ity - o
Jife long expressed by Fastern FElIOIS diit avmuiy wissgas vy pLc-UNfigtig,

On the other hand, it 1s reasonable to remember thy "
¢

material and social progress that the human species has made has beg,

achieved, in part, because of a willingness to treat other species, and indeeq
ailable for human use. To alter thj

the natural world, as a resource av
dging the rights of other species has profound

relationship by acknowle
implications not only for moral conduct but also for the material and

social organisation of human life.

‘pagan’ creeds.

Obligations

An obligation is a requirement or duty to act in a particular way. H.LA.
.Hart. (1961) distinguished between ‘being obliged’ to do something, which
lmphes. an element of coercion, and ‘having an obligation’ t0 do
somethmg, which suggests only a moral duty. Though a cashier in 2 ban
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may fecl obliged to hand over money to a gunman, .hc is L_mficr no
obligation, in the second sense, to df) so. This can bc. scen in the distinction
between legal and moral obligations. Legal obligations, such as the
requirement to pay taxes and observe other lafvs, are enforceable through
the courts and backed up by a system of penaltics. Such obligations may be
upheld on grounds of simple prudencc:' whether laws are right or wrong
they are obeyed out of a fear of punishment. Moral obligations, with
which this chapter is concerned, are fulfilled not because 1tTs sensible to do—
<o but because such conduct is thought to be rightful or morally correct.

Wa promise, for example, is to be under a moral obligation to carry
it out, regardless of the consequences which breaking the promise
would entail.

In a sense, rights and obligations are the reverse sides of the same coin.
To possess a right usually places someone else under an obligation to
uphold or respect that right. In that sense, the individual rights discussed in
the previous section place heavy obligations upon the state. If the right to
life is meaningful, for instance, then government is subject to an obligation
to maintain public order and ensure personal security. ‘Negative’ rights
entail an obligation on the part of the state to limit or constrain its power;
‘positive’ rights oblige the state to manage economic life, provide a range
of welfare services and sa on. However, if citizens are bearers of rights
alone and all obligations fall upon the state, orderly and civilized life
would be impossible: individuals who possess rights but acknowledge no
obligations would be lawless and unrestrained. Citizenship, therefore,
entails a blend of rights and obligations, the most basic of which has
traditionally been described as ‘political obligation’, the duty of the citizen
to acknowledge the authority of the state and obey its laws.

The only political thinkers who are prepared to reject political obliga-
tion out of hand are philosophical anarchists such as Robert Paul Wolff
(1970), who insist upon absolute respect for individual autonomy. Others,
however; have been more interested in debating not whether political
obligation exists, but the grounds upon which it can be advanced. The

classic explanation of political obligation is found in the idea of a ‘social
contract’, the belief that thatmmm
feaggging state authority. Other thinkers, however, have gone further and
Suggested that obligations, responsibilities and duties are not merely
contractual but are instead an intrinsic feature of any stable society.
Nevertheless, few theorists have been prepared to regard political obliga-
“0’? as absolute. What they disagree about, however, is where the limits of
lr)(; Itical obligation can be drawn. At what point can the dutiful citizen be

; ¢ased from his or her obligation to obey the state and exercise, by
Ontragt, 5 right of rebellion?
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Contractual obligations [~~~
i TSR -

i ————— et

Social contract theory is as ancient as political philosophy iesely Soms
form of social contract can be found in the writings of Plato (see p. 21). ;,
was the cornerstone of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century think,.,. Lk,
Hobbes (see p. 123), Locke and Rousseau (see p. 242); and it has FEsurfaced
in modern times in the writings of theorists such as John Rawls (see p. 293
A ‘contract’ is a formal agreement between two or more parties. Cnntmir;;
however, are a specific kind of agreement, entered into voluntarily an4 on
mutually agreed terms. To enter into a contract is, in effect, to mal. ,
promise to abide by its terms; it therefore entails a moral as el
sometimes a legal obligation. A ‘social contract’ is an agreement m;
cither among citizens, or between citizens and the state, through whick
they accept the authority of the state in return for benefits which only
sovercign power can provide. However, the basis of this contract and :4-
obligations it entails have been the source of profound disagreement.
The earliest form of social contract theory was outlined starkly in
Plato’s Crito. After his trial for corrupting the youth of Athens, and facing
certain death, Socrates explains his refusal to escape from prison to his old
friend Crito. Socrates points out that by choosing to live in Athens and by
enjoying the privileges of being an Athenian citizen, he had, in effect.
promised to obey Arthenian law, and he intended to keep his promise even
at the cost of his own life. From this point of view, political obligation
arises out of the benefits derived from living within an organized
community. The obligation to obey the state is based upon an implicit
promise made by the simple fact that citizens choose to remain within its
borders. This argument, however, runs into difficulties. In the first place, it
is not easy to demonstrate that natural-born citizens have made a promise
or entered into an agreement, even an implicit one. The only citizens who
have made a clear promise and entered into a ‘contract of citizenship” are
naturalised citizens, who may even have signed a formal oath to that effect.
Morcover, citizens living within a state may claim either that they receive
no benefit from it and are therefore unde
influence upon their lives is entirely
of political obligation is unconditios

2

3
£
o

r no obligation, or thar the state’s
brutal and repressive. Socrates’ notion
1l in that it does not take into account
how the state is formed or how it behaves, Finally, Socrates appears t0
have assumed that citizens dissatisfied with one state would casily be able
to take up residence in another. In pracrice, this may be difficult of
1mpossfblc: emigration can be restricted by the t;XC[‘CiSC of force, as was the
case .w1th’ the Soviet Jews, by economic circumstances, and, of course, by
nm':]?llgratu_m regulations imposed by other states. | |
i l;:bzgul::]l c,ox:rr?ct tl‘xcori?s of the seventeenth and cighteenth ccnruncsz
greater depth in Chaprer 3, advance, by contrast, a more
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conditional basis for political obligation. Thinkers such as Hobbes and
Locke were concerned to explain how political authority arose amongst
human beings who are morally free and cqual. In their view, the right to
rule had to be based upon the consent of the governed. This they explained
by analysing the nature of a hypothetical society without government, a
so-called ‘state of nature’. Their portrait of the state of nature was
distinctly unattractive: a barbaric civil war of all against all, brought
about by the unrestrained pursuit of power and wealth. They therefore
suggested that rational individuals would be prepared to enter into an
agreement, a social contract, through which a common authority could be
established and order guaranteed. This contract was clearly the basis of

political obligation, implying as it did a duty to respect law and the state.

In very few cases, however, did contractarian theorists believe that the .

social contract was a historical fact, whose terms could subsequently be
scrutinized and examined. Rather, it was employed as a philosophical
device through which theorists could discuss the grounds upon which
citizens should obey their state. The conclusions they arrived at, however,
vary significantly. s~

Matban ([1651] 1968), Thomas Hobbes argued that citizens have an

absolute obligation to obey political authority, regardless of how govern-
ment_may behave,, In effect, Hobbes believed that though citizens were
obliged to obey their state, the state itself was not subject to any reciprocal
obligations. This was because Hobbes believed that the existence of any
state; however oppressive, is preferable to the existence of no state at all,
which would lead to a descent into chaos and barbarism. Clearly, Hobbes’s
views reflect a heightened concern about the dangers of instability and
disorder, perhaps resulting from the fear and insecurity he himself
experienced during the English Civil War. However, it is difficult to accept
his belief that any form of protest, any limit upon political obligation,
would occasion the collapse of all authority and the re-establishment of the
state of nature. For Hobbes, citizens are confronted by a stark choice
between absolutism and anarchy.

An alternative and more balanced view of political obligation is found in
_t_h_CQV_riiings of John Locke. Locke’s ([1690] 1965) account of the origins 6
political obligation involve the establishment of two contracts. The first,
the Emaﬁndertaken by all the individuals who form
asociety. In effect, they volunteered to sacrifice a portion of their liberty in
order to secure the order and stability which only a political community
can offer, The second contract, or ‘trust’, was undertaken between a
society and jts government, through which the latter was authorised to
Protect the natural rights of its citizens. This implied that obedience to
8Overnment was conditional upon the state fulfilling its side of the
“Ontract, If the state became a tyranny against the individual, the
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¢ of rebellion, which is Precise),

isc the righ : ¥ wh
NETIE could exercise the : - , at
Indlv]dlmll' md had occurred in the ‘Glorious EL\EIL’IUOH of 1683, Whick
leved he 1 OCKE's acco ol
LOCk? . the Stuart dynasty. However, 1m unt, Kbcllmn
overthrew RIS

:re of the removal by a society of its government rather than the
consists of the re cial contract and a return to the state of Nature,
dissolution ‘of the S?or;ll of social contract theory was developeg by Jean.
J . vcryR((l)lL?;z«r:i':ltin The Social Contract ([1762] 1969). Whereqs Hobe

acques ¢

A

d Locke had assumed human beings to be_ p(lmfer-s.cckm and Marro|,
anlf interested, Rousseau held a far more optimistic view of humgp nature
selr-n 2 — L. ——iure,

< ’ .
He was attracted by the notion of the ‘noble savage” and believed that the
: i individual but rather 5+
roots of imjustice Tay not in the human individual but rather 5 Socicty
itself. In Rousseau’s view, government should be based upon whyr+,

€
as
opposed to the ‘private will’, or selfi§h wishes of each n.lember. In  sense,
Rousseau espoused an orthodox social contract theory in that he said that
an individual is bound by the rules of a society, including its general wil|
only if he himself has consented to be a member of that society. At the
same time, however, the general will alone can also be seen as a ground for
political obligation. By articulating the general will the state is, in effect,
acting in the ‘real’ interests of each of its members. In th
obligation can be interpreted as a means of obeying one’

is way, political
s own higher or

‘true’ self. Such a theory of obligation, however, moves aw
h’_\—\ . . .

of government by consent. Being blinded by ignorance
citizens may not recognize that the general will embo
interests. In such circumstances, Rousseay acknowledged that citizens
should be “forced to be free’; in other words they should be forced to

obey their own ‘truye’ selviai//

Natural duty

ay from the idea
and selfishness,
dies their ‘real’

universally accepted. Some point out,
¢ obligations o which the individual is subject
tractual agreements. Not only
obligation, but it is even more
se of children towards parents
any meaningful ability to entef
contract theories are based upo!
that society is a human creation of

does th i
his pply in mogt €ases to politica]

clear ip i '
which arri:::alnon tl:)fsomal duries, i
| ong before ¢}, I
i € children ha
individuglig . 1 o il con
istic ASSUmptigp imply;
, ing
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1o recognize the degree to which society hel . g
qvest them with duties and responsibilities

re two princi i

be{ii——,  pri pal glternatwes to contract theory g

litical obligation. The first oF - & Brouiic of

ﬂf . st of these encompasses theories th
Toually described as teleological, from the Greek telos meaning a o

) ) c urpo
or goal. Such theories suggest ihat the duty of citizens to respect tie i ie
. b a—

and obey its commands is based upon the benefits or goods which the state
". . g 1 o e
prov1des. This can be seen in any suggestion that political obligation arises

from the fact that the state acts i .

‘-r?‘h'"" '—"a’_\f'R_‘P the’ common good or public interest,
perhaps presented in terms of Rousseau’s general will. The most influential
releological theory has been utilitarianism (see p. 366), which implies, in

A ] b
simple terms, that citizens should obey government because it strives to
achieve ‘the greatest happiness for the greatest number’.

The second set of theories, however, relate to the idea that membership
of a particular society 1s_somehow ‘natural, in which case olitical
p—— - p—— :
obligation can be thought of as a natural duty. To conceive of political
obfigation in this way s to move away from the idea of voluntary
behaviour. A duty is a task or action that a person is bound to perform
for moral reasons; it is not just a morally preferable action. Thus the debt

of gratitude which Socrates claimed he owed Athens did not allow him to

challenge or resist its laws, even at the cost of his own life. The idea of
natural duty has been particularly attractive to conservative thinkers (see

WO have stressed the degree to whichall sociat groups, including —
political communities, are held together by the recognition of mutual |
obligations and responsibilities. _
Conservatives have traditionally shied away from doctrines like ‘the
Rights of Man’, not only because they are thought to be a.lbst.ract gnd .
worthless but also because they treat the individual as pre-social, upplymg,
that human beings can be conceived of outside or beyc?nd society. By_
contrast, conservatives have preferred to understand society as org.amq%_:,
and to recognize that it is shaped by internal forces beyond the capacity 0

instituti ily, the
any individual to control. Human institutions such as th.e famll):j, '
' on constructed in accordance,

Human jnstit-
With individual wishes or HMM necerted)_'
«.WHCF help to sustain society itself. [ndividuals are thereff)fﬁ Sfltp e Ero aci
educated, nurtured and moulded by society; gnd as a res.ultl 1121 eequlo tamerely
fange of I‘CSponsibilitieS, obligations and duthS“ The'se mfc uthers btalso
the obligation to obey the law and respect the l1b.ert1es 0 Oh 't, and, if
Wider social duties such as to uphold established authority ;

: ice. In this way,
*PPropriate, to shoulder the burden .Of publi '(;fefxis rowards their
Conservatives argue that the obligation of citl
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the same character as the duty and respect that o},
as ¢

government h

owe their parents. duty has also been taken up by socialjg, and g, .
The cause of social duty S0Ciy).

ists. Socialists have traditiong]] Unde:

democratic (see p. 30.8) d:f(;):cs)i)speration, " hi’lm;s([:].l'ncd
the need for comn.lumt_y ad regarious creatures. Social duty cap thqf"fﬂ 5
. es§cntially SOleble al;ct%cal expression of community; i reﬂect: by
be unJ(?rs.u.)od as the prhuman e —— membé the
rcs[.)onm-bi-lll:iiymoafy e;,g:yinstance, incline socialists to place heavier rcsgog_f
:;)bcillfi::iy‘i:s upon the’ citizen than liberals would be prc::pared to do. Thes,
could include the obligation to work for the comm‘umty, perhaps through
some kind of public service, and the duty to provide welfafe SUpport fo,
those who are not able to look after thel.nselves. A.SOCIety in which
individuals possess only rights but recognize no duties or obligationS
would be one in which the strong may prosper but the weak would 20
to the wall. Such a line of argument can even be discerned amon
communitarian anarchists. Although classical anarchists such as Proudhop
(see p. 367), Bakunin (1814-76) and Kropotkin (see p. 26) rejected the
claims of political authority, they nevertheless recognized®that g healthy
society demanded sociable, cooperative and respectful behaviour from its
members. This amounts to a theory of ‘social’ obligation that in some
ways parallels the more traditional notion of political obligation.

Limits of political obligation

,Po\liticil’g];ﬁg_@ denotes not a duty to obey a particul

ar law but rather
the citizen’s duyt

1o respect and obey the state itself. When the limits of
political obligation arc reached,

the citizen is not merély released from a_
- \ﬁ e —
Lauty to Qbey-the %i)ut, In effect, ga1ns an entitlement: th
A rebellion is an a -

e right to rebel.
‘\w = -
{/ N _ ttempt to overthrow State power, usually involving a
211 ﬁtantlal body o Citizens as we as, Im most Cases, the use of violence.
thou an - ‘
‘“;ebelliogn they tma]o-r Hprising 483INSt government can be descrlbe‘d as a
| €M 15 often used 1N contrast to revolution to describe the

ATeMPt to overthrow 4 government rather thq
regime. Rebellion

_ n replace an entire political
of rebellion ref (t:an bE ]lustlﬁed n different ways. In some cases, the act
) €Cts a belief that
exercised legitimat ) govern

e auth ment does not, and never hﬂsé

colonial rule, Whereas:c:vorlty' This can be seen, for example, in the case 0

e . €rn . . on:
& It 15 imposed et amounts to little more than dominatio

) k
ghout Asi, and Africa, did not SEZY
ation. Quite simply, no duty 0 O-On
nOWledged, so no limit to obligat!

: ms of pgJ; :
the colopjq| ruler haq eszl}lg;:il()blll{g
ac
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ights, Obligatiosns and Citizeng), 7
ip

ached. In the case of
pad been 1€ of the American R
powever, the rebellion o.f the 13 former Brigish Colzvolunon of 1776
citly in terms of a right of rebellion roq nies was justified

Jicitly 10 belli :
The Amerxca'n revolutl‘onatrles drevY l.1eavily upon the ideas John L
nad developed in Two Treatises on Civil Government ([1690 ocke
had emphasized that political obligation was conditional u o 160} Tocke
“qataral rights, On these grounds he gave support to the EnpflJ‘nhr‘
Revolution’ which overthrew Stuart rule and established agcls ituti
monarchy under William and Mary. The American De:ﬁs:;ttl'mona]l?
Independence was imbued with classic social contract principles l?nn tlc:e
first plaCfa, it portrays government as a human artefact, created by.men to
serve their purposes;\t?? powers of government are therefore derived from
ﬁeﬁ‘consent of the governed’. However, the contract upon which govern-
ment is based is very specific: human beings are endowed with certain
‘inalienable rights’ including the right to ‘life, liberty, and the pursuit of
M, and it is the purpose of government to secure and protect these
rights. Clearmoligc_al obligation 1s not absolute; citizens have
afi obligation to obey government only so long as it respects these
undamental rights. en government becomes an ‘absolute despotism’,

e ———

the Declaration of Independence states that it 1s the right of the people to

iltémnd to institute a new government’. In other words, the

limits of political obligation havemedjam Citizens have a right,

fir{cmtg,-t‘o“ rebel against such a governmelgt_an—c:ltg_‘gllg\f_id_Cﬂf,W
—

guards for thei X1 o _
Such Lockian principles are rooted very deeply in liberal ideas and

assumptions. Social contract theories imply that since the state 15 createci
by an agreement among rational individuals it must serve the 1.r;te}rlests 0
* . . . ., te
all citizens and so be neutral or impartial. By the sarlne‘ tﬁker'l, 'lf’ tl e Tltaits
ing indivi rights 1t tails a
Jails in its fundamental task of protecting individual rig

= . ' =
_citizens and not just certain groups of sections. Qonser;aFlvT 3 e on i
have been far less willing to ac —owledge that political 0bug

Glorious

-_————s
espect for

by contrast,

Y

L 2

- - .+ Hobbes, warn that
conditi itari onservatives following
tional. Authoritarian ¢ ) Ls the complete ¢ llapse of

- ?%’Mamho%(sﬁ. 163), a fierce
Orderly existence. This 15 what led Joseph de based upon a

7 . t politics 1
cri o suggest tha = -
tic of the French Revolution, t ‘the master - According to this VIEW,

Mi_nﬁand complete subordination tobligatio M,

the y : i Titical o
€ very notion of a limit to po 1 0D - tionalism an
s embrace constit dful of

Although modern conservatives ¢, and are not unmin

facy, they often fear protest, rebellion and revolt,

the benefits which strong government bing® different a
Marxists and anarchists, however, o SN i

Politicq] obligation. Classical Marx1s

citude towards
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contract and believe instegd tha,t the state .is an instrument of Clas
oppression; it is a ‘bourgeols state". The function of the state is therefore
not to protect individual rights so much as to defend or advance g,
interests of the ‘ruling class’. Indeed, Marxists have traditionally regarded
social contract theories as ‘ideological’ in the sense that they serve s
interests by concealing the contradictions upon which capitalism and 4
class societies are based. In this light, the notion of political obligationisa
mYﬂ} or delusion whose only purpose is to reconcile the proletariat to it
continued :expl'oitation. Although anarchists may be prepared to accept the
i’li(:‘;’(inezfir:?ycﬁifg:gga;io?f’ tlhe idea (?f ‘political’ qbligation .is, 'in thei;
coercive body, the i ec. I the State 1s an oppressive, exploulatlv_e an

Y> the 1dea that individuals may have a moral obligation ©

accept its authoriry ; .
o C;lr.lty IS quite absurd. Political obligation, in other words
othing more than servityde.

CitiZen:hin
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