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INTRODUCTION

The introduction of the word plufalism recent-
ly into the terminology of political theory has
attracted the attention of many students and inspired
several extremely suggestive and illuminating articles
in the leading periodicals of political science. In-
terest in the subject has Decome more and more manifest,
and the discussion has assured proportions which make
it worthy of the careful consideration of every student
of political theory.

It is with this view in mind that the writer
undertakes the present taske. The study aims at an
analysis and scrutiny of the so-called pluralistic
theory of the state in its more theoretical aspects,
with the hope that some light may be thrown upon its
meaning and more interest in its discussion aroused.
Fortunately or unfortunately political theory cannot
be judged solely by its logical consistency or abstract
completeness. The final judgment of pluralism, like any
other political conception, must be left to the test
of the event. Discussions and criticisms attempted in
this study wili therefore necessarily be rather of a
general and academic neture.

The general plan of the whole study consists

of & four-part attack on the subjects The first part,
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ending with the fir st chapter, will be devoted to the
definition and clarifying of the meaning of political
pluralism as an alleged rivel theory of the state to
political monism. The concrete details and the dif=-
ferent lines of development of this new conception will
be briefly treated in the second part, extending through
three chepters. In the third pert political pluralism
will be discussed in the light of philosophy and ethics
in so far as it has any implication in these fields,
and the last part will wind up the whole thesis by
sumnarizing the results obtained and conclusions ar-

rived at.



CHAPTER I.
THE MONISTIC AND PLURALISTIC CONCEPTIONS
OF THE STATE.

-

The task of giving a clear cut definition of
the two types of political theory designated by the
words pluralism and monism is at the start rather baff-
ling. Thinkers, political theorists being no exception,
are not always careful in terminology, and this care-
lessness usually causes a great deal of misinterpreta-
tion and misconception of their ideas. The terms
monism and pluralism seem striking enough when we put
them in contrast. But upon a closer analysis, we see
that they are more or less vague, indefinite and of
various meanings. Both have been common philosophical
names, around which the time-honored and time-worn dis-
putes about the one and the many have centered. It
seems true that the one and the many are simply aspects
of one single existence; 8 clear distinction between
them is necessary, but a sharp sundering of them, as if
they were incompatrible categories, is in no way justifi-
able in a more profound metaphysic. Whether the disputes
between the political monist and the political pluralist
are similar cases of false sundering is a task which the

present study endeavors to make clear.



FPirst, the definition of the so-called
monistic conception of the state. Monism is taken up
first not only because it is chronologically prior to
pluralism but also becsuse in a certain sense pluralism
is an outgrowth of the former. Historically, monism is,
as Mr. Laski points out, a product of actual situations
and actual needs. Thus he says,l "We must ceaselessly
remember that the monistic theory of the state was born
in an age of crisis and that each period of its revivi-
fication has synchronized with some momentous event which
has signalized a change in the distribution of political
power. Bodin, as is well known, was of that party which,
in an age of religious warfare, asserted, lest it perish
in an alien battle, the supremacy of the state. Hobbes
sought the means of order in & period when King and
Parliament battled for the balance of power. Bentham
published his '"Fragment' on the eve of the Declaration
of Independence; and Adam Smith, in the same year, was
outlining the programme of another and profounder revolu~
tion. Hegel's philosophy was the outcome of a vision of
German multiplicity destroyed by the unity of France.
Austin's book was conceived when the middle classes of

France and England had, in their various ways, achieved

l. n"PFoundations of Sovereignty", pp. 233=-234. Illr.
HAarold J. Laski is one of the most consistent plu-
ralistswhose views we shall consider later, especially
in chanter III.




the conquest of a state hitherto but partly open to
their ambition."” Thus monism, as understood by

modern theorists, did not take its finul shape until
the decisive battles between the Church and the state
had been fought, resulting in the establishment of the
absolute powers of the prince. Before that time and in
the early part of the lliddle Ages, & dualistic view of
human society was generally accepted as unquestionable.
The community was conceived to be governed by two in-
dependent, though not entirely separated, powers
typically represented by the doctrine of "the Two
Swords'.

But it would be & mistake to make monism and
absolute monarchy synonymous terms. Politicel monism
never definitely implies a specific form of government.
The creation of the modern monarchy and the crystali-
zation of the monistic conception of the state took
place at almost the same time and there was a relation
between the fact and the theory, but they are not
identical. There were historical reasons why monism
first got its fullest and most perfect expression and
embodiment in a monarchical state, and a monsrchy always
found the monistic doctrine most welcome and congenial.
But we shall find that monism has algo been the fundae

mental principle of states which are not monarchical in

their forms of government. Take France, for example.



T™he doctrine of the divine right of kings, which was the
basis of the powers of the state sovereign before the
fall of the Bourbons, was from beginning to end a
monistic doctrine. The IFrench monarchy with its theory
of divine right fell in the Revolution and it might

seem as if, with the establishment of a republic, a form
of government apparently opposite in nature of the mon-
archical, a similarly new and opposed conception of the
state would appear. But this was not the case. The king
with his divine right, indeed, was no longer to rule;

but the idea of centralization, of the indivisibility and
unity of political power was very carefully and zealously
preserved. The only change made was the substitution of
& republic for & monarchy, of a monistic state with
popular sovereignty for a government by royal preroga-
tives. iherever sovereignty may reside, the state is
monistic, if that sovereignty is conceived as one and
indivisible.

The conception of a monistic state and the doc-
trine of sovereignty are the same thing in two different
names. The theory of sovereignty, taking its root in
the Roman imperium, has a long history into which we

need not go here. It is enough to point out that Rodin

2. 3See Duguit, ‘Law in the ljodern State’’, Engl. tr. pp.
1-10.
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writing at the close of the sixteenth century first
defined the word sovereignty as we now understand it

as the "supreme power over citizens and subjects, un-
restrained by law."3 From the close of the sixteenth
century on, no political writer was able to wholly
escape the influence of Bodin and political theory be-
came largely a theory of sovereignty. The state was
conceived mainly under the form of political authority
and political theory was largely concermed with the
question of the location of this authority. Thus when
the French revolutionary writers found it impossible to
abandon the ancient notion of the unitary authority -of
the state, they simply substituted the nation for the
king as the sovereign of the state, leaving the funda-
mental characters of sovereignty untouched, "one and
indivisible, inalienable and imprescribable."4 And
gsimilarly in England the transformation of the personal
sovereignty of the king into the impersonal sovereignty
of the Parliament led to no important change in the

qualities attributed to the sgovereign.

T /577,
3. Ies Six Livres de la Republique,‘p. 89.

4, Article II of the Constitution of 1791 quoted by
Duguit, "“Law in the lModern State”, Ing. tr., p. 1ll.




Sovereignty is, therefore, the cornerstone of
the monistic conception of the state. For, in this
aspect, monism is simply the doctrine of the indivisi-
bility and unitary character of the sovereign power of
the state, that is to say, it is the view that a
political community must be under the command and
authority of only one single power.

The idea of sovereignty, however, may assume
still another iorm, i.e., the juristic theory of the
state. According to this theory, the state is a
juristic person and the law & command issuing from the
will of this sovereign person. Sovereignty thus sets
up an ideal of a legal independence free from external
control and aalegal supremacy over all internal affairs
of the statef> However, the juristic theory is not a
mere abstract fiction as the pluralist sometimes seems
to believefi Sovereignty in this aspect has been cone
stantly used by the lawyers as a competent means of
settling questions of conflicting jurisdiction within
the state. The reason for this is clear. For it has

been held that a system of law, being primarily a means

of arbitration and settlement, must be consistent within

5. Krabbe, The llodern Idea of the State , Introduction,
p. Xviii.

6e ©See Ch. 3, infra.
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itself. It is this demand for consistency which is
asserbedWhen it is said that the enactment and enforce-
ment of law must be carried out by a single ultimate
suthority which must, owing to the nature of the case, be
exempt from any legal limitation in order that there shall
be no possibility of insoluble conflicts of authority.
lfonism, therefore, regards consistency as the essence of
law, and unity as the essence of sovereign suthority.
Here, indeed, we see the true meaning and significance

of the monistic doctrine.

This theory of the unitary character of law and
administration can be expressed in several ways. The
purest, and incidentally the simplest, type of monism is
that which conceives the state as a system of delegation
of sovereign authority. Thus, a monistic state is one
which possesses a single body with ultimate Ilegislative
power and able to fix the legal competence of the execu-
tive gnd judicisl powers of all the state agents. The
political organization of Great Britain after the
Revolution of 1688, which established the supreme
sovereignty of Parlisment, and before the rise of the
imperial system is a good concrete example of a pure

monistic state. During that period, the Jjudicial powers

of the judges were brought under the complete control
of the legislative, for all judges acknowledged the



binding force of parliamentary acts and Parliament was
strong enough to coerce any judge who might have at-
tempted to break loose from this force. Similarly,
with the rise of the cabinet form of government, making
the ministry responsible to Parliament, the control of
the executive function by the legislative also became
agssured. Thus Parliament was the central site of all
authority from which all other powers were derived or
delegated, and sovereignty in such a state is truly
unitary and indivisible. This is then the purest and
gimplest form of monistie state.

In the federal form of political organization
we find a modified and more complex type of monistic
state. Whether federalism necessarily implies monism,
or whether it mgy involve a modification of monism in
the strict sense of the word, is a question to be con-
sidered elsewhere. Nevertheless, if we take the United
States as a concrete example, the monistic element is
certainly present, not in a plan of delegation of powers,
but in the arrangement of the federal Constitution as a
means to fix the competence of the member states and the
various organs of the central government. This is ac-
complished especially by the system of federal courts
acting as the final authority in settling conflicts of



of the various suthorities within the union. There are,
it is clear, two systems of laws, the federal and the
state laws, but neither of these is in itself absolute
and supreme. These are, as a matter of fact, tied toe
gether into one system by the authority which is supposed
to stand behind and enact the Constitution. Just what
this authority is does not concern us. The important
thing to note is the distinctly monistic feature of this
arrangement, in that it provides a definite and permanent
apparatus to act with final authority in any case of
conflict and dispute that may arise among the various
political agents. But monism in this instance is certain
ly greatly modified, for the idea of delegation has been
softened down to the negative conception of a juristic
means of determining jurisdiction and settling conflicts.
irom the above it appears that what the Jjuris-
tic theory of the state asserts is really this, that
law as a system of control is, or ought to be, complete
and consistent within itself. From the monist's point
of view, it is only by having such a system withouf gaps
and holes and with one central absolute Jjuristic
authority to enforce it that the state can always be

sure of having enough power to solve all cases of dis-

7. ©Sabine, "Pluralism - a Point of view", Am; Pol. Sc.
Rv., Vol. 27, 1923, pp. 35=38.




putes and quarrels and to determine all boundary lines
of jurisdiction. The monist, it should be noticed, is
very anxious to have the state always safe in its law
and the execution of it. For this safety, he sees no
better means than to establish an absolute and unitary
system of legal and political authority which will ideally
be omnipotent and always ready to act in all cases of
political adjustment. This authority is permanent, be-
cause by definition, it is competent to solve all cases
of conflicts at all times. It is fixed and unchangeable
in principle, because being a wholly consistent system
it allows no change that brings contradiction. Unity,
permanency, and fixity, here we have the chief charac-
teristics of an ideal monistic state.

| The pluralistic conception is still left to be
defined. DNegatively, pluralism, as an opposite doctrine
to monism, may be defined as the conception of the state
which refuses to admit the necessity of a single in-
divisible sovereignty in the state aiid denies that there
is any imperative demand for a unified legal and political
system. The political world as the pluralist sees it is
an ever evolving and changing world in which there will
always be inharmonious relations between the members and
rarts, but such relations cannot be adjusted by any fixed

and predetermined plan of juristic and authoritative
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control. The best means to unity, for pluralism does
not deny the necessity of political ugfty as we shall
see later in the course of discussion,A is not to
destroy and suppress the life of multiplieity, but to
let the parts spontaneously function in cooperation to
achieve the harmony of the whole. Positively, therefore,
pluralism may be defined as the doctrine which holds that
a commnity may be under two or more systems of laws and
that government may be so organized as to have two or
more sources of authority that are coordinate, i. e.,
without & superior coercive force. lie say coordinate,
because in & pluralistic state the multiple powers, while
they are equal, are not separate and totally unrelated.
Total isolation would be political anarchy, a position
which no pluralist cares to defend.

Another very striking character of pluralism is
its emphasis on the adaptive nature ratherlghan the
authoritative nature of politiecal control. And this is
an inevitable corollary from the proposition that politi-
cal power is or may be multiple in source. In a monistic

state where every part of the community is subordinated

8e Prob. of Sovereignty, p. 23.

9« Infra, ch. IV, and ch. VI.
1Q. Infra, ch. IV, and ch. VI.



to one single sovereign, the affairs of the community
are conceived to be carried on under the authoritative
command of the central sovereign. But in a pluralist
state where there is no such absolute central force, the
only way left open for the community to act as a living
unity is by the voluntary coordination of the various
distinct parts and functions, by "negotiation", as Mr.
Laski puts it. This arrangement, not less than a
monistic organization, the pluralist tells us, permits the
solving of conflicts between these parts. There is no
doubt that whenever there is political community there is
unity. But there is & sort of political unity different
from the monistic unity that the pluralist is picturing
to himself. The pluralist, viewing society as dynamic,
conceives the political community as always being in a
process of development, but never arriving at a point
where the unification becomes perfect and leaves no pos-
sibility of further growth. Thus in & pluralist state
there will be negotiation which results in agreement and
harmony, but since there is no final agreement, there
will always be negotiation. It is on this basis that
the pluralist denounces the conception of a permanent
and fixed central authority. The monist, on the contrary,
views society as ideally unified. To him, therefore,

the political system must be one which is in itself
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unified and without inconsistency so that it will take
care of all conceivable conflicts arising at all times.
We can make no better and more vivid contrast of
pluralism and monism than Miss Follett, who character-
izes the pluralistic as a "unifying" state, and the
monistic as a "unified” state.l '

In the previous pages attempts have been made
to clarify the meanings of the terms pluralism and
monism. It will be noticed that more space has been
devoted to the latter than to the former for the reason
that a clear notion of monism is necessary for the under-
standing of the meaning and significance of pluralism.
In the following chapters attention will be almost ex=~
clusively directed to the discussion of the pluralistic
conception and onlj incidental references to monism will
be made.

An explanation has to be made in the use of the
word '"approach'" in a number of the coming chapters. It
is used only because it suggests the true manner of the
development of the pluralistic conception. As we have
seen, pluralism is a crystalization from the observation:

of political facts and from criticism of the traditional

1li. The New 3tate, pp. 268 ff,




theory of the state. The pluralist, therefore, does not
start from "first principles"” and elaborate his con-
structions from them. He rather starts from some con-
crete problem in the political world and develops his
argument until he comes to a pluralistic conclusion.

To be sure, each individual has his own bias, and en-
visages the political problem from a different point of
view. Consequently there are almost as many different
ways of arriving at pluralism as there are pluralistic
thinkers, although there is only one destination. There-
fore the most natural method of procedure in the study

of pluralism is for us to follow each of the main ap-
proaches to this conception, thus viewing the whole
mtter from the different standpoints and realizing the
true significance of its development. When we have
travelled all the important avenues to pluralism we shall
be better prepared to survey the whole field.

In the next chapter, accordingly, pluralism
will be discussed from the legal point of view as the
first approach. We shall see in this chapter how certain
jurists have come to their pluralistic goal through
criticisms of some monistic Juristic theories, especie
ally the so-called fiction theory of corporate per-

sonality. In the third chapter the social and economic
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approach to pluralism Wiil be taken up, with special
reference to the guild socialists and syndicaligsts.

The administrative approach will be the subject matter
of the fourth chapter, in which the questions centering
upon the problem of decentralization, territorial and
functional, will be discussed and correlated to plural-
istic conclusions. The fifth chapter will be devoted to
bringing out the ethical motives underlying pluralism,
with a brief discussion of its implications in some
popular ethical theories and in certain tendencies of
philosophy. The sixth, and the last, chapter will wind
up the whole study by the evaluation and criticism of
pluralism, and whatever conclusions regarding this con-
ception we may have arrived at will be summerily put

forth, completing the whole undertaking.



CHAPTER II
THE LEGAL APPROACH

In the previous chapter it has been pointed
out that the monistic idea of the state is a formally
juristic conception of the political process. Indeed,
if we take a merely formal view of the state we can
never have a legal approach to pluralism. For, since
the Jjuristic and monistic are identical, we cannot deny
the one without uwndermining the foundations of the other.
However, we are not at all compelled to take such a view
of the Jjuristic process. There is another, and quite
different, aspect of law which has been grasped by
certain legal writers of note and which we are going to
deal with in this present chapter. This is, in contrast
to the above, the conception that law is not merely a
formal construction, but a living and concrete reality
based upon facts and actual forces in human community.
This difference in legal view, it may be pointed out,
was the chief basis of a series of battles waged in
Germany by the so-called Germanists against Romanism
and by the objectivists against legal subjectivism, and

it is in the writings of certain Germanists and ob-



jectivists that we find the legal approach to pluraliem.
In the first place, we may consider the main
root of pluralism to lie in a trend of Jjuristic theory
in Germany and England in the nineteenth century center-
ing upon the controversy over the reality of composite
personalities within the state. The most important
historical names in this whole matter are Dr. Otto ¥.
von Gierke in Germany and his English disciple, Frederic
William Maitland. Dr. Gierke's important and unfinished
work wes published in 1868-1913 bearing the title of

"pas Deutsche Genossenschaftsrecht™. It represents an

attempt by a Germanist to free the legal theory of cor-
porations and of the state from the dominion of the
tradition of Roman law. Gierke was introduced to English
readers through the translaetion by Maitland of a section
entitled "pie publicistischen Iehren des Mittelalters"

in the third volume of this work. Msitlleand's trans-
lation was published in 1900 under the title Political
Theories of the Middle Age.

According to Dr. Gierke, the so-called fiction
theory of corporation took its classical shape in the
hands of the famous canonist, Sinilml.d Fieschi, later

1
Pope Innocent 1IV. Innocent believed that it was neces-

1. Maitland, Introduction to Gierke's Political Theories
of the Middle Age, m. Xviii-xx.
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sary to m&ke & very sharp distinétion between a natural
and a corporate person; the latter, being not natural,
is therefore unreal. For the sske of legal convenience
it was necessary to recognize corporations and associ-
ations as persons, but their personalities were only
legal fictions, which could commit neither sin nor
delict. IFurthermore, as these personalities were legal
fictions, they owed their existence to explicit creative
acts of the Papacy whose sovereign will could freely make
or unmake them. ILater on,under the influences which led
to the reception of the Roman civil lsw in Germany at
the close of the fifteenth century and its vogue through-
out Western Europe,the Innocentian doctrine developed
into another form known as the concession theory of
corporate life,which held that the political state was
the sole creator of all political and legal rights, and
there were no groups that did not owe their existence
and life to grants and concessions of the all-inclusive
stete. Europe was at that time suffering anarchy and
disorders resulting from feudal strifes. 1In such an age
of despair, when clerical immunities had been abused

and the faith in & universal Christendom had broken
down, all looked toward the secular prince for salva-
tion, and in their zeal for peace and unity, forgot the

possible dangers of political despotism and autocracy.



And so the modern absolute state with its supreme
sovereignty was born.

It was Gierke who, in opposing this Romanist
idea of an sll-inclusive gtate with the Germanic theory
of corporations, first formulated & new "realism" in
legal theory and suggested a new tendency in the con-
ception of the state. He asserts that a political
theory in order to e "philosophically true, scientifi-
cally sound, morally righteous, legally implicit in
codes and decisions, practically convenient,"zmust recog=-
nize the personality of certain essential corporations,
not as artificial and fictitious creations of the state,
but as real and spontaneous beings, having life and
activity inherent in their very existence, independent
of any creative action of the state. The state, indeed,
mey recognize the personality of such groups whose rights
and obligations are thus formally established and defined
by the state. But the recognition is merely the recog-
nition of a valid fact already existant and does not
create something out of nothing.

The bearing of Gierke's legal theory upon
political pluralism is made clear by these words of

lfaitland regarding the true relation between the state

2. I\Taitland, Ibid’ Po XXVe
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and corporations: "For when all is said, there seems to
be a genus of which State and Corporations are species.
They seem to be permanently organized groups of men;
they seem to be group-units; we seem to attribute acts
and intenmts, rights and wrongs to these groups, to these
units. Tet it be allowed that the State is a highly
peculiar group-unit; still it may be asked whether we
ourselves are not the slaves of a jurist's theory and a
little behind the age of Darwin if between the State and
all other groups we fix an immeasurable gulf and ask oure
selves no question about the origin of species."5

The pluralistic element contained in Gierke and
Maitlamd is of course the denial of the idea of the state
as the "community of communities" maintained by the
Romanists in the form of the fiction and concession
theory. They justify their argument, first, by showing
that historically and genetically, the groups are not
state productions, and, second, practicelly and ethical-
ly the groups are as important as the state. The idea
of state creation on the one hand, therefore, is a gross
falsification of facts and, on the other, in its tendency
to make the state the exclusive agent of all social in-

terests, & great injustice to the community, which is &

3. Maitland, Ibid, p. ix.
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complex of interest-groups each with its own inner.
life and will power just as the state ie‘f Here we
first meet the pluralist's emphasis upon groups as
against the state, an emphasis which we shall freguent-
ly meet in the coming sections.

But we must always remember that neither
Gierke nor Maitland deals with the question of cor-
porations from a strictly and formally juristic point
of view. They do not address themselves directly to
the question whether the state shall determine the legal
status of corporations or whether the latter are to be
set up as Juristically coordinate with the state, that
is, to be given the right to fix the limits of their own
legal competence. They concern themselves chiefly with
the historical reality of corporation and their social
and ethical importance in society, - matters which
depend mainly upon the vigor of their internal powers
rather than upon external legal status. Corporations
and the state are species of one genus in their equal
possession of ethical, social and practical importance,
but he has made no reply to the question whether they
are of one genus also in their legal compe tence. liaite

land therefore does not meet the monistic argument of

4. Maitland, Political Theories of the Middle Age, pp.
97-98.,
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sovereignty by a direct attack of the theory, but by
taking a different viewpoint of the political and
Juristic process. The effect of Maitland's argument
was to cause the advocates of the theory of sovereignty
to identify their view more closely with a juristically
formal conception of the state.

Although in his antagonistic attitude towards
the monistic theory,5 Gierke is in the same spirit with
certain pluralists who view the matter from an economic
and social standpoint,6 it 1s unfair to call either
Gierke or Maitland a pluralist in the true sense of the

all .
word. For after,neither of these writers intended to

N
recast the whole theory of the state or to reconstruct
the theory of sovereignty.

There are several other writers who, although
not lawyers, agree with and furkher elaborate the sug-
gestions of Gierke and Meitland. J. Ne Figgis un-
doubtedly is among the most important. His chief ine
terest, it should be pointed out, lies in the relations
between churches and the state, which on historical

grounds he believes to be the chief problem of modern

political theory. Being an ardent High Church Anglican,

5. 1Ibid, p. 97-8.
6. See Chapter III, infra.
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he fears the subjection of the church to the state as
the principal outcome of the Reformation. The results
of his writings7 can therefore be very easily antici-
pated. He, in the defense of the right of the church to
independence, has made & practical aspplication of, and

given a definite meaning to, Maitland's question about

species of corporation. The doctrine of persona ficta,

he says, does not correspond to the facts of social

life. It teaches that all corporate associations are
fictitious persons. It follows therefore that there are
but two social entities, the state on the one hand and
the individual on the other. Corporate organizations are
mere co0llections of individuals whose personalities re-
main unaltered by their membership in such organizations.
National life is narrowly circumscribed by the boundaries
of its political 1life, and naturally there can be no
rlace for churches as bodies leading a separate super-
natural life and other corporations as representing
snecial independent interests of men. This ié?uFiggis
emphatically points out, contrary to the real order of

things. The whole structure of society is surely not

7. Churches in the liodern State, (1914) especially cCh,
II, ‘Trom Gerson to Gratius, (1907).

8. Churches in the Modern State, Ch. V.
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made up of a sand-heap of individuals, unrelated except
to the state, but of an ascending hierarchy of groups,
family, school, town, church, professional union, club,
etc., which transform and alter versorelities of the
individuals belonging to theﬁ%r’Figgis' arguments seem
to answer the fiction theory in a two-fold way: On the
one hand, they attack the theory of the distinction be=~
tween the natural and real personalities of individuals
and the fictitlous personalities of corporations by
pointing out that the real personalities of the individual
are rather a social product than a result of individual
gelf~growth, for, "in the real world the isolated in-
dividual does not exist; he btegins always as a member

of something, and « . « his personality can develop only
in .~3o<3iety."9 Therefore, when we spesk of the real per-
gonalities of individuals without recognizing the reality
of the life and activities of the group, we are slaves

of a juristic theory and have forgotten a great social
fact. On the other hand, we cannot give real per-
sonality to the state and deny it to other corporations,
because, as has just been said, the state is not the

only organization that models the life of the individual.

Obviously it is this part of the argument that, when

9. Churches in the Modern State, p. 88.




pushed further, leads into a pluralistic conception
of the state. But Mr. Piggis, being primarily in-
terested in the question of churches and the State, does
not care to go very far into a new political theory of
the state, and his arguments stop at a defense of the
rights of the group against the absolutism of the state.
His argument is not directly Juristic like that of
Gierke and Maitland. He does not say anything with re-
gard to the theory of sovereignty or a new idea of the
gstate which, remains for him, the Supreme corporation
whose function is to regulate and control the various
groups, and to define and protect their rights against
agridgement and invasion by virtue of its superior
political pbwer.lo This would sound very monistic to
some of the more thorough-going pluralists. The ideas
ofk%ﬁgals seem to be similar to those of the "natural
right" theorists, only the group has been substituted
for the individual in his claim of inherent rights.ll
The writings of Mr. Harold J. Lask112 reveal
a more definitely pluralistic leaning than either Mait-

Ir.
land, Gierke, orAFiggia, The chief interest of .

10. Churches in the }Modern State, p. 90.

11. 1Infra, Ch. V.

12. Poundations of Sovereignty", (1921) Problems of
$over€T§hfy (I9I7), and Au f%of%ty in the I6dern state,

the most importamt
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Maitland is legal history; of Mr. Figgis, the questions
of the churches and the state; but Mr. Laski, although

13
interested in legal history, is only interested in

the historical side of ecclesiastical problems:.L4 Histor-
ical essays, however, have done much to elaborate sug-
gestions of lMr. Figgis relative to the opposition of
Church and State. The thing which appears most in-
teresting to him is economic and industrial phenomena

of the modern western society and their bearings on
politics. Thus he says, "Indeed, the greatest lesson

the student of government has to learn is the need of him
to understand the significance for politics of industrial
struc ture, and, above all, the structure ot the trade-
union movement."15 Therefore the problem of corporations
which has been one of rather abstractly general concern
in the minds of Gierke and Maitland andi one of special
application to the churches as religious corporations
with Mr. Piggis, becomes, with Mr. Taski, a problem

of the rights of economic and industrial groups. The

most important luralistic elements in Mr. ILaski are

found in his writings concerning these questions and

13. PFoundations of Sovereignty, pp. 108-291.

1l4. Probleme of Sovereignty, pp. 27 ff.

15, Poundations of Sovereignty, p. 242.
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taneously a code of general rules of conduct and that
law, as it is usually understood, is simply the sum
total of such rules which have successfully won the
organized legal sanction and approval of the community.
Such rules are formulated and sanctioned because from
 experience it has been found out that observance of them
is conducive to welfare of the whole society and is
helonful towards strengthening the tie of social life.
The real basis of law is therefore objective. It de-
rives its obligatory force not from any subjective
imperatfggjsbut from objective utility and necessity.
The state, as an instrument of social good, is
not an end in itself. It is justified only by its socisal
service. Consequently, since law is the code of social
service, it is to demand obedience from the state as
well as from other socisal organs and the individual..
The state is not a person because such a conception
is simply the fiction of an abstract theory answering
to no practical utility. The state has no will because
a "general will" is not ascertainable, angAstate will
is as fictitious as the state person. It follows then
that the state rules not by command, for command implies
& theory of sovereignty which is not tenable after the
theory of state personality has been denied and a con-

ception of objective 1legal obligation established;
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whatever right of coercion it has is derived from the
conformity of its conduct and action to objective law,
that is, in accordance to the principle of social
solidarity and service. ILegally, therefore, the state
is on equal ground with all other social entities.,

But it is very doubtful whether we can rightly
call M. Duguit a pluralist. A system of law with the
objective basis of social solidarity can be as monistic
in application as & gsystem that finds its support in a
gsovereign will., It is true that law in the former case
is the product of social relations and not the creature
of the political state. But it is equally obvious
that the sovereign of a monistic state, whether a
monarch or the people, in making law, cannot fashion it
simply according to his mere will, but must have certain
principles of moral and utilitarian justifications like
the principle of solidarity of M. Duguit. Stripped of
81l their technical subtleties, there seems to be very
little real difference between these two views. In a
monistic state law is supposed to be willed by the
sovereign. But when we analyze what this law is, we
find that it is nothing more than a bulk of customary
laws or "laws of nature'" combined with positive laws
already established and enacted by a formally organized

sanction of the community, namely, the state. And the
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real sovereign will, if it is not perverted, is simply

the rational decision of the state sovereign guided by
the wills of the peomle aiming at the good of the whole
community. Thus viewed & monistic legal system at once
becomes not substantially different from the objective

legal gystem conceived by lie Duguit.

In the matter of the subordination of the state
to law insisted upon by lf. Duguit there is again no
necessity that we interpret it in terms of vpluralism.

Of course & state that is responsible for something like
M. Duguit's system of objective law is less absolute in
theory than & wholly irresponsible state. But this does
not help us to differentiate a pluralistic from a
monistic state. HFor we must remember that in a monistic
state the sovereign may be conceived to be subject to an
obligation to obey moral laws, Just as the state as con-
ceived by M. Duguit has. The state, after all, in his
mind, is the possessor of all coercive power for the
social good, and the power of this state is to be
virtually supreme and undivided. For the law of
solidarity is one unitary system of law and the
authority of the state is one unitary system of control
based on this system. When viewed in this light, M.
Duguit can be rightly called a thorough-going monist

and his legal theory a consistent monism. He has too



great a love for social unity to emphasize the value of
multiplicity. And this perhaps accounts for the fact
that, although he recognizes the fact of the multipli-
cation of modern social interests and the importance of
spontaneous activities, herhas no great concern in the
rights and inner life of the groups as Mr. Figgis smd
Mr. Laski have.

In the legal writings of the persons mentioned
above we find the starting point, but only the starting
point, of pluralism. We have noticed that the juristic
historians, Gierke and Maitland, the ardent churchman,
lr. Figgis, and Mr. Laski, so far as his writings on
guestions pertaining to juristic matters are concerned,
have endeavored to prove that the state is but one form
vof the many human associations through which man ex-
presses himself, and further that it is on the same level
and not superior to, or inclusive of, all the other as=-
gsociations. They have done this not by directly attack-
ing the formally Jjuristic theory of the state, but by
assuming that the real significance of the political and
legal process is not formal but empirical and concrete.
Their arguments have suggested the need of a new scheme
of organization of groups and of & new definition of the
relations between them and the political state. But by

leaving the the ory of sovereignty practically untouched,
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they fall short of a really new definition of the

state. The true reason for this is that their views

of the corporation are not strictly legal, although they
seek to discredit an o0ld legal theory of the corporation.
Mo Duguit is truly a Jurist, and he has tried to over-
throw the theory of state sovereignty by denying the
real personality of all associations including the
state, and by meking the law of social solidarity the
supreme authority in society to which the state as well
as the individual is equally subjected. But as we have
seen,his principle of social solidarity mRy well have a
thoroughly monistic interpretation. He develops his
legal theory in very general terms, and it is hard to
tell whether he has in mind a pluralistic theory at all.
Therefore, for more direct statements and fuller ex-
pressions of pluralism we must go to the group of
economic and social writers whose views we are going to

present in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER III
SOCIAL AND LCONOMIC APPROACH

The most striking psychological trait of the
modern thinking man is no doubt his conscious or un-
conscious emphasis on the economic aspect of society.
This psyxhology is obviously the result of the actual
growth of economic and industrial life in the west,
creating a vast number of economic and industrial piob—
lems that demand the attention of all serious students
of modern politicse. The transformation of the modern
state from a purely political and cultural to an
economic-industrial national orgeanization has taken place
rapidly since the Industrial xevolution. This trans-
formation has not only altered the character of the
political state to a very considerable extent, but has,
on the other hand, created many economic and industrial
organizations whose relations to the state await new
efforts in adjustment and fixation.

At the same time, this situation has been made
more serious by the very important position which the
modern state has assumed in the past several decades.
With the gradual dying away of the revolutionary doc-

trine of the restriction of governmental powers, the
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modern state has evolved from a mere "police stater

to a state which does a thousand-and-one things within
its territory and Jurisdiction. The state regulates
trade, controls public utilities, directs education,
settles industrial disputes, and does many other things
made necessary by modern industrial conditions. Ttith
the economic transformation of society, there is always
& growth in the complexity and number of the affairs
within the community that the state is charged to look
after.l Owing to the ever growing complexity of modern
life, the state soon has too much business to transact
and too difficult tasks to perform. The legislature,
which has to decide upon all the different issues con-
cerning foreign and domestic affairs, finds its burden
the heaviest, and owing to its prominent place in the
state, becomes the target of all blame.2 Everywhe re
the legislature has declined in popular esteem, and
competent observers agree that representative assem-
blies, as at present organized, are hopelessly in-
efficient and inadequate to perform the tasks cast upon

them. As & result the legislature has tended to decline

l. For example, W. F. Willoughby, see his article "The
National Government as a Holding Corporation”, Pol. Sc.
¢rtly., 1917, pp. 505 ff.

2. Webb, A Constitution for the Socislist Common-
wealth of Gregt Britaln, p. 78.
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in power, relative to the administrative departments.
- This condition of affairs has led a number of observers
to reconsider the problems of the basis of representa-~
tion, with the result that they have arrived at
pluralist conclusions.

The first names that we may mention in this
connection are those of Sydney and Beatrice iiebb, two
importamt ¥abian soc ialists, and G. D. He. Cole, & guild

socialist. In their books, A4 Constitution for the

Socialist Commonwealth of Great Britain (1920)by the

Webbs, and A Social Theory and Self Government in In-

dustry (1919) %g“bole, the need for reform in represen-
tation and an elaborate system of pluralistic organiza=-
tion are unambiguously set forth.

The first attack upon the existing representa-
tion system is directed against representation by purely
territorial division%id the supposition that the
electorate is a mass of und ifferentiated citizens uniform
in interests. Representation is therefore always uni-
tary; that is, each voter cean cast only one vote because
he is supposed to have only one single interest which
is represented exclusively by the political state. The

voter is regarded as expressing his will in terms of

political representation - a will that is not an exe-



pression of any specific and concrete interest, but one
very gereral ani vague in meaning. This, the iebbs
point out,3 is an injustice to the voter andamis-
representation of the whole community life. It is not
only true that different persons have widely different
interests, but the same person may have several different
interests at one time or different interests at different
times. It is impossible that his vote should express
his will in reference to all these interests. His will
at eny given time, if it has become definite enough to be
uttered, always is a will expressing some of his interests

in particular and not an abstract will expressing in-
terests in general. Thus, to quote, "We ask the elector
whet is his will as a human being; whereas he never has,
and never will have any definite will as a human being.
When he is conscious of hiumself as a consumer, he has a
will, which he can often express articulately enough.
When he is conscious of himself as & producer, he hes a
will, very often a turbulent and determined will. ithen
he is conscious of himself as a citizen, concerned with
the administration of the national resources, and the

physical and mental environment in which he and his

3. A Constitution for the Socialist Commonwealth of
Great Britain, pp. 79-80.




family have to live, he has a will, though often
needing, on the part of his representatives, patient
study and expert interpretation, so as to secure, in
the event, wvhat he desires. ithen, finally, he is
conscious of himself as a citizen concerned with the
independence of his country, with the maintenance of
personal liberty and with the defense against aggression
from without or from within, he has a will, which may
easily become so intense that, to attain his ends, he
will go even to death. But when the twenty-two million
electors are asked, in the vague, what is their will
about all sorts of things at once, how can we wonder
that any manifestation of a general will is imperfect
and indistincte" lforeover, a general assembly chosen
by popular vote to decide on all sorts of business is a
very poor instrument to carry out the divergent desires
of the electors. SangCole, "Parliament professes to
represent all the citizens in everything, andi therefore
a8 a rule represents none of them in anything."5 Here,
the opinion of Mr. Cole coincides with that of the
Webbs.

The remedy for these evils, according to them
? 9

4. Webb, Ibid, pp. 79-80.
5. Cole, Social Theory, p. 108.
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is functional representation. Representation shoulq, lMr,
Cole argues,6 always be social and particular. It
should be sociel because "no man can represent another
men and no man's will can be treated a&s a substitute

for, or representative of, the wills of others.” It is
only interests organized as definite purposes of a
certain number of persons that can be represented, but
never the individual as such. It is particular, because,
as has just been said, when a body is elected to
represent everything, it will virtually represent
nothing. The old theory of "representation of the
general will of a heap of uniform and unrelated indivi-
duals arbitrarily grouped in geographical divisions by

8 colorless central assembly is utterly false.’ And
henci?gole holda7 that if representation is functional,
it is necessary to let a person have more than one vote
provided he has more than one interest. Thus, as a
citizen of the state, he should cast one vote on issues
concerning affairs of the state, and as a member of the

congumer class, another vote concerning the interests

of thet class. Xor, he says, "The essence of Tunctional

6. Cole, Socicl Theory, pp. 103 ff.

Te Ibid, P 115.
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democracy is thet & man should count as mny times
over as there are functions in which he is interested.
To count once is to count about nothing in particular:
what men want is to count on the varticular issues in
which they are :'Lnterested.”8 The Benthamite axiom that
each person counts for one and no person counts for more
than one does not hold in a functional democracy.

lIr. Laski agrees wisffuebb angfgole in the need
of reformation in the system of representation, although
he does not venture any suggestion in the way of a con-
crete plan of reform. Speaking of the "general will",
he says,g "Here we have been led astray by the facile
brilliance of Rousseau. The more carefully the politi-
cal process is analyzed, the more clearly does it appear
that we are simply confronted by a series of special
wills none of which can claim any necessary pre-eminence.
What Mr. Laski means Dby "special wills"™ here is really
wills that express economic desires and impulses, de-
gires of man as a consumer or a producer. AS we have

noted before in the previous chapter, Mr. Laski's main

interest lies in the economic-industrial field.

8. Cole, Social Theory, p. 115.

9. Ioundations of Sovereignty, preface, p. vi.




But there is another side of the proposition
of the guild socialists, and also of Mr. Laskils in-
evitable corollary from the first, but one demanding
more of our attention on account of its more direct
bearing upon plurealism, which we have so far neglected
to take account of. As soon as the chief interests of
the members of the community have been recognized and
classified, according to the Webbs, into consumption,
production, and politics, it follows immediately that
each of these interests will become & class, & union, a
"democracy", or what not. According to the idea of the
Webbs, lr. Cole, and Nr. Laski, these classes of inter-
ests should always be self -governing and be kept on the
gare level so that none will dominate or claim any
superiority over the others. Government, for there is
still a need for some means of control over all the
equally important interest units, therefore necessarily
becomes a government of correlation and coordination of
the various interests instead of a government of the
politiceal power or authority over the economic and others
Thus lir. Laski declares,lo "The pluralistie State is an
attempt to remedy these defects [the defects of the

10. Foundations of Sovereignty, p. vii.




monistic state] by substituting coordination for a

hierarchical structure.”

Starting from the premise that the allegiance
of man is diverse and that whe re his loyalty conflicts
it is safer and better for the community that the de-
cision should be left to the individual conscience, Ilr.
Laskill concludes that the business of social control
becomes & problem of coordination and adjustment of
parallel parts instead of the authoritative command of
a superior sovereign authority over & hierarchical
structure of society. Of the various interests, he
recognizes two, the function of production and of con-
sumption, as the most significant. ™he division of
sovereignty in a "pluralistic stete" will be based upon
the division between these two economic Tunctions.
While he admits that 'the possibility of anarchy is
theoretically at every moment present,"l2 a system in
which suvnreme power is concentrated at a single point
is to be by all means &avoided. To be sure, some mech-
anism of ultimate adjustment is needed where the in-

terests of each group touch upon those of another, but

1l. Foundations of Sovereignty, op. viii, 241.

12. Authority in the Modern State, p. 30.




such an adjustment is only a matter of joint deliber-
ation and agreement of the "legislatures™ of the
functions.l3 Lr. Laski believes that the state as now
organized has been mainly the representative of the
consumers' interests and historically political power
belongs to those who at the time wield economic power}4
In the future, the vroducing function is to be represent-
ed by a "legislature" just as the consuming function has
always been, and these two legislatures are parallel in
status and power. The balance of the powers of these
two functions would constitute what he terms the
"pluralistic state". And he further points out that the
central authority within either division is not to be
considered &s uniquely sovereign. For, within these
functions there will again be a balance of internal
powers between smaller functionsel divisions.

The scheme of Mr. Laski, however, is funda~
mentally the same as that of Mr. Cole and the Tebbs,
and he is probably influenced by these writers. 1lr.
Cole's division of functions is also made on &n economic

basis and in the same distinctions between the vocatioh-

al or producing and appetitive or consuming associae

13. TFoundations of Sovereignty, p. viii; Authority in
the I\\IOdern S't&'te, PD e 88-89.

l4. Authority in the lodern State, pe. 88; Poundations
of Scvereignty, p. 238,
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tionstions. These associations, like the functions
of llr. Laski, are coordinating bodies linked together
by balance of powers.16 He points out17 that the state
ought not to be the possessor of an exclusive sover-
eignty merely because the state, as a compulsory
political and territorial association, includes every-
body within its area. TFor the state does not include
the whole of every body, since it represents only one
function, that is, the political, and not every function
in the whole community.

In their book referred to above (A Constitu-

tion for the Socialigstic Commonwealth of Great Britain)

the liebbs put forth a plan which is more elaborate than
either that of lr. Laski or of lir. Cole. In & truly
democratic18 gociety, it is necessary to recognize at
least three chief functions of life, nsmely, men as a
producer, man &8 & consumer, and men as a citizen. The

last involves a twofold aspect: on the one hand it is

15. gSocial Theory, pp. 66-73.

16, Ibid, p. 134; gelf-Government in Industry, Ch. V.

17. Soéial Theory, pp. 131-132; Self-Government in
Industry, ppe. l<o=127, 130.

18. A Constitution for the Socialistic Commonweslth of
Great Britain, pp. 108 et seq. 3See also above, pp. O=7.
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concerned with national defense and internal order,

the strictly political and "police" affairs of the
state, and on the other hand with the promotion of the
type of civilization that the citizen desires to
realize, including all the non-economic &nd non-politi-
cal matters. Social organization should therefore be
designed according to these divisions of fumnctions.
Thus, besides the "political democracy” which exists at
present, there will be created parallel to it a "demo-
cracy of the consumers"lg and & "democracy of the pro-
ducers™. The economic democracies Bhall be represented
by a "social parliement" with an executive to which the
control over the retion's-economic and social activities
is to be asmigned. The political democracy shall have
its own parlisment and ministry, and an organ possess-
ing judicial powers. There are, therefore, in this
society, two national assemvlies existing side by side,
and each is, within its own sphere, supreme. Coordina-
tion of these two assemblies can be secured by a device
of interlocking committees and joint cohferences, but in
no way shall there be any single authority above them,

20
nor shall either one be allowed to dominate the other.

19. lr. and lirs. liebb do not identify the state with the
consumer's interest as Ir. Laski does. 3ee above, p.42.

20. Cf. above, 1R 40-43.
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In the writings of Lir. Laski, the Webbs and
Ir. Cole we find the main trend, ana the orthodox doc-
trine, if we my so speak, of pluralism. They attack
the monistic state, not so much from the formal and
1ega1'aspect, but almost entirely Irom the standpoint
of practical reformers who try to stick close to con-
crete problems of political life. Ir. Laski, being
interested voth in juristic history and economic prob-
lems, although his interest in the latter is much
stronger than in the former, supplies a connecting link
between the legacl and sociateconomic conceptions of
pluralism. Ilfaitland's assertion thet the §tate and
other corporations arespecies of one genu§+restated,but
with a more coicrete embodiment and more definite mean-
ing by his application of it to the economic corpora-
tions of the day. '"The statg is only one among many>
forms of humsan association"28 and any a ttempt to make
it inclusfsgAall of social life is totally against the
Tacts in human organization. The state is not inclusivé
because on the one hand there is the fact of the diver-

sity of human interests which causes divergent and even

contradictory allegiances meking a unitary "general will"

21. Supra, Che. II, p.
22, Authority in the lodern State, p. 65.
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impossible. On the other hani, granting that there is
a consciousness of an endi of sociéty, the state is not
the only association thet can realize this end, or at
any rate it cannot realize it by ifself alone. Rurther-
more, the state "is not necessarily any more in harmony
with the end of society tyan a church or a trade-union,
or a freemason's lodge."zd we cannot assume the in-
feriority of other forms of association, for example,
the church to the State for "Moral inferiority in pure
pose as between a church and the state there can hardly
be; legal inferiority is either an illegit imete vpostula-
tion of Austinian sovereignty, or elseAthe‘result of a
false identification of state and society."a4

after having vresénted the views of these
writersﬁt is time for us to examine the bearing of their
views. PFirst we must see that a system of {unctional
representation does not necessarily imply a pluralistiec
state, if the different functions are represented in one
central assembly, a point which Iir. Cole has not made

entirely clear in his discussions of representation by

functions. e must remember that a functional state as

23. Authority in the Modern State, pp. 65-66.

24. Ibid.
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described by Plato can be thoroughly monistic in
principle. PFurthermore, Mr. Cole's idea of lietting
each person have as many votes at the polls as he has
different interests sounds more idealistic than
practicable. One difficulty would be to establish a
criterion by which to measure or ascertain what a
person is really interested in, and to what extent he
must be interested in one thing to justify giving him
an extra vote. Such questions,of courseg,do not concern
us here and we may pass them over with this brief remark.
These writers, it is clear, make & sharp dis-
tinction between the political state and a larger
society including the state and other functions. It is
true that many monists make the same distinction which,
in itself, does not necessarily imply pluralism. But the
same distinction has been made by these two types of
political thinkers in two different senses. The monist,
whenever he distinguishes sociéty from the state, con-
ceives the former as an entirely unorganized and form-
less entity, whether it is supposed to bé the embodiment
of a common good which the state is designed to achieve,
or simply the community of individuals prior to politi-
cal organization. Society mey be larger in extent than
the state; but it is the state that is organized, or

rather, politically organized, and this marks it off
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from the amorphous so¢iety. Organization therefore is
the basis of this distinction, and, consequently, when
a monist thinks of organization and control, he thinks
of the political state alonec

The pluralist, on the other hand, does not
think that society is unorganized as the monist does.
On the contrary, society is a highly organized community
in which every impor tant human interest and function is
united into bodies that manifest active intent and
gspontaneous activities like the political state. The
latter, in fact, as has been repeatedly said above, is
merely one of these interests. Society therefore is not
distinguished from the political state by the fact that
it is not organized, but by that it is actually more ex-
tended in scope than the state; for it includes the
gtate and all the other functions. It is extension or
scope, then, that forms the basis of the pluralistic
distinction. DNaturally, it follows that since organi-
zation is not characteristic of the state, control of
society should not be exclusively given to it but to
all the organized bodies of that society. The social
democracy of the liebbs and the social legislature of
Mr. ILaski are vesigned to divide the power of social
eontirol between the state and other legitimate organi-

zations,
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It is undoubtedly the idea of a larger society,
embracing all social functions, that leads Mr. laski
and others to recognize the need of some real relation
between the independent functional parts, and to try to
construct plans which will successfully bring all these
fragments into a harmonious whole. But why is this
necessary? VWhy not let each function live its own
separate existence and simplify our problem of social
organization? The answer is, of course, that the func-
tions are not in fact separable because they inter-
penetrate owing to the fact that all individuals be-
longing to one function have interests that lie beyond
the boundary of that group, and that & single individual
m&y have several allegiances at the same time. These
inter-pene trating functions constitute a larger unit of
organization which we may conveniently call society. It
is in this society that the political economic and other
Tunctions or associations are parallel and coordinate.
Otherwise, it would be a much simpler proposition to
make the organized functions separate nations than to
make them coordinate as a unity of some sort.

Hence the conceptions of lre. Laski, lir. Cole
and the ‘jebbs may be more truly termed social‘than
political pluralism, and the new form of organization

which they imagine is & pluralistic society with
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separate governing organs for each of its non-political
parts as well as for its politicel rather than a

pluralistic state in which powers are Givided within

the political organ itself. The whole thesis of their
thought, it is clear, is %o minimize the importance of
the political function bn society and to emphasire the
importance of other functions, especially the economic
functions of production and consumption in order to secure
a balance of power of these by thus counteracting the
traditional views. But when the other functions are taken
out of the control of the politicel, the state itself
Lecomes a very homogeneous and unified function. Persons,
as citizens, would have. wills that are more or less homo-
geneous in representation in the political democracy of
the ebbs, and a "general will" in political affairs may
verhaps be ascertained. The incapacities of the exist-
ing monistic state pointed out by these pluralists are
the refore removed, and there is nothing to prevent this
new, though smaller, state from being monistic. And in
fact the Webbs seem to admit this. They say that in
order to minimize deadlocks in joint conferences, it is
necessary to let each of the democracies to deal with
natters within its own realm as completely as possible,
and th&t each function within itself is supreme. ZXven

the sub-functional division within the chief functions
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suggested by lir. Laski would not answer this question.
Por the essgential characteristic of the pluralistie
state is the absence of a central suthority, but in his
legislatives, all the sub-functions are centrally
represented, and the power of negotiation with other
main functions is given only to these le gislatives,
Logically, pluralism cannot go beyond the division of
the: main funetions. For otherwise the division would
not stop until we reach the individual person and meke
direect consent of the individual the only basis of
government.

If we now turn to more specific questions con-
nected with the pluralistic conception, we see that
pluralism, as propounded by the se men, undoubtedly has
its meritse¢ First the substitution of flexible adjust=-
ment for a system of fixed authority as the means of
social control conforms more to the needs and conditions
of modern complex and ever changing social life. The
"pluralistic thegry" is calculated to be '"consistently
experimentalist"~5 in form and content because it is
only in this way that new needs and new situations can

be more adequately met. Iir. Laski always sees, it is

2b. TLaski, ¥oundations of Sovereignty, p. 23.
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apparent, the need of a unity in society. He speaks
of the "social end™ and the impossibility of any one
function realizing it. But social unity can be achieved,
Iir. Laski would agree, although he may object to the use
of the word unity, not by the exercise of political
authority alone, which is only one function within the
society along many others, but by the constant coordin-
ation of all the more important functions with a view
to realizing the social purpose, and this is necessary
to make authority workable. But coincidence of the
functional purpose with the social purpose does not
Justify the supremacy of a single function. For the
domination of one function, for example, the state, is
not a safe policy, and is, therefore, not a correct
means of control. A system must be judged not merely
by the end }t serves, but also by the way it serves
these en.ds.36

The underlying motives of these writers are
very obvious. They have envisaged the whole matter
almost entirely from an economic -industrial standpoint,
and the result is a scheme in which the rights of

economic associations are carefully guarded. In the

26. Laski, Foundations of Sovereignty, p. 248.
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scheme of the Webbs, a balance of power is aimed at
between the political and economic functions, but in
that of Mr. Laski, where the function of consumption is
identified with the political, the balance is not so
much between the politiggfgggﬂﬁﬂﬁkzn the economic func-
tions of consumption and production. Iir. Laski, however,
has another prominent motive besides the economic. He
has stressed very frequently27 the ethical significance
of the political system, and this inclination explains
some of the points in his acceptance of pluralism. 1In
his arguments he very often returns to the individual,
with his rights of freedom and political responsibility,
for justification, and the rights of the groups, in the
last analysis, become a medium to secure individual
rights. In this respect, pluralism may be said to be
e reaction of a néw individualism against the socialism
of the modern state.

Guild socialism, as outlined above, is the most
clear and consistent expression of pluralism. Its chief
exponents on the practical side are the ljebbs and Mr.

Cole, and Mr. Laski, on the other hamd, supplies a

theorétical basis and grounds for the system, although

&7. IEspecially in roundations of Sovereignty, pp. R232-
249,







socialist, whose views we have outlined above, seeks

the balance of political power between all the economic
functions, production as well as consumption, instead

of the substitution of the domination of one economic
class Tor that of another. 3yndicalism differs from

both of these in method and purpose. The emancipation

of labor is not to be effected by the redistribution of
political power but by destroying it. He recognizes only
one important economic function, namely, production, and
in consequence, he goes to war with the politifal state
which to him is the same evil clothed in a different gar-
ment. He has no place for the political function in his
new societye.

It is the passionate aversion of the syndicalist
to any form of political control that makes him the most
extreme plural%giﬁnigitigg ;nggiig %é%i%g%é%ingiaf-
fairs are placed under the control of labor bodies and
unions, and these unions are all self-governing and
aut onomous. Cooperation between them will insure &
working order in society, and any suggestion of central
and superior authority above them is sure to arouse the
suspicion of the syndicalist. To him, disorder is a

much smaller evil than despotism: for "a certain amount
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of disorder is good for Jiberty."

In the syndicalist picture of society, there=-
fore, we see a great host of associations of the pro-
ductive function, every one self-governing and every one
equal in status to all others. i&ach one has its own
internal life, a separate system of regulations and laws,
and a claim upon the allegiance of all those belonging to
it. But it is perhaps not entirely correct to call the
syndicalist society a pluralistic state, nor even a
pluraligtic society. For in completely abolishing the
state, the syndicalist has abolished one function in
gsociety, the political function, the utility of which
the guild socialist, who is the most genuine pluralist,
does not deny. IFurthermore, the chief objection of the
guild socialist against the present state is its domin-
ation in society, which amounts to the dominion of the
political function over the economic, or, if we gccept
the formula of Mr. Iaski, the dominion of the function
of consumption over that of production. What the syn-
dicalist has done is precisely to reverse this situation
and make production the dominating and controlling

function. It seems fair that we should recognize MNr.

29. MNaxime lLeroy, quoted by Buell, Contemporary French
POlitiCS, De 236 .
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Laski's views as the most representative of pluralism,
since he is the first to adopt that terminology, and
guild socialism as the best expression of it, since its
ideas come very near to those of Mr. laski. Syndicalism
is pluralism that has gone to the logical limit in its
conclusions. The syndicalist obviously starts where the
guild socialist mstarts, from a discontent with the
existing condition in which politics overshadows économic
interests, and a desire to elevate the position of the
economic groups. But when he has pushed his reasoning
so far as to extinguish one function in order to make
room for another, his logic loses its consistency, The
syndicalist is an extreme pluralist, in the sense that he
defies authoritative central political control; but he

is s0 extreme that he cen no longer remain a true

pluraliste.



CHAPTER 1V
THE ADMINISTRATIVE APPROACH

In the previous chapter, the economic and
social spproach to pluralism has been outlined eand
examined in the discussion of the views of Laski, iebb,
and Cole. It has also been pointed out that in that
appfoach we find the main trend and the most direct
and full statement of this new political conception.

It is clear that these writers question monism by

giving a thorough examination of the meaning of the
state, and propose & reconstruction of the whole organi-
zation of society. There is, however, another trend of
thought which does not concern itself so much with the
general purpose and nature of the state, as with its
mechanical side, its organs of function, in other words,
with the question of state administration.

Until recently the tendency towards centrali=-
zation of administration has been general in government
during meny decades. This was partly a result of the
need for unified action by the nation in times of danger
and crisis, partly a result of the greater efficiency

in concentrating executive power at one point, and partly
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the result of consistent application of the doctrine

of a unitary state in the realm of actual political
management. Up to & certain point this centralizing
tendency doubtless Justifies itself. But, with the
marvelously rapid development of economic and industrial
enterprises end the increase of international intercourse
and relations, the affairs of a civilized state have
multiplied by leaps and bounds in volume and hetero-
geneity. It becomes & question whether or not the same
dentralized system of administration which worked well

in the past is working as well in the present, or will
work so well in the future. It has beep urged by various
writers, such as Llr. Laski,l Lir. Figgis3 ard Mre We Fe
VilIbughby,3 that under modern conditions thorough-
going centralization becomes impossible. There seems

to be a law of "diminished return” in administration
just as in economics: Centralization works well until

a certain threshold is reached where further centrali-

zation means increase of inefficiency. OCpinions from

l. Poundations of govereignty, pp. 30-102; 240-245.

2. Churches in the lodern State, Ch. II.

3. "The National Government as a Holding Corporation",
rol. Sce Qrtly., 1917, pp. 505-521.
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movement advocates decentralization as the only remedy
for these evils. The programme of the administrative
gsyndicalist has two sides. The first is the demand for
autonomy and self-government in the public services and
the second, the application of codes of conduct recog-
nized in the economic and industrial realm to the realm
of civil service.

In connection with the first aspect which is
more concerned with the efficiency of administration, the
administrative syndicalist insists upon the need of
placing in the hands of governmental agents responsibili-
ty, freedom of action, and initiative in matters en-
trusted to them. He argues that it is only by giving
them very general administrative powers that efficiency
in business can be guwaranteed. Xach agent or adminis-
trative body, he argues, should be an autonomous organ,
with powers and authority of its own, although such
powers are legelly given to it by the central govern-
ment to whom it is respbnsible for the successful out-
come of the task entrusted to it. It should be free to
decide its own modes of execution, and within its omn
field, its powers should be supreme and it should be
free from interference by a superior authority. The
whole system of administration will therefore be divided

into & group of more or less independent parts.



But it is the second aspect of the theory of
the PFrench administrative syndicalism dealing with the
rights of public servants, that cowes nearer to
pluralism - the application to public servants of rules
in force for employees of private industries. The ad-
ministrative syndicalist argues that owing to the growth
of economic and industrial interests of the government,
the state itself has become an industrial instrument,

& view born out by the various economic affasirs that the
modern state undertakes to perform, especially in France.
The refore it is natural that the state should subject
itself to the code of conduct which has been accepted

in the economic realm. PYersons who are working for the
government are &accordingly not on a different footing
from ordinary industrial employees, and should not be
treated differently from them. Iike industrial em-
prloyees, the government agents and civil servants are

to have the right to form professional associations, to
"unionize"™, to have self-government in technical and in-
ternal affairs of their organizations and in matters
entrusted to their care, and to be free in the promotion
of their welfare and the improvement of the conditions
of service. The government, on the other hand, should
deal with its agents not by the exercise of an unlimited

authority, but should recognize a certain legal status
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to which both the government and its agents are equally
subjected. The French administrative syndicalist has
therefore rejected the authoritarianism of the state

and aims at subjecting the government to law in order to
safeguard the rights of certain professional groups, in
this case, groups of civil servants. Their demands have
the same spirit as those of the economic socialists whose
views we have represented in the third chapter. The only
difference is that in the case of French administrative
syndicalism the opposition to the state comes within the
machinery of the state ifself, whereas in the other case
the protests start as a rule from outside the state.

In america, the need of decentralization has
been recently stressed by llre Fe We Willoughby in his
article "The National Government as a Holding Corpora-
tion"? He views the process of administration as a
delegation ot powers from a central source to the various
agents, but he distinguishes two types of this delegation

In the first place, there is the &simpler and
older typre of delegation in which a central authority
creates its agents and delegates minor powers to them

to do certain definite things. The things that they

7. American Political Science Quarterly, 1917, pp. 5656~
b21.
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can do are clearly defined beforehand and their powers
are definitely circumscribed. In this plan, the agents
are no more than special tools or instruments used by

the government for specific ends, and no intelligent will
or self-activity is presupposed in them.

In the second type of delegation, however, the
agent is not appointed merely with a mandate to do
specific acts, but is given very loose and general powers
to take charge of a certain problem, the details of which
are not beforehand defined. The ways and means to solve
the problem are left entirely to the discretion of the
agent who is not interfered with by the delegating
authority in the execution of the task. No subordinate,
however, is to bLe held responsible for results through
a machinery of audits and the like.

It is this second kind of delegation that Ir.
Willoughby is advocating as the basis..of his proposal
to regard the government as a sort of holding corpora-
tion, and it is essentislly similar to the claim
of the French administrative syndicalist, that govern-
ment agents should be placed in the control and not at
the command of the government.

But we should remember that this second type
of delegation conceived by lir. Wwilloughby, and the

autonomy of government agents demanded by the IFrench






The proposals of the regionalist are made with
a view to preserving popular self-government against
the encroachment of a remote, unrepresentative, overe
whelming central authority, as they themselves declare.
This is to be done, not by restricting the function of
government generally, as the syndicalists and others
attempt to do, but by narrowing down the territorial
areas of governmegtal action in administration. Their
plen is two-fold:lQ the re-defigition of existing areas
80 as to make them real units in xespect to the social
feelings of the inhabitant andrimneespect to economic
life, and the devolution of many existing governmental
functions to these reconstructed local regiong.

Distributism, the territorial decentralization
movement in Xngland, as summed up by Mr. Coker, embodies
two ideas of reform: individual ownership of property as
the only guerantee of social freedom, and voluntary co-
operation and self-govdrnment in sm2ll communities of
individual property owners as the‘only'neans to prevent
e narrow concentration of economic and political power.
Mr. BellocTs interests are predominantly economic, and
his motive is really economic redistribution rather than

purely political reform in the realm of administration

12. Coker,"Technique of the Pluralistic State,"Am. Pol.
Sc. Rev., Vol., 15, pp. 197-8. ‘ -
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such as the Prench administrative syndicalists endeavor
to effect. Administration in the eyes of the dis-
tributist is Lut a means to an end, while according to
the syndicalist it is an end in itself.

Again, however, we must bear in mind that ter-
ritorial decentralization, still less than decentrali-
zation by services, implies a modification of the state
conception in terms of pluralism. Territorial devolution
of centralized power has been reconciled with the
monistic theory in all existing federal gowernment.

Fur the rmore, both the regionalists and the distributists
are too busily engaged in practical questions of economics
and administration to follow their propossals to a point
where a new conception of the state becomes necessary.

The bearing of these two movements upon pluralism is
therefore not so much in the way of theoretical contri=-
bution to political organization as in a spirit of re-
bellion against the authority of the state in general
in favor of the rights of freedom ani self-activity of
the parts within it.
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CHAPTER V
PHILOSOPHICAL AND ETHICAZL IMPLICATIONS
OF POLITICAL PLURALISM

While political pluralism is not a philosophi-
cal doctrine, and its development not to any considersble
extent due to direct influences of past and contemporary
philosophical thought, there are certain parallels be-
tween the pluralistic temperament and the tendencies of
a certain type of philosophy that need to be brought out
in order to have a fuller and deeper understanding of
this new political conception.

In the study of political pluralism the thing
which strikes us most is its "consistently experimental-
ist"l and thoroughly empirical spirit. Pluralism, as
hagcbeen noted before, places its whole confidence in the
flow of concrete experience in actual political life. It
insists that nothing can be constructed a priori in the
political and social realm, and hence, writeghféski,g

"It does not try to work out with tedious elaboration the

respective spheres of State or group or individual. It

l. TIaski, Problem of Sovereignty, p. 23.

2. Ibid.
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leaves that to the test of the event. It predicates
no certainty because history, I think fortunately, does
not repeat itself."

As an empiricist, the pluralist would necessar-
ily be an enemy to rationalism, which is closely allied
to political monism. For what the monist emphasizes is
the unity and theoretical completeness of the political
system; to him, political reality is "rational", that is,
self-consistent from beginning to end. 1In substance,
this amounts to an insistence upon the formal unity of
the juristic system and an emphasis of formal legal
validitye.

This relation of political pluralism to em-
piricism explains also the emphasis which it places upon
the question of the one and the many. The rationalist
attitude, to use the phrases of yilliam James,3 arises
from '"the habit of explaining parts by wholes" and on the
other hand, empiricism means "the habit of explaining
wholes by parts."4 What this really means is that the
empiricist, centering his whole attention on experience
as such, sees reality as an aggregation or succession of

separate individual events, and when he comes to the

3. A Pluralistic Universe, .

4. J1bid. p. 7.



question of the individual human self, the ego is an
aggregation or succession of separate sensations or
feelings. The political pluralist would be content to
make his case a concrete application of the empiricist
metaphysics and psychology. The plufalist glorifies
experience and asserts the reality and importance of the
parts against the absorption of the political whole.

Although politicel pluralism does not owe, as
was said above, any phase of its development directly to
philosophical empiricism there is one plureaelist who has
expressly acknowledged the importance of a radical sort
of this empiricism. Mre. Laski writes that James' book,.
A Pluralistic Universe, "has vital significance for

|5}
political theory,"” and quotes from it {o strengthen the

force of his argument for the reality of the group.

There is indeed a parallel between James' metaphysical
thought and Mr., Laski's political ideas, a parallel which
Mr. Laskl would readily acknowledge. The group is real
for Mr. Laski as the "each-form" is for James: to the
former the state is but one of the mAny forms of human
organization, and therefore it is in no way all-inclu-
sive of the groupsé to the latter the absolute is "only

one of the eaches" and "things are 'with' one another

5. TFoundations of Sovereignty, p. 169,

6e A Pluralistic Universe, p. 44,
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the totality of all social interests and organization
just as philosophical pluralism insists upon the non-
identity of God with the totality of existence.

There is another factor in political pluralism
which needs to be made explicit - the idea of evolution
and change. The pluralist,9 starting from an empirieal
premise, envisages the political world as always in a
state of flux in which no single predetermined principle
of conduct can be formulated.s If there is any single
safe rule of conduct at all for him, it is the rule of
congtant observation of facts and constant experimenta-~
tion in order to find out workable means of control. He
does not claim to make a rule that will be applicable
at all times because this presupposes a knowledge of all
that will happen in the concrete political world in all
the time that is yet to come. But this is to him absurd.
For the world is an incessant stream of change and de-
velopment. The insistence of the pluralist upon negoti-
ation or other flexible devices as the best means of

control, instead of the monistic idea of pre-established

9. Similarly the philiosophical pluralist, like James.
He writes of monistic rationalism: "llovements and
changes are absorbed into its immobility as forms of
mere sppearance. 4 vision of what already is excludes
one of what goes on." Hence the relations between the
each-forms are to be external and loose.
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has an underlying ethical motive as its propelling
force, and this ethical motive is especially evident in
political pluralism. It is the task of the rest of this
chapter to make this clear.

"The problem of today," declares Mr. Laski,
"as the problem at the time of the IFrench Revolution,
is the restoration of man to his place at the center of
sociel life." This declaration, when properly under-
stood, gives the keynote to the whole range of pluralistk
argument s which many pluralists fail to utter distinctly
enough to he easily recognized. The pluralist wishes to
elevate the position of the group, to give it freedom and
personality against the external authority of the state.
Put why is this necessary or desirable? Not bec&use of
the intrineic importance of the gpoup as such. It is
rather the individual persons who form the group that
are after all the final aim of social organization. But
he who thinks that individuals are free in the sense that
they are isolated and that they are equal to one another
as abstract human beings is certainly wrong. For with
the modern complex civilization, it has been found out
that individuals unorganized are too often the victims
of oppression, and that equality becores meaningless

when it is not supported by organizations based upon an



identity of concrete interests. The elevation of the
group is at the bottom an elevation of the individual;
for it is only by the division of powers within society
between the functional groups through which the indivi-
dual expresses himself that the oppression of the
unitary authoritarian state may be avoided and individual
freedom safeguarded. 4and freedom "alone ensbles the in-
dividuality of man to become manifest."11

Pfrom this individualistic ethical premise, the
pluralist comes to several conclusions that deserve our
attention. Hirst, simce individual personality and
freedom gre ultimate values, the powers of the state are
to be limited in order to make the individuel safe.
This limitation works out in a two-fold way: on the one
hand, it is denied that law can be comceived merely as
the comme.nd of the sovereign; the state is placed under
moral laws and its aim and conduct are to be judged by
their moral comtent. On the other hand, limitation of
state power is to be effected by the division of the
power of control among the d ifferent groups upon the
basis of function. This we have suf ficiently treated

in the third chapter and need not repeat here. The

l. ZIaski, duthority in the !fodern gtate, p. 90.
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first type of limitation, the pluralist's emphasis
upon morality as againgst authority calls for a few
more words of explanation.

The pluralist usually takes over the ethical
idea of the responsibility of the individual will and
applies it to the group as a real persomality. lonism
ig "ethically inadequate™ because it is & doctrine of the
rule of an overwhe lming central authority over all the
groups and consequently a Suppiession of their spontaneow
expression of moral wills and conduct. But without
meking any farmal transition of argument, he shifts to
the ground that the pluralistic programme is really
planned with the aim of cultivating the sense of in-
dividual responsibility in social affairs.la The real
basis of law lies, he believes, somewhere in the mind of
the individual as a moral being and the moral criteria
of state action are detemined some way by the moral
wills of its citizens.15 Govermment is, or should be,}
at bottom, a government byddirect consent. Each action
of the state is to b e referred back to the judgment of
the individual conscience and the "totality of such con-

14
science™ is the supreme arbiter of the event. Thus,

12. ILaski, Foundations of Sovereignty, p. 241l.
13. Authority in the Modern State, p. 30.
4. Ibid, p. 65.
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the ruling force in the community is not sovereigm or
external suthority, but the collective moral will of the
rembers of that community.

The duty of citizenship in such & morally sig-
nificant state is to examine constantly the conduct of
the state to see whether it has always kept the right end
in view and is always using the right means in its
achievement. But this duty cannot be performed without
giving the citizen certain favorable conditions which we
may call "natural rights"l5 of citizenship and which are
to be carefully guarded against the encroachment of the
authority of the state. 1Among such rights, Ilir. Laski
mentions freedom of speech, & living wage, an adequate
education, a progser amount of leisure, and the power to
combine for wocial efforts. To him, the se rights are
retural becguse "they do not depend upon the state for
their validity", and are "inherent in the eminent woxrth
of human personality.™"

Here indeed we may raise a legitimate question
as to what extent the pluralists accept the theory of
natural rights. According to lr. Laskim‘che problem of
today is the same as that at the time of the French

Revolution, the emancipation of the individual; this

15. TIaski, Poundations of Sovereignty, pe. 246.

16, Supra, p. 74
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sounds like a revival of the revolutionary spirit.
And it is perhaps not too extreme to say that men like
Mr. Laski are really championing a moral revolution
against the existing state. Discontented with the pre-
vailing state conception and conduct and passionately
cherishing the moral freedom of the individual, some of
the pluralists go back to the principle of natural rights
for the final ground of their pluralistic argument. MNr.
Laski's enumeration of certain nstural rights for the
citizen cited above does not differ in spirit from the
enumeration contained in the Declaration. "Rights such
as the se are necessary to freedom because without them
mn is lost in a world beyond the réach of his under-
standing. We have put them outside of the state to
traverse; and this again must mean a limit upon its
sovereignty."17 Such a statement puts him wholly into
the position of the revolutionist who held that the
limitation of government power was the only guarantee of
individual rights.

But there are certain pluralistic writers who
accept the natural rights principle in a very different
mennere In the case of lMr. ¥Higgis the issue 1is not a

defence of individual rights, but an assertion of the

17. Foundations of Sovereignty, p. 246. Cf. also Cole,
sSocieT Theory, pp. 180-192.
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18
inherent rights of groups, especially the churches.
He esarnestly insists upon,l9 vhile Lir. Laski only ad-
mits, the fact that individual personality can develop
only in social institutions, anmd there can never bve any
isolated individuals in the real world. DBut instead of
going further to argue that the rights of the groups
are desirable for the sake of the securing of the rights
of the individual, lir. Piggis - perhaps it is only a
matter of difference in emphasis - proceeds to show
that in the first place the churches as well as all
other corporations heve certain rights of existence,
growth, and frgedom in action inherent in their exist-
ence as groups‘:‘o and moreover, that the existence is
a necessary social fact which no state however powerful
can safely deny. Im the hands of IMr. Piggis, therefore,
the natural right principle assumes a somewhat new form;
the moral unit of rights has been enlarged from the
individual to the group. The notion of limitation of

the powers of government, however, is as prominent in

18. Churches in the Modern State, Ch. II.

19. Ibid, p. 88.
20. Tbid¢.pp.i86, 93, 91, 13, 17, 32, 52, 100-101.



his arguments as in the writings of Mr. Laski.
Considered in this light, pluralism seens to
lose to some extent its strangeness and radicalism.
It becomes, in its ethical aspect, & reassertion of the
doctrine of the importance of the respect for individuval
personality and freedom either of the moral person in
isolation, or in association. This indeed is a very
familiar ethic&l doctrine. The novelty of pluralism
lies, it is obvious, not in its "first principles"™ or
underlying motive, but in the applications of these
principles it makes to the realm of the political state

and social life in general.
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CHAPTER VI
SUMI{IARY AND CONCILUSION

In the previous chapters attempts have been

made to define the meanings of the pluralistic concep-
tion of the state as a distinct idea from the more
commonly accepted monistic conception and as a remedy
calculated to cure the evils of monism to which the newer
school of political thought has earnestly called our at-
tention. We have seen, in the legal approach to plural-
ism, how certain juristic writers, by discarding the
narrowly and formelly juristic view of the politicel
process, have elevated the position and importance of
groups and corporations in the community and reduced

the claim of the state in the representation and control
of social interests to equality with all the groups. They
however, have done nothing more than give pluralism a
stert, for they have neither directly attacked the
juristic theory of sovereignty which is the real basis
of monism nor consciously visualized any new doctrine

of the state. It is in social and economic writers that

we have found the pluralistic conception most fully

developed. By emphasizing the diversity and complexity

of organized interests and their importance in modern



society, fhey he.ve suc cesgfully shown why the political
staute alone is not adequate to take care of all the
affairs of the community. They base their arguments on
both utilitarian and ethical grounds, that the control
of society by a single political authority is harmful
and unjust. ZPluralism in their hands frequently appears
to be a defence of natural rights of the groups, and when
they push their logic a little further, certain of them
come back frankly to the old doctrine of individual
natural rights. The powers of the state must be limited
because it is the only way to safeguard individual ner-
sonality and freedom. But they have gone farther than s
mere theory of limitation of governmental powers. They
have made plans in which the whole society is divided up
into many self-governing parts on the basis of social
functions or interests rather than territorial divisions.
"he state in every case is made to represent only one
such function, and it becomes only & part of the social
whole. hile there is still unity in the se pluralistic
arrangements the means of securing it is no longer
authority but coordinstion.

In thefourth chapter attention has been called
to the revolt of the rench administrative syndicalists

against centralization and to other similar movements of
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decentralization, including the recent tendencies in
administration in the United “tates as pointed out and
suggested by Mr. W. F. Willoughby. Centralization of
administration is a normal tendency of monism, and
decentralization, while it is not necessarily synonymous
with pluralism, is included in the programme of every
thorough-going plufalist. In the <f£ifth chapter plural-
ism has been examined in its ethical aspect, and certain
reletions heve been pointed out between political
pluralism and pluralism in philosophy. The neaning of
pluralism has thus been made sufficiently clear and ex-
plicit, and the ground is prepered tfor a final scrutiny
and criticism of this new conception of the state. In
this chapter, as a conclusion to the whole study, &
general evaluation of pluralism will be attempted.

"he first thing that strikes us in our study of
pluralism is its predominantly negative tone. Pluralist-
ic literature is eminently e ontroversial in nature for
the very term pluralism suggests opposition to monisme.
The latter maintains & thesis, namely, that the state
is, and ought to be, characterized by a single indivisi-
ble sovereigmty; the former presents an antithesis,
thet such a sovereignty is impossible in the modern
world and it ought not to be allowed to exist even if

it were possivle. Whédn we go into the matter of plural=-



-84 -

ism a little deeper, however, we find thet pluralism
aims to be more than a purely academic criticism and
negation of monism. It is in reality a reaction in
contemporary political thought incited by the great
changes in modern society which have occurrea in the
past few decades and which have been referred to in a
previous chapter (Ch. II1I). ZPluralism is indeed not a
passionless doctrine. It gains its force from a dis-
content with the existing organization for political
cOntrol and a moral revolt against factors that tend to
repress individualism and freedom (See Ch. V). Hence
all the discernible shortcomings and evils of the
monistic system are eagerly brought out and forcibly
put forth in order that the 0ld regime may give place
to & new order of thingse. The pluralists are therefore
revolut ionists in spirit, although most of them are but
radical reformers in their practicel propositions.

That the antagonistic attitude of pluralism
towards monism is unfortunate will become obvious when
we see, upon closer scrutiny of both these conceptions,
that they are really two pointe of view or two dif-
ferent aspects of the social and political process.1

ot only is there no necessary antagonism between them,

1. ©Sabine, "Pluralism; A roint of View", Ame. P0le. ScCe
teve Vol. 17, 1923, pe 49.




but a comprehensive and consistent theory of human
organization must realize the merits of Vboth.

The terms monism and pluralism, as has been
suggested before (Ch. I), suggest the old problem of
the one and the many around which centuries of con-
troversy have raged. Ihile the controversies have by
no means completely ended, it is correct to say that
most of the profounder thinkers have come to the con-
clusion that the one and the many are but aspects of one
existence and not two separate entities. An absolute
idealist like Josish Royce2 vihile maintaining the
validity of the Totality of Knowledge and Experience or
30d, does not deny the reality of the Individual and to
him the World is unreal without the Individual real. On
the other hand, a radical empiricist and pluralist like
James recognizes the existence of a universe, though he
is careful not 1o let the postulate of & universe pre-
clude the existence of a multiverse. The difference in
this connection between Royce and James, or between the
philosophical monist and pluralist,is really & difference
in emphasis rather than one of opposite attitude. In the
opinion of the writer, ultimate monism and ultimate

pluralism are both impossible:; for the one and the many

2. The World and the Individual.




are relative terms, one cannot speak of the one without
logically implying the other.

This is exactly the case with the political
pluralist and monist. The monist insists upon the
necessity of a unified source of authority &nd a single
self-consistent system of law in the state. He insists
upon this because he thinks that it is only by providing
such a scheme thet efficiency and certainty in adminis-
tration can be insured. Within limits, this insistence
is certainly correct. For within any entity, whether a
person, & group, or a state, at a given time, there must
be a unity of purpose and coordimation of functioning
organs, otherwise action is impossible and business can
not be transacted. The monist therefore rightly em-
phasizes unity in the definition of the state and
definiteness of legal compe tence on the part of its
organs. The fiction theory of the corporation is after
all only & theory recommended by its juristic convenience
and it never was intended to settle the question of the
me taphysical reality of groups. Hor, as a metter of
fact, the nmonist has always implicitly recognized the
reality of them. They were sufficiently real to the

- Romancists to secure their recognition as "persons"®

which were fictitious only in the light of legal theory.



They were to Hobbes woruws within the entrails of the
state. But objectionable as worms were, they were real,
and so real that Hovbbes took the troyble of condemning
them. Unity is merely & practical postuiate for juristic
convenience: for the monist the ore is preferred, but the
many not in any explicit way denied.

But the monistic misteke becomes obvious when
unity is applied to an organizeation in which allegiance
is divided, or to realms beyond the formally juristic and
political. In times when industrial and economic in-
terests were unknown or subordinated to the political,
when the individual owed no other allegiance than to the
state, when the will of the ma jority or the general will
of the people was dominaitly a political will certainly
" monism could, and aid,work with admirable success. But
with the advent of modern society, in which interests
are so widely diversified and so compactly organized
into various groups, &s the pluralists poimt out, there
comes & split of individual allegiance and & general
will thet is exclusively political is no longer as-
certainable. The state, instead of keeping its clainm
of authority within the strictly political fieid, has
endeavored to embrace the whole range of social organi-
zations. Here the monist, retaining his o0ld way of

thinking, views the whole complex of interests &s one
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single system and logically to it he applies his prin-
ciple of unified comtrol. DBut with many contending and
contradictory parts struggling incessantly in society,
the political state Gday by day proves its incapability
to keep up with the amount and complexity of work that
it undertakes to perform. The pluralist, therefore,
points out that the monistic principle will never work
in this state of affairs. Hor egch and all of these
interests when organized into permanent groups &are
separate entities in themselves, and each requires a
separate system of control. A monist may perhaps still
retain his principle in his own Tielu, namely, the
politicel and legal realm as represented by the state;
but he will have to leave all the rest alone.

The pluralist is of course right here, although
he has still to work out a detailed and consistent plan
of the new social structure. However, we must not
suppose that the pluralist goes so far as to deny the
necessity of unity. The need for negotiation and co-
ordination is insisted upon by Mr. Laski and the yebbs
and they admit that the groups are not independent
entities which permit of no common correlation. They
Giffer from the monist only in this, that they view the
modern society as an aggregation of meny separate en-

tities of organized irterests including the political



state, while on the other hand, the monist, without
denying the existence of groups, views society as

one entity and hence a legitimate place to aply the
unitary doctrine. Both have the same material to work
with: society and the group. The orne takes society his
unit of thought, the other the group.s Aand consequently
the seemingly irreconcilable controversies. But it is
clear the differente between these two conceptions is
only a difference in point of view, a difference in
emphasis, not a difference that is opposite and entirely
incompatible in fundamentals.

That these two ideas &are merely different view-
points can be proved in still another way. As has just
been said, in eny political system that is calculated to
be stable enough to function eflficiently there must be
an established workine harmony. Orderly administration
implies that certain juristic standards have a’ready
been achieved, and thet wrkable limits of Jurisdiction
have been fized - in short, that political and legal
relations have been generalized and simplified through

ectual experiment and trial. But immediately it be-

comes obvious thet before this can be accomplished,

Se See Chs V., sSUpPTra.

4. Sabine,"Pluralism: A Point of View", Am. P0l. Scy
Rev., Vol. 17, 19235, pe. 49.




=90 =

there must be a stage of tentative experimenting, of
flexibde and loose relations, of adjusting and re-
adjusting until a practicable order can be achieved.
Thus viewed, therefore the Jjuristic process consists of
two distinet though inseparable stages: first, the ex-
perimental, hence comparatively changeable, and second,
the completed, hence, fixed and unified. The monist,
being a lover of logical completeness and ideal perfection
stresses the latter stage of the political process and
thinks of it always as something thet is already ac-
complished and has attained relative perfection. ithout
going into the trouble of being entirely consistent with
actual facts he takes unity and stability for granted and
constructs @ political conception that is beyond impeach-
ment if we can see with him what he really has in mind.
His mistake, however, cannot be overlooked. In his em-
phasis on one phase of the process, he has failed to
take account of the other. And that is the reason why
the monist cannot always meke good all his claim of unity
and order.

The plursalist, on the other hand, being empiri-
cal in temperament, grasps the second stage with great
clearness and understanding. He rgghtly points out that

a political system cannot ke a purely logical construc-
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tion because this presupposes a completed and perfect
knowledge of all that is going to happen in the volitical
world. DBut in such a changing world as the modern
society, we can know nothing that is yet to come. Every-
thing is in @& flux; the groups which are very recent
creations are still foreign elements in the social
system; the ir relations with each other and with the
gtate ere yet to be defined; their exact functions in
society, the limits of their power, and the means of con-
trolling them are &ll problems to be solved. Never before
haes society beecn confronted Wifh a set of problems as
complex and bafrling as this, and the solution of them
cannot be found in past precedents. It is only by carefu
trial and experiment that any satisfactory system for
this new order can be worked out. It is in this light
that we see the true meaning of the insistence upon the
procedure of neggotiation by INr. Laski and the scheme of
separate democracies by coordination proposed by the
Webbsg.

If monism represents the established and
pluralism the tentative stage of orne and the same
process, then they cannot be opposite doctrines. As a
matter of fact, they supplement each other. Monism and

pluralism always go, or ought to go, hand in hand. Legal



-92-

norms are constantly being achieved, and are being con-
gtantly replaced and modified with the change of cire-
cunstances. In a society where there is suf ficient
order and unity there is always the monistic ideal of
perfection, and when such a society is progressive
enough, it will always manifest plurgalistic behavior,
Whether monistic or pluralistic it is always one and the
same reality. We can perhaps reconcile the antagonism
tetween the monist and the pluralist if we agree that at
any given time in a community, there will always be
tendencies toward monism, but such tendencies never
arrive at a point of perfection as the monist imagines.
For there is no firelity in political reality. A work-
ing harmony andi legitimate amthority in esociety are de-
sirable and above all necessary, as the monist sees.
But he should also see that the best means to insure
working h&rmony is incessamt experiment, and the best
means to achieve legitimate authority is by "negoti-
ation", or spontaneous agreement. There is no occasion
to make a choice between monism and pluralism, as if

- they were opposite and incompatible doctrines. It is
far truer to say that a society is monistic so far as

5
at any ftime it can be, and pluralistic so far as it must.

5. BSabine, "Pluralism: A <oint of View", Am. Pol. Sc.
Rev., Vole 17, Feb. 1925, p. 50.
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Thus we have arrived at a theoretical
reconciliation of monism and pluralism, and this is
the main result of the present study of political
pluralism. It remeins for us to examine the conception
in some specific and concrete details and to state its
real significance in the pfesent social situation
before we draw the study to a close.

While it is true to say that pluralism is s
criticism of the o0ld political order and hence that it
is a vision into the future with untested validity, it
should be noted that there are already certain facts in
western social life that to some extent support the
cleims of the pluralist., Pluraliem, when viewed in this
light , becomes the expression of certain actual but
latent tendencies of the present rather than a mere re-
action to the old or a mere prophecy of the future.

Pirst, pluralism is supported by the fact of
the continuous and rapid growth of group life in the
modern western society. As has been said before,6 this
growth is most spectacular and important in the economic
and industrial realm. iWhile man has always been an

economic animal, it is only in very recent times that

6. Chapter II and III, Supra.
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human organization become s more and more preeminently
economic in principle. At the same time, the national
and political idea of human society still reigns. Thus
a situntion is created in which two tendencies, the
economic and the political idea of organization, in-
cessantly, if not openly, conmtest for survival. The
representatives of the latter, not unaware of the fact
of economic growth, enieavor to retain the old political
organization by making the state the sole ruler of
society. This in theory means the political control

of economic and industrial affairs. Monism, therefore,
sees no reason why authority should be divided antd why
groups oOther than the state should be given the powers
of government. The representatives of the former, on
the other hand, see no reason for political organization
to dominate over the economic and industrial. Con-
sequently some extreme economic sbéci®lists go as far as
to abolish the political function entirely from society.7
Others who are truer pluralists, plan to divide society
into political and social rule, thus making all groups,
political and economic, free and autonomous.8 Pluralism

appears here to be a compromise of two extremes: the ex-

7. See Ch. III, discussion of Syndicalism, pp. 54ff.

8. See Ch. III, discussion of the views of Mr. lLaski and
Mr. and lrs. Webb, pp. 35ff.
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treme political conception of society and the extreme
economic conception.

But it is important to remember that an
economic view of gsociety does not recessarily imply
pluralisme. This becomes clear if we recall that the
llarxian socialist or any s tate socialist would like to
give the economic function all the controlling powers in
society. In his scheme, the economic function is a
highly unitary organization, with all the monistic es-
sentiais of the political state. Staete socialism may,
for our purpose, be conveniently called economic monisme
The struggle between state socialism and the old state
is therefore a struggle between economic and political
monisme

The true pluralist professes not only political
but also economic pluralisme. The syndicalist as well
as the guild socialist is dissatisfied with the centra-
lization and unitary organization of state socialism,
and they believe that the solution for the difficulties
they see lie not essent islly in economic control but in
economic division of control. ZFor this reason, groups,
especially organizations representing the economic

9
functions of consumption and production, are of immense

9. The syndicalist recognizes only the function of pro-
duction to have a right to control; see alove, Chapter

III, pp. 54ff,
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importance in their new social order. ITluralism, when
thus viewed, becomes more than a merely political con-
ception of the state. The important thing to note here
is that the growth of economic interest and the con-
sequent growth of economic groups in modern western
society have become open and unquestionable facts and
the nature of social organization has to undergo &
process of revision. DPluralism, if it does not mean
anything else, means an earnest attempt at such a re-
vision. Jhether society should be ruled by politics, by
economics, Oor by the divided rule of both, are questions
for social philosophers of the present and of the coming
years to answer.
Secondly, the pluralist finds certain facts in

connection with the internal organization of the politicd

state itself to substantiate a certain phase of his doc-
trine. This is the demand of decentralization in ad-
ministration which we heve considered at length in the
fourth chapter. e recall how the multiplication of
business for the national state has rmade centralization
inadequate, how the French administrative syndicelist
attempts to remedy this, how the more consistent
pluralist similarly argues for division of administrative

powers, and how Mr. F. We Willoughby, although far from
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being a pluralist, offers to solve the difficulty by
a scheme meking the nationsl legislature a sort of
holding corporation for more or less self-directing
rovernnental administrative agencies. But we should also
notice that a consideratle process of decentralization is
already taking place in the United States through the |
multiplication of administrative boards and commissionéD
necessitated by the increase of administrative matter
ghiefly in industry and economics. These comunissions,
starting as branches of the executive, are gradually
coming to exercise judicial functions and acquiring
virtually legislative powers. Because of the prevalence
of the monistic idea, and of the suspicious attitude of
the 1egiélature toward any division of its powers, and
gspecially because of jealousy with which it guards the
power of natiomel buiget making, the development of de-
centralization to the extent desired by the pluralist
seems at present impossible. But it cannot be denied
that there is a definite tendency toward decentralization
and this process will certainly go much farther than it
has yet gone.

Thirdly, therc are certain facts in inter-

national relations, which, although not an essential

10. Sabine ,"Pluralism: A Foint of View", Am; Pol. Sc.
Rev., Vol. 17, 1923, pp. 47-49.
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part of the plurelistic idea, point toward the
destruction of the idea of state sovereignty, the
corner-stone of monism. International agreements,
according to the monistic conception, are binding on

the states taking part in them, in so far as the
sovereign willsof such states choose. to bind themselves.
In other words, internstional agreements never impair
the sovereignty of the states concerned. Unaer monisn,
therefore, & world state is impossible, unless all
existing states 1lose the ir sovereignty and become
merely administrative divisions of the universal stete.
But suppose, as the League of Nations has suggested the
possibility,ll‘that & world organization be realized.
The consequences would be the &ctual negation of the as-
sertion of the theory of state sovereignty. For on the
one hand, when suchea world organization were definitely
Tormed, no state would be able to withdraw from it with-
out provoking the résistant forces of other states, and
on the other hand, Fulfillment of international ob-
ligations by any state could only be determined in texrms
of international lew and internstional public opinion of

states, not the state itself. In other words, the legal

11. Sabine, "Pluralism; A Point of View", am. P0l. Sc.
Rev., Vol. 17, 1925, pp. 41-45.







«100-

monistic formula of social strw ture consisting only
of two entities, the state on the one end and the in-
dividual on the other.

The emphasis on the importance and reality of
groups is timely for it brings to light one of the most
striking facts in modern society - the growth in power
and numbers of voluntary associations based on similarity
of interest. We have discussed this whole matter fully
especially in Chapter III. It may be true that in time
a functional division and organization of society will
prove a more economical and efficient ne ans of social
organization than the monistic form of society with one
function, politics, taking charge of all the different
affairs of the state. DIlwralism means a division of
Jabor in society upon the basis of groups. VWhen a
really workable scheme of coordination of these groups
has been found out, this division might mean the conduct
of society's business with the maximum of efficiency agd
w2th the minimum of wasted effort. Iiiss I . Folletl“
points out, this must be more than a mere balance of

forces, which she rightly thinks might be only another

name for anarchy.

12. The New S‘t&te, P 308.
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Pluralism, lastly, in its empirical inclina-
tions, its insistencé on evolution and change, its
pragmatic and vtilitarien temperament, is thoroughly
in accord with the general trend of modern spirit and
tendency, and, as a matter of fact, it is one integral
aspect of the whole system of modern thought. The true
gsignificance of pluralism, therefore, cannot be fully
understood apart from this system and its arguments
cannot be fully answered in the realm of political
the ory alone. Perhaps we may say, in the spirit of the
pluralist, that the present social situetion is far too
complex to be adequately accounted for merely by a theory

of the state.

THE BEND
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