
No 1224   Vol 116 17

edward j dodson’s
cooperative

individualist view

On a number of philosophical questions I find myself hold-
ing a minority opinion; sometimes I constitute a minority of 
one. This seems to be the case where the term natural law is 
used as an expression of ‘just’ law, or moral law. Most who 
embrace this meaning look no deeper than their faith in a con-
scious creator. They say: if only we would live according to the 
creator’s system of natural law, all would be well in the world.

To a degree, this belief was held by Henry George who 
wrote: “the evils arising from the unjust and unequal distribu-
tion of wealth...are not imposed by natural laws.... they spring 
solely from social maladjustments which ignore natural laws.”

But I believe we should treat natural law as descriptive—as 
distinct from moral law, which asks the ‘ought’ questions, as 
prescriptive. In so doing we would avoid confusions inherited 
from past philosophical discourse. Some years ago, Mortimer 
Adler acknowledged the problem in ‘The Nature of Natural Law’:  

“Most people are confused by the use of the term ‘natural 
law’. They understand what the laws of nature are: we learn 
these when we study the natural sciences. But some writers 
use the term ‘natural law’ in the singular as if it had something 
to do with matters of right and wrong, almost as if it were the 
voice of conscience. It is hard for most to understand how a 
natural law has anything to do with moral matters.

“Let us first be clear that by ‘natural law’ we mean principles 
of human conduct, not the laws of nature discovered by the 
physical sciences. Many thinkers who espouse natural law see 
it at work in both the human and nonhuman realms, but their 
main interest is in its special application to man. According to 
these thinkers, the natural law as applied to physical things or 
animals is inviolable; stars and atoms never disobey the laws 
of their nature. But man often violates the moral rules which 
constitute the law of his specifically human nature.”

We are complex creatures, and our behavior is as often 
destructive and violent as it is cooperative and peaceful. As 
Locke would say, we act beyond the limits of true liberty when 
we exercise license—in other words knowingly behave in ways 
counter to how we ought to behave if guided by our moral 
sense of right and wrong. There may be a few exceptions, but I 
feel quite comfortable making the generalisation that our moral 
sense is imperfectly inherited, imperfectly nurtured and imper-
fectly applied in our decision-making and our behavior. Perhaps 
the problem could be lessened if our moral philosophers had 
reached consensus. However, as Adler reminds us, even 
the ancients were limited in their thinking by moral relativism: 
“Neither Aquinas nor Aristotle thinks that particular rules of laws 
should be the same in different times, places, and conditions.”

This argument opened the door for a positivist theory of the 
state, as described by Adler, to mean: “No action is right or 
wrong unless a particular community, through its positive laws 
or customs, decrees that it is right or wrong. Then it is right or 
wrong in that particular place and time—not universally.”

Our modern world everyday challenges the idea that each 
group of people is sovereign and has the right to form the laws 
of its society independent of responsibilities as global citizens. 
This is both a practical observation and a moral assertion. That 
we each have an equal birthright to the earth and what nature 
provides is integral to the moral law, and for those who em-
brace justice as an objective, working toward it as a moral im-
perative ought to become a commitment of the deepest order.

The ending and Iraq and Afghanistan wars 
would raised nearly £10 billion, providing 
resources to increase support for the 
unemployed so that they too can help to build 
a sustained economy. Rather than subsidies 
to railway and agribusiness, the government 
should boost manufacturing, science, 
technology and green 
industries to build 
skilled 

and 
semi-skilled jobs.

Revenues for tax cuts 
and public projects can be found 

by clamping down on the £100 billion tax 
avoidance industry. The tax base should also 
be diversified. Alcohol and cigarettes are taxed 
because the products are harmful. Gambling is 
also taxed. These two elements are combined 
in financial products, such as derivatives, 
which are central to the current crisis. The 
global face value of derivatives is around $1148 
trillion and a modest 1% tax would yield nearly 
$11 trillion: a sizeable chuck of that would 
accrue to the uk.

None of above would have an easy ride as 
vested interests used to getting their way would 
fight tooth-and-nail, but a vigorous debate is 
long overdue. The welfare state alone cannot 
manage the consequences of maldistribution 
of wealth and income inequalities How long 
before the deepening divide between the 
‘haves’ and ‘have nots’ persuades some people 
to opt out of the system altogether or lead 
to prolonged social unrest? This must worry 
even the most ardent of free-marketers as 
sustainable economies require social stability 
and cannot entirely be built on debt. Without 
adequate disposable income people cannot 
spend and capitalists cannot make profits, 
which in turn has consequences for jobs and 
everything else that flows from it. L&L
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As Chancellor Alistair Darling drafts his annual 
budget, he needs to give priority to putting cash 
in people’s pockets. This is the only sustainable 
way of stimulating the economy.


