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after-dinner speech, remarked that he had delivered a course of

lectures in the History School in Oxford. He subsequently, being
a lawyer, delivered the identical course, on the State, Sovereignty and the
rest, in the Law School. There was then a shortage of teachers in the
School of Philosophy, Politics and Economics, and he was invited to deliver
a course. “But on what?” he asked. “Just deliver your old course over
again,” was the answer, “it will do.” This easy and, in my opinion, slightly
unprofessional attitude is encouraged by the view of the late Oxford
historian and philosopher, Professor Collingwood, that there is something
to be called “classical political theory,” beginning oddly with Machiavelli
and ending with Rousseau, and that what the students needed was to be
taught “gobbets” of that. If there is at the present time a lethargy of
responsible political thought, not least in Britain, the cause may perhaps be
found in this vicious doctrine, which indicates that all the major issues
have already been stated and the lucid answers given in the past; and that
all that is required now is endless academic gnawing of the small bones of
Kant. Coupled with this retrospectiveness in theory is a tendency, en-
couraged by Professor Denis Brogan, to confound political science with
history. In Canada it seems also, miscalled political economy, to have
fallen into the claws of the economists, and to be put into the pot to make
a Marxian stew.

Further, we all know of the endless and wearisome discussion among
the historians about whether history is a branch of literature, with some
of the imagination knocked out, and whether the job of Clio is to be a Muse
that amuses. We can insist, as does Dr. David Smith of Stanford, that
political theory should be “literary in form” and even provide a unified
philosophical picture. I would add that there sometimes seems, in the joint
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attack on political science, to be a certain unwarranted fusion or confusion
between history and philosophy. As I hope to explain elsewhere, I am
personally extremely skeptical about any one public philosophy emerging
or being able to emerge. Again, rather changing our emphasis, we can say
with Mr. Harry Truman that (as he learned long ago in Kansas City)
“politics is only an art,” if not a craft; and hence political theory is merely
the literature of it. In reply I would not only admit, but stress, that the
approaches to, and presentation of, the problems of politics and sociology
do and should change. The notion that there is one “classical” political
theory or philosophy of history, even that of Kant or Windelband, not to
speak of Locke and Rousseau, which we must hash over again and again,
is false and dangerous. I tried to make this clear in my Principles. Indeed
I cannot see that Windelband or Rickert has contributed much that is
useful to social theory, but rather tief obscurity; and Max Weber seems to
have contributed most when he departed from this theme and approached
the precise analysis, e.g., of power. But this welcome to new approaches
can assume a goal in a unified scheme or general theory of the subject, and
is not at all the same thing as suggesting that the best kind of political
theory, with most “insight,” will be just a collection of apothegms and
rags from the rag-bags of politicians’ memoirs. The idea is that good
political theory should be a kind of Book of Wisdom written by Roche-
foucauld, a variant of The Political and Miscellaneous Thoughts of Lord
Halifax, “the Trimmer.” I have perhaps spent as much time in direct
touch with political goings-on as have most. Art and aphorisms have
indeed their place. I will suggest two. “The other name for an aphorism
is a half-truth.” And “Wit is the joy of the intellectual, the ruin of the
politician and the harlot of science.” Nevertheless, do not let us, I beg,
ever imagine — let us be too good Platonists to imagine — that the archi-
tectonic theme of political theory should ever be reduced to the level of an
art or of apothegms and anecdote or of a good Tolstoian novel. . . .

As against all this [ want to put in a claim that we treat political science
seriously. It is admirable to bear in mind what we can learn from anthro-
pology, as well as from history. I hold that there is no intellectually
defensible distinction to be made from sociology. I applaud and celebrate
the tradition of Graham Wallas and the thesis of Bryce that the founda-
tion of political science is to be found in psychology, although the eminent
professor of political science, Dr. Herbert Marcuse, at Brandeis University,
may here go perhaps a shade too far, away from the academic waste land,
into the Freudian dark forest, and forecast a day when, as Shakespeare says
in The Tempest, all will be idle and (as Shakespeare adds in Anglo-Saxon
monosyllables) their morals but so-so. But our first duty is to attend to the
maturing of our own professional subject, which I like to call Pure Politics.
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In part indeed I am making a plea for the revival of the fruitful approaches
of the great Utilitarian School (not to speak of earlier authentic scientific
explorations that stretch back to Aristotle himself, in his theory of revolu-
tions) which was smothered, on the one hand, by the historians and, on
the other, by the neo-Hegelians, to whom, in reaction, the Vienna Circle
and Empirical Analysis have succeeded. But, in another sense, there has
here on this continent within the last thirty years been a new beginning, with
which the name of Harold Lasswell, President of the American Political
Science Association in 1956, is not disconnected. Although he and I may
have our differences in small matters, of the validity of that approach, once
so criticized and now increasingly accepted, I have no doubt.

When I use the words “Pure Politics” I do not wish to be misunder-
stood. Some appropriate this phrase for what is otherwise called pseph-
ology, very much a subdivision. Others may assume that I want to set up
some kind of ivory mathematical tower, apart from the world of practice.
Quite the contrary is the case. The Historical School, which rose, pro-
claimed in its philosophy — and it had a philosophy — by the mouths of
Burke and Savigny, against the theologians, the philosophers and phi-
losophes and abstract rationalists, is now petering out, rather as the novel
is petering out. It ends either in national sagas as told by Sir George
Trevelyan, Clio seeking to amuse and uplift, with some mutterings from the
sterner historians about “secondary sources,” or it ends in historicism and
the marshes of historical relativism. The work of Toynbee, for all its
defects, rises (as says Professor Barraclough) in response to the public
demand of those “eager to know what it is all about” and the national
appreciation of urgency in the reply.? If, again to quote Barraclough, “the
amateurs and propagandists are not to be left in possession of the field,”
then, along with those who can improve on the older wrong perspectives in
history, the psychologists, sociologists and political scientists must come into
their own, as being of as much national indispensability in the days of “the
battle for the minds of men” as the economists. But assuredly this attention
to the general theory, which Professor Talcott Parsons most truly says is the
index of the maturity of any science, does not exclude attention to facts,
to experience, to the actual way in which things happen.

Knowledge of this is to be gained here and now in factory, in council
chamber and in polling booth. The best advice, against “metapolitics,” to
give the student is: “Don’t talk about ‘Capitalism’ and ‘Socialism,” Sover-
eignty and Authority; go and look at what actually happens.” Politics,
which [ define in the Aristgtelian sense, can be divided into three parts, one
of which is the practice or art of it. I would be unwilling to say, with ex-

*For further comments on this, see my article in Toynbee’s History, edited by Professor
M. F. Ashley-Montagu (Boston: Porter Sargent, 1956).
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President H. S. Truman, addressing the Pilgrim Society in London, that the
art is the only section that matters. But it is embarrassing to be asked, as
were recently the American political scientists in Washington by the Hon.
Howard Pyle, how many had run for public office and how many had won.

The other two parts are Political Science and Political Philosophy,
which together make Political Theory. Without laying any pedantic
empbhasis upon the distinctions, it may be said that some of the most fruit-
ful developments in science can be expected in the borderline areas, e.g.,
between Political Science and Psychology or between Political Science and
Sociology. I am aware that some people identify political theory with
political philosophy and even doubt the existence of any political science
as more than bogus. Others, such as Professors Hans Morgenthau, use
political science in their own sense as interchangeable with political theory.
I make no apology for my own distinction, which is accepted in other
disciplines. Roughly the distinction is between the realm of ends and values
and the realm and study of means. This distinction would be quite invalid
if it were understood to deny that all human conduct was shaped by choices
and permeated by values. This is so far true that it applies also in the fields
of the economist, the historian and, as Professor Michael Polanyi has
brilliantly shown, of the physicist himself, who is guided by valuations in
selecting his problems and methods. In short the argument proves too
much.

However — and this is where the Utilitarian approach differed sharply
from the neo-Hegelian one of “concrete universals” —all the sciences
develop by deliberate abstractions; by methods of which the test is whether
they, however schematic, are actually useful in gaining new controls and
detecting patterns; by, as Henri Poincaré said, the calculated use of hypothe-
sis. For purposes of political science we are not concerned to discuss what
is, in Lippmann’s phrase, “the Good Society.” Our practical problem today
is not whether a free society may not, to our own satisfaction, be abstractly
preferable, but whether a dictatorial society has not more aptitude for
power, even in propaganda, and how this technical advantage may be
technically met. We are concerned to discuss how, assuming the people
in fact wills to get to x, or y, in fact it can get to x, or y. Just as the physi-
cian leaves to the philosopher whether health is a good thing, so the politi-
cal scientist can leave to the political philosopher whether democracy is a
good thing or whether it is a good thing that the majority will shall be
carried out. This is not for a moment to depreciate the importance of the
task of the political philosopher. It only says that the task of the political
scientist (who may indeed be the same man: I am both myself . . .) is
different. Ideally, as was said recently at the Evanston Conference, the
political theorist should be both; but the methods of the two departments



