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CHAPTER TWO

CONSTRAINED AND
UNCONSTRAINED
VISIONS

At the core of évery moral code there is 4 pic:
ture of human nature, a map of the universe, ,
and a version of history. To ‘buman natire (of
the sort conceived), in a universe (of the kind ‘
imagined), after a history (so. understood), the =
rules of the code apply. ' V
—WALTER LipPman!?

Social visions: differ in their basic conceptions of the 1ia-
ture of man. A creature from another planet who seught
information about human beings from reading William
Godwin’s Enquiry Concerning Political Justice in 1798 would
hardly recognize man, as he- appears there,. as the:same
being who was described in The Federalist: Papers just five
years earlier. The contrast would be only slightly less:if
- he compared man as he appearedin Thomas Paine and

in Edmund Burke, or today in John Kenneth-Galbraith
and in Friedrich A. Hayek. Even the speculative pre-his-
tory of man as a wild creature in nature differs drastically
between the free, innocent being conceived by Jean-Jacques
Rousseau and the brutal participant in the bloody war of
each against all conceived by Thomas Hobbes,

The capacities and limitations of man are implicitly seen
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CONSTRAINED AND UNCONSTRAINED VISIONS

in radically different terms by those whose explicit philo-
sophical, political, or social theories are-built-on different
visions. Man’s moral and mental natures are:seen so dif-
ferently that their respective concepts of knowledge and
of institutions necessarily différ -as- well: Social-causation
itself is conceived differently, ‘both-ds:to: mechanics and
results. ‘Time-:and..its: ancillary. pheriomena—traditions,
contracts, -economic speculation; for ‘example—are also
viewed quite differently in theories based on different vi-
sions. The abstractions which-are:part-of all theories tend
to be viewed..as more real by ‘followers- of some visions
than by followers of .opposing-visions. Finally, those who
believe in some visions view-themselves'in‘a-very:different
moral role from the way: the ‘followers: of ‘other: visions
view themselves. The ramifications of these conflicting vi-
sions extend.into economic, judicial; military; philosophi-
cal, and political decisions. e

Rather than attempt the impoisible:task of following all
these ramifications in eacli of the myriad of social visiois,
the discussion. here will group .these visions:into-two broad
categories—the constrained vision and the-unconstrained
vision. These will be abstractiens: of convenience;. recog-
nizing that there are.degrees in.both: visions; that a con-
tinuum has been dichotomized, that in-the-real world:there
are often elements of each inconsistently grafted: on to
the other, and innumerable combinations-and permuta-
tons. With all these caveats, it is now.possible to:turn: to
an outline of the two-visions, and:spetifics-on: the nature
of man, the nature of knowledge, and.the nature of:social
processes, as Seen.in constrained and unconstrained-visions.

'The Constrained Vision

Adam Smith provided a: picture-of man whichi miay-help
make concrete the nature of a constrained vision. Writing

19
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A ConrricT OF VISions

as-a philosopher in 1759, nearly twenty years before he
became famous as an economist, Smith said in his Theory
of Moral Sentiments: - :

Let us suppose that the great empire of China,
with all its myriads of inhabitants, was suddenly
swallowed up by an carthquake, and let us con-
sider how a man of humanity in Europe, who
had no sort of connection with that part of the
world, would react upon receiving intelligence of
this dreadful calamity, He would, I imagine, first
of all express very strongly his sorrow for the
misfortune of that unhappy people, he would
make many melancholy reflections upon the pre-
cariousness of human life; and the vanity of all
the labours of man, which could thus ke annihi-
lated in 2 moment. He would, too; perhaps, if he
was a man of speculation, enter into many rea-
sonings concerning the effects which this disas-
ter might produce upon the commerce of Europe,
and the trade and business of the world in gen-
eral. And when all this fine philosophy was over,
when all these humane sentiments had been once
fairly expressed, he would pursue his business-or
his pleasure, take his repose or his diversion, with
the same ease and tranquility as if no such’acci-
dent had happened. The. most frivolous disaster
which could befall himself would eccasion 2 more
real disturbance. If he was to lose hs little finger
tomorrow, he would not sleep: to-night;. but, pro-
vided he never saw them, he would snore with
the most profound security over the ruin of a
hundred million of his brethren. . , .2
The moral limitations of man in general, and his ego-
centricity in particular, were neither lamented by Smith
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"CONSTRAINED AND UUNCONSTRAINED VIsIONS

nor regarded as things to be changed. They were treated
as inherent:facts of life, the basic constraint-in his vision.
The fundamental moral and social challenge was to make
the best of the possibilities which existed within that con-
straint, rather: than: dissipate energies in an attempt to
change himan nature—an attempt that Smith treated as
both. vain and pointléss. For éxample, if it were somehow
possible to make the European feel poignantly the full
pain of those who-suffered in China, this state of mind
would be “perfectly useless,” according to Smith, except
to make him “miserable”,® without being of any benefit to
the Chinesé: Smith said: “Nature, it seems, when she loaded
-us-with our own sorrows, thought that they were enough,
and. therefore did: not command-us to take any further
share in those of others, than what was necessary to prompt:
us to relieve them.”t < .. . .. o L

Instead of regarding man’s maturé.as something that
could or should be changed, Smith attempted to deter-
mine how the moral and social benefits desired could be
produced in the most éfficient way, within that constraint.
Smith approached the: production and- distribution of
moral behavior iri:-much-the: samie way he would later ap-
proach the production and distribution of material goods.
Although he-was a: professor of moral philosophy; his
thought -processes. were already. those of an economist.
However, the constrained vision is by no means limited
to economists: Smith’s: contemperary-in politics, Edlmund
Buirke; perhaps best summarized the constrained vision
from a political perspective when he: spoke-of “a ‘radical
infirmity in all human contrivances,”® an .infirmity inher-
ent:in the: fundaméntal nature. of things. Similar views
were expressed by Alexander Hamilton, principal author
of The Federalist Papers:-.. . . . . -

It lS the lolr‘fe'f?- allhuman i'nstituﬁohs,‘ even those
of the most perfect kind, to have defects as well
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- A Coxrircr OF VIsions . -

«i-ag' excellenciesiill ds' well: 45 good’ propensities. .
.- This ‘vesults from: the imriperféction. of the Tristi~
Clearly, a society- carinot fupction -humanely, if 4t all,

‘when each’ person acts. as if his littte. finger-is: more i~
portant than. the lives of a hundred’niilion othér-huran
beings. But the crucial word: here is act. We cahnot “pre-
fer ourselves so shamelessly and blindly to others” when
we act, Smith said,” even if that is the spotitaiicous. or
natural inclination of our féelings. In pr tice; people o
interests of others;” aceording 1o Sinith,’ but this veas
to such intérvening: factors asdevotion: to- moral

ples, ‘to concepts of hohdr arid riobility; rathér

This was yet another wajyiti. whi

limtititions conceived: by Smith; cobild

22 ‘
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CONSTRAINED AND UNCONSTRAINED VISIONS

duce benefits for others, for reasons ultimately reducible
to self-interest. It was riot-an atomistic theory that individ-
ual self-interests added up to the interest of society. On
the contrary; the functioning of the econoihy and society
required-each individual to do things for other people; it
was sitnply the motivation behind these acts-—whether moral
or economic:—which was ultimately self-centered. Ini both
. his moral and his économic analyses; Smith relied on in-
centives rather than dispositions to get the job done.

The Unconstrained Vision
Perhaps no- other* eighteenthicentury book presents such
a contrast to. the vision of ‘man in Adam Smith as William
Godwin's. Enguiry Goncerning Political Justice; a work as re-
markable for its fate as its contents. An immediate success
upon its publication’iri: England in 1793, within a decade
it encountered :the chilling effect of British hostile reac-
tions to-ideas: popularly:associated with the French Revo-
lution, especially; aftéf Fraiice: becatiie ‘an’ enemy in war.
By the' difie: two; decides of warfire betieen the two
countries were endéd at-Witerloo, Godwin:and- his work
“had.: elegated to' the“periphery of intéllectual life,
‘subséquicntly best known for his influence on
“Yet: nio' work-of the; eightéenth-century “age of
v clearly; so”consistently; dnd so systematically
ncohstraified: vision'of man as did God-

- Whiére in’AdanySthith moral o socially beneficial be-

havior; could b evoked fioni man only by incentives, in

Williani Gedwirt thiin’s understanding and disposition were
cap: tentionially:ceéating social benefits. Godwin
o: betiefit others: as being: “of the
1d vittiie in firn s being the-road
ta hiiman hap ; tentional-sotial benefits: were
treated by Godwiii ds scarcely worthy of riotice:12 Mis was
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A ConrLICT OF VISIONS

the unconstrained vision of human nature, in which man
was capable of directly feeling other people’s needs as more
important than his own, and therefore of consistently act-
ing impartially, even when his own interests or those of
his family were involved.!® This was not meant as an em-
pirical generalization about the way most people cur-
rently behaved. It was meant as a statement of the
underlying nature of human potential. Conceding cur-
rent egocentric behavior did net imply that it was a per-
- ‘manent feature of human nature, as human nature was
conceived in the unconstrained vision. Godwin said: “Men
are capable, no doubt, of preferring an inferior interest
of their own to a superior interest of others; but this pref-
erence arises from a combination of circumstances and is
not the necessary and invariable law of our nature.” 4
Socially contrived incentives were disdained by Godwin
as unworthy and unnecessary expedients, when it was
possible to achieve directly what Smith’s incentives were
designed to achieve indirectly: “If a thousand men are to
be benefited, I ought to recollect that I.am only an atom
in the comparison, and to reason accordingly.” 18 Unlike
Smith, who regarded human selfishness as a2 given, God-
win regarded it as being promoted by the very system of
rewards used. to cope with it. The real solution toward
which efforts should be bent was to have people do what
is right because it is right, not because of psychic or eco-
nomic payments—that is, not because someone “has an-
‘nexed to it a great weight of self interest.®6 - | . .
Having an unconstrained vision of the yet untapped
moral potential of human beings, Godwin was not preoc-
cupied like Smith with what is the most iminediately ef-
fective incentive under the current state of things. The
real goal was the long-run development of a higher sense
of social duty. To the extent that immediately effective
incentives retarded that long-run development, their ben-
efits were illusory. The “hope of reward” and “fear of
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CONSTRAINED AND UNCONSTRAINED VISIONS

pnmshment” were, in Godwm ] v:smn, ‘‘wrong in_them-
selves” and “inimical to the improvement of the mind,” 17
In'this, Godwirx was. seconded by another. contemporary
exemplar-of the unconstramed visign, the .Marquis de
Condorcet, who re_;eCted the whole idea of “turnmg prej-
udices and. viges to. good account rather. than trying to
dlspel._ or. repress. them.” Such “mistakes” Condorcet traced
0 his adversaries’ vision of human nature—their confus-
mg “the ‘natural man” and his potential with existing man,
corrupted by pre_]udxces, artificial- passions. and” social
cust’:oms ”18 . BT

e e TRADE—OFFS
VERSUS SOLUTIONS

0 ry rudence is among the
".Burke c_alled it. “the first of all
g i$ good,” Burk x’d, “but in propor-
L 1 .re -”2°-—m short, a3 a trade-off. By
contrast, m__the um:qnsujamed visioni, where, mioral im-
provement has no fixed limit, Prudqnce isofa lower or-
’ in’ had ' little. use for. “those
, lists"—quite concelvably meaning Srmth‘-'-“who think
only.o "sumulaung.men to good deeds. by conmderanons
of frigi ée.and mercenary self-mterests’," instead
of seeking to- stimulate the. “generous and. magnammous
sentim nt.of our natures,” el
plicit i’ the uncanstramed v:sxon is I:he nouon that
the potenual is_very. different. from the actual, and that
means exist to.improve human nature toward its poten-

ual or _thal: such means can be evolved or dlscovered 80
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Co.xsmman AND UNCONSTRAINED VISIONS

solution is in fact what justifies the initial sacrifices O
transitional conditions which might otherwise be co®”
sidered unacceptable: Condorcet, for example, antiCl’
pated the eventual “reconciliation, the identification; ©
the interests of edch with the interests of all”—at whi
point, “the path of virtue is no longer arduous.”% Man
could act under the influence of a socially beneficial dis-
position, rather than siimply in response to ulterior incen”
tives.

" SOCIAL MORALITY
AND SOCIAL CAUSATION

Huran actions weré dichotomized by Godwin into the
beneficial 'and the harinful, and each of thesé in tarh Wa$

dichotomized into the intentional and the unintentiona):
The intentioiial création of benefits was called “virtue,

thie intentionial creation of harm was “vice”,37 and the u?
intentional creation of harm was “negligence,” a sub-sP€;
cies of vice.3® These definitions can be 'x‘epresénf-ed
schematically: ~ = =~ I

e ria—

. ... | BENEFICIAL | HARMFUL

,_./—

- Negligens®

—

" Fhi issing eitegory Was uniintentional benefit, It W23
‘precisely diis misding eategory in Godwin that wis cental
to Adam Sinith’s whole vision, particularly as it unfolde

27

Charles Koch Institute | Liberty Fund, Inc.




A ConrLicT OF VISIONS

in his classic work The Wealth of Nations. The economic
benefits to society produced by the: capitalist were, ac-
cording to Smith, “no part of his intention.”* The capi-
talist’s intentions were characterized by Smith as “mean
rapacity”* and capitalists as a group were referred to as
peaple who “seldom meet together, even for merriment
.or diversion, but the conversation ends in a conspiracy
against the public, or in some contrivance to raise prices,”*!
Yet, despite his repeatedly negative depictions of capital-
ists,”? unrivaled among economists until Karl Marx, Adam
Smith nevertheless became the patron saint of laissex-faire
capitalism. Iriténtions, which were crucial in the uncon-
strained vision of Godwin, were irrelevant in the con-
strained. vision of Smith. Whai mattered to Smith were
the systemic characteristics of a competitive economy, which
produced social benefits from unsavory individual inten-
tions.. S
While Adam Sniith and Willara Godwin age been cited
as especially. clear and straightforward WTiters espousing
opposing visions, each is part of a vast tradition that con-
tinues powerful and contendiiig for ‘domination today.
Even among their conterporaries, Sniith and-Godwin éach
had many inteliectual compatriots with similar visions,
differently expressed and differing in details and degree.
Edmund Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in France in
1790 was perhaps the most ringing polemical application
of the constrained vision. Thomas Paine’s equally polem-
ical reply, The Righis of Man (1791), anticipated in ‘many
ways the more systematic unfolding of the vhconstrained
vision by Godwin two years later. Rousseau was. perhaps
the most famous of those who argued on the basis of a
humat Aature not inherently constrained: to its. existing
Lmitations, but. narrowed and corrupted by social institu-
tions—a vision also found in Condorcet and in Baron
D’Holbach; .among others of that era. In the nineteenth
century, John Stuart Mill said that the “present wretched
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CONSTRAINED AND UNCONSTRAINED VISIONS

education” and “wretched social arrangerments” were “the
only real hindrance” to agtaining: general happiness among
human beings* Mill's most ringing rhetoric reflected the
uriconstrained vision, though his eclecticism in many areas
caused him to include: devastating’ provisos more conso-
pant with the constrained vision*t . . ..
Much of nineteenth-century socialism and twentieth-
century liberalism builds upon. these foundations, modi-
fied and varying. in degree, and. applied. to. areas as
disparate as. education,. war, and: criminal justice. Marx-

ism, as we shall see, wasa special hybrid, applying a con-
strained vision to much of the past and an unconstrained
vision to much of the fature. . - ...

. When Harold Laski said that, “dissatisfaction” was an
“expression- of serious ill in the body politic,”* he was
expressing . the- essénce of - the unconstrained vision, in
which peither man nor natare have such inherent con-
straints as to disappoint our hopes, so that existing insti-
tutions;. traditions, or. rulers must. be- responsible for
dissatisfaction. Conversely, when Malthus attributed hu-
man misery.to “laws inherent in the nature of man, and
absolutely independeit. of all: human regulations,”*® he
was ¢xpressing one of the most extréeme forms of the con-
strained vision;.encompassing: inherent. constraints in both

nature and /man. Godwin's-reply: to Malthus, not surpris-

ingly; applied the unonstrained-vision to both nature and
man: “Men zre born into the:world, in every country where

the: cultivation. of the; earth.is practised; with the. natural

faculty. in each man of producing more food than he.can
consume; a. faculty whichi-cannot be contrelled but by the

injurious -exclusions of huian institution.”” Given the
uncbnstrained possibilities of man-and natyre, poverty or
other souices of dissatisfactiont could: only be-a result of

evil intentjons or blindniess to solutions readily. achievable

by changing: existing institutions. By contrast, Burke con-
sidered.complaints about our times and-rulers to-be part

29
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A ConrLICT oF Visions

of “the general infirmities of human naturé,” and that
“true political sagacity” was required to separate these from
real indicators of a special malaise.*® Hobbes went even
further, arguing that it was precisely when men are “at
ease” that they are most troublesome politically.49 '
The constraints of nature are themselves important
largely through the constraints of human nature, The in-
herent natural constraint of the need for food, for ex-
ample, becomes a practical social problem only insofar as
human beings multiply to the point where subsistence be-
comes difficult. Thus this central constraint of nature in
Malthus becomes socially important only because of Mal-
thus’ highly constrained vision of Auman nature, which he
saw as inevitably behaving in such 2 way as to populate
the earth to that point. But Godwin, who readily con-
ceded the natural constraint, had a very different vision
of human nature, which. would not heedlessly overpopu-
late. Therefore, the possibility of a geometrical increase
in people was of no concern to Godwin because “possible
men do not eat, though real men do.”5 Malthus, on the
other hand, saw overpopulation not as an abstract possi-
bility in the future but as a concrete reality already man-
ifested. According to Malthus, “the period when the
number of ‘men surpass their means of subsistence has
long since arrived . . . has existed ever since we have had
any histories of mankind, does exist at preserit, and will
for ever continue to exist.”5! It would be hard to conceive
of a more absolute statement of a constrained “vision.
Where Malthus and Godwin differed was not over a nat-
ural fact—the need for food—but over behavioral theo-

riés based on very different visions of human nature. Most
followers of the unconstrained vision likewise acknowl-
edge death, for example, as an inherent constraint of na-
ture (though Godwin and Condorcet did not rule out an”

eventual conquest of death), but simply do not treat this
as a constraint on the social development of miankind; ‘-
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e CONSTRAINED ‘AND UNCONSTRAINED VISIONS

The great evxls’ of the WOrlda-war, poverty, and crime,
for example—-are seen in- campl“ctely different ‘terms by
thiose with the conistraitied anid thie tinconstraitied visions.
If himan ¢ ‘Puons -aré not mherently constrairied; then: the
presence of ‘siich repugniant: and disastrous’ phenomena
virtuglly cries it for explanatlon—and for:solutions. But
if*the-limitations -and- passions-of: man. himself are at the
héaitof these pairiful phenomena, then whit réquires ex-
planation are the ways in. whichthej have been avoided
or-minitiized: While believers in the unconstrained vision
seek the:special causes of war, poverty, anid crime, believ-
efs in the constrained vision-seek: the special causes of
peace; wealth, or a law-abidiiig-society: In the uricon-

straified. vision;  there are no int¥actable’ Teasons- for' social

evils and therefore no reason’ whyt'they carinot be solved;

with sufficiént moral’ ‘commitiitent; But'in the-constrained:

vision; -‘whiatever artifices oi stratégies restraiti or amelio-
rate inherént humian evils-will thismielves have costs; some
in:the form of otheér social ills created by these civilizing
.mstltuuohs, so that all that Is poss!ble is'a prudent

" The- two great revolutmns of the-"‘erghteenth century—
in Franee and in Americacan be viewed as apphcatlons
of thésediffering visions;: thouigh: withi all thié reservations
necessary-whenever: the flesh-and. blood.-of complex his-
torical events aré-conipared: to- skeletab thearetical models.
The: uuderlymg premises of thie. French'Reévolution more
clearly refiected: thie. ‘unconstrained vision of mair which

prevailed ambhg its leadérs; The: intellectual foundations
of the Atnierican. Revolition: Were: more hixed; inchuding -
Tt mas am '_and. Thomas Jeﬂ’ers@n, whose-

miénlike

fied wisigh ﬁf ‘man ekpressed in:
Papm‘ Wheré Robéspierre looked:fors:
' oliitionary: bl“eodshed, “when alk:
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A CoNFLICT OF VISIONS

people will have become equally devoted to their country
and its laws,”%? Alexander Hamilton in The Federalist Pa-
pers regarded the idea of individual actions “unbiased by
considerations not connected with the public good” as a
prospect “more ardently to be wished than seriously to be
expected.”® Robespierre sought a solution, Hamilton a
trade-off. e -

The Constitution of the United States, with its elabo-
rate checks and balances, clearly reflected the view that
no one was ever to be completely trusted with power. This
was in sharp contrast to the French Revolution, which gave
sweeping powers, including the power of life and death,
to those who spoke in the name of “the people,” express-
ing the Rousseauean “general will.” Even when bitterly
disappointed with -particular leaders, who were then de-
posed and executed, believers in this vision did not sub-
stantially change their political systems or beliefs, viewing
the evil as'localized in individuals who had betrayed the
revolution. , .

‘The writers of The Federalist Papers were quite conscious
of the vision of man that underlay the Constitution of

checks and balances which they espoused:

It may be a reflection on human nature that such

devices should be necessary to control the abuses
of government. But what is government itself
but the greatest of all reflections on human

nature? 54 '

. To the Federalists, the evil was inherent in man, and
institutions were simply ways of trying. to cope .with it,
Adam. Smith likewise saw government as “an imperfect
remedy” for the deficiency of “wisdom and: virtue” in
man,?® The Federalist Papers said: T

Why ‘lvl'aé government been mstxwtedat all? Be:
cause the passions of men will not conform to
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To tho‘e without: this constramed vision.. of man, the
whole elaboraté system of -constitutional.checks: and bal-
-ances was a necdléss complication: anid impediment.-Con-
reet. _,ndemned such “counterweights” for: creating an
, overcom?hcated” polmcal machine “to-weigh upon the
people.”*” He saw no-need for sodiety to be “jostled: be-
tween-opposing-powers”®® or held back by the “ineitia”
of constitutiona} checks and. balances.>®

..The constrained vision is a- traglc vision of the human
condmon ‘The-unconstrained vision is a moral vision of
human. intentions;. which: are viewed as ulumately deci-
sive.. The unconstrained vision promotes pursuit of the
highiest ideals and the best solutions. By contrast, the con-
strained vision sees the best as the. enenty.of the good—a
vain attempt to reach the unattamable beirig: seeri as not
only futile: but: often couniterproductive; while the same
efforts could have prodiiced a -viablé and beneficial trade-
off;-Adam:. Smith applied. this reasoning not only to eco-
nomics but; also:to morality and: politics: The prudent re-
former; accerdmg to Smith; will réspect “the confirmed
habits and- prejudices of the people;”* and-when he cannot
establish: what. is right, “he will niot disdain to ameliorate
the wrong.? His: goal is: not: to, create’ the- 1deal but o “es-
tabhsh;'thve:hest thap: the: people can heaf OO i,

rance ..rj- pu%er
How: e Ped) _eth i s@verclgn right”
wn:hout oonstmmﬁ 82 Relaned 0 thxs is; the quesuon whether

33
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A ConrLICT OF VISIONS

the institutions of one society can be transferred to an-
other, or particular blueprints for better societies be ap-
plied to very different countries. Jeremy Bentham was

noted for producing both specific reforms and general

principles intended to apply in very different societies.
Yet to Hamilton, “What may be good at Philadelphia may
be bad at Paris and ridiculous at Petersburgh.”% Each of
these conclusions is consistent with the respective vision
from which it came. ‘

While the constrained vision sees human nature as es-
sentially unchanged across the ages and around the world,
the particular cultural expressions of human needs pe-
culiar to specific societies are not seen as being readily
and beneficially changeable by forcible intervention. By
contrast, those with the unconstrained vision tend to view
human nature as beneficially changeable and social cus-
toms as expendable holdovers from the past.

Ideals are weighed against the cost of achieving them,
in the constrained vision. But in the unconstrained vision,
every closer approximation to the ideal should be pre-
ferred. Costs are regrettable, but by no means decisive.
Thomas Jefferson’s reply to those who turned against the
French Revolution, because of the innocent people it had
killed, exemplified this point: SRRy

My own affections have been deeply. wounded
by some of the martyrs to this cause, but rather - . -
than it should have failed, I would have seen half
the earth desolated.5 '

‘Belief in the irrelevance of process costs ifi the ‘pursuit
of social justice could hardly have been expiessed more
clearly or categorically. Yet, in the end, Jefferson too
turned against the French Revolution; as its humian cost

increased beyond what he could continue to actept. Jefs

ferson was not completely or irrevocably committed to the
unconstrained vision. L g

34
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CONSTRAINED. AND UNGONSTRAINED VISIONS

"The relative’ importanice of procéss. costs has contiriued,
over-the: centunes, to distiiguish the constrained arid the
unconstrained-visions. Modern' defenders: of legal techni-

calities which-allow criminals to escape punishment who

declare, “That is the price we pay for freedom,” or de-
fenders ‘of revolutions who say; “You can’t make ome-
lettes without breaking ‘eggs,” afe contemporary exemplars
of an unconstrained vision which has historically treated
process: costs as secondary. At the other end of the phil-
osophical Spectrum are those who in essence repeat Adam
Smith’s view of process ‘costs: “The peace and order of
society. is of more: importance than even the relief of the
miserable.”® The continuing battle between ideals and
the costs of achieving them is only one part of the on-
gomg conflict of visions. :

SUMMARY
AND IMPLICATION S

Vislons rest ultlmately on sonie sense of the nature of

man--not simply his: existing: practices but -his ultimate
potential and ultimate limitations. Those who see the po-
tentialities of Hurnan natiire as extending far beyond what
is currently. manifested have a social vision quite different
from those who'see:Human beings ds- tragically limited
creatures whose: selfisti-and: dangerous impulses can be
contained: -only by. social ‘contrivarices. which themselves
produce-unkappy side’ effects: Williath Godwin-and Adam
Smith gie twoof the cledrest and. most consistent exem-
plars: of e respective soeial visions=the unconstrained

and: thie: conserained. Yet they were neithérithe first nor

thie kst in:these: two Iong traditionis of sociak thatight. When
.KbuSsea :said. that than:“is born free” but:“is; .everywhere

166 he ex) "'Pgsed ‘the:-gssence - ef ‘the ‘uncen-

bl kit = U

smed'.vimen ihviwhich the fundameiital problem is.not

nature or ‘man but institutions. According to Rousseau,
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A CoNrLICT oF VIsIONs

“men are not naturally enemies”.” The diametrically op-
posite vision was presented in Hobbes’ Leviathan, where
the armed power of political institutions was all that pre-
vented the war of each against all®® that would-otherwise
exist among men in their natural state, where life would
be “solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short.”% While the
unconstrained vision of Condorcet led him to seek a so-
ciety in which man’s “natural inclination” would coincide
with the social good,”® Hayek’s constrained vision led to
the conclusion that the “indispensable rules of the free
society require from us much that is unpleasant””'—that
is, man’s nature inherently could not coincide with the
social good but must be deliberately subordinated to it,
despite the unpleasantness this entailed.

Given the wider capabilities of man in the uncon-
strained vision, the intentions which guide those capabil-
ities are especially important. Words and concepts which
revolve around intention—“sincerity,” “commitment,”
“dedication"—have been central to the unconstrained vi-
sion for centuries, and the policies sought by this vision
have often been described in terms of their intended’ goals:
“liberty, equality, fraternity,” “ending the exploitation of
man by man,” or “social justice,” for example. But in the
constrained vision, where man’s ability to directly ‘con-
summate his intentions is very limited, intentions mean
far less. Burke referred to “the Beneficial effects of hu-
man faults” and to “the ill consequences attending the most
undoubted Virtues.””?2 Adam Smith’s entire economic
doctrine of laissez-faire implicitly assumed the same lack
of correspondence between intention and effect, for the

systemic benefits of capitalism were no part of the inten-

tion of capitalists. In the constrained vision, social pro-
cesses are described not in terms of intentions or.ultimate
goals, but in terms of the systemic characteristics d med
Decessary to contribute to those goals—“property rights,”
“free enterprise,” or “strict construction” of the Consti-
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CONSTRAINED AND UNCONSTRAINED VISIONS

tution, for example. It i§ not nierely that there are differ-
ent.goals in the two visions but, more fundamentally, that
the geuls relate to different things. The unconstrained vi-
sion. speaks du'ectly in terms of desired results, the con-
strained..vision -.in terms .of. -process characteristics
considered: conducive to desired résults, but not directly
or without many unhappy. side. effects whu:h are ac-
cepted as part of a trade-off. : ..

With all the complex differences among social thmkers
as of a. given time; and still more so over time, it is never-
theless possible. to recognize certain key assumpuons about
human nature and..about so_c;al causation which' permit
some:to -be- grouped. together as belonging to the con-
strained.- vision. and, others. as_belonging to.the uricon-
strained: vision:. Although - these. groupings do not
encompass all soaal theorists, they. cover many. unpomnt
ﬁgures and endunng 1deolog1cal conflicts of the past two
centuries;: - :

Running through the tradmon of the unconstramed vi-
sion is the conviction that foolish or immoral chaices ex-
plam the evﬂs of the world—-and that wiser or more moral
and humane sogial: pohc;es are the solution. William God-
win's, elaborauon of this: unconstrmned vision in his En-
ing Polztwal justwe drew upon and systemanzed
such 1deas found among numerous elghteenth-century
thmkers——jean-jacques Rousseau, Voltaire, Condorcet,
Thomas Paine; and. I’Holbach, being .notable examples
Thls genera} approach was.carried. forth in.the ‘nine-

..... teenth century, it their. very: different. Ways, by Samt-Sl-
mon, Robert Owen, .and. by George Bérnard Shaw and

other. Fablans Its tWentxeth-century echioes-are found in:

polmcal theonsts such.as Harold Laski, in’ economists like
Thorstein Veblen and John Kenneth Galbraith, and in
the law, with. a, whele school. of -advocates of judicial: activ-
1sm, epxtomlzed by Ronald qurkm in theory and EarL
Warren in practlceg R . : :
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A CoNFLICT OF VISIONS

By contrast, the constrained vision sees the evils of the
world as deriving from the limited and unhappy choices
available, given the inherent moral and intellectual limi-
tations of human beings. For amelioration of these evils
and the promotion of progress, they rely on the systemic
characteristics of certain social processes such as moral
traditions, the marketplace, or families. They conceive of
these processes as evolved rather than designed—and rely
on these general patterns of social interaction rather than
on specific policy designed to directly produce particular
results for particular individuals and groups. This con-
strained view of human capacities found in Adam Smith
is also found in a long series of other social thinkers,
ranging from Thomas Hobbes in the seventeenth cen-
tury, through Edmund Burke aid the authors of The Fed-

- eralist Papers among Smith’s contemporaries, through such
twentieth-century figures as Oliver ‘Wendell' Holmes in law;,
Milton Friedman in economics, and Friedrich A. ‘Hayek
in general social theory, :

Not all social thinkers fit this schematic dichotomy. Jolin
Stuart Mill and Karl Marx, for example, do not fit, for
very different reasons, as will be noted in Chapter 5. Oth-
ers take midway positions between the two visions, or
convert from one to the other. However, the ‘conflict of
visions is no less real because everyone has not chosen
sides or irrevocably committed themselves. - L

Despite necessary caveats, it remains an important and.
remarkable phenomenon that how human: nature is con-
ceived at the outset is highly correlated with the whole
conception of knowledge, morality, power, time, rationial-

ity, war, freedom, and law which defines a-'social’ vision;:

These correlations will be explored in the: ¢hapters thit.
follow. - . - a R N
Because various beliefs, theories, and‘systems of social
thought are spiéad across a continuttn (perhaps even a
multi-dimensional continuum), it might it ore ¥ense k&
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CONSTRAINED AND UNCONSTRAINED VISIONS

miore appropriate to. efer to less constrained visions and

mote eonsu'amcd vnsxons mst:ead of the dlchotomy used
ment buit also captures an nnportant distinction. ertually
no one believes that man-is 100 percent uncoristrained
and virtually no one  believes that man is 100 percent con-
straingd. What ‘pufs a given: thinker in the tradition of
one vision rather than the othief is mot simply whether he
refers miore'to thati’s conistraints or to his untapped po-
tential but whether, ér to 'whit-extént; constraints are built
into the very structure and operation of a particular the-
ory. Those whose theories incorporate these constraints
as a central feature havé a'constrained vision; those whose
theories do not make these constraints an mtegral or-cen-
tral part of thie dnalysis have an uniconstrained vision. Every
vision,” by. definition, leaves sométhing out—indeed, leaves
most things out. Thedichotomy. between constrained and
unconstrained. visions is based ‘on-whether-or not inher-
ent liinitatiotis of 1manare among the key elements:in-
cluded in each vision. . :

The dicliotomy is Jusuﬁed in yet another sense. These
different ways of conceiving man and the world lead not
erely w dgﬁeren; conclusions biay: to- ‘sharply divergent,
¥ Oppos cbnclusxons on issues rang-
are ot imerely differences
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