’
or, what is the same, what the "dominant ideas" of a social
group are. According to Rousseau, one method that will enable
us to ascertain what the general will is, is one where all
citizens "vote as independent units, not organizing themselves
in groups or adjusting their views by private communication"
(RGW 309).'"™ The greater the majority of votes favouring one
option, ™"the more the general will is doninant".!®
Bosanquet’s response is that this is precisely "the wrong
method for eliminating private interests and getting at the
general will" (RGW 317). He argues that this method dces not
allow one to distinguish between the product of a variety of
private motives of a number of people for a certain good--the
Will of All--and a statement of the general will. Even if what
is left over after employing Rousseau’s method were an
accurate expression of a common will at one point in time, the
"general charactexr" of this will is still, Bosanquet says,

just "a coincidence or matter of chance" (RGW 309). The reason

14 gome scholars argue that, in the end, Rousseau
albandons this method, 1leaving it to the "legislator"™ to
discern the general will. Recall, however, that it is by
appealing to just this alternative model, that Bosanguet
provides his account of the process by which the general will
is arrived at.

W contrat social, Book IV, chapter 2.
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why Rousseau fails here, Bosangquet believes, is that he has
not entirely broken free of the assumptions about the nature
of the individual and of the state that characterized the
individualism he has struggled to avoid (see PTS 86).

But if one cannot discern the general will by Rousseau’s
method, then how is one to do so? Here Bosanguet would point
to social institutions. He recognized that Rousseau feared
allowing groups or associations in the state to participate in
determining the general will because he thought that each
group would have its own interest separate from the common
interest. But this concern to avoid sectarian conflict in the
body politic, Bosanguet suggests, led Rousseau to overlook
that these institutions are not only important in one’s coming
to awareness of the general will, but are, in fact, manifesta-
tions of this will (IPR 335; PTS 114-115). And for an account
of the contribution of social institutions in providing means
by which to ascertain the general will, Bosanquet drew on
Hegel’s discussion of Sittlichkeit (Ethical Life) in The
Philosophy of Right.!%®

Following Hegel, Bosangquet argues that the state and its
related institutions (e.g., family, neighbourhood, social
class, etc.) are the external manifestations of the system of
dominant ideas in society. Recall Bosanguet'’s remark, cited

earlier in this Chapter (section 2.2), that "minds and society

16 gsee Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, (tr. T.M. Knox),
(oxford: Clarendon Press, 1945), pp. 105-223.
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are really the same fabric regarded from different points of
view... Every social group is the external aspect of a set of
corresponding mental systems in individual minds" (PTS 158-
159). As expressions of the general will, these institutions
reflect the content of this will and "aim" at the realisation
of the common good. As a result, they provide a concrete
indication of the requirements of morality, and serve as
mechanisms by which t:ie activity of individuals (and of
society as a whole) is protected and directed towards the
common good.

It is not necessary--indeed, Bosangquet would say it is
not possible, given both the dynamic character of, and the
level of inconsistency in, experience--that laws and social
institutions perfectly mirror the general will. Nevertheless,
the dominant ideas expressed in these institutions is still
"more complete than the explicit ideas which, at any given
instant, move any individual mind in volition" (PTS 115).
Social institutions function, so to speak, as "the standing
interpretation of all the private wills" that compose them
(PTS 115), and individuals may (Rousseau’s suspicions of
associations in the state notwithstanding) refer to them in
order to have some indication of what the general will
demands. Of course, no one ought to mistake the ‘will’ of any
one of these institutions for the general will. Bosanguet
recognizes, as well, the threat to true sovereignty, foreseen

by Rousseau, that would occur if a particular will (of an
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individual or of a group), rather than the general will,
should become dominant (IPR 335, note 2). In wishing to avoid
these consequences, however, it does not follow that one need
deny altogether the role of such institutions as reflections
or expressions of the general will.

One must not forget, moreover, that discussion and social
interchange are natural to social life and that it is through
this give-and-take that ideas dominant in society gradually
become recognized as such. Yet not only does this process
allow people to become more conscious of what the general will
is but, as these ideas are recognized as ‘imperatives’, it
leads to the establishment of social institutions and prac-
tices which, consequently, better reflect the general will.
Activity in formal and informal associations, and in social
institutions and social practices, besides being a necessary
part of life in society, allows for the discernment of the
general will.

Bosanquet concludes, then, that the best indication of
the general will in a society--though it is by no means
infallible--is provided by the characteristics of, and the
forces at work in, social institutions. In the end, the
question for Bosanguet is not so much whether social institu-
tions and society as a whole serve as indicators of the

general will but, rather, how far they do.
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3.5 The General Will as Authoritative

Since some of the problems associated with the notion of
the general will have now been addressed, one is better placed
to understand why Bosanquet employed it in the first place--
that is, why he believed that it could help to explain the
authoritative character of the "best life", moral and politi-
cal obligation, the nature of human freedom and, ultimately,
the existence of rights.

Admittedly, in light of what has been said above (in
section 1 of this chapter) concerning Bosanguet’s explanation
of the moral authority of the "best life", further argument
may seem unnecessary. Still, Bosanquet’s discussion here does
not duplicate his earlier remarks. In providing an account of
the general will, Bosanquet clarifies the relation between
this will and the ‘common good’. Specifically, it is that
"{t]he General Will seems to be... the ineradicable impulse of
an intelligent being to a good extending beyond itself, in as
far as that good takes the form of a common good" (PTS 102).
Thus, what we have in his elaboration of the theory of the
general will are additional arguments on how this ‘end’ is
binding on us, without it being seen as an end ‘external’ or
foreign to our natures.

How, then, is the general will itself authoritative?
Recall that, like Rousseau, Bosanquet maintains that only the
will of the individual has a moral authority over his or her

actions (PTS 134). Since the general will is, putatively, the
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‘real will’ of the individual--not to mention that it reflects
knowledge and rationality greater than that possessed by any
particular individual--Bosanquet argues, as we have seen, that
it can make a legitimate and "imperative" (PTS 1lvi) claim on
that person. Given that the same argument can also be made for
every other individual, the general will--by definition, the

same ‘will--is imperative on everyone. For this reason, it

constitutes the norm and the criterion of morality and, as
such, functions as a source of moral guidance for the individ-
ual (PTS 208). Nevertheless, because it is still each
individual’s will, it does not, Bosanguet thinks, detract from
one’s autonomy.!” It is only because there is a general will,
then, that one can possibly engage in moral action and, hence,
have a claim to the moral consideration due a person.

From here it is but a simple step to understanding
Bosanquet’s view of the role of the general will in establish-
ing the legitimacy of the state and in political obligation.
Since the general will has moral authority over an
individual’s actions, to the extent that the state represents

the general will, it also has this authority. As Bosanquet

17 Richard Bellamy notes that the same approach is
evident in T.H. Green. He writes that, here, the general will
is "not the imposition of a ‘real’ self upon an ‘empirical’
self, but forms part of the process of critical evaluation
which we all employ when seeking to choose between possible
courses of action... It is not imposed upon the individual,
but emerges out of common human practices" (See his "T.H.
Green, J.S. Mill, and Isaiah Berlin on the Nature of Liberty
and Liberalism," in Jurisprudence: Cambridge Essays, (ed. H.

Gross and R. Harrison), [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992], pp.
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says, "[a]lny system of institutions which represents to us, on
the whole, the conditions essential to affirming such a
will... has an imperative claim upon our loyalty" (PTS 139).
The general will serves, then, as the basis of the authority
of the state and, because the state reflects this will, it can
legitimately demand or require the individual’s obedience.
Indeed, given its relation to the general will, Bosanquet
believes that the state may, legitimately, permit "with the
moral approval of all what the explicit theory of scarcely one
will morally justify".!® The individual must obey, even if
these demands are incompatible with that person’s particular
will or with the will of all (i.e., public opinion), for it is
the general will, reflected in social institutions-such as the
state, that alone is authoritative.

one might note here that there seems to be little
difference between Bosanquet and Rousseau’s accounts of the
basis of moral and political obligation, and it is no sur-
prise, then, that Bosanquet comes to essentially the same
conclusion as Rousseau on the nature of freedom. Like

Rousseau, Bosangquet denies that th= general will or the state

8 cee FS 274, quoting the first edition of Bradley’s
Ethical Studies, p. 166 (see ES, 2nd ed., p. 184) (though see
ES 177, where Bradley writes that individuals "must in some
way be aware of themselves as willing this content").

Bosangquet says that "if we all understood our own active
ideas completely and rightly in relation to those of others,
then we should have the whole general will in our explicit
consciousness" (RGW 316). Of course, "no individual can ever
have this" (ibid; see PTS 112), and so he may never fully
understand why what he is being forced to do is really the
accomplishment of his freedom.



232

limits one’s freedom; it is, rather, "the embodiment of our
liberty" (PTS 139). Because of the relation between the
individual will and the general will and between the general
will and the state, Rousseau sees "moral freedom" as acquired
only in the civil state,!® and Bosanquet insists that the
state is "the main crgan and condition of... liberty" (PTS
127). Indeed, both Bosanguet and Rousseau agree that the very
concept of ‘liberty’ hinges on the existence of the general
will. It is, for example, only by reference to this will that
one can distinguish ‘liberty’ (where an individual is subject
to the general will) from ‘licence’ (where one is subject only
to one’s own particular will).!"® And, with this understanding
of the nature of liberty and of the moral authority of the
state, Bosanquet concludes with Rousseau that, when one’s
private will conflicts with the general will, that person can
be forced by this general will to obey it--that is be "forced

to be free" (PTS 90)."™

3.6 Recapitulation

Bosanquet’s account of the general will is, as he

acknowledged himself, closely related to that of Rousseau, and

¥ contrat social, Book I, chapter 8.

W gee Contrat social, Book I, chapter 8: "il faut bien
distinguer la liberté naturelle qui n’a pour bornes gque les
forces de 1/individu, de la liberté civile qui est limitée par
la volonté générale".

1 see here Contrat social, Book I, chapter 7.
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there is no doubt of the intellectual debt that Bosanguet owed
to him. Still, Bosanguet’s account goes beyond that suggested
by Rousseau in at least two important ways: first, he provided
a metaphysical analysis of this will, expressing it in terms
of what he called "dominant ideas" existing in a social group
and its members and, second, via Hegel, hg showed the import-
ance of social institutions in the elaboration and discernment
of this will.

When Bosanquet speaks of the general will, then, he is
not referring to some entity that exists separately from and
beyond human individuals. Moreover, although this ‘will’ is
the ‘rational product’ of the development of individual wills,
it exists not as a realized whole but, rather, as Vincomplete’
both in individuals and in institutions and social life. It is
‘in’ each person and functions as a moral norm which is
recognized as imperative, and yet it is also in the state as
the ‘spirit’ that permeates the entire social order.

In this notion of the general will, Bosanguet found a
principle of unity which pervades community life and which
directs it toward its end. The general will also establishes
and directs the state, grounds moral and civil liberty,
expresses and determines relations between individuals and
explains the moral and legal weight of rights. Moreover, given
the concerns of this study, it is important to recognize that
the arguments for the nature and function of the general will

demonstrate the binding character of the moral ‘end’, in terms
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of which rights are ascribed to individuals, but also provide
an account of the legitimacy of the state and of political
obligation which--since the state provides the recognition and
the ascription of rights--is essential not only to the legal
character of rights, but to their very existence. (Still,
while the importance of positions and claims to powers may be
implied in the dominant ideas in a society, the general will
does not itself ‘act’ to recognize or reconcile rights--though
an understanding of what tﬁe general will ‘wills’ may suggest
how this is possible. It is here that we are led to the

necessary role of the state in Bosangquet’s theory of rights.)

4. Summary

In the preceding chapter, we have examined three elements
fundamental to Bosanquet’s theory of rights: his teleology,
his account of the nature and value of the individual, and his
notion of the general will. Although Bosanquet adopts a
teleological perspective, it is one that emphasizes
‘completeness’ and ‘coherence’, not one that focuses on ‘ends’
as distinct from ‘means’. It is, then, neither the utilitarian
teleology of Bentham and Mill, nor the evolutionary teleology
of Spencer. Bosanguet’s basic claim is that nature reflects
this teleological view and, to understand what a thing is, we
must understand it in terms of its ‘end’.

In the political sphere, Bosanquet describes this end--

the end in terms of which rights are determined--as "the best
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life". While this is a common good, it is not just the ‘good’
of all or of the many, but a good that reflects the realiz-
ation of the nature of all. Moreover, Bosanquet emphasizes the
existence of this good as being more than any particular good,
but which is still each individual’s good. It is not merely
what is good for the individual, but it is the good of the
individual. And it is ultimately from this ‘end’ that rights
have their moral weight and in terms of which rights are
ascribed. Bosanquet’s theory of rights is, as I have said,
rooted in a teleological theory of the good.

Bosangquet’s view of individuality reflects his teleology.
He denies that ‘individuality’ is what differentiates one from
others (as in Spencer), nor does he accept the view of
individuals as ‘atoms’, the mere aggregation of which consti-
tutes the basis of a social unit. According to Bosanquet,
individuals have both a ‘spiritual’ and social character and,
since the nature of a thing is defined in terms of its ends,
the rights one has are determined in terms of what, specifi-
cally, one contributes to this end (i.e., in terms of one’s
‘positions’). But this does not entail that Bosanguet denies
the reality, or the value of, the individual.

Bosanquet rejects the ‘liberal individualist’ view of the
‘atomic’ individual as a principle of value; neither indivia-
ual life nor guantitative increase in that life is the ‘good’.
And even though Mill, for example, acknowledges the existence

of a ‘common good’ and recognizes the value of social life,
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Bosanquet would maintain that Mill’s account remains
‘individualistic’/--for this ‘common good’ is, he believes,
simply an aggregate of indiwvidual goods and ‘society’ is still
something that is ‘external’ to the individual and merely a
‘means’ to this aggregate of individual goods.

Finally, Bosangquet’s discussion of the general will helps
the reader better to see the nature of, and the relationships
between, the individual and the ‘end’. The process by which
one arrives at the ‘general will’ explains how the ‘end’ is an
extension of the nature of the individual and, hence, that the
‘individual’ is not fundamentally separate from, or in oppo-
sition to, ‘others’. Moreover, the notion of a ‘general will’
enables Bosangquet to explain further how this ‘end’ is auth-
oritative--not simply because it is one’s nature, but because
it is one‘’s will.

Most importantly for the purposes of this study, the
general will is necessary for explaining political obligation
and, ultimately, the ascription of rights. As a moral norm and
as reflecting the common good, the general will is a mechaniem
cf legitimation, and all social institutions--including the
state--are thus dependent upon it. Because the state has this
authority, it can recognize positions and their correlative
rights. But the general will is also the individual’s ‘real
"will’ and, hence, state action is not a priori opposed to
individual autonomy. Bosanguet would argue that because

liberal individualism leads to misunderstanding the actual
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character of autoromy and ignores the possibility of a general
will, it can, in the end, turn only to force as the basis of
the state.

This is not to say that there may not remain some
difficulties in Bosanquet’s analysis of these concepts of
‘end’, ‘individual’ and ‘general will’. Particularly, critics
have challenged the relation that Bosanquet establishes
between the general will and the state and how this relation
affects the possibility of moral criticism of the state. These
points clearly require further discussion and will be
addressed in the next chapter. Upon examination, however,
Bosanquet’s teleology and his accounts of the individual and
the common good seem to be less problematic than might first
appear, and his account of the real or general will is
plausible. While this in no way entails that all of
Bosanquet’s arguments are sound, this study has arguably, gone
some way in clarifying some of the more controversial aspects
of Bosanquet’s theory of rights. -

But more needs to be said before we have a complete
account of this theory--specifically, concerning ‘society’ and
‘the state’. Indeed, as we have seen, the discussion of the
general will leads naturally to a consideration of them. It is
to these two central elements of Bosanquet’s social ontology

that this study will now turn.



CHAPTER 4

BOSANQUET’S SOCIAL ONTOLOGY OF RIGHTS II:

SOCIETY AND THE STATE

Bosanguet’s account of society, social institutions and
the state is central to his analysis of rights. As outlined in
Chapter 2, rights must be recognized, and this recognition
must be carried out by the state. Again, Bosanquet has spoken
of the state as having as its "aim" the "system of rights",
and that the "maintenance of rights" provides, in a sense, a
1imit on the state (PTS 119; PTS 213). Finally, he has argued
that the accounts of rights found in the "“theories of the
first look," fail, because they rest on a mistaken view of the
nature of law and the state and their relation to the individ-
ual.

Nevertheiess, Bosanquet’s remarks on the nature of the
state and the various social institutions and the relation-
ships among them‘are not always clear and, as noted in
previous chapters, a number of questions and criticisms of his

account have been raised. In his own time, commentators such

238
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as L.T. Hobhouse'!, R.M. MacIver?, G.D.H. Cole®, C.E.M Joag!
and Harold Laski®, argued that tﬁe analysis provided by
Bosanquet was vagque, ambiguous, inconsistent and dangerous. If
the issues they raised are left unanswered or if the chal-
lenges they pose remain unmet, it is obvious that Bosanquet’s
theory of rights will be difficult to sustain.

In light of the discussion in Chapters 1 and 2, three
sets of criticisms can be made of Bosanquet’s account of
society and the state. A first set of objections concerns
Bosanquet’s characterization of the nature and role of the
state. To begin with, recall that Bosanquet say. that the

state is 1limited in what it can do in contributing to the

1 Leonard T. Hobhouse, The Metaphysical Theory of the
State, (London: Allen and Unwin, 1917).

2 R.M. MacIver, "Society and State," Philosophical
Review, XX (1911), pp. 30-45; The Modern State, (Oxford,
1926), especially pp. 3-45; 423-486; and Community: A Socio-
logical Study (New York: Macmillan, 1917), especially Appendix
A, "The Individual, the Association, and the Community", pp.
421-425 and Appendix B, "“A Criticism of the Neo-Hegelian
Identification of ‘Society’ and ‘State’," pp. 425-433,

3 G.D.H. Cole, "Loyalties," in Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Socjety, XXVI (1925-6), pp. 151-170, especially
p. 152. ,

4 C.E.M. Joad, Guide to the Philosophy of Morals and
Politics, (London: Victor Gollancz, 1947) and Introduction to
Modern Political Theory, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1924).

5 For example, Studies in the Problem of Sovereiqnty,
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1917), Authority in the
Modern State, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1919),
Liberty in the Modern State, (London: Faber and Faber, 1930),
"Bosanquet’s Theory of the General Will," Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, n.s. supp. vol. VIII (1928), pp. 45-61,
and "The Pluralistic State," in Philosophical Review, XXVIII
(1919), pp. 562-575.
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‘end’/-—-for example, that it can intervene in social life only
when it allows for the possibility of an important good that
otherwise could not occur. But one might object that this is
simply false: the state often does intervene where it ought
not, and it does not always recognize the rights it should.
The only reason why Bosangquet might think otherwise, the
critic will say, is because there is an ambiguity underlying
the concept of the state: it confuses what a state ought to be
with what it is. Thus, G.D.H. Cole and Stefan Collini® argue
that Bosanguet shifts--consciously or unconsciously--between
two different pictures of the state: that of the state as a
set of existing institutions and that of the state as the
paradigm or ideal of what civil authority should be like,
Semz have found here a trace of the Hegelian view of the
state as ‘ideal’ as distinct from the state as ‘actual’.” and
even at the purely descriptive level, some maintain that
Bosanquet does not provide a consistent account of the state.?

Frederick Harris, for example, claims to find four distinct

¢ stefan Collini, "Hobhouse, Bosanquet and the State:
Philosophical Idealism and Political Argument in England
1880-1918," Past and Present, 72 (1976}, pp. 86-1il, p. 105.
See also Cole, "Loyalties," pp. 153 and 164.

7 See Hobhouse, pp. 20-23. Hobhouse, recall, makes a
similar criticism concerning Bosanquet’s account of the
"real", as distinct from the "actual", self. (See also Darrell

Dexter lLacock, The Political Philosophy of Bernard Bosangquet.
(Ph.D. thesis in philosophy, Yale University, 1967], p. 80.)

® Ccollini, "Hobhouse, Bosangquet and State," p. 104. See
also Hobhouse, pp. 22-23 and "“Lecture V," pp. 96-133, and
MacIver, Community, pp. 427 and 430-431.
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but major conceptions of the state in Bosanguet’s work.? At
the very least, however, these commentators seem to agree that
the analysis of the state that Bosanquet provides is both
normative and descriptive.l?

But even if one were to ignore the alleged ambiguity in
Bosanguet‘s description of the ‘state’, there are other
problems as well. There is, critics add, no working example of
the state as Bosanquet dJescribes it.!! Furthermore, the
picture of the state that he provides is too abstract. Thus,
Hobhouse objects to Bosanquet’s account as being non-empiri-

cal? and Laski and Cole reject it as too "metaphysical."B

 The Neo-Tdealist Political Theorv: Its Continuity with
the British Tradition, (New York: King’s Crown Press, 1944),

Ph.D. dissertation, Columbkia University, 1944, pp. 65ff. These
‘definitions’ are, he says, "society", "{ethical] igea", "real
will" and "operative criticism". As we shall see (and as
Harris himself reragnizes), these descriptions of the state
are compatible and, ultimately, reducible to a single concept.

¥ gee, in addition to the references above, Cellini,
"Hobhouse, Bosanguet and State," p. 110, and Walter Feinbergq,
A Comparative Study of the Social Philosophies of John Dewey
and Bernard Bosanguet, (Ph.D. thesis in philosophy, Boston
University, 1966), p. ii.

1 cole, "Loyalties," pp. 156, 159; Collini, "Hobhouse,
Bosangquet and State," pp. 105-6; Hobhouse, p. 12.

2 Hobhouse, p. 20.

3 Laski says that the idealist theory of the state
"seems... to take too little thought for the categories of
space and time" (Laski, "The Pluralistic State," p. 562). See
ulso Cole, "Loyalties," p. 153.
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The statz i=s neither a ‘mind’," nor rovted in minds, nor a
personality.? Moreover, states are products of "law in
action,"® force” and of historical accident, whereas the
analysis given by Bosanquet is ahistorical.® oOthers argue
that Bosanquet’s view is "too narrow"--that it ignores the
role of economic life and the actual realities of practical
politics.” And many, such as Joad, laski and MacIver, say

that Bosangquet’s (apparent) view that the state can properly

" See Hobhouse, pp. 83-84; MacIver, Community, pp. 76-88;
C.D. Broad, "The Notion of a General Will" in Mind XXVIII
(1919), pp. 501-504.

¥ Joad, Guide, especially pp. 737-739 and 757-758, and
Maclver, Community, p. 423.

16 See Chapter 1, "Authority in the Modern State," in
Laski, Authority, pp. 19-122, especially p. 42. See also
MacIver, The Modern State, pp. 17~-22.

7 Hobhouse, p. 103.

B 1aski says that the idealist theory of the state does
not fit "the facts of history" (Laski, Liberty, p. 30.) See
also Collini, "Hobhouse, Bosanguet and State.," p. 106.

¥ pPeter Robbins, in The British Hegelians 1875-1925,
(London, 1982) argues that Bosangquet ignores the moral and

rational significance of economic life (p. 76). Andrew Vincent
and Raymond Plant, in Philosophy, Politics and citizenship;:
The Tife and Thought of the British Idealists, (Oxford:
Blackwell’s, 1984) say that Bosanquet’s view is “"too narrow"®
bercause it ignores how the power of large-scale economic
eriterprise virtually excludes the possibility of individuals
pursuing a policy of self-help (p. 121). They also argue that
Bosangquet’s account of the role of the state is inconsistent--
that while its role is to be simply a ‘hindrance to
hindrances’, Bosanquet "stepped over the line of intervention"
by allowing for housing, wage and educational reform (gop.
cit., p. 107).
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be compared to an organism® ignores important differences and
is ‘too metaphorical’. In short, even if it were not ambigu-
ous, Bosanguet’s account of the state would be inaccurate and
defective.

A second set of objections concerns the issue of the
legitimacy of the state and the extent of its authority. To
pegin with, Bosanquet’s attempt to base the authority of the
state on the general will is alleged not only to miscarry, but
to have unacceptable consequences. For example, Laski and
Hobhouse would argue that legitimacy does not in fact come
from a ‘general will’, but from  individuals or
collectivities.? To the extent that Bosanquet denies that
this could or should be the case, then, he is placing himself
altogether outside of the liberal tradition. But evén were his
account of the legitimacy of the state acceptable, because

Bosanquet recognizes no concrete formulation of the general

2 gee Joad, Guide, pp. 759-765, Laski, Sovereignty,
chapter 1, and Laski, Authority, p. 35, where Laski refers to
the criticisms made by Bosangquet’s fellow idealist, J.M.E.
McTaggart (in "The Conception of Society as an Organism," in
Studies in Hegelian Cosmology, 2nd ed. [Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1918]). See also MaclIver, Community, pp. 72~
76 and Hobhouse, pp. 68-69. For a critique of what is,
perhaps, a more modern version of society as a
“"superindividual social organism"--that found in Michael
Sandel’s "“communitarianism"--see Jeffrey Paul and Fred D.
Miller, jr., "Communitarian and Liberal Theories of the Good,"
in Review of Metaphysics, 43 (1990) pp. 803-830. This critique
concerns the attribution of agency to such an organism.

2l For Laski’s argument for a policy of ‘limited
sovereignty’ see his Sovereignty.
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will outside of the state, the state cannot be subject to
moral criticism or evaluation.?®

Moreover, as noted in Chapter 2, if Bosanguet is to be
taken seriously in insisting that thes state alone can recog-
nize rights, then the state has absoclute power over the -
individual and there is little (if any) point to the existence
of rights. On such a view, no serious distinction can be
maintained between the legitimate limitation of rights in
times of urgency and violations of rights--and, thus; a state
could easily violate, or refuse to rs=cognize, rights without
its c¢itizens having any right to oppose it.

Furthermore, if there is "no standard by which the
present may be criticized" except the present, then it seems
that the state can do no wrong.®? At minimum, then,
Bosanquet’s account is accused of encouraging a complacent
attitude towards the activities of existing nation-states.
Thus, as G.D.H. Cole puts it, given the idealist’s tendency to

find the ideal in the real, Bosangquet’s theory seems to be

2 gee Ernest Barker, Political Thought in England: 1848-
1914, (London, 1915), pp. 77, 79. See also Joad, gGuide,
Chapter 18 ("Criticism of the Idealist Theory of the State").

B collini, "Hobhouse, Bosanguet and State," p. 109;
Acton, "Bosanguet," p. 349; Hobhouse, pp. 24-25 and 113.
Recall Collini?’s comment, cited in Chapter 2, that such a view
leads, in the international sphere, to a relativism concerning
rights (op. cit., p. 101). It also "encourages us to believe
that our own state expresses the general will adequately"”
(Nicheolson, British Tdealists, p. 212).
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just a glorification of the status_guo®. And, since each
state determines its own standard of.order, international law
would seem to be impossible. Indeed, some insist that this
view implies, not only that war is "necessary",? but that
whoever "wins is right".? To avoid these unacceptables conse-
guences, Laski says, the state must be subject to independent
moral scrutiny, and this means that "both individuals and
groups must have the right and opportunity to judge the
policies of the statev".?

Finally, although Bosanguet talks about the basis of the
moral authority of the state in general, he provides no
statement of how a particular state can be determined to be

legitimate. This issue not only affects the question of

% cole says it is “an exaltation of the actual ‘State’."
See Cole, "Loyalties," p. 164 and Laski, Sovereignty, p. 23.

% Joad says "it assumes the normal relations of States to
one another is a relation of hostility" (Joad, Guide, p. 729).
See also Hobhouse, p. 25.

% gee L.T. Hobhouse, Democracy and Reaction, (London,
1904), p. 274, cited in A.M. McBriar, An_Edwardian Mixed
Doubles: The Bosanquets versus the Webbs; A Study in British
Social Policy, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987), p. 8l. See
also Collini, "Hobhouse, Bosanguet and State,"™ p. 90 and E.F.
Carritt, Morals and Politics: Theories of their Relation from
Hobbes_and Spinoza to Marx and Bosanquet, (Oxford, 1935), p.
150.

7 Laski, as cited by George Sabine, "Review of [Laski’s]
Authority and the Modern State"™ in Philosophical Review, XXIX
(1920), pp. 276-282, at p. 277. For the view that the state
must be subject to individual scrutiny, see Laski, "The
Pluralistic state," p. 572, Laski, Authority, pp. 45-46 and
Laski, Liberty, pp. 74-76. Cf. Herbert A. Deane, The Political
Ideas of Harold Laski, (New York: Columbia University Press),
1955, especially pp. 36-40. For a similar criticism of
Bosangquet, see Cole, "Loyalties," p. 160 and Hobhouse, p. 92.
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whether the state in which one lives is legitimate, but also
the more difficult issue of how one determines which of the
competing interests, during a c¢ivil war or when one country
has been invaded by another, is the state.

A third set of objections to Bosanquet’s theory of the
state that is relevant to the discussion in the preceding
chapters, concerns the relationships between society, social
institutions and the state. Bosanquet has maintained that the
only ‘organism’ that can recognize rights is the state. But
this, some critics point out, fails to distinguish between the
social and the legal recognition of rights. They attribute
this to Bosanquet’s refusal or (if his account is, indeed,
ambiguous) inability to distinguish society and its institu-
tions from the state.® These critics argue that one can have
rights independently of the state, that--if rights need to be

recognized at all--thev could be recognized by society, and

% gee, for example, Hobhouse, MacIver, Nalini Pant and
H.B. Acton. According to Hobhouse "[t]o confuse the state with
society and political with moral obligation is the central
fallacy of the metaphysical theory of the state" (Hobhouse, p.
77). R.M. MacIver raises the same objection in Community,
Appendix B, "A Criticism of the Neo-Hegelian Identification of
Society and the State," pp. 425-33. See also H.B. Acton,
"Bernard Bosanquet," The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, (ed.
Paul Edwards), (New York: Macmillan and the Free Press, 1967).
Vol. 1, pp. 347-350, p. 349,

As noted above, in Chapter 2, Nalini Pant accuses
Bosanquet of "an inconsistency in uniting the social, legal,
and moral aspects of rights" (Theory of Rights: Green,
Bosanquet, Spencer, and TLaski, [Varanasi: Vishwavidyalaya
Prakashan, 1977], p. 92) which she attributes to Bosanquet’s
"following the idealist tradition in not making an absolute
demarcation between the notions of state and society" so that
"the two terms are likely to be interchanged at times" (op.
cit., p. 94).
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that the state must, in fact, respect these rights. It is
precisely because Bosanquet neglects to make such a distinc-
tion that, some suggest, Bosangquet’s views on the nature and
the authority of the state are incompatible with those of T.H.
Green and, thus, reflect a departure from the liberal roots of
the British idealist tradition.?®

Further, it is claimed, even if Bosangquet is able to
maintain a real distinction between society and the state, he
is unclear how particular social institutions are related to
the state.’ Some critics also hold that Bosanguet is simply
wrong about the relations involved. Here, they point out that
society is something more than the state, that the state is
just an ‘institution’ among other institutions, and that there
is no necessary connexion between the two since social
institutions have their own Jjustification, independently of
the state". Similarly, other critics® have charged that

Bosanguet does not appear to consider that there are often no

¥ John Morrow, "Liberalism and British Idealist Political

Philosophy: A Reassessment," History of Political Thought, 5
(1984), pp. 91-108.

¥ See Acton, "Bosanquet," p. 349; Joad, Guide, Chapter
18; A.D. Lindsay, "The State in Recent Political Theory," The

Political Quarterly, 1 (Feb. 1914), pp. 128-145, p. 131.
' cole, "Loyalties," p. 138.

%2 see Hobhouse, pp. 76-77 and p. 111; Cole, "Loyalties,"
pp. 154 and 156-157; Lindsay, "Recent Political Theory," p.
133; Joad, Political Theory, p. 22; Joad, Guide, pp. 741-743;
Laski, Authority, p. 122; Laski, Liberty, p. 32 and MacIver,
Community, Book III, chapter 4, pp. 247-299, especially pp.
249 and 257-258.
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clear boundaries between states, and that he specifically
overlooks the fact that there are usually overlapping bound-
aries or competing loyalties both within the state and
without--e.g., between institutions and the state or between
church and state.

Given the fundamental character of these objections, it
is clear that, if they hold, the effect would be to undermine
Bosanquet’s theory of rights. Still, Bosangquet was aware of
most of these criticisms and did not consider them decisive.
To see what his response would be, and to complete the outline
of Bosanquet’s social ontology, it will be useful to examine
Bosanquet’s account of society and the state in light of ques-
tions already raised in the first and second chapters: If the
liberal individualist view is rejected, what is the nature of
society and of the institutions wnich compose it? What is the
nature and role of the state? What is the basis and limit of
its moral authority? And, finally, what is the connexion
between society as a whole, social institutions and the state
and law? Answérs to these guestions should enable the reader
to see Bosangquet’s response to the preceding criticisms and to
determine whether the account of rights that Bosangquet

provides is even possible.
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1. Society
1.1 Society and Social Institutions
Bosanquet’s description of ‘society’ is close to the
Greek classical view in which society is seen as a unity of a
number of ‘natural’ institutions. But, as indicated in the
previous chapter, Bosanguet also draws on Hegel'’s list of the
principal institutions which constitute "ethical life": for
Bosanquet, these ‘institutions’ are the family, the neighbour-
hood or district, the position (or the social class) of the
individual and the nation state.* Each contributes, in its
distinctive way, to the intellectual, moral, social, and
spiritual development of the human person and Bosanquet,

therefore, refers to them as "ethical ideas".¥

3 Arguably, Hegel’s classification reflects the analysis
of the state found in Book I of Aristotle’s Politics. For
Aristotle, one has the family, the village and the state; for
Hegel, these institutions are the family, civil society and
the state. For a similar, though more developed, division of
what Bradley calls the ‘social organism’, see Bradley, ES i73-
174, n. 1. According to Bradley, this ‘organism’ consists of
the family, social position, state, and a "still wider
society".

¥ pespite this influence, as we shall see, Bosangquet’s
concept of the state is distinct from that of Hegel.
Bosanquet’s account is, moreover, even more developed than
that of Bradley, with the particular addition of "neigh-
bourhood" to the latter’s list. This was probably to capture
what he no doubt saw as the value of what Aristotle meant by
"yillage" as an interinediate between ‘family’ and ‘the state’
and of community life as described by Rousseau in the Contrat
social.

¥ gee PTS, Chapter XI ("Institutions considered as
Ethical Ideas").
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In what way, one might ask, are these institutions
"oethical ideas"? How is it that they contribute to the
development or realisation of the human individual? The
family, for example, is the natural environment in which human
beings are not only brought into existence, but first become
aware of themselves as social beings. It is there that one’s
basic education takes place (PTS 280) and that one begins to
develop "a permanent interest in a comparatively permanent and
external life" (PTS 279).

Another example is the ‘institution’ of ‘class’.
Bosanguet notes that while the notion of ‘class’ has little,
if any, role in contemporary political right, it is still
apparent in social life (PTS 289). But when Bosanquet speaks
of ‘class’, he has in mind the set of functions ascribed to an
individual based on that person’s capacity to perform a
"particular, unique, and distinctive" (PTS 291) service for
the common good.® This reflects the view that it is often
with reference to one’s occupation that a person is identified
with a certain class. Social class is important, therefore,
because it is in performing the services of one’s ‘class’ that
a person is able to realize and develop himself. Thus,

Bosanquet writes that, "[tlhe family and the neighbourhood

% This relationship is important for Bosangquet. One of
the problems in dealing with poverty, Bosanquet argues, is
that "the poor" are generally considered to be a class, but
have no distinctive service or function (see PTS 294-297).
Thus, it is difficult to propose specific measures about what
is to be done to improve their situation.
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sustain and colour the individual 1life, but the vocation
stamps and moulds it" (PTS 290). But it is important to
remember that one’s ‘class’ is not as such determined by one’s
birth or one’s place in a social hierarchy (PTS 290), and we
saw in the previous chapter Bosanquet’s opposition to class
privilege.¥ It is based, rather, on one’s capacities and
service. It is because a person’s social or occupational
class "moulds" his or her life, *hen, that Bosanquet empha-
sizes the concept of ‘position’ or function in his discussion
of the individual.

Although these and the other institutions that Bosangquet
mentions are distinct from one another (PTS 156), and while
some seem to precede others in time,*® Bosanquet still speaks
of society as an "individual organism" (PTS 23, quoting

Huxley) ,*

where each part is integrally connected to all the
others (PTS 156).% Thus, society is neither an accidental
association of individuals or institutions nor normally

subject to dissolution (PTS 147). Moreover, no ‘institution’

3 In Chapter 3, section 2.3. See also Bosanquet’s remarks
in Fs 276.

% At least, some may appear to be less ‘complex’. Thus,
in light of Arlstotle s discussion in Book I of the Politics
one might say that the idea of the family is not —cnly
epistemologically or ontologlcally, but temporally, prior to
the state. Still, it is not obvious that this is Bosangquet’s
considered view. See his remarks on the relation of the state
to social institutions in sections 2.1 and 3.1 below.

¥ See also Bradley, ES 162, 173-174, n. 1

% see Harris, p. 40.
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is reducible to any other; each has a distinctive role within
the social order, and each is necessary for tbe development of
2 human person. But, one might ask, what is Bosanquet’s
argument for this view of society? This will bs the subject of

the next two subsections.

1.2 Society as a Unity

Much like Rousseau, Bosanquet sees society as "a moral
and collective body" (PTS 86)% and, as noted in the previous
chapter, he maintains that it exists and functions as such
because it is permeated by a set of ‘dominant ideas’-~the
general will. Recall Bosanguet’s view that the ‘general wiil’
reflects a common social good, and it is in virtue of this
common good (and, consequently, this will), that unity and the
coordination of activities in society are possible. In fact,
Bosanguet writes that "{t]he General Will is as much implied
in the life of a society as some sort of will for good in the
life of an individual" (TS 102). It is even described by
Bosangquet as béing “the essence of human society" (PTS 87).

As an illustration of the kind of unity Bosangquet
believes to exist in society through the presence of this
general will, consider the comparison noted earlier (in
Chapter 3, section 3.3) between an army and a crowd. Even

though an army is composed of a number of distinct individ-

4 one should note, however, that this does not mean that
a society can function as a moral agent. This issue will be
explored below in sections 3.1 and 3.2.
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uals, it is capable of performing complex tasks. (Here, one
might think of military manoeuvres in time of war.) This is
possible, however, only because there exist certain ‘dominant
ideas’ and a shared expzrience present in both the military
hierarchy and the habits of each soldier. Even when the army
is not engaged in any particular activity, Bosanquet would say
that this ‘will’ or these ‘ideas’ relate individuals to one
another in a ‘quasi-permanent’ order (see PTS 150).

Now contrast this with the ‘activity’ of a crowd at a
public event, like a county fair. Even if one were to grant
that most, if not all, are there because of the event, the
particular motives for attending are likely quite varied, and

the coming together of the individuals as that particular

group is purely accidental. As suggested earlier, there is
certainly "no oneness of 1life or principle" (PTS 106)
expressed in the actions of the people present.

The ‘dominant ideas’ in a society, can be present in its
laws and rules (PTS 174) and even in its traditions and
customs (PTS 139) .4 They go bevond the external and enter
into the life of individuals just as the sense of the struc-
ture and hierarchy of an army can be said to enter into the
life of each soldier. Moreover, 3just as an army has a formal
structure, so Bosanquet sees society as divided into groups

with different functions--and, within each of these groups,

“ see, on this point, Bradley’s similar view (ES 174)
and, below (in sectien 2.1) how moral principles are present
in the law and social institutions.
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each member has a distinctive position which represents his or
her service to the whole. Thus, even though individuals have
different positions or functions, the continuing presence of
certain ideas serve both as a basis for organized activity
(e.g., as an animating principle in social life) and as a sign
and guarantee of unity. In fact, Bosanquet says that these
‘dominant ideas’ are present in the habitual action and in the
day~-to-day experience of all the members of a social group--
even if they are not fully conscious of them.

Still, a critic might argue that Bosanquet’s illustration
breaks down. After all, one generally explicitly chooses to
join an army and, sooner or later, leaves it. Might not the
same be true of an individual’s relation to society? -How can
Bosanguet show that society is not a voluntary association or
"a cooperative venture for mutual advantage"®--the "joint
stock company" of Herbert Spencer“--where each person par-
ticipates so far as it accords with his or her private
interests and where the association itself lasts only so long
as it achieves a limited, agreed-upon aim? Here, Bosanquet
would likely reply that Spencer’s view is based on a misunder-
standing of the nature of the individual and society, and the
relationships between them. But he goes further than this.

Bosanguet’s response to this objection is that human beings

“ John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, (Cambridge, MA: The
Belknap Press, 1971), p. 14.

4 gee Spencer, MS 181.
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are social beings, and that society exhibits an organic unity
hecause, strictly speaking, all social institutions exist on

the level of ‘mind’.

1.3 Society as Mind

Bosanquet’s view that society is a "structure of intelli-
gences" (PTS 195) or a set of '"mental systems" (PTS 161) has
been noted earlier. Of course, Bosanquet does not deny that
society consists of a number of institutions that exist in
space and time. Nevertheless, he claims that when we think of
a neighbourhood, for example, what we have is more than a
number of people and the places where they live or work. Every
social institution "implies a purpose or sentiment of more
minds than one, and a more or less permanent embodiment of it"
(PTS 277). Thus, it is not simply a matter of geography, but
the goals or sentiments of persons who live in a district,
that form the boundaries of that ‘community’.

Now, the district or neighbourhood is simply "a specimen
of social life as a whole" (PTS 285)*%. And, since the "par-
tial facts and experiences within [social 1life] demand
ultimate co-ordination in the category of wind" (PTS 45), it

is no surprise that Bosanquet should conclude that "society

¥ But it is only a specimen. According to Bosanquet,
without the presence of the state, one cannot find that
"universal law" which avoids the familiarity that exists in
neighbourhoods. Hence, Bosanquet recognizes the need to go
beyond the "village" of Aristotle or the city-state of
Rousseau.
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is... a body which at every point and in every movement

expresses the characteristics of a mind" (PTS 6-7).

To illustrate this description of society as a ‘mind’,
Bosangquet provides the example of a school. A school, he says,
is more than a pile of bricks and mortar with a certain number
of pupils and teacbers. Its functioning and its reality lie
"in the fact that certain living minds are connected in a
certain way" (PTS 159). To begin with, each person has a
particular position or function--an activity that serves to
contribute to and, hence, modify the institution as a whole.*
And these activities, which define who or what individuals are
within the school, also imply a relation to, and a recognition
of, the positions or functions held by others. Thus, .to be a
pupil requires a recognition of someone as having the function
of being a teacher, and vice yersa. MNoreover, these positions
and activities are determined by certain ideas which reflect
the nature and aims of the institution. These ideas are
present throughout the institution as a whole, and each pupil
and teacher is under their guidance in at least this one
aspect of his or her life.

A school, therefore, does not exist simply where there
are buildings, school yards, equipment, and so on. This is
simply a collection of matter in space and time. Naturally,

one could not describe what a school is without making

4% gpecifically, "[t]he pupil must be ready to learn in
his particuiar way and the teacher to teach in his particular
way" (PTS 160).
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reference to the physical environment in which the teachers
and pupils interact, but what is iﬁportant here is not the
simple existence of the environment, but its effects on the
ideas operative in the minds of the persons involved.

According to Bosanquet, then, strictly speaking, the
school is an intersection point where various elements,
themselves understood as minds, come into contact (see PTS
277) . Thus, the best descripticn of what a school is, is one
that presents it as an ‘institution’ that exists on the level
of mind. And this ‘institution’ exists in the minds of the
individuals one finds there.

This example of the school, Rosanquet believes, is but
one instance of how "every social group or institution is the
aspect in space and time of & set of corresponding mental
systems in individual minds" (PTS 161). Like a school, social
institutions in particular and society as a whole, require
‘external apparatus’ (PTS 159). Still, "social phenomena which
are among the most solid and unyielding of our experiences,
are nevertheléss ideal in their nature, and consist of
conscious recognitions, by intelligent beings" (PTS 33) and
the existence of shared ‘dominant ideas’--the general will.
Thus, social life is impossible without, and is inseparable
from, mutual recognition.

Yet neither does this view of society as ‘mind’ imply
that there is some supra-individual ‘entity’ called ‘society’

existing independently of those who comprise it. Just as the
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notion of a school implies--and could not exist without--
certain dominant ideas also being present in the individual
consciousnesses of its members, ¢o society does not and cannot
exist without fundamental and common ideas being present in
the minds of individuals.¥

To see society as Bosanguet presents it, then, is to see
it as reflecting a mind (PTS 158) which is also a group of
minds (i.e., of individuals and institutions), expressed in
human minds. It 1is, moreover, to recognize that society
functions under the influence of dominant ideas (since social
life requires a coordination in mind (PTS 45)), and that it
has a spiritual function or common good {that is, to
‘spiritualise’ human persons) (PTS 187).

Given this description of ‘society’, one can understand
how Bosanguet is led to reject the liberal individualist view
that society could be based on a voluntary association. Since
society consists of a series of reciprocal recognitions by
individual minds, and since it is permeated by a single set of
dominant ideas that have a common good in view, then the
relation of the parts to the whole in a social order cannot,
he believes, be purely optional. The social nature of human

beings is not based merely on need but, as we have seen, on

47 cpollini sees parallels between Bosanguet and Durkheim

in viewing society as a spirit or mind. See Stefan Collini,
"Sociology and Idealism," pp. 13-14.
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the nature of consciousness. And society is, therefore,

fundamentally, an organic unity.®

1.4 Recapitulation

An understanding of Bosanquet’s analysis of the nature of
society is necessary in order to appreciate its role in his
theory of rights--though a complete statement of this theory
cannot be given independently of his account of the state. The
preceding outline, then, should explain, what--at least in
general terms--the role of social institutions is, and that
these institutions are ‘part’ of society understood as an
tindividual organism". It should, moreover, remind the reader
that Bosanquet insists that society is an organic unity, and
not a voluntary association. It will also have explained why
Bosanguet holds that society is such a unity--that it is an
-institution that exists on the level of ‘mind’ and, specifi-
cally, on the basis of a set of mutual recognitions.

Most importantly, however, this account of society will
aliow the reader to understand what Bosanquet sees as its
relation to the state--for, as noted earlier, it is just this
point that has been the focus of many of the criticisms of his
political thought. It is to Bosanquet’s analysis of the state,

then, that I now turn.

% Bradley would seem to push this unity even further.
Recall his comment that "[u)nless there is a real identity in
men, the ‘Inasmuch as ye did it to the least of these’ becomes
an absurdity" (ES 334-335, n. 2.)



2. _The State

2.1 The Nature and Role of the State

As we saw in the first section of this chapter, it has
been alleged that Bosanquet does not provide a clear statement
of either the nature of the state or its purpose. It was,
moreover, noted in Chapter 2 (section 3), that sometimes
Bosangquet employs the term ‘state’ to describe that social
institution which is concerned with law and force (PTS 173)%,
and that, at other times, he appears to use it to refer to an
ideal of what the state should be like. Thus, some accuse
Bosangquet of a fundamental ambiguity--of confusing descriptive
and normative accounts--in his analysis of the nature and role
of the state. Others, as we have seen, criticize his account

as being ahistorical--of ignoring, for example, the role of

accident in its development. Obviously, then, Bosanquet’s
notion of ‘the state’ demands some elaboration.
But is his account really that problematic? To begin

with, when one looks closely at his discussion in The Philo-

sophical Theory of the State, it is clear that he does not

intend to describe the actual structure of existing European
states~-but neither does he mean to talk about something
ideal. Throughout his work, Bosanguet repeatedly insists that
"philosophy has to understand and not to dictate".® Since the

purpose of political philosophy "is to understand what a State

¥ see also PIV 311, n. 1.

0 see, for example, SS 161.
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is," it is, he says, "not necessary for this purpose that the
State which is analysed should be ‘ideal,’ but only that it
should be a State" (PTS 232). When he refers to the ‘state’,
then, Bosanquet has in mind neither an ‘ideal’ State nor some
particular state but the nation state gua state (Fs 274)%. In
short, his object is simply to provide a description of the
state in much the same way a physiologist might provide a
description of the nature of a human being (PTS 232), that is,
by giving a generic account--an account of the ‘average’
being=--but not an idealized one.

Thus, Bosanquet describes the state as something that is
"territorially determined" little by little (PTS xlviii; see
FS 283) and that has a distinctive history and development.
But, while clearly aware of its historical basis, Bosanquet
would also say that the state is ‘natural’, in the sense that

it is implied by the nature of the individual,® and that this

! Bosanguet notes, in FS, that he is "a good deal

surprised that.nearly all recent critics have stumbled... in
this simple matter of interpretation", and that Hegel himself
pointed out the difference between talking about "states" and
talking about "the state" (See Hegel'’s Philosophy of Right,
sec. 258, zusatz [tr. Knox, p. 156]). Bosanquet asks whether
his critics would "find the same difficulty in the title of a
book on ‘the heart’ or ‘the steam engine’" (FS 274-275).

® This account of the state as "natural" is clearly in
keeping with Bosanquet’s understanding of “nature" (see
Chapter 3, section 1.2, above). The account of nature that
Bosanquet is using here is, as noted above, indebted to
Aristotle (see Politics, Book I, Chapter 2, 1252b 30-33):
"[f]lor what each thing is when fully developed, we call its
nature..." (Politics, tr. Benjamin Jowett, in The Basic Works
of Aristotle, ed. Richard McKeon, (New York: Random House,
1941) .



262
development is not purely accidental or arbitrary.*® According
to Bosanguet, "{i]f you start with a human being as he is in
fact, and try to devise what will furnish him with... a stable
purpose capable of doing justice to his capacities... you will
be driven on by the necessity of the facts at least as far as
the State™ (PTS 140).* It is the nation state, he believes,
that is "the widest organization which has the common experi-
ence necessary to found a common life" (PTS 298). There is,
then, no place for a social contract theory in his analysis.

The function or purpose of the state is (as it is for all
social institutions) to contribute to the realization of what
we have seen Bosanguet call "the best life" (PTS 188) or "the
perfection of human personality" (PTS 189)--which he elsewhere
describes as "self-completeness® and "self-realisation".® The
distinctive contribution of the state to this end is that it

establishes and enforces laws or rules. Moreover, given that

3 Thus, Bosanguet says that "...there is logic underneath
the apparent accident..." (PTS 172), and this ‘logic’ is

related to the "unity of communal experience" (FS 283). See
alsc FS 275.

% According to Bosangquet, Fichte proposes an analogous
idea, that a self implies a society of selves which implies
laws (PTS 227). One finds this view as well in the work of
other idealists--even those professedly opposed to Bosanquet
(see Rudolf Metz, A Hundred Years of British Philosophy, tr.
J.W. Harvey, T.E. Jessop and Henry Sturt, ed. J.H. Muirhead,
[London: Allen and Unwin, 1938], pp. 301-305). For example,
according to (Sir) Herry Jones, the state is "the product, in
every part, of the rational nature of man, and by far the most
glorious exhibition of his powers" (The Working Faith of a
Social Reformer and Other Essays, [London: Macmillan, 1910},
p. 17).

5 See Bosanguet SS 58, 148 and 159.



263
humans are beings with an "animal nature", society needs an
institution to support and nmintain "human consciousness, |
owing to its animal limitations" (PTS 171). In fact, it is
precisely so far as it is "habitually recognised as a unit
lawfully exercising force" (PTS 173) that the state is
distinguished from society.*

But while the presence of the state is particularly
evident when it is carrying out certain public functions like
law enforcement, Bosanguet says that it is more than a
legislative power, an executive or a civil service. The state
is not simply the government or the "political fabric" (PTS
140; PIV 311; PTS 1xil) of society. In fact, it is not a
single isolable entity at all. It is, rather, that set of
"institutions" (PTS 140) that serves as "ultimate arbiter and
regulator, maintainer of mechanical routine, and source of
authoritztive suggestion" (PTs 173).% Its primary functions
are to eliminate the obstacles that individuals encounter in
working towards the common good, to settle conflicts, and to
organise and coordinate social living (PTS 1lviii).

In order to carry out these functions, Bosangquet does say
that the state must have absolute physical power over the

individual (PTS 192; FS 273; FS 283-284). As noted in Chapter

% gee also PIV 311, n. 1. For a contemporary, though dis-
tinct, account of this aspect of the state, see George Sabine,
"The Concept of State as Power", in Philosophical Review, XXIX
(1920), pp. 301-318, esp. pp. 302 and 303.

57 this, Bosanguet writes, is the "distinctive attribute"
or work of the state (See PTS 174-175).
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1 (section 2.42), there is no obvious good to be achieved, he
thinks, in the a priori limitation of its authority (PTS 172).
Moreover, if there were no single institution with supreme
power, “"conflicting adjustments might be imposed upon [ah
person]... by diverse authorities having equal power and right
to enforce his obedience" (PTS 173). Thus, for individuals to
know what they must do, for social unity to be ensured and for
there to be an authoritative arbitratior of disputes, there
must be an institution with supreme authority. "[Y]ou cannot
have just as much or as little of them [i.e., "sovereignty and
the truly absolute state"] as you may choose" (PTS xiii; cf.
FS 274), Bosanguet insists. Clearly, Bosanguet rejects any
view of the state as a free association of individuals for a
limited goal, determined explicitly by, and always subject to,
their private wills.®

Still, absolute power is not ascribed to the state g
priori--he refers to its "ultimateness de facto" (PTS 175).
The nation state has an absolute power over individuals simply
because there is no other existing authority outside of or
beyond it (such as a world state) to which it could be

subject.” Nor is this state ‘absolutist’ in the way that

% See Spencer, MS 179-181 and also the criticisms cof

Laski, Cole and Hobhouse (noted at the beginning of this

chapter) on the requirement that the state be subject to
individual scrutiny.

¥ PBosanquet’s scepticism about the possibility of
effective international political organizations has been noted

already in Chapter 2, section 3. (See also "The Wisdom of
Naaman’s Servants," in Social and Internationa de :
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totalitarian states are. Bosanquet explicitly asserts that
"the state is not the ultimate end of life"™ (FS 271), and says
that, so far as self-government is possible, the arbitrary
exercise of absolute power is irrational.¥® In fact, through-
out his work he champions both representative government and
universal suffrage.® Thus, it is clearly misleading to say,
as Marcuse does, that Bosanquet’s theory makes "the individual
a victim of the hypostatized state universal, so characteris-

tic of the later Fascist ideology".%®

Studies in Patriotism, {London: Macmillan, 1917], pp. 302-320,
esp. pp. 314-315, and FS.} It was, interestingly, a scepticism
shared by Bertrand Russell (FS 282, n. 1; FS 293). But, by
1919, Bosanguet does seem to hold out some hope for a ‘world-
State’ (FS 294) or "League of Nations" (PTS 1lix). This
question is discussed by Peter P. Nicholson in "Philosophical
Idealism and International Politics: A Reply to Dr. Savigear,"
British Journal of International Studies, 2 (1976), pp. 76-83,
pp. 78~79.

® vincent and Plant, p. 104 and footnote 50.

8! see PTS Chapter 3 and Nicholson, British Idealists, p.
214. Nicholson aiso notes that "[d)emocracy is the political
and social system best able to allow Bosanquet’s social logic
to work itself out and the General Will to emerge" (Nicholson,
British Ideallsts, pp. 217-218).

2 Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revelation: Hegel and_the
rise of Social Theory, 2nd ed., (Boston: Beacon Press, 1960),

P. 393. As evidence here, Marcuse draws on a passage from PTS
that suggests Bosanquet’s notion of the concrete universal.
But is it important to note that Bosanquet’s concrete univer-
sal is not a hypostatized or reified abstract universal.
Moreover, the root of Marcuse’s objection seems to be that
Bosanquet is an anti-individualist and, hence, anti-liberal.
But while Bosanquet would reject individualism, it does not
follow that he must reject liberalism. Finally, as is obvious
from the statement of his view of self-government, Bosanguet’s
theory of the state is quite unlike that suggested by Fascism.
In Fascism, the state provides an external unlty, in
Bosanquet’s view, while the state guarantees unity, it is a
product of internal forces in the nature of community.
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Understood as an institution that "hinders" activity and
exercises force, the state has a ‘negative’ character. But its
contribution to the "best life" also includes several positive
features. It is, for example, "the ope‘ative criticism of
institutions" (PTS 140)--where "criticism" means the task of
harmonising and readjusting "a mass of data to bring them into
a rational shape" (PTS 111). Through the legal system, the
state rscognizes and protects institutions, individuals and
their positions in society, and it is because the state is the
authoritative source of the recognition of positions that it
is, ultimately, required for the existence of rights. Aga.a,
it is through the official recognition of marriages, of the
laws governing contracts, and so forth, that it provides the
basis for social activity and for an organized social life
(PTS 257).% Not only is the state able, therefore, to hold

"together a complex hierarchy of groups" (PTS xxviii)=--to

Curiously, perhaps, Marcuse does not raise this objection
against Gentile or Croce in his later discussion of "Fascist
‘Hegelianism’" (op. cit., pp. 402-409).

Perhaps the best explanation of this misreading is that
Marcuse draws almost entirely oni Rudolf Metz and L.T. Hebhouse
for his assessment of Bosangquet’s views. Though for different
reasons, both of these authors saw later British idealism as
abandoning in some way the liberal ideas of its predecessors.

(See Chapter 5, section 2 below for a more complete discussion
of this issue.)

8 Again: "It is no more conceivable that social 1life
should go on without force and authoritative custom... than
that individual life shounld go on without sub-consciocusness
and automatism" (PTS 143-144).
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function as a principle of unity (PTS 172)--but it sustains in
its own way all other social institutions.®

Bosangquet would also =laim that the state (in this large
sense) is essential to a person’s awareness of his or her
individuality. On the one hand, it exhibits those charac-
teristics which are common to, and which underlie, human
personality in general.® On the other, (as noted in Chapter
3, section 2.2), because of its existence at the level of
human consciousness, it enables individuals to become con-
scious of their particularity--it gives = person the back-
ground so that he may "abstract himself from the whole" (PTS

201)%. It is, indeed, through the state that the places

# Although social institutions are distinct from one
another (PTS 156), and while some seem to precede others in
time each, Bosanquet says, is "a growth dependent on the
spirit and protection of the State" (PTS 279). The existence
of the family requires, for example, the existence of laws
concerning marriage, property and inheritances. Again, since
it is the state which recognizes the positions individuals
have in society, recognizes the rights necessary to performing
their corresponding functions, and prohibits outside interfer-
ence in the exercise of these rights, it is clear that, in the
final analysis, one’s position in the social framework is
rooted in, and sustained by the state. Nevertheless, as noted
above in section 1.1, no one ‘institution’ is resolvabkle into
any other; each continues in its own way to the realisation of
the perscn.

65 I}t gathers up into itself the various sides of me,
is the symbol of my multiple self, is ny multiple self brought
to significance, to self-realisation" (PTS 1lviii).

% in short, the individual has his or her individuality
only through the social consciousness (FS 281; see Bosanguet,
Psycholo of the Morzl Self, [London: Macmillan, 1904], p.
51). Similarly, Bradley writes that "when [a man] can separate
himself from that world, and know himself apart from it, then
by that time his self... is penetrated, infected, character-
ized by the existence of others" (ES 172).
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individuals have in society are definitively recognized and
that they come to see what they have in themselves to be (see
PTS 118).

Furthermore, as suggested in Chapter 3 (section 3.5),
Bosanquet insists that the state must guarantee and foster
liberty. But by ‘liberty’, of course, Bosanguet does not mean
simply allowing individuals to do as they choose. ‘Liberty’
means having the opportunity to be "the best that we have it
in us to be", that is, to realise ourselves (PTS 119). Thus,
the state has as its goal the individual self-realisation.

But Bosanquet goes further; liberty is to be found only
in the state (see PTS 230-236). Following Hegel and Kant,¥
Bosanquet notes that the "free mind" cannot exist “[e]xcept by
expressing itself in relation to an ordered life" (PTS 236).
Because of this, and because the freedom or self-realisation
of an individual is something objective and distinct from what
he or she may want, Bosanquet concludes, as we saw earlier,
that one can be "forced to be free" (PTS 119; PTS 90).

Still, Bosanquet insists that this does not diminish
either the value of liberty or of one’s dignity. He maintains

that, if the state uses force to hinder the liberty (i.e., the

% Bosanguet cites Kant that man "has totally abandoned
his wild lawless freedom in order to find his entire freedom
again undiminished in a lawful dependence, that is, in a
condition of right or law; (undiminished), because this
dependence springs from his own legislative will" (PTS 226).
See Kant, Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Rechtslehre (1797)
in Die Metaphysik der Sitten, 2. Teil, 1. Abschnitt, ed.
Benzion Kellermann, in Kant’s Werke, Band 7, ed. Ernst
Cassirer, (Berlin, 1916), S 47, p. 122.
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full realization) of an individual, it acts in contradiction
to its end and is incompatible with itself. In fact, he says
that a "complex of institutions" or a state is properly
criticized if it does not provide for or encourage liberty
(PTS xxx; PTS 186}.

Finally, although the state cannot, Bosangquet says,
enforce morality (since it c¢-i-ot make a person act from a
moral motive) (PTS xxxv; PTi 17v), it is "the guardian of
moral interests" (PTS 1; PTS 302; FS 278; FS 288) and a moral
guide and, hence, is essential for the development of moral
personality. The state and social institutions express and
reflect the content of the general will (i.e., the ‘dominant
ideas’ in a society)® and, since the general will has as its
object the common good, the state provides a concrete indica-
tion of the requirements of morality.® Moreover, as an
institution that acts as a ‘requlator’ and a ‘source of
authoritative suggestion’, the state protects and directs the
activity of individuals (and of society as a whole) towards

that common good.” Yet Bosanguet sees the state also as

® This has been noted aiready, in Chapter 3, section 3.4.

. % See Bradley, ES 199-200: "What is the ‘world’ in this
sense? It is the morality already existing ready to hand in
laws, institutions, social usages, moral opinions and feel-
ings." According to Green, moral principles are present in
laws and institutions (LPPO, sec. 215).

" Here one sees a rejection of the modern separation
between law and morality. As one finds in contemporary
communitarian thought, the state is not to assume a neutral
role in acting as an arbiter in society, and it is to aid in
the moral development of its citizens. (See Alasdair
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participating in moral development in a more direct way.
Recall that the state "is constantly reminding us of our
duties™ (PTS 142). It blocks the bad will (PTS 1xi) and,
through its use of punishment, for example, “"brings us to our
senses... [and] makes us conscious of our errors and the moral
decision to improve our behaviour" (PTS 208). In the state and
through its help, then, Bosanquet believes that "we find at
once discipline and expansion, the transfiguration of partial
impulses, and something to do and to care for, such as the
nature of a human self demands" (PTS 140). In this way, as
well, the state contributes to the development of the individ-
ual and, hence, to the realization of "the best life."

In light of the multiplicity of functions it performs,
then, it is clear why Bosanquet regards the state as an
‘ethical idea’. And, given his understanding of the nature of
‘Vinstitutions’ and the role of the state in the development of
an individual’s self and moral consciousness, one can see why
Bosanquet will maintain that it exists on the level of ‘mind’.
Despite the «criticism that his account is "too
intellectualist" or metaphysical, he would argue that, to see
the state in the way he describes is not to make it less real
and efficacious, but to see it as it really functions. The

state enters into the minds and pzrsonalities of individuals

MacIntyre, After Virtue, 2nd ed., [Notre Dame, IN: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1984], p. 172, and William Galston,
Liberal Purposes: Goods, Virtues and Diversity in the e
State, [New York: Cambridge University Press, 1991]).
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and contributes to their development. And it is important to
realize that this is not a one-way street--it also reflects
the minds which compose it. And so Bosanguet writes that
"States are diverse embodiments of the human spirit" (PTS
x1lviii) and that every state is "characterised... by individ-
ual missions or functions which furnish for every state its
distinctive contribution to human life" (FS 275).

In response to the first set of criticisms noted at the
beginning of this chapter~-that his description of the state
is ambiguous, or covertly "Hegelian", or too abstract . or
metaphorical--Bosanquet would give the following reply. When
he refers to the state as "an organic unity", he is thinking
of a cooperative and mutually dependent relationship that
exists on the level of mind. It is not to be identified with
Hegel’s ‘State’ and, while there is a normative dimension to
this notion, Bosanquet is not simply shifting between two
different definitions of it. Moreover, Bosanguet’s account
does not ignore the role of history, of accident or of choice
but affirms, father, that the most important developments in
the state occur at the level of human consciousness. In fact,
it is at just this level that one can understand how states

have the power they do.

2.11 Taw
Since law is a creation of, and is enforced by, the

state, one can easily infer Bosanquet’s account of the nature
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of law.” As noted in Chapter 1, one of the reasons why
Bosanguet rejects the theories of rights of Bentham, Spencer
and Mill is that they rest on a misunderstanding of the nature
of law--specifically, of its relation to the individual. All
would, no doubt, agree that ‘the law’ is a set of "general
rules" enforced by the state in order to "carry out a univer-
sal end in a plurality of units" (PTS 173). But Bosangquet sees
it also as reflecting the general or ‘real’ will of the
individual (PTS 95) and as aiming at a common good which is
also the individual’s good. Law cannot exist apart from the
positive convictions or sentiments of individuals (PTS 36)
that serve as supports for it. And while the unity of law is
guaranteed by the unity of the state, ultimately this unity
depends on and is provided by the underlying "social spirit of
a people" (PTS 38).

It is through the law that the state not only regulates
but contributes to the stability of social institutions.”™ Law
is also the means by which the allocation of rewards (and,
invariably, of'punishments) (PTS 205) is determined, and is an
essential part of the state’s power to influence the
individual’s will. Furthermore, the existence of a law

indicates that there is a recognition of something that is

I gee Bosangquet’s discussion of the different senses of
law in PTS 240-243.

72 T have noted earlier (p. 266) Bosanquet’s view on the
existence of law as being necessary to the existence of the
family.
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"worth maintaining", such that a violation of the law would be
an offense against the common good (PTS 36).
In short, the law is not--as it is in Bentham and Austin-
-the mere command of the sovereign (PTS 37; PTS 243); on
Bosanquet’s view, it represents the will of the individual.
And while it is true that the law possesses a coercive
element, Bosanguet insists that the ‘limits’ imposed by the
law are not foreign to human nature and, in fact, are necess-
ary to individuals for their self-realization and growth.” As
we have seen, the putative opposition between the individual
and the law reflects an ‘individualism’ that Bosanquet
explicitly rejects. It is far from being (as the "theories of
the first look" would have it) an evil (see PTS 53ff.). Thus,
the ‘restrictions’ imposed by law and the expansioﬁ of human
freedom go together, for there is no liberty where there is an

absence of law (PTS 181-182).

2.2 The Moral Authority of the State

Given the‘preceding analysis of the nature of the state
and his concept of the general will, Bosangquet believes that
he can account for the state’s apparent moral authority and

the existence of political obligation.

® Bosanquet says that "law and order" is the "condition
and guarantee" of ou: liberty (PTS 119), and that the power of
the state and law are opposed to our ‘animal nature’, but not
to our individuality (PTS 171).
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To begin with, on Bosanquet’s view, the state forms our
world. It is "the fly-wheel of our life" (PTS 142). As we saw
earlier, "[{i]ts system is constantly reminding us of duties...
All individuals are continually reinforced and carried on
beyond their average immediate consciousness by the knowledge,
resources, and energy which surrounds them in the social
order" (PTS 142). More concretely, the state is necessary for
the existence and functioning of social institutions--all of
which is necessary to human life itself. In short, as we have
seen Bosanguet argue above, it is by means of the state that
human beings are progressively realized (PTS 138) and civi-
lized (PTS 172). But its authority is based on more than its
utility. Bosanquet rejects, as we have seen, not only that the
individual could be a ‘means’ to the state, but that the state
could be a means to the individual. Fundamentally, the state
possesses its moral weight because (as we have seen at the end
of Chapter 3) it is a reflection of the individual’s ‘real
will’ and--what amounts to the same thing-~-the ‘common good’.
Bosanquet}s reasons for this are clear, though they have
beer subject to much criticism. Here we can combine the
conclusions of the present chapter with those of the previocus
one. To begin with, where there is a shared history or cooper-
ation among persons in view of a common good, one finds the
presence of certain ‘dominant ideas’~-~-the general will. Now,

as this general will is each individual’s ‘real will’,™ and

7 This has been argued above in Chapter 3, section 3.2.



275
given Bosanquet’s acceptance of the principle that an individ-
ual is ultimately subject only to him or herself (PTS 134),
eaclh: person is subject to the general will.

One’s ‘real will’, Bosanguet has argued, is never
completely given in an individual’s consciousness, just as
human nature is never completely given in any one human being.
An individual must go beyond him or herself to the ‘system of
intelligences’ in which he or she is an integral part. This
‘system’ is what Bosanquet means by ‘society’, and it is here
that one has the best chance of being able to discern the
ideas dominant in consciousness.

Thus, in answer to the question, "“How can individuals
know what their ‘real wills’ regquire of them?", Bosanquet’s
answer is (as noted earlier, in Chapter 3) that "[t]lhe social
system under which we live... represents the general will"
(PTS 186). And this, too, explains the basis of political
obligation, for "any system of institutions which represents
to us, on the whole, the conditions essential to affirming
such a will.... such as to constitute a tolerably complete
life, has an imperative claim upon our loyalty and obedi-
ence..." (PTS 139).” And since social life is impossible
without the existence of the institution which ‘enforces
general rules’, we have an obligation to obey the state.

Consequently, not only is the exercise of power by the state

5 1t appears that one finds here a trace of Kant’s
hypotheticals, in that ‘consent’, here, seems to be based on
the principle that ‘he who wills the end, wills the means’.



276
morally legitimate, since it is a reflection of the will and
the nature of the human person, but--since one’s will and
one’s good are objective, and not just based on one’s private
desires--the state can legitimately demand a person’s obedi-
ence, even if that person has not explicitly given assent (PTS
119, n. 2).7 But, having said this, does Bosanguet not give
us reason to believe that he is putting the state above

limitation and moral criticism?”

2.3 The Nature and Limit of State Action

Since the state described by Bosanguet is not, strictly
speaking, based on consent and since its power is--at least,
de facto--absolute, is it true, as some critics have arguegd,
that therefore the state has no limits? By holding such a view
of the state, hasn’t Bosanquet abandoned the more moderate
position, set by T.H. Green? Bosanguet admits that he is much
more favourable to the state than Green (PTS ix), and he seems
much less concerned than Green about imposing limits on its
activity (PTS.269-271). Indeed, he says that there is little
with which the state should not concern itself (PTS xii), and

that one may not choose as much or as little of the state as

one would like (PTS xiii}.

7 See Bradley, ES 184 and section 3.2 below on "the State
and Moral Criticism" where Bosanquet explicitly endorses
Bradley’s view.

7 see Hobhouse, p. 25.
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Yet, while Bosangquet criticizes the analysis of the
minimalist state given by both Spencer and Mill, it is clear
that he wishes to avoid any semblance of a mechanistic
collectivism or statism which would force people to perform
their duties (PTS 63) or which would replace individual
initiative and activity.” In fact, Bosanquet insists on
limiting coercive authority as far as possible (see PTS 51;
PTS 63) and he frequently underscores the importance of
individual action. Recall the earlier discussion of individu-
ality, for example, in which Bosanquet says that, in social
work, one must "individualise the case"” and that the auto-
matic appeal to a "State agency" to solve a problem by "brute
force" is a "very poor% response to a situation.®  Indeed,
Hobhouse accuses Bosanquet of not being sufficiently aware of
the service that the state can provide.®
Where, then, does Bosangquet stand on the limits of state
action? First, although the state holds ultimate authority in
society, it is important to realise that it exists in order to
carry out cerfain tasks, and it is the very nature of these

taske that imposes 1limits on the state. As noted above,

 on the emphasis on character and individualism, see
Vvincent and Plant, pp. 101-112.

» Bosanquet, "The Affinity of Philosophy and Casework,"
in Social and International Ideals: Being Studies in Patriot-
ism, {(London: Macmillan, 1917), pp. 161-182, at p. 164.

8 gee "The Affinity of Philosophy and Casework," pp. 166~
167.

8l Hobhouse, p. 78, n. 1.
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generally this means that, through its power and through the
establishment of law, the state aims at the "hindrance of
hindrances" (PTS xxiii; cf. PTS xxxii and 182-184) or punish-
ing those who impede others in the exercise of their 1lib-
erty¥~--and this ‘function’ is itself justified by the state’s
more fundamental role of clearing the way for moral activity
and individual development.

Moreover, the state is, Bosanquet says, limited in how it
does this and in how far it can go. For example, since
Bosanguet holds that it is the motive that gives moral value
to an action, once an action is constrained, it is removed
from the moral sphere (PTS 178-179)%, and the corresponding
opportunity to contribute to the moral development. of the
agent is removed. Thus, Bosanguet concludes that the state
should do only what is reguired to enable individuals to act--
not attempt to bring about some end on their behalf.

Cconsequently, when the state acts, and particularly when
it coerces, it must be certain that three conditions are
satisfied:¥ first, that there is an important potentiality in
some individual that is being frustrated; second, that the

"liberation" of the resources of character and intelligence

82 Bosanquet sees this as identical to the protection of
rights taken as a whole (PTS 215).

8 collini ("Hobhouse, Bosanquet and State," p. 99) sees
here a tendency towards Kantianism.

84 one will recall that Mill finds three similar prin-
ciples that provide limits on state action in L 107-109.
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that will follow is greater than the restrictions imposed on
the person; and, finally, that it is better that the action be
done--even from the motive of fear of legal consequences--than
that it not take place (PTS 179-180). Even though Bosanquet
says that one may not choose to have as much or as little of
the state as one wishes (PTS xiii), it does not follow that he
thinks that the state can do as it pleases.

Yet despite these ‘limits’ on its activity, the state is
by no means restricted to guaranteeing ‘negative liberty’. The
state may act ‘positively’ in providing individuals with the
means for moral action (PTS 183), even if it cannot itself act
morally or directly promote a moral (or spiritual) end (PTS
xxxvi).® As examples here, Bosanguet mentions building
schools in order to combat illiteracy, and controlling the
sale of liquor to limit alcohol abuse (PTS 178).

Nevertheless, the state cannot (and should not) do
everything; for example, Bosanquet argues against a state
attempting to guarantee full employment or providing housing
for everyone (PTS 178)%. But when he insists that state
intervention should be restricted, it is not because it would
violate individual 1liberty or the ‘line of demarcation’

between ‘self’ and ‘other’, as in individualist theories.

¥ As noted earlier, while Bosanguet allows th