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26 JES BJARUP

Platonic view: “He will restore us to our original nature, and heal us, and
make us happy and blessed”.??

Hagerstrom’s philosophy supplies the ordinary consciousness with the only
possible prescription for resolving the contradiction, i.e. to accept the verdict of
the Therapist. Higerstrém proceeds alongside the New Testament’s distinc-
tion between belief and unbelief, and the implication that it is obligatory to
believe and wrong not to believe. If we believe Hagerstrém’s judgments, then
we are, by his standard, rational. If we do not believe them, this will show that
we are to be considered irrational, and failing to realize the proper meaning of
concepts.

Hagerstrom fails to notice that the fundamental principle of reason is not
that it is right to believe and wrong not to believe but rather that it is right to
believe or disbelieve or doubt in accordance with the balance of the reasons
available, and wrong to doubt or disbelieve or believe in disregard of the
reasons available. Following the latter principle I do not believe that Hager-
strom’s theory is a Copernican Revolution nor that it constitutes the proper
foundation of knowledge.?*?

I11. HAGERSTROM’S INQUIRY INTO THE NATURE OF LAW

L. Hagerstrom’s Method of Essentialism

Concerning law, Hagerstrém’s aim is, in his own words, to “throw light on the
real nature of law by means of the critical investigation, and thus to lead up to
an exposition of that conception of law which really covers the fact which legal
theorists have in mind in their attempts at conceptual construction” {56). The
wording of this passage is significant and revealing. It shows that Hagerstrom
thinks that to have the concept of law is to know the real nature of law, to have
apprehended the facts which characterize law and make law what it really is.
It also shows that Hagerstrém thinks that having a concept of law involves a
cognitive relation between a legal theorist and the object he is studying, viz.
law.

The question then becomes this: How is it possible to know the real nature of
law? When Higerstrém refers to what legal theorists have in mind, is he then
referring to the empirical psychology of their minds? This is hardly the case, at

23 Plato, Symposium 193 d, quoted from Karl Popper, The Open Society and its Enemies, 5th ed., vol.
1, London 166, pp. 169 f.
Ba Cf. infra, p. 42,
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any rate Higerstrom does not provide us with any findings resulting from
empirical research. Besides, what is going on in a scientist’s mind in terms of
ideas 1s one thing; whether these ideas are true or false is quite another.
Hagerstrom is interested in genuine knowledge about law, which implies that
he must consider ideas expressed in judgments or propositions by means of
notions or concepts. So Higerstrom is engaged in a conceptual investigation of
the real nature of law, and the method he uses 1s the method of essentialism.

The critical investigation which Higerstrém has in mind is the philosophical
or jurisprudential analysis of concepts used by legal scientists or ordinary
people. As Hagerstrom writes, ““the fact [is] that the notions which are used for
describing what is actual may very well be delusive. If they disclose to analytic
scrutiny a contradiction, they are notions only in appearance. In that case
there is merely a string of words without meaning. And the alleged fact, which
is supposed to have a nature defined by the 'notion’, would be no fact at all.
Ever since Socrates’ time it has been held that one of the highest tasks of
philosophy is to analyze notions which are in common use in order to attain a
real world of coherent concepts which must be internally coherent. For the
reality with which science is concerned cannot be determined by means of
judgments which contradict each other. No doubt it is always possible to put
such judgments into words, but these words have no meaning. Therefore no
science which claims to describe reality can evade a conceptual analysis of this
kind.” (299)

The conceptual analysis Hagerstrom has in mind depends upon the contrast
between ‘‘reality” and ‘“‘appearance”, between “‘a real world of coherent
concepts’” and “‘notions only in appearance”, between “facts’’ and ““no facts”,
or between “words with meaning” and “words without meaning”’. If so, then
one important question is to indicate a method for teaching another person the
difference between reality and appearance, to which I return below (p. 29).
Another important question is whose business it is to teach the correct
procedure. To the latter question Hiagerstrom’s answer is that this is the task
of the philosopher, not the task of the scientist. Why is this so? Hagerstrom’s
answer is that ““it has been held that one of the highest tasks of philosophy is to
analyze notions”.

The objection may be that it has been held to be the task of philosophy, but
this assumption is false. This threatens to put an end to the whole enterprise of
the philosopher’s effort to attain a real world of coherent concepts, before he
has begun his efforts. It is rather a task for the scientist to establish a coherent
set of concepts, or at least scientists are not debarred from pursuing this task.
Hagerstrom’s reply to the scientists 1s that before science can begin it is
necessary to provide a systematic inventory of the various kinds to be studied.
In this respect science—including legal science—rests on inarticulate assump-
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tions. It is the philosopher’s task to bring these into the open and examine
them critcally.

Philosophy is the highest form of inquiry, just because it alone involves no
presuppositions. This is the Platonic approach to philosophy. That it is shared
by Hagerstrom and his pupil Olivecrona is confirmed by some extracts from
their writings.

Hiagerstrom states, “I have certainly not taken my basis in any theory
concerning the nature of law ... It is very dangerous, from a methodological
point of view, to allow an investigation concerning the ideas of certain people
during certain epochs to be in the least degree influenced by any theory
concerning that which is called law.”?*

It may be objected that it is very dangerous, from a methodological point of
view, to investigate the ideas of certain people without a theory. In philosophy,
as in science, one finds only what one seeks. One cannot have the answers
without knowing what the questions are. It is quite useless to investigate, e.g.,
the Roman ideas of rights and obligations, without some theory in mind which
determines the kind of evidence which is relevant for the truth or falsity of the
theory. A theory will tell a person what to look for; it will not tell him, what,
within the theory, is actually the case.

I suggest that Hégerstrom has, after all, some theory in mind. And this
theory is his theory of knowledge, i.e. that there is 2 necessary connection
between words and things, and that there is a necessary connection between
genuine judgments revealing the logical nature of reality. This connection can
be discovered by logical analysis. It 1s to proceed from sounds to things, from
the world of images to the world of facts. This, in turn, involves the fundamen-
tal distinction between reality and appearance which is left for the philosopher
to explore. His method is the method of induction in the Aristotelian sense of
the method by which philosophers are led to perceive the essence or true
nature of a thing. This 1s for Hagerstrom ‘“one of the highest tasks of philos-
ophy”. This suggests that there are other tasks of philosophy besides the task
of conceptual analysis aiming at attaining a real world of coherent concepts
which must be internally coherent. Suffice it to say that Hagerstrom has not
attained this world. His phrase one of the highest tasks’ 1s incoherent, since
“the highest task” implies that there is one and only one task, whereas
Higerstrom implies that there is more than one such task.

Another task is, presumably, to provide the proper guidance for men living
in society. This guidance is based upon thinking, and the true philosopher’s

#* Hagerstrém, Der romische Obligationsbegriff, vol. 11, p. 399. Quoted from Olivecrona’s intro-
duction to Higerstrom’s Inquiries, p. XIX. For Olivecrona’s method, see Law as Fact, st ed.
London 1939, p. 11.
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thinking is objective in the sense that it is devoid of values and preconceived
notions, so it follows that his guidance is objective. 1t is guidance not predic-
tion which matters. This is the fundamental difference between the Swedish
realistic approach and American legal realism, to which Alf Ross is much
closer. Hagerstrom’s guidance is based upon his fundamental aims: to achieve
peace of mind and to achieve peace in society.

These tasks are intertwined for Higerstrom, I suggest. The philosopher’s
task is conceptual analysis, Hagerstrom claims. This provides an answer to the
question raised above, p. 27 concerning the proper method for teaching
another person the difference between reality and appearance. Hagerstrom
alludes to Socrates. And this is very revealing, since it is precisely the aim of
Socrates to ask questions in order to destroy prejudices and false beliefs and
help people to look for the essence or true nature of things, e.g. the true nature
of virtue, or justice, or law. Socrates himself does not pretend to know the
answers to these questions. He does not know what the essence of justice is. He
only wishes to make men think by his teaching. He calls to the intelligence of
man believing that 1t will reply to the call. Socrates professes that his only
knowledge is knowledge of his own ignorance. His attitude is described by
Aristotle in the words *‘Socrates raised questions but gave no answers; for he
confessed that he did not know”.

Thus, Socrates’ teaching is aimed not at teaching any belief, but rather at
purging or cleansing the human soul of its false beliefs, its seeming knowledge,
its prejudices. Hagerstrom shares Socrates’ view that the human soul must be
purged from illusory notions. Knowledge must take the place of ignorance. In
contrast to Socrates, however, Higerstrém believes that he has the right
answers, so his teaching aims at teaching genuine knowledge. And those in
whose minds it is set must guide their lives in this light of genuine knowledge.
True knowledge and true teaching coincide. This is exemplified in Higer-
strom’s inquiry into legal notions. If we follow Higerstrom’s mind, then we
follow the way of truth.

In order to establish this conclusion Higerstrém adopts the Platonic ap-
proach, i.e. the method of essentialism. A subject-matter is discussed, e.g. the
notions of rights and obligations inside the individual mind. One view is set
up, only to be demolished by another. Hagerstrém’s discussion, in his intro-
duction to Der romische Obligationshegriff, is an excellent example of his tech-
nique.

Concerning rights “we seem to be dealing with something whose meaning is
obvious”, Hagerstrom says. A child is quite clear that the hobby-horse belongs
to him, for example. So Higerstrém continues, “It should, therefore, it would
seem, present no particular difficulty to explain what the rights in question
really consist in. And yet to one’s astonishment one finds a mighty juristic
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literature whose object it is to determine the meaning of these notions and
which contains all kinds of different views about them” (1, my italics).

Hiagerstrom’s astonishment, I suggest, is based upon the Hegelian view that
“truth in philosophy means that concept and external reality correspond”.”
But in the case of right there is no such correspondence to be found. It may
also be based upon the way he formulates his question: “What does right really
consist in?” He assumes that it must be possible to discover some identity in
all the applications of an ambiguous word. A word like “right” or “duty” is
singled out. A survey made of the ways the word is used which is governed by
Hagerstrom’s assumption that the word “right” or *“‘duty” must refer to
something tangible, just as the word ‘“hobby-horse’ refers to a stick with a
horse’s head.

This assumption may be wrong and Higerstréom in fact says that it 1s “a
mistake to reduce the mystical notion of legal duty to factual relationships™
(8).

He also says that “modern jurisprudence seeks to use only such notions as
correspond to facts’” (1). Now, if it is mistaken to reduce the notion of legal
duty to factual relationships, then it is quite wrong for modern jurisprudence
to “‘be pushed on by the demand ... to try to exhibit the facts which correspond
to its characteristic notions of rights and duties” (16). This is not Hager-
strom’s answer. He subscribes to the view that a concept is altogether impossi-
ble, and can have no meaning, if no object is given for it. So there must be an
object. Thus, he makes the demand that we must state what it is that is
common to all the ways of speaking of rights in virtue of which they all, and
they only, are called “rights” or “duties”. The answer 1s “mystical forces”.
Hagerstrom presents this answer as the answer to the question ‘“‘what does the
word ’right’ refer to?”’ This question is then equated with the question ‘“‘how
did Romans look at right and obligation?”” The former question is to ask for a
nominal definition, i.e. correlating a word to a thing. The latter question is to
ask an empirical question where the meaning of the word “right’ is taken for
granted. This question is concerned with the question what a Roman had in
mind when he was buying or selling things. But then Hagerstrom says that
“the relevant question is not whether the Romans entertained a true belief
when they meant, e.g., that the holder of the imperium (the vis imperii)
acquired it through the ability to make auspices that was conferred upon him”
(XIX).

I should have thought that this is the relevant question, viz. was the belief
which a Roman entertained concerning rights and duties true or false? For
Hagerstrom this question cannot be relevant. The reason 1s that Hagerstrom

> Hegel, Philosophy of Right, p. 231 (§21 Add.).

© Stockholm Institute for Scandianvian Law 1957-2009



Epistemology and Law according to Axel Hdagerstrom 31

commits the methodological error, which he imputes to other writers, viz. “to
introduce without justification modern points-of-view”” (58). In the absence of
any possible means of knowing how the Roman mind actually operated
Hagerstrom foists his magical interpretation on the Romans. The basis for this
interpretation is Hagerstrom’s inductive conclusion that the essence of right
and obligation 1s a sort of magic. This 1s the only natural explanation,
Higerstrom says. Why? His answer is that the Romans lived under the
appearance that they were able to cause things by exercising rational will and
choice. In reality this is a superstition, since everything is determined by
natural necessity. The implication is then that Hagerstrom’s own effort to
purge the modern mind from superstitions is also determined, and how can he
possibly interfere with natural necessity? He obviously thinks he can, but only
by involving himself in a self-contradiction, which is not fitting for a philos-
opher who claims to present a real world of coherent concepts.

To revert to Higerstrdom’s natural explanation: this is backed up with
inductions in the sense of particular evidence from “‘some real knowledge . .. of
reading Justinian’s Institutions and Digesta from beginning to end”.*® This
is, needless to say, dubious evidence, since Hagerstrom has already made up
his mind that individual rights and obligations are delusions.

Suppose though that Hagerstrom’s answer is true. How is it that such
magical belefs and practices, which are anything but reasonable according to
Hégerstrom’s way of truth, could nevertheless be accepted by the Romans and
help to create an empire? Hagerstrém holds that law is a condition of culture
itself. If law, then, is equated with magical beliefs, the surprising result is that
magical beliefs are a condition of culture. If we follow Higerstrém we must
destroy all magical beliefs. This leads to the conclusion that culture is de-
stroyed as well. This is not Hagerstrém’s intention. On the contrary, there is a
case for upholding culture against attacks from anti-social individuals. So
Hagerstrom has created a problem for himself.

Higerstrom’s detailed attack on the will-theory is also based upon the
Aristotelian view: “for we say that that which everyone thinks so, really is so,
and the man who attacks this belief will hardly have anything more credible to
maintain instead”.?’

Hagerstrém’s argument against the will-theory then proceeds as follows:
Everybody says that he has rights independent of the will of the state. Hence it
is the case that everybody has rights independent of the will of the state. But
the will-theory states that the basis for subjective rights of individuals is the

6 As reported by Olivecrona, see Inguiries, p. XI1.

" Aristotle, The Nicomachean Ethics (translated and introduced by D. Ross), London 1954, p.
250 (ch. X, sec. 2).
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will of the state. Hence the will-theory must be wrong, since it is in conflict
with ordinary consciousness (217).

Having refuted the will-theory, Hagerstrom then proceeds to demolish
ordinary consciousness by using the same argument: Higerstrém holds that
sound reason reveals subjective rights to be illusory or pure magic. Hence it is
the case that subjective rights are illusory or pure magic. But individuals
believe that they have subjective rights. Hence the ordinary consciousness of
individuals is confused, since 1t 1s in conflict with sound reason. Higerstrom’s
argument 1s unsound, since he confuses the question: ““What is the meaning of
the word ’right’?”” with the quite different question: “What actions are right or
wrong?”’ It 1s one thing to ask how the words ‘“‘right” and “obligation” are
used, but quite another thing to ask what things individuals think are right or
wrong.

Héagerstrom’s writings illustrate his method of essentialism and also illus-
trate that Higerstréom misunderstands his own questions. Hagerstrém begins
by asking a conceptual question, viz. what is meant by the word “right”; and
ends up by answering an empirical question about the origin of ideas of rights
and duties. The answer provided by Hagerstrom is thought to be an answer
which covers not only the conceptual question, “what does the word ’right’
mean:”’, but also the normative question, ‘“what makes an action a right
action?”’. Hagerstrom’s mistake is to ask the question ‘““what is the real nature
of law?”. Like Plato, he uses the question form ‘““what is x?” to ask for real
definitions. And the confusedness of the concept of real definition is an effect of
the vagueness of the formula “what is x?”°. For apart from an inarticulate
grunt it is the vaguest of all forms of question.?®

Hiagerstrom uses this formula to ask his questions about the real nature of
law. I think that Hagerstrom’s use of this question form has the effect that he
confuses real definition and nominal definition. The question “what is x?”
saves Higerstrom the trouble of thinking out and saying exactly what it is that
he wants to know about law. By saying ‘“‘what is law?”’, he can leave to his
answerer the task of discovering what particular information about law Hager-
strom wants. Higerstrom is always playing safe, since he can dismiss an
answer by the remark that this is not the sort of information which he wants.
Hagerstrém wants to see clearly what the object of jurisprudence 1s. This leads
him to present his own theories of law, to which I now turn.

2. Hagerstrom’s Theories of Law

Hagerstrém’s inquiry into law has been regarded as epoch-making, at least in
Sweden. There Hagerstrom’s teaching caused many people to abandon rights

% Cf. Richard Robinson, Definition, Oxford 1954, p. 190.
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and obligations as fictitious or magical notions based upon the individual’s
feelings or volitions but without any basis in reality. These converts to Hager-
strom’s gospel purport to see the law from the purely scientific point of view of
thinking. What they seem to forget is that ““we are very apt to overrate the
importance of our own ideas”, to use a phrase from Olivecrona.? This is, no
doubt, true. Rather than just obey Hégerstrém as a cognitive sovereign, it is
essential to consider his credentials. From the fact that Hagerstrom has offered
a theory it does not follow that we have to accept it. Hagerstrom’s cognitive
sovereignty can be questioned, and this is what I wish to do.

My thesis is that Hagerstrom offers two theories. There is what I call the
formal theory of law, according to which “positive law is only a system of rules
for the so-called organs of the state—themselves defined in the rules—a system
of rules which is actually carried through” (P 316). And there is the psycho-
logical theory of law, according to which “‘law is, at any rate to a large extent,
an expression of interests; and this is true both of its foundations and of
secondary rules. Therefore the question of the intention and the significance of
a law is a legitimate one” (41).

According to the formal theory there is no reference whatsoever to any will.
According to the psychological theory law is an expression of intention or will.
To be sure, there is no unified will, as the will-theory implies, but “the real
state of affairs is that, in the conflict of interests within society, certain interests
come to express themselves in the form of laws™ (41).

According to the formal theory, “the legislator starts with the accepted
Jjuristic technique as a factor which is independent of him and regards himself
as determining the law which is put into force in concreto only through the words
in which it is formulated” (98). We are, Hagerstréom says, “forced to the
conclusion that the only volitional factor in the legislator which can on the
whole be considered as positive law is simply the intention to use certain
expressions’ (98).

If the only volitional factor is the intention to use certain expressions, then
there is no reference to any interests (cf. 354). On the formal theory there are
“thoughts behind the words”, which implies that legal rules have “real
meaning”’ independently of the legislator’s intention. “No personal power
exists which gives the law its force, and therefore no personal wishes in
themselves are at all relevant™ (82, cf. 241, 312).

According to psychological theory a different state of affairs exists, since here
“a certain mode of valuation becomes prevalent and stands out as the correct
one. It is plain that the standard of values of the socially predominant class
must have great importance in this’’ {77).

* Karl Olivecrona, Law as Fact, p. 11.
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According to the formal theory the function of the judge is to render “‘the
straight judgement which is at one with the truth concerning the case” (89).

Hagerstrom refers to Homer and Hesiod but continues to say that ““the
judge has the same pacificatory function nowadays by ideal methods ... he is
not merely an organ of the law as power but also of the law as the doctrine of
rights and duties” (89). It follows that the judge in legal controversies does
really and truly express the objective norm for rights and duties, which is the
cornerstone of social peace. The same applies to the legislator who ““feels
himself bound by an objective norm for rights and duties which stands above
him. He feels obliged to give positive legal force to this, without regard to his
social wishes as to what shall become positive law™ (91).

According to the formal theory (FT), “from the normative system of conduct
one can deduce with logical necessity that in such and such a case, such and
such an action is a duty in respect to another’s right” (293, cf. 207, 241).

According to the psychological theory (PT), ““the law’s utterance ‘it shall be
so!’ 1s merely a phrase which does not express any kind of idea, but serves as a
psychological means of compulsion in certain cases. (FT) But it is only from
ideas that any logical conclusion can be drawn. On the other hand, the ideal
content of the law is of course used in the case in question. And (PT) it is only
for psychological associative reasons, and (FT) not for logical ones, that the
result he reaches by his application presents itself to him (FT+PT) as an
ought” (319).

I have inserted (PT) and (FT) in order to show that in one passage
Hagerstrom moves from the psychological theory (PT) to the formal theory
(FT) which “of course” is used by the judges to present the parties in the
dispute with a decision, where the use of “ought’ is conflated. The conflation
in question is between “ought” in the sense of motivation or “exciting rea-
sons”, and “‘ought” in the sense of justification or “justifying reasons”.** One
final passage needs to be quoted in order to substantiate my thesis. The
passage runs: “Laws are thus not imperatives in the usual sense, i.e. com-
mands issuing from a certain authority. Their force therefore does by no means
rest only on their imperative form. This i1s indeed important from the psyckologi-
cal point of view and it is in fact a distinguishing mark of actual laws. Buf a law as
such is characterized only by the fact that it occurs as an item in a whole system of
pronouncements of universal scope, produced in a certain way and issued in a
certain form, which do in fact get their ideal content actualized in society”
(311, my italics).

There is here clearly a distinction made between the psychological point of

30 For this distinction, see Francis Hutcheson, “Illustrations on the Moral Sense” (1728}, in
British Moralists 1650-1800 (ed. D.D. Raphael}, Oxford 1969, vol. 1, p. 308.
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view, 1.e. what I have called the psychological theory of law, and the non-psy-
chological point of view which is concerned with a law as such, i.e. the formal
theory of law., Thus, I think I have established that Higerstrom has two
theories of law.

To sum up: There is the formal theory of law. This theory holds that law is a
normative system of objective rules of rights and duties. This system has
binding force or “categorical validity”’, i.e. it stands above the governing
authorities and the people. The legislator’s will is determined by his knowledge
of right and wrong actions. The foundation of law is ““its own spirit, i.e. on
principles of equity and public utility” (71, cf. 87, 204). This is capable of
being objectively ascertained by persons adhering to Hagerstrém’s philosophy
and formulated in statutes. These statutes constitute the framework for activi-
ties, and there is an obligation to obey the law. What is right and wrong is
expressed in rules which are made known to people through formal promulga-
tion. As a means to secure obedience there are sanctions, in the sense of
penalties, attached to the rules. And the authorities are obliged to enforce the
rules against offenders of the legal system.

This theory, it may be added, 1s a natural view to adopt for an atheist hike
Hagerstrom, who wants to hold both that there is no God, but there is
nevertheless right and wrong conduct. It fits with Hagerstrém’s thought that
nature is an ordered system and so is society. Thus is upheld thinking as
against willing and feeling. Hagerstrom’s formal theory is close to Hegel’s
view: “For it 1s not what makes us irascible and resentful, but the fact that it is
not as it ought to be. But if we recognize that it is as it must be, i.e. that it is not
arbitrariness and chance that make it what it is, then we also recognize that it
1s as it ought to be. Yet it is hard for the ordinary run of men to rise to the habit
of trying to recognize necessity and think it.”?!

Hagerstrom has the capacity to recognize necessity, think it, and implant his
knowledge in the mind of his pupils.

Then there is the psychological theory. This theory holds that law is an
expression of conflicting interests. Law is a coercive system of emotional and
attitudinal responses to independent imperatives. These imperatives have
binding force, 1.e. they are upheld as links in a causal psychological chain
between predominant ideas of values of the socially predominant class and the
behaviour of people. The feelings are maintained by the authorities using
words to cause the right behaviour. Promulgation is a piece of magic which
works. The important thing is that there are unpleasant consequences, e.g.

3 G.W.F. Hegel, *“The German Constitution”, in Hegel’s Political Writings (translated by T.M.
Knox, edited by Z.A. Pelczynski), Oxford 1969, p. 145, —Higerstrém’s formal theory is also akin
to Kelsen’s theory of law. See my paper “Legal Realism or Kelsen versus Hagerstrom™ (forthcom-
ing).
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penalties, applied in case the use of words alone fails to achieve the purpose of
securing a comprehensive and harmonious system of feelings to keep people in
awe of the state and its officials. The foundation of law is interests upheld by
force. What is right and wrong conduct is simply what the authorities use
words to command. To know what is right and wrong is a question of paying
attention to the commands. This theory, it may be added, achieves the same
purpose as the formal theory, viz. to establish law and order—but by using
persuasion rather than by appealing to reason or thinking. The important
difference between the formal theory and the psychological theory is this. If
you hold the formal theory there are actions which are right or wrong
independently of any legislation. If you hold the psychological theory then
there are no right and wrong actions independent of the words of the authori-
ties. In other words, if there is no civil authority then Hagerstréom is logically
committed to say that there are not right and wrong actions. For, on this
theory it is only the words expressed in commands which make actions right
and wrong. As far as legal science is concerned, the important thing is to offer
guidance to the authorities. The formal theory does this by supplying informa-
tion as to right and wrong conduct. The psychological theory does this by
supplying motivation in terms of words to make the authorities apply the
formal theory in its unadulterated form.

To be sure, Hagerstrom does not clearly present the two theories as distinct
theories. In this respect the question is whether Héigerstrom has adhered to his
own claim “to attain a real world of scientific concepts which must be
internally coherent. For the reality, with which science 1s concerned, cannot be
described by means of judgements which contradict each other”. The formal
theory and the psychological theory need not, it must be noticed, be in conflict.
The formal theory is a non-empirical theory concerned with the conditions
which must be fulfilled in order that a rule is a legal rule. It is a jurisprudential
theory concerned with the question how to bring rules about as legal rules. The
test for the identification of a rule as a legal rule is according to Hagerstrom
that the rule is formally promulgated, and it ceases to be a legal rule through
formal abrogation (38, 355, cf. 103).

The psychological theory is an empirical theory. This is concerned with the
influence of legal rules upon people’s behaviour. It is a causal theory which
claims that one set of events, viz. the promulgation of legal rules, and another
set of events, viz. that persons act in certain ways, are links in a causal chain.
The psychological theory presupposes that there are legal rules and is con-
cerned with whether these rules are in force in the sense that legal rules are
followed and enforced by the authorities. The test for the psychological theory
is experience, i.e. whether the behaviour occurs as a ““factor in the system of
nature” (116).
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Higerstrom sometimes keeps these two theories apart, and indeed they must
be kept apart since they deal with different questions. I suggest, however, that
Hagerstrom in the end reduces his formal theory to the psychological theory. If
this is so, then Hagerstrém has not achieved his aim to see what the object of
jurisprudence is. Then Higerstr6m does not present ““a true picture of the law
itself” 3 The phrase is Olivecrona’s and is meant to refer to Hagerstrom’s
theory. I turn the phrase, with respect, against his master. A major weakness
in Hagerstrém’s picture of the law itself is precisely that it does not present the
law itself. Higerstrom’s picture diverts the attention from the law itself
towards a system of emotional responses, caused by using words. Itis, in short,
to confuse legal science as an exposition and criticism of the law with psycholo-
gy based upon a dubious theory of meaning which Hagerstrom never tried to
present in a fully elaborated theory using coherent scientific concepts.

3. The Maintenance of Law

According to Hiagerstrom’s formal theory there are independently existing
objective moral properties revealed by reason which determine the regulation
of the use of legal terms. This formal theory is clearly in conflict with
Hagerstrom’s theory of moral nihilism which states that there are no such
objective properties. So it is the legislator who must be the master of using
words to mean what he chooses them to mean. Hagerstrom’s conception of the
legislator is then equivalent to Hobbes’ Sovereign. Sovereigns ‘“make the
things they command just, by commanding them, and those which they forbid
unjust, by forbidding them” .

This is, in the end, also Hagerstrém’s view. Thus, he ends up with a
will-theory of law. This has been overlooked. The question is the authority
behind the words. One of Hagerstrom’s objections to the will-theory is that the
authority behind the words is personal power. By contrast for Higerstrom the
authority rests upon the fact that ““the power is of an impersonal kind, at any
rate in constitutional regimes” (311). But then Higerstrom lapses into the
will-theory by saying that “in interpreting the letter of the law it is necessary in
doubtful cases to pay regard to what is called the intention of the legislator”
(312). This is by no means necessary. It is only necessary if you hold a
will-theory of law.

Thus, Hagerstrom ends up propounding a will-theory claiming obedience to
a genuine legal order of independent commands, where ‘‘the community is
organized on the basis of rules of law into superiors and inferiors” {15). This is

% Olivecrona, Law as Fact, p. 11.—Olivecrona fails to see that Higerstrom presents two
theories of law and endorses the psychological theory, see op.cit., p. 60.
33 T. Hobbes, Man and Citizen (ed. B. Gert), London 1972, pp. 244 {.
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Hagerstrom’s design of the legal order as a machine, where the inferiors are
cogs, and the superiors the philosophers who provide the “‘intelligent guidance
as to whither we are travelling”, to use Lundstedt’s apt expression.>* This
“intelligent guidance” is Hagerstrom’s philosophy which stands out as “one
source of information” (313).

Thus, Hagerstréom’s epistemology is crucially important. It is presented as a
case of thinking devoid of valuation. On this basis Hagerstrom denies that
individuals have any personal rights independent of the legal order. He denies
that individuals have any right to govern themselves. He denies that there can
be criticism of the existing legal order. He affirms that there is a duty to obey
the law. He affirms that a person who disobeys legal rules is irrational. The
person is not a human agent but rather an object posing the problem of
intellectual management, treatment and control. This is expressed in Hager-
strom’s theory of law in its psychological version. This 1s, then, a version of a
will-theory. This has been overlooked, since Hagerstrém claims that the legal
order is prior to the sovereign. There are, Hiagerstrom says, “‘three conditions
which are always recessary for the maintenance of a legal order, viz. social
instinct, a positive moral disposition, and fear of external coercion. But of these
three the social instinct is presupposed by the other two. Without it morality
would not lead to such actions which are free from legal coercive reaction”
(352, my italics).®

Thus, Higerstrom’s thesis is that if there is no social instinct then there is no
legal order, which is equivalent to making the social instinct a necessary cause
of any legal order, since the thesis is equivalent to: if there is a legal order then
there is a social instinct. This is Higerstrom’s formal theory which leads him
into a theory of natural law. This theory of natural law is not a theory
concerning the rights of individuals. It is a theory which elevates the rights of
society. Society depends upon the proper social instinct towards sociableness
and away from selfishness. The end is that the genuine legal order functions as
a machine. As a machine it must have technical perfection. Every person must
fulfil his proper function. It must also have human perfection. Every person
must seek technical perfection as an outward expression of his moral perfec-
tion, his willingness to submit his passions to rational control. “‘No one’,
Luther writes, ’1s without some commission and calling’—a set of tasks it is his

responsibility to perform”.%°

** Lundstedt, Legal Thinking Revised, p. 9.

% It may also be that the instinct is rather a product of education, the effect rather than the
cause of legal order. This dispute may be called Hagerstrém versus Marx. Higerstrom presents no
empirical evidence for his thesis of man’s social instinct which he perhaps borrowed from Aristotle.
Sec for a discussion, Popper, The Open Society and its Enemies, vol. 2, pp. 89t

% Quoted from John Passmore, The Perfectibility of Man, London 1970, p. 13.
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Hiégerstrom has a mission in life: his vocation is to establish a genuine legal
order, and a society which values, above all else, unity, barmony, stability.
This is presented as a necessity of thought which cannot be otherwise. This is
where we are travelling to, if we follow Higerstrom’s theory. It may preserve
an outward appearance of order only at the cost of suppressing human freedom
and creative experiment.

IV. HAGERSTROM AND HIS PUPILS

Higerstrom invites us to think of him as one who has come to destroy man’s
metaphysics and to fulfil man’s hope for 2 complete understanding of life in
nature and society. Thus, Higerstrom thinks of himself as initiating a Coperni-
can Revolution, that is, a new age founded on a solid foundation of knowledge,
in which 1t is for the first time understood that there is but one world, a single
harmonious whole, and that this world can be known only by the use of
science, expressed in a system of self-consistent judgments.

The traditional religion of Christianity has to be replaced by the new
religion of science. Thus, Secular, not Christian, perfection by knowledge is the
hopeful note which Hagerstrom sounds as his counterblast to Christian dra-
mas of salvation by means of faith, feelings or volitions.

There 15 a dilemma for Hagerstrém, which I believe is important for
understanding his writings. On the one hand, Hagerstrom proclaims his
awareness of his own importance as having a mission, which is actualized in
and through his philosophical writings. On the other hand, Hagerstrom needs
to be recognized by others in order to maintain his sense of importance and
uniqueness. Basically, Hagerstrém’s longing was always to be important and
significant to someone else. He found this importance and significance by
being recognized by his students as an object in the real world. An application
of the Berkeleian principle: to be is to be perceived; in the case of Hagerstrom:
to be is to be recognized by someone else.3”

Thus, there is a mutual dependence between Héagerstrom and his devoted
pupils. Higerstrom is the light, and they reflect it. He who is not with
Higerstrom is eo ipso against him. This explains, I think, Hagerstrom’s wrath
against dissenters, his “‘polemical acerbity” in his writings, which, however,
“are strictly scientific” (XVI, XXI). Hagerstrom is only what other people
regard him as being. And his acolytes regard him as a God.?® For these
acolytes Hagerstrom is the torch of knowledge, and it is their mission to hand it
over, that is, to preserve Hagerstrom’s existence as well as his fundamental

37 Cf. Hagerstrom, “in the abstract one needs an object in order to be conscious ... which exists
independently of me or nutside me”, Philosophy and Religion, p. 187.

% Cf. Folke Schmidt, “The Uppsala School of Legal Thinking”, p. 160, concerning the
relationship between Higerstrom and Lundstedt,
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propositions. For Héigerstrom’s acolytes Hagerstrom’s philosophy must be
deeply examined, judged, and accepted (XVI, XXIII). The obscurity of its
presentation is a mark of the profundity and intellectual depth of Hagerstrom’s
way of thinking, which they claim they understand and others misunderstand.

Critics of Hagerstrom’s philosophy are regarded, not as friends, but as
enemies to be eradicated. To put it generally, Higerstrom’s true followers turn
out to be henchmen who are prepared to make obeisance to Hagerstrom and
his writings, although they also generally concede that his “extraordinary
method of composition’ and his “complicated exposition and language” make
it difficult, if not impossible to understand (XV, XIV). This says something
about the state of mind of his admirers, e.g. Folke Schmidt, who confesses that
he does not comprehend what Higerstrom says, nevertheless Higerstrom is a
genius who has “‘in fact something important to say”’. This is to confuse what
is unintelligible with what is profound.

Hagerstrom knows, of course, that there is an immense body of philosophi-
cal doctrines. He rejects all doctrines put forward by his contemporaries,
because they are uncritical, that is to say, they differ from Hagerstrom’s
doctrine. He also claims that his doctrine is far superior in wisdom to any of
the doctrines put forward by his predecessors. However, even Hagerstrom’s
own thoughts are, largely, the product of his intellectual inheritance, and it
seems to me to be the height of folly for Higerstrom to ignore this fact and
believe that he can overthrow other doctrines without being fully acquainted
with their conceptual foundation. Hagerstrom forgets his own view of man as a
link 1n a chain of causes and effects, and this applies equally to Hagerstrom as
a philosopher, As I have tried to make clear his own doctrine does not provide
a new foundation for knowledge. Hagerstrém thinks that he is an exception, a
genius or great man outside the chain of events. He is a great man not only in
the sense of being the man of greatest understanding and wisdom, but also the
man of greatest passion with a mission in life, that is, directing the course of
the chain of events. He then ends up as a philosophical imperialist in analytical
disguise, with philosophical and historical success as the sole judge in matters
relating to inquiries into the nature of law. If this is the standard to be adopted
for the evaluation of Higerstr6m’s revolution, then it has failed. This can
casily be shown, and the evidence is, ironically, supplied by his closest
followers, Lundstedt and Olivecrona.

Lundstedt, reviewing Higerstrom’s Das romische Obligationsbegriff, in 1929
predicted that this book would be a turning point concerning inquiries into
Roman law and bound to influence any subsequent research, since it is the
only solid basis for knowledge of Roman iaw.’® Indeed, anybody doing

3% Vilhelm Lundstedt, Kritische Vierteljahresschrift fur Gesetzgebung und Rechtswissenschaft, vol. 23,
1829, pp. 75-116. The quotation in the text is at p. 86 (my italics).
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research in Roman law is forced to adopt Hagerstrom’s approach, “die gesamte
romisch-rechtliche Forschung durch seine Methoden in neue Bahnen gezwungen
wird”’, as Lundstedt writes.

Olivecrona supplies tersely the evidence for the failure of Hagerstrom’s
revolutionary approach by writing “it sank like a big stone silently dropped
into the sea” (XV).

For his henchmen, however, this does not affect the status of Hagerstrom’s
philosophy. Hagerstrém’s philosophy has acquired an almost unchallengeable
status by his true followers, who teach it with relish. These henchmen and
Higerstrom himself regard his philosophy as a revolt against established views
and impose it on others, thereby trying to make it true, since history still is the
sole judge of the truth or falsity of a theory. If Hagerstrém’s system “‘contains
an essential element of truth” then ‘““the consequences are very far-reaching”,
Olivecrona writes (XXIII). Obviously, as Olivecrona notices, this presup-
poses that the validity and truth of Hagerstrom’s system have been thoroughly
tested. It is remarkable that neither Lundstedt nor Olivecrona did put Hager-
strom’s views to any serious test. They simply accepted and trusted Hager-
strém’s insight by paying attention to his work, dedicating “months or years to
the study of his work as is necessary if it is to be really penetrated and
digested”, Olivecrona writes (XVI). I think the reason why they do not raise
any objections to Higerstrom is that they have absorbed his teaching, evading
“the dangerous question whether the conviction is true or not” to use an
expression from Higerstrom (167). Why is this so dangerous? Because it is
only possible to preserve true autonomy by unquestioning obedience. I shall
return to this aspect of Hagerstrom’s way of thinking.

Obviously a firm conviction is dangerous to truth, especially if one proceeds
like Hagerstrém, who believes that his approach is not based upon any
convictions. Then the consequence may be that one is led astray and the
rejoinder to Hagerstrém’s line of reasoning is that merely thinking or merely
believing in a coherent system does not alone establish that this system is the
only true system in the world. It is pointless to examine the predictive and
explanatory force of Higerstrém’s system until it has been established whether
it is, in fact, a coherent and consistent system. If Higerstrém’s system is
logically inconsistent, then it is compatible with any and all events, and then
quite uninformative.

Olivecrona writes that “criticism concerns, however, the ultimate assump-
tions of legal science. If it is fundamentally correct, it is bound profoundly to
affect our view on law and society. It should therefore be most carefully
discussed without any preconceptions” (XXIII).

I believe that Olivecrona’s claim can be generalized to cover Hagerstréom’s
philosophy as a whole. I agree with Olivecrona that Hagerstrom’s philosophy
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“should be most carefully discussed”. But I do disagree that this can be done
“without any preconceptions”. The implication of Olivecrona’s view is that
only in philosophy there are no preconceived ideas or unjustified assumptions.
How could any intellectual activity be free of assumptions? Even Olivcrona
proceeds on the assumption that you must have no assumptions. This is clearly
mcoherent, as is his other assumption that it 1s possible to start without any
assumption and then still hope to obtain knowledge concerning, in Olive-
crona’s words, “the substance of Higerstrom’s contentions” {XXIII).

Olivecrona follows Hagerstrom. Hagerstrom, in turn, is, perhaps, influenced
by E. Husserl, who advanced the similar claim that any philosophical investi-
gation must be free from all presuppositions, and investigate what actually
confronts us.** The philosopher, for Hagerstrom, has direct access to what is
real, as distinct from the ordinary man and his confused ideas of what is real.
Since the philosopher has direct access to what is real, he can proceed
“without any preconceptions”. Thus, the philosopher stands in contrast to
other writers who proceed on inarticulate assumptions. And the philosopher’s
task is precisely to bring inarticulate assumptions of other writers in the open
and put them to a critical examination. The philosopher is particularly fitted
for this task, since he after all can offer his criticism in the light of his
knowledge which is based, not upon any preconceptions, but only upon what
there is. But this claim made by Hagerstrom and Olivecrona fails in the end. It
is a mistaken conception to think that it is possible to proceed without any
assumptions, and that philosophy is, in this respect, an exception. The claim
that we must proceed “without any preconceptions’ is in itself a preconcep-
tion, so the claim is self-refuting. So the position of Olivecrona and Hager-
strom 1s an incoherent position.

Thus, my approach to Hégerstrom depends upon the assumption that
contradictions need to be avoided, and Hagerstréom’s arguments must be taken
seriously. This involves respect for the principle of rationality that it is right to
believe or disbelieve, or doubt in accordance with the balance of reasons
available, and wrong to doubt or disbelieve or believe in disregard of the
reasons available.

It is my contention that Higerstrom does not respect this principle. His
attitude towards any judgment is not that you can believe it, disbelieve it, or
remain in doubt whether to believe or disbelieve it. On the contrary, Hager-
strom’s attitude is a secular version of the New Testament’s attitude towards
any judgment, that is, you can believe a judgment or you can disbelieve a
judgment. Hagerstrom’s principle is that it is right to believe and wrong not to
believe a judgment. The latter conceals the difference between disbelief and

* See John Passmore, A Hundred Years of Philosophy, p. 189.
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suspension of judgment. Hagerstrém'’s principle implies that it is wicked not to
believe, and more specifically, that it is wicked not to believe in Hagerstrom’s
theory. Thus, we have Higerstrom’s concern as a teacher, which is to draw his
pupils into direct awareness of his theory as being the only true one, to the
exclusion of all other theories, rather than to make his students aware of the
vital question of making a reasoned choice on the basis of the principle of
rationality. The effect of the principle of rationality is that he who learns the
truth from argument may lose it again from argument. This should be Hager-
strém’s position, since he appeals to argument in support of his position.

What I suggest is that this is not Hagerstrém’s position. He is afraid of
losing an argument. Therefore he makes his theory safe from failure. The
devices employed to secure this are threefold. One device is to make the theory
immune from being falsified, that is, Hagerstrom does not allow any conceiv-
able evidence to count against his theory. The second device is to insist that
only Hagerstrom’s philosophy counts and that Hagerstrom’s outlook is the
scientific outlook. Thus, it follows that it is out of the question to acknowledge
any debt to other philosophers and scientists, since this involves the danger
that these views may be linked with other views, which reflect another picture
of the world, and this in turn may weaken the devotion of the disciples to
- Higerstrom’s outlook. Closely related to this device is the third device of
attacking a critic’s motives, when he dares to question the reliability of
Hagerstrom’s philosophy. .

The effect of Higerstrém’s principle is the position that he who learns the
truth by obedience can only lose it by disobedience. Hence, we have Hager-
strom’s lectures and writings as an injunction or imperative: ¢rede ut intelligas!
Legal rules, we learn from Higerstrom and Olivecrona, are independent
imperatives, that is, imperatives without any commanding persons. Thus, we
have imperatives without a commanding authority, but with obedient subjects.
The consequence of this theory is to hold that the objectivity of legal knowl-
edge resides in the fact that it is concerned with legal rules as social rules. Is
there a similar case to be made for claims to know, that is, is there knowledge
without a knower? If so, we have knowledge-claims without a commanding
person but with knowing subjects.*! The consequence of this view is to hold
that the objectivity of knowledge in general resides in its being a social
construction, not owing its origin to any particular individual but created
co-operatively and communally.

This view is rejected by Hagerstrom. It is the origin of knowledge which is
the important thing; there can be no knowledge without a knower, and the
knower is, not surprisingly, Hagerstrom. The crucial point for Hagerstrom is

' Cf. Karl Popper, Objective Knowledge, Oxford 1975, especially ch. 3.

© Stockholm Institute for Scandianvian Law 1957-2009



44 JES BJARUP

that man frees himself from epistemological realism and epistemological ideal-
ism, “‘the two fundamental forms of metaphysics, by acquiring knowledge (P
67). And knowledge, for Higerstrom, consists in the apprehension of “laws of
what occurs or sequences of concepts which determine what occurs” (P 57).
This apprehension “itself loses all significance if one does not actually have
ideas associated with the feeling of certainty or the feeling of evidence” (P 60).
What Hagerstréom says obviously rests upon the assumption that the human
being becomes like what he knows, and what he knows depends ultimately on
feelings. These feelings in turn must become constant and changeless, since
reality is by nature something constant.

Hagerstrom’s way of thinking is similar to Plato’s way of thinking.*? For
Plato the human soul frees itself from disorder by recognizing the orderly
relationship between ideal forms in a world which is independent of the
sensible world. For Plato the human being becomes like what he contemplates,
and becomes orderly if he relies on and remains in contact with objects (i.e.
ideas) which are constant and changeless. Hagerstrom accepts that with the
important proviso that Plato’s world of ideas for Héagerstrém is the present,
sensible world of facts. But one might object that there is no reason why “‘the
human soul-life” should become disorderly merely as a result of contempiating
the disorderly, or ““the human soul-life” become orderly merely as a result of
" contemplating the orderly.*® Plato thought otherwise, and his modern follower
Hagerstrom follows suit.

As noticed before, the foundation of Hagerstrom’s scientific world-picture is
a complex of feelings and ideas. Hence, if we follow Hagerstrém it “‘must be
determined as void for one constructs meaningless combinations of words and
yet believes that the words have a meaning”’. No particular form of metaphys-
ics, says Hiagerstrém, can ever become anything other than a more or less
ingenious play with words (P 67).

Hagerstrom as a metaphysical philosopher uses his play with words in an
ingenious way. People’s volitions and feelings are unruly and this creates an
unstable world. They must therefore be controlled in order to create a stable
world. The only way to do this is to use the imperative form of injunctions or
imperatives in order to ‘‘break down the opposition of the will”’, thus “paralyz-
ing all genuine willing” (122). Hence, likewise the pupils learn the truth by
making obeisance to the master. If one is obedient to laws, the world becomes
safe and stable, if one is obedient to the master, his authority and infallibihity
are unchallenged. If one is disobedient, the consequence is that the world

*2 ] am indebted to John Passmore, The Perfectibility of Man and his exposition of Plato, see
especially p. 41 with references.
#3 The phrase quoted is from Higerstrdm, Philosophy and Religion, p. 210, cf. above pp. 10 f.
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becomes unsafe and unstable. What happens if one is disobedient is, if we
follow Hagerstrom, that one is deemed to be irrational. As Hagerstrom writes,
“considering our common social goals, a person who is not subject to the
compulsive ideas fostered by the social life is a mentally disorderly person. He
is abnormal in so far as he is lacking the capacity to be susceptible to social
suggestion, which is the characteristic of the human being as a social ani-
mal.”** Thus in philosophy one is considered to be abnormal if one lacks the
capacity to be susceptible to Hagerstrom’s suggestions of ideas. This is per-
haps harmless, but if this is to be considered a revolution I suggest it is a step
backward rather than a step forward.

It is 2 more serious matter when Higerstrém’s view is applied in social and
political life. Here it presupposes that “our common social goals” are fixed
and determined. They are for Hagerstrom, since he hates social uproar. To be
sure, there can be no doubt of Higerstrom’s humanitarian impulse, he had,
like Marx, a desire to help the oppressed. But his help consisted in freeing their
minds from sentimental and visionary ideas, and turning them to accepting
Higerstrém’s philosophy using the scientific method of analysing the cause
and effect of processes in nature and society. Public opinion is confused and
must be despised. It is not people but rather the Higerstrémian scientists who
are faced with “‘the responsibility of legal science for the fate of man and
nations”, to use Lundstedt’s phrase.*’

For Higerstrom and his pupils, legal science has supreme importance for life
in society, because legal science is social inculcation of the right conduct. The
function of legal science cannot be to predict behaviour but rather to enthuse
citizens to act according to law. The aim of legal science is that they may
recetve the content of law into their consciousness and thereby make society
coherent. Since for Higerstrém and his pupils legal science is based upon
reason it is neutral in the sense that it involves no value-judgments as
expressions of feelings. The legal scientist functions rather like a doctor, where
the patients are the citizens. Higerstréom’s formal theory of law enables the
legal scientist to know and demonstrate the sovereignty of law over men’s
passions. Hagerstréom’s psychological theory is used to take care that the
sovereignty of the law 1s maintained in order to secure the overriding aim of
social harmony and stability between people living together in society. If the

* Axel Hagerstrom, Socialfilosofiska uppsatser (ed. Martin Fries), Stockholm 1966, p. 63 (my
translation).—Folke Schmidt claims that “Higerstrdm must also be given credit for sociological
theories. ... Of special importance is his insistence that human beings are social animals”, in “The
Uppsala School of Legal Thinking”, p. 159. I wonder whether this can be Higerstrom’s discovery,
bearing Aristotle’s definition of man in mind.

45 See Lundstedt's article bearing this title in the New York University Law Review, vol. X,
1932-33, pp. 326 f¥.

© Stockholm Institute for Scandianvian Law 1957-2009



46 JES BJARUP

formal theory of law and the psychological theory are combined, or even
reduced to one theory of law which Hagerstrém’s theory of knowledge and
reality implies, then reason governs the passions. The legal order will function
as a machine, where men, like cogs, mechanically and automatically act
according to laws.

On the basis of Higerstrém’s cognitive sovereignty, his thesis is the sover-
eignty of law. The thesis is stated as a demand of reason which must be obeyed
as a precondition of genuine knowledge and as a precondition of genuine order
within society. Hagerstrom’s conception of reason can only command and
dominate man’s passions and his life in society. His sovereign reason turns out
to be a coercive sovereign, whose authority cannot be questioned.

I have, nevertheless, challenged Hagerstréom’s authority. My objection is
that Hagerstrom’s conception of reason overlooks that reason may also func-
tion to inform and guide man’s passions rather than to destroy them as
Hagerstrom implies.

If Hagerstrém’s philosophy works, then this leads in the end to moral as
well as intellectual apathy. To be sure, Hagerstrom has then achieved his aim.
His basic value, “we wish first and foremost to live an unobstructed life”’, has
been implemented (P 213). Peace has been brought about by reason, but at a
very high price, viz. the destruction of man’s freedom and creativity. I do not
know whether Hégerstrom has designed his theories of law to achieve this
effect. If I am right that the destruction of man’s freedom is the effect, then can
Hiagerstrom’s philosophy be dismissed on that account alone?

I am not quite sure whether this is a proper basis for dismissal of Hager-
strom’s theory, bearing in mind Hume’s remark that “when any opimon leads
us into absurdities, ’tis certainly false; but "tis not certain an opinion 1s false,

because ’tis of dangerous consequence’.*®

Then, perhaps, there is more force in the objection to Hagerstrom’s theory
that it leads us into absurdities. The absurdity is Hagerstrom’s theory of
knowledge, which is the foundation for his legal inquiries. Hagerstrom’s theory
of knowledge leads him to reject as a piece of nonsense whatever does not fit
into his system.

Higerstrom is surely right to insist that legal science without epistemology is
muddled. But Héigerstrém is wrong to insist that his epistemology is the only
proper foundation for legal science.

Higerstrom completely overlooks the essentially constructive nature of
thought which leads to the introduction of new concepts to make reality,
including law, more intelligible.

* David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, 2nd ed. (ed. P.H. Nidditch}, Oxford 1978, Book 11,
Part 111, Sec. 11, p. 409.
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Hagerstrom’s epistemological mistake is to lay down once and for all the
limits of intelligible discourse, in such a way as to exclude the asking of
questions which have proposed themselves to reflective people as genuine
perplexities, such as whether, and to what extent, individuals have rights, and
whether the existing legal system is just or unjust.

Higerstrom’s epistemology was not questioned by his pupils. I have tried to
do so in this paper, taking Higerstrom seriously. This does not mean that one
should accept Hagerstrom’s epistemology. It should, rather, be discarded, 1
suggest. Then there is room for another discussion of the relationship between
epistemology and legal science, which 1s so important for our view of law and
society.
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