ISAIAH BERLIN

FOUR ESSAYS ON

LIBERTY|

-

OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS
LONDON OXFORD NEW YORK
1969

J¢/385/B4iR[erp. 2

R A i R e ST TR



Oxford University Press
GLASGOW NIW YORK TORONTO MELBOURNE WELL INGTON
CAPE TOWN SALISRURY 1BADAN NAIRGE! LUSAKA ADDIS ABABA
BOMBAY CALCUTTA MADEAS KARACHI LAHORE DACCA
KUALA LUMPUR SINGAPORE HONG KONG TOKYO

To Stephen Spender

This Selection and Itroduction
© Oxford University Press 196g

First published as an
Oxford University Press paperback roby

JC
£ERs
Py

(Jf),cgl
)
v/
9
A
UNIVERZITY | ' o)
FENNSYLVANIA '
LIBRARIES ., b1

Printed in the United States of America




I
IIL

Iv.

CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

POLITICAL IDEAS IN THE
TWENTIETH CENTURY

HISTORICAL INEVITABILITY
TWO CONCEPTS OF LIBERTY

JOHN STUART MILL AND THE
ENDS OF LIFE

APPENDIX

INDEX

41

18

173

207

209



L < A A e N T o T TR T T R ey S s e e

INTRODUCTION

*L’on immole i I'2tre abstrait les tves réels: et 'on offre au peuple en
masse I'holoczuste du peuple en détail.’
BENJAMIN CONSTANT, De Pesprit de congquéte.

1

THE first of the four essays in this book appeared in the mid-
century number of the New York periodical Foreign Affairs; the
remaining three originated in lectures.! They deal with various
aspects of individual liberty. They are concerned in the first
place with the vicissitudes of this notion during the ideological
struggles of our century; secondly, with the meaning it is given
in the writings of historians, social scientists, and writers who
examine the presuppositions and methods of history or sociology ;
thirdly, with the importance of two major conceptions of liberty
in the history of ideas; and, finally, with the part played by the
ideal of individual liberty in the outlook of one of its most
devoted champions, John Stuart Mill.

The first and last of these essays evoked little comment. The
second and third stimulated wide and, as it seems to me, fruitful
controversy. Since some of my opponents have advanced objec-
tions that seem to me both relevant and just, I propose to make
it clear where I think that I stand convicted of mistakes or
obscurities ; other strictures (as I hope to show) seem to me mis-
taken. Some of my severest critics attack my views without ad-
ducing either facts or arguments, or else impute to me opinions
that I do not hold; and even though this may at times be due to
my own lack of clarity, I do not feel obliged to discuss, still less
to defend, positions which, in some cases, appear to me as
absurd as they do to those who assail them.?

' My thanks are due to the institutions at whose invitations the lectures were delivered,
and to the respective publishers of the essays for granting permission for their re-
publication.

* While 1 have not altered the text in any radical faghion, I have made a number of
changes intended to clarify some of the central points which have been misunderstood
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The main issues between my serious critics and myself may be
reduced to four heads: firstly, determinism and its relevance to
out notions of men and their history ; secondly, the place of value
judgments, and, in particular, of moral judgments, in historical
and social thinking; thirdly, the possibility and desirability of
distinguishing, in the realm of political theory, what modern
writers have called ‘positive’ liberty from ‘negative’ liberty, and
the relevance of this distinction to the further difference between
liberty and the conditions of liberty, as well as the question of
what it is that makes liberty, of either sort, intrinsically worth
pursuing or possessing; and finally, the issue of monism, of the
unity or harmony of human ends. It seems to me that the un-
favourable contrast sometimes drawn between ‘negative’ liberty
and other, more obviously positive, social and political ends
sought by men—such as unity, harmony, peace, rational self-
direction, justice, self-government, order, co-operation in the
pursuit of common purposes—has its roots, in some cases, in
an ancient doctrine according to which all truly good things are
linked to one another in a single, perfect whole; or, at the very
least, cannot be incompatible with one another. This entails the
corollary that the realization of the pattern formed by them is
the one true end of all rational activity, both public and private.
If this belief should turn out to be false or incoherent, this might
destroy or weaken the basis of much past and present thought
and activity; and, at the very least, affect conceptions of, and the
value placed on, personal and social liberty. This issue, too, is
therefore both relevant and fundamental.

Let me begin with the most celebrated question of all as it
affects human nature: that of determinism, whether causal or
teleological. My thesis is not, as has been maintained by some of
my most vehement critics, that it is certain (still less that I can
show) that determinism is false; only that the arguments in
favour of it 'aré Mot vonclusive; and that if it ever becomes a
widely accepted belief and enters the texture of general thought

by critics and reviewers. [ am most grateful to Professors S, N. Hampshire, H. L. A,
Rart, and Thomas Nagel and Mr. Patrick Gardiner for drawing my attention to &rrors
and obscuritics. I have done my best to remedy these, without, I feel sure, fully satisfying
these distinguished and helpful critics.
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and conduct, the meaning and use of certain concepts and words
central to human thought would become obsolete or else have
to be drastically altered. This entails the corollary that the exist-
ing use of these basic words and concepts constitutes some
evidence, not, indeed, for the proposition that determinism is
faise, but for the hypothesis that many of those who profess this
doctrine seldom, iLu::,_luau'sequa__r{ﬂmy preach, and (if my
thesis is valid) seem curiously unaware of what seems, prima
facie, a lack of correspondence between their theory and their
real conyictions, as these are expressed in what they do and say.
The fact that the problem of free will is at least as old as the
Stoics; that it has tormented ordinary men as well as pro-
fessional philosophers; that it is exceptionally difficult to for-
mulate clearly; that medieval and modern discussions of it,
while they have achieved a finer analysis of the vast cluster of the
concepts involved, have not in essentials brought us any nearer
a definitive solution ; that while some men seem naturally puzzled
by it, others look upon such perplexity as mere confusion, to be
cleared away by some single powerful philosophical solvent—
all this gives determinism a peculiar status among philosophical
questions. I have, in these essays, made no systematic attempt
to discuss the problem of free will as such, but principally its
relevance to the idea of causality in history. Here I can only
restate my original thesis that it seems to me patently inconsistent
to assert, on the one hand, that all events are wholly determined
to be what they are by other events {whatever the status of this
propasition’), and, on the other, that men are free to choose
between at least two possible courses of action—free not merely
in the sense of being able to do what they choose to do (and be-
cause they choose to do it), but in the sense of not being deter-
mined to choose what they choose by causes outside their control.
If it is held that every act of will or choice is fully determined
by its respective antecedents, then (despite all that has been
said against this) it still seems to me that this belief is incom-
patible with the notion of choice held by ordinary men and by

' It has the appearance of a universal statement about the nature of things. Bur it can
scarcely be straightforwardly empirical, for what item of experience would count as

evidence against it?



























































































