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INTRODUCGTION

THE PAUSE AND THE STUBBORN MYTH

To know whether totalitarian rule -— Canmunist or
otherwise — has logleal foundations in the prinsiples of
indidvidualism or whether the one is inimiscal to the other is
todsy an issus of no small import, To know this in its full,
philosophical perspoestive ia to gain insight into a trem-
sndous drsma of the nmodern eposh and %0 gain the vantage
ground for maneesuvering well in the warfare for freedom. It
is to see,; naoreover, the reason for by-passing g bog of use~
less debate on shallow matters, ¢.g., that the alternatives
are énly individualism and totalitarianism, But the question
emphatically 1s not ons of sither individualism or totalitar-
fanism. The battle simply 1s not being fought on this ground,
If the modern picture ia viewed in omw way, "... Ve are
prosented with the crusial dilemma whigh confronts the modern
world — the aheice between totalitarianiasm, by whatever name
desoribed, and reprssentative demoeresy .” And there are
those who rejest what are often prevalently conasidered the
only alternatives; this way may speak thus;

1
Aelred Grahsm, C alic the Today
New York, David NMeKay Company, Ilnc., ﬁ s Do ﬁﬁ. ’
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Totalitarianiam s to be ruled out sinee 1t ox-
tingulshes personallity; ita ends bear no relation
to the worth and i{nexhsustibls aspirations of man
considered as a person., The claims of Western
secularist demoeracy, howsver, are hardly less
Tiestionabls. The so-acalled t'open society'! of llb-
eralism is almost ss zreat a myth as the classlesas
society of the Marxists... it can neither protect
man from a stote of chronic lasecurity, whicn is
the btye-product of indiviiuallsm, nor saferuard glm
from ruthless exploitation by the totalitarians

The conocern of this study is not s0 much to determine
expreasly what all the alternatives are and entall as to
answer the question whetner totalitarian rule has a basis in
individualism or whether the two are contradictories, and
with this, to note that individualism in practice gives rise
to totalitarian repercussions.

Ralpn Tyler ¥lewelling, in his 3Survival of .estern
Culture, observed w2ll the reason for a ree-examination of
the basic Lssues:

The western sorld now finds herself at a pausge,

in a confluence of conflieting tides thet raisecs
questions in the best minds regarding the future,
and also respecting mush that we hnvg consldered
necessary to the progress of accletys,

.ot within this pause, the following atudy is a

pondering upon quostions that eapeoislly merit fresh

2 Ibiden.

3 Ralph Tyl ur
yler,flewelling, The Survival of Western
Cu t ure, an Inqulr ﬁto the ggggéggfb its Deo n;

g nes, New York, Harper a thers, 19§ « 3.
It ’ » 1943, ¢ 3

are ours.
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u. of

refleotion aczainst the stale, stubdborn myth, or ayths
individusliam, The right for human freedom and felleity has
always been important, but consiliating freedom with social
order is the perennial problem. Hever has the issus dbeen
nore aritieal, or understanding of the problem and solution
been more urgently needed -~ and this, especlally because of
the mounting progress of science and technology.

The issue is not an ivory-tower one, but a real one
concernine the very worxea~-day world. A schirzophrenle char-
acter prevails today in western society: sush that to aome
the {saue seems tc be man versus the State. Men are living
ander s regime in whioch there appears, on the one hand, the
surge of "individual rights" and, on the other, the closing
in of the political leviathan., There is, on the one aide,
the belief that the private group or individual must be un-
hampered snd free, yet, on the other, the practical clemor
or need for government to interfers, curb, and constrain
freedom, Men must be at liberty yet in conformity. Aceom-
panying the well=-nigh frantic ory for freedom in the capitel-
{st sosioties is the appsal or outright demand that govern-
ment intervens in time of labour-manapement disputes, or of

pension-relief nevd, farm surplus or drought. Hence comsos

b The philorophy of individuslism may be viewed as
a myth, or as a comwostion of myths.



THd PAUSW AND THES MYTH vil

the moderan trend to the wolfare 3tate with corresponding
individual limitations Cor the welfare of all = with in-
oreasingly higher taxes and deductiona in pay, .0 mush so

is this development & fact that the man of the Liberal temper
today 1s more of an equalitarien, yot always somehow for the
sake of individual liberty. uven the Communist cen be heard
saying he is labouring for the goal of liberty, a goal to be
attained at least when the restraints of the 3tate shall have
withored away.

The solution to the question as to whether individu-
aliam in practice leada to totalitarianism ocught to be
abundantly elear, or olearer than it is; yvet, in the minds
of many, 1t seems only too often ahy of this olarity. This
study is an attempt to expose thoroughly the prastical rela-
tion between the philosophy of indlvidualism and totalitare
fianism and to throw & mors vivid liznt on the whole question
by entering upon it in a somewhat new way, different from a
merely philosophical approash. ‘he question 13 primarily s
pbilosopnieal one. HNevertneless, it can be considered in a
historical sontext, though still au fond as philosophioal.
The spproach is then s philosophical~historical one. An
sffective way to acoomplish this envisaged end is to witneas,
At fipst hand, how individuslists par excellenge draw in

their own worda and in their own logic -~ by an ineluctable

sonsistensy — the totslitarian conclusion, ‘*ost friitful
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for an sssay of this sort are the seventeenth century sngllish-
man, Thomas Hobbes (15°71-1679) and the eighteenth century
Frenchman, Jean-Jasques Rousseau (1712-1778) in whom both
views, viz., premises and conselusion, are emphatically af-
firned, developed, zesalously sponsored and spresd., An
approach of this sort has hardly bueen explored to any con-
siderable oxtent,yet it has merit in its corroborastions of
pallesophical trutn by histerioal faot « in this casoe the
fasts of certain expressed consistencies that stand out in
the positions of iHobbes and .iousseau., In this regard, there
has been no explieit study as suoch of Hobbes and Houssoeau,
f.0, conserning this specific way of approashing the relation
between individualism and totelitarianism, although there has
beon much materially that has deen written outside and around
this speaial approach, There is no abundance of any formal
treatment of this sort. The rneed, however, should be met,
particularly since the hour is at hand for any and all
honourable metheds to be manoeuvered into the grand dattle
that is looming,

It could be mentioned here, ineidentally, that
further research with this teshnique might also bs pursued,
perhaps, to good advantage with other men, e,g. Spinosa who
is at once an individualist and a totalitarian, or likewise
with Locke who in this respest s in a similar though more
dirfisult pnilosophical-historlical position because of his
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akill at making intellectual somerassults.

There are studies of individualiam, on the ono hand,
and of totalitarianism, on the other, dbut as for the conseo~
quence of totalitarianiasm as arising from individualist
grounds, there 1as still work to be pursued, particularly in
line of elinching aistorically and emphasiting the argument
against individualiasm and the Liberal optimiam which stilld
flits adout posing as the bulwark proteoting men from tyranny.
There are studies whish deal with the individualiasm of either
dobhes or Housseau but whieh {gnore, or fail to streas, these
relevant rolations to the reapective totaliterlan systems of
thess men, as though Hobbes and Rousseau are altogether too
much ingonsistent, or as though there {s no sonneoction worth
considering, or only an accidental tie, botween the indivi-
dualist and totalitarian notions., in interesting instanco of
the latter aberration, as will be noted later, is found in
F.0s Green Jean-Jagques Roussesu, & Oritical Study of lils
ife and #ritings, in whioh the author sees no tie at all,
Much literature has appeared sttecking in ne uncertain terns
the tyrsnnical philosophy of iobbes' Laviathan and Roussesu's
;oeial LZontract., But why? Why, as if individualism were
purely s blamelsss non-acaompllce? 7The reaction apgainst
tyranny, no doubt, ia quite in order. But something iz too
often weefully laoking in the interpretations. This, again,
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is seen typically in 0.%, Vsughan's analysis of Hobboug. as
will be brought out. *uch literature has appesred lauding
the philosophy of individualism, the doetrine of individual
rights, pure positive law, freedom under the law, demoeratic
represoentation, and the like, aas these are found in Hobbes

or doussesu. but agaln sometihing is wanting. The need ig
for an sxpress study of the relation of these allegedly in-
compatible extremes, with the view toward learning whether or
not totalitarianism ia inevitsdble Iin this ocontext, and if so,
how and to what oxtent no other answer is possible.

At least sc far az .lobdbes and Houssea. are congerned,
the question is: $s thers an inevitability of totalitarianis-
in & socliety founded on their philosophies of individumlisn?
It 1s the aim of this essav to prove smphatically that there
is. There is definitelv, however, a wider and universal
lesson to he lesrned from the snswer to this particular
question, a lesson that has direct bearing on the contempo-
rary soene and the future of human freedom and felisity.

The extenmsion of kmowledge in this area is to be made by
showing that Hobbes and Housseau were compelled to plant

5 This §{s to be seen in Vaughan's 3tudlies... Of.
too, 8.g. Willoughby who, after making his crfffciama,
manages t: sp:.:lravourublytor Hobbes: .., jiobbes devalop-
od a sub tis corroct n.o o law and Sovereisntv..."
Wentel W, ngf

oughdy, The | anoug%s fublle Law,
New T.rk, The “aemillan G o.. all es are aurs.
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the very tree of totslitarianism in the garden of individual-
i, if any hope eould e entertained of zathering the fruilts
of scacial harmeny. The point merits and needs emphasias, It
is this emphasis, moreover, whieh is in line of a contribu~
tion, This ia true sincs the prodlem of individuaslism 18 so
fraught with, and tangled in, subtle, elusive associations
with taings of both the Christian tradition and of plain
common sense, The virus of the philosophy of individualiam
needs to de esught for what it i{s, fsolated and indefatigably
stamped out by all avallable argumsents worthy of truth.

It is obvieusly not the point of thias thesis to go
extsnsively into the applications of this lesson for the
contemporary world except, inecidentally, to maite & passing
suggestion here and there, It could be noted here, however,
that "freedom under law”, a slogan prevalent in the demo-
sratic countries, iz samething that makes senss only in a
soclety inspired by the rhillosophis cerennls with its con-
ciliation of individusl rights and the rights of the State,
Where law is a pure imperstive sanctioned by force — as 1t
18, 9.g. 1n nglend, Prance, the United 3tates and Canade —
a Bill of Rights creating iniividual rights is eveantuslly
nocossaryb. But then freedon is at the mercy of the whim of

® If the natursl moral law is not regsognized as the
base of righta, then rizhts are not natural dut only .ositiveg
civil rights. 7They are as precarious as the law is puroly
imperative. In thias context the law itasslf radically 1s not
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a majority, or ruling group. Thus are found in the united
3tates, on the one hand, a plethora of laws aiming endlessly
at the presgervation of individual rights, witness of the
logitimate fears of those who refuse to believe in the impes-
sibility of an American totalitarianism (though such men are
often unaware of the true reason); and on the other hand,
there is the amazing number of laws restricting individual
rights in e country asllegedly founded on lndividualism,
There is in tne modern world a considerable preval-
ence of individual righta upheld as more claime, 1,0, as
some thing more sanoral than as moored in oblipation with
regard to final purposs and perfection of one's being and
nature, Or these are only “"legal rights‘, But where law is
mere legality and legality is primary, individual rights are
astually basslass or even 1f they are under a Bill of iights

naturel dbut only artificisl, a distate not of reason but of
wille It is arbltrary and offective ounly as it is enforcible
But all rights depending on such a law are an changeable and
ingocure as the law itself. The modern failurs to resognigze
man's richts as intrinsically based upon and flowing from,
his rational nature finds him anduly soramsbling, in a last
resort, to extrinsic substitutes, like *1lls of Rights as
positive svidenoce that he 13 to enjoy csrtain privileges and
protection or that Le has the power, or right, to do, hold
or exact aomething from another. But these rishts then are
Just as much arbitrary oreations of will or whim as the law
1s 1tself arbitrary. If law is whim (l,0, 1f 1t is not an
ordinance of reason or intrinsiocally of man's rational
nature), then rights eome or 70 as do whims, for rights reat
on the law. They ride up and down the way the law rides.
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they are, indeed, in a thoroughly precarlous position. It ia
then thet they are at the meroy of pliable bodies, public
opinion, powerful leobtbies, a parliament or congress., Or the
preservation of rights is made hopefully to depend purely on
the mere moghanica of vote-gounting or of an essential compe-
tition in the separation of powsrs or organs of sovermment,
In the Christian tradition, rights and duties are correlative,
A right is naturally counterhalanced by & corresponding daty
always in a teleoclogleal context of tranascendental obligatic.
But in modern thought a right appears not so much as some-
thing tied %0 obligation and duty as a welle-nigh self-evident,
individusl claim, whether the discussion is in labour rela-
tions, business, education, or the 057. the question of rights
is most likely to pop up firat. cExamining somsthing of the
orizin of this modern "phenomenon" is net irrelevant to this
study. The gquestion 13: does man's hope against the total-
itarian threat lie in the philosophy of individualism or

even in a guaranteed primecy of individual rights for one

and all?

™ 7 CTe o.g.iﬂnitad Nations, Boo;otnriut, epartment
of Fublie Information, These ishts and Preedoms, [irst
asdition, Lake 3uccess, Tnited ﬂatlons, Dsparfnnné of pPullic
Information, 1950, &d passin.
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In a widely used text book, rolitiscal 3cience, Raymond

Jettell, the positivist, wrote: "ths sovereign state, how=-
evor, always possesses the lopal power and tho legal machine~
ry through whlch it may, if it chooses, destroy or limit all
olvil rights”,” He adds that "...,azeainst that power itself,
however, there is no defense.” It is trus that sven the
demoeratic powers of the Jest, o.g. the U.3.A. and dngland,
are potentially totalitarian at least insofar as they proceed
on the grounds of {ndividualism, Jettell says that def'ence
of these rights azainst government interference comos "by the
constitution, or public law, of the otatoq." He observes
that ",... the good sanse of the legislature or the pressure
of publie opinilon behind 't alone protects the civil rights
of individuals against governmental oneronchmontlo." But is
this protestion poasible Ly way of individualism? It is the
hope or the report of Tettell that "the real gusranty of
individasl liberty is a public opinion that is tolerant and
1idereal, and a govermment that represents this attitude in

practiece’l.” But 1s this guarsnty possible by individualism

8 Raymond 1, etteall, Pnlitical 3slence, revised =di-
tion, Boston, Gina and Jo., 190G, p. 160=I51. Cf. u. 178~
159 and passim.

9 Ibiden.

10 rnidem.
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- no matter how good are thoe mere mechanies of democretic
rule?

A confusion accompanies those who mistake the general
nyth of individuali{sm ag a base for human rslations. This 1a
detectable in the following lines of william xbensteln who,

in Man and the 3tate, discusses Hobbes:

3ince the purpose of political sooclety is the
ruservation and protection of man's life, 'iobbes
rooognizos the inglisnadble right of the lndtvidunl
to rosist when his life is at stake, bscause "man
by nature chooses the leaser evil, which is danger
of death in resisting, rather than the greater,
whish is eertain and preasent.death in not reaisting.’
For a lon- time, this Hobbesian cavont sgemed un-

{mportant, because the sang égz lirc was

universally acoeptod. Zait When m 1 ons of peole

were put %% in ges chambers and aancen?rn%fon
]

camps Ix 8 a state, thu agbbeslan stress on %32
Integrlty of human )Ife asgulred new meanin
Evidently from this analysis :obbes is decidodly more an
individualist thean a totalitarian. But is it clear in the

mind of “benstein how totalitarian ruls is & fruition of
Hobbes' indlvidualiasm whish honours, eos Zbenstein implies,
"the sanatity of human life" and puts "atress on the Integri-
ty of human l1life”? Or is it clear in the nmind of Xbenstein
how this individualism sould possidbly be a protection for

perscons against Hitlerian pas chamdbers and concentration

uillinm sbenatein (editor), _5% and the Jtate,

%ggrn rg%iticgl Jeas, H@w York, idlneh and L0ey LNN,.,
» e tallos ours .,
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camps? The question in this regard is whethor human worth
finds 1its sponsor in the capital of the Ciristian tradition
or in modera individualism. “uLiberalism,”’ Christopher Jawson
points out, "lives on the spiritual capital that it has in-
herited from Christian civlli:ation...lB" Conalderable
stoek, however, is still placed in the myths of individualism.

The overall roceduroe of thias study, as the table of
contents suggests, entalls first of all a presentation and
sxplanation of the problen, along with a statement of the
ohief dats and the 4ilemma involved in the roblem. This
embrases some definitions and baskground - ncurning alter-
native positions involved historisally in the problem, These
metters form immediately tha business of the first chapter
whioh follews this intredustion,

In the second chapter the discussion then turns, not
impertinontly, to a rather brief exposition of the tradition-
al vhristian solution to the soclal problem. It has bveen
this solution which has sustalned the brunt of the attack in
the revolution of the modern aze. Understanding something
of this mediseval aolution, expressed best by .it, Thomas
Aquinas, is invaluable 1f for no other reason than for the

fast that seeing the Christian stand helps towerd grasping

13 Christopher Dawson, Relizion and the Modern :itate,
London, Sheed and Ward, 1933, .. bL=65,
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something of the modern view insofar as it is, in pers,
against the Christian view that {individuslism inveighs.

0f oapdinal importanee is the following ehapter “the
Oonundrum of the 'neoeisl Socletal Man" whieh brinpgs out why,
historically, the soelal contrast theory became fundamental
in modern thought sfter the sixtsenth sentury asnd how, philo-
sophicslly, the modern world sonfirned the revolutionary
break from the tradition by denying the natural sosialitas

of man, In this context is defined the modern philosophy of
individualism «— and then, briefly, its connestien with
1idertarian and equalitarian conseptions,

The remaining part forms the heart o this study and
sxpleres in particular the ramifications of this revelt in
the attempts of Hobles and loussean to pet & systen of sosial
erder out of the stuff of she philesophy of individualisa,

The result is, as the thesis title indicates, "the
inevitableness of totalitarianism in a soclety founded on »
philosephy of individualism...” Put in order to otviate a
misunderstaniing, it should te emphasiszed that the term
"{nevitableness” here does not moan that abstrastively in-
dividualism leads to totalitarimnism. Individuslism does
not necessarily lesd te sotalitarianiom, dut, in prestige,
goeial harmony in ln'lndlvidullist soalety cannot be pro-

served otherwise than by foree of totalitarisn rule.
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It will be observed that in this study the Molesworth
sollegtion of Yobbes' works i1s used along with two other
oditions of single works, the lsvisthan and the De g__i_y_gm.

A minor question may be ralsed a3 to why Molesworth's con-
venient sollcetion of lobbes' works was not used exclusively.
This eollection, on the whole, is indlspensable, But with
it were used the Horley edition of the Leviathan and the
Lanpreent edition of De Cive. This was dons for both the
cenvenience ¢f asquisition and the fvequent, superior excel-~
lenee of text, 7Thoss two editions eliminate many nsedless
1salieizations and capitalizations, while punetuation in
Lamprecht's edition ia improved and brought up to date,
Thus; unless otherwise noted, the Leviathan text 1is that of
Hoerley and the De (ive text is that of Lamprecht. All the

other vworks of liobhes in this study are from the collsction
of ¥Moleswerth.

A4 tnig work 1s known also as Philoso,l:sl Rudi-
onts Jgnew Jovagmgt % ty -~ and also as
gﬁ' 11 slements of 8 9

30 gon.



CHAPTER 1

THK PROBLEM, THi DATA Ao THE DILIMMA

The aim of this shapter is to explain and make clear
the tinaunc;tul problem. The problem is simply one eof social
harmony, dut one that presents many complicated aspects.
Basiaoslly, 1t 1s @ matter of reeonoiling socscial order 'with
individual freedom, Undey dlscussion 1s pertieularly the
freedom of the individual frem the constraints eof soslal
iassituttens,

Llementary date of the predlem are the observable
fasts: those adbout the individual man, on the one hand, and
the socsial faets, on the other. Im regard %0 the individual,
there 1s the bdasic and naturel urge for happiness whieh is
deep-200t8d in the deing of every aam, soupled with his sware-
ness that he possesses powers ef operation for the fulfilment
of thie urge, {.0. initiative and shotoe among the mcans of
precuring selfesatiasfactions that may not be perfeet happie-
Ress, but’are partial happiness here and new.

Ian vegard te the soccial fasts, it is observable that
men 4o-mot live alones Hem need athers and live in a soeiety
limitasive'of lidberty, For at lesst all prestical purposes,
men are really in need of the services of other men., They

sannet: get along alone individually., Man s not suffiolent
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anto himeelf. Nor is this exicency a theoretioal thinpg., The
interdependence of one u;»en another is real and obvious, That
men live in need of men 1s at the foundation of the other
fagt that men really live in a socletv necesszarlly restrict-
ive of individusl fresdom, They come into exlatense and
progress not alone but by neans of and through the sonsolous,
restrictive eo-operation of others -— a co-operstion which i=s
neither msre abstrastion nor zimple cregariousnesa. That nen
live witn men as fellow men is then the actuality.

This universal social fuaot, however, mayv be societal
(L.8, organised and operating with deliberation) or meraly
gommunal., Both operate as a whole, They are institutions
themselves und operate by means of subsidiary inatitutions,
the latter (!.s, the merely comm:nal) spontaneously through
sustoms and the feelinz af oormon interests; the former (i.e.
the sociatal) deliborately by mesns of authorit: and law.
Wherever there are men, thers are institutions. An {nstitu-
tion is somethine that is founded in order to define and
regulate the relations of men with one another, It oconfines
social aoctions and ~ives them form or set pattern., Wwhen on
are organized and operatinz with deliberation toward an ex-
plicitly recognized end, and by way of explisitly defined
weang of attalnin- that end, along witi a written or an-
written oonstitution, tnen tnere is a socletal {nstitution,

2 societly, B3:ut «han men are inorranized and found
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spontaneously together in a purely paychologzical way, with a
senge of neighbeurliness and & feeling of scommon interscsts
more or less well-defined, there {a then a communal institu-
tion, the cemmunity,

300ial 1life unitez men by way of some common objeat,
in s community the objeot is a fact antecedent to and inde-
pendent of man's mind and will but establishing, as aritaln
--rll. "a common unconsaious psychs, sommon feelings and
psychological atruotures, and comzon mores”. Thus a "eommu -
ity 1a more of a work of nature and more nearly related to
the bicelogleal” like en ethnie, rogionsl, or lingulstic
group, 'a produst of inatinct and heredity in given ciroum-
stances and historical framework...” Thus tribe and clan
are scomaunities tnat prepare the way for political soclety.
A sosiety gzives rise to comaunity feelings, but "never can a
commsunity develop Inte s soelety, thourh it ocan be the
natural soil from whloh some sooletal organisation apringcs
ap through reascn”’, In & sommunity aocial rolations arise
fros given historical conditions, In a community the only
nora of imdividual comuot 1s austom, a cartain wa, of
thinking and behaving, e.g. rulss of etiquette, or wearing

s certain type of costume or haireut. OGanetions maintain

1 Ja : ! '
oques Yaritaln, Yan and the State, Chiecars, “he
iniversity of Chlcago rress, 135%s s Zelo !
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conformity and vary, in severity or favour, with the import-
ance of the custom,

But in a society the norn of individual conduct 1a
both conventions and laws with ths letter's sanctions defined
with as full deliberation ss t@s law itself. A soclety is
not so mush a work of nature ns & work of reason. If =an is
social by nature, he {s made for sociesty in his rational
nature., 7The sommon objsct of social living in a soclaty 1s
not a faot prior to mind and will, but rather "a task to be

done or an end to be almed ata"

» depending upon mind and will
and preceded by 4ecision or consent of the individual :emberas,
in this way a soclety is 39en to be a rational organiged
anion of membars deliberately seeking the common ~ool ao-
opsratively. This would ineclude a study clud, a labour union
a8 wéll as a 3tate or family, 3ocleties are cl:arly speoci-
fied by their enda. As the purpose of a socletv varics, so
varies the nature of the society and also the activities of
that society. As a hunting cludb has a different end from a
business firm or a 3tate, so differ the form of these zocie-
tios and the type of social activities required of the

members., 7The operations of tho scolety are then geared to

the sommon end, while authority is the power directing and
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compelling the scolal sotion of the members toward the comuon
good. The only sosial organ whereby the commanity operates
is intercourse through speeah, whereas soclety may posasess a
very large number of sush orgens, perticularly, suthority and
law,

while both aspoots of social life (socletal and come
munal) will inevitably check the individual's inner drive to

happiness in the fullness of his personal initiative and
effort, society must do this neceasarily for t:ie sake of its
own survival, 1his is not necessary for a mere aomrunity.

Hence arises tie problem: the desirs, the urce for
happiness remains alwaysj institutions are accepted whon they
provide individual hajspiness, but there is conflict when they
thwart individual initistive and setivity. In this conflict,
who i# to zive way: the individual or soclety? 'ihig is the
universal problseam.

A priorl, only three genersl solutions nay be proposad
to this problem. flrst, scclety 1s rsjected altogether or,
at least, made dependent on the will of the individusl. :his
is tndividualien, allowing of many degrees from nihilism asnd
anarchiasm, which weuld deatroy soclety atterly, through
Cynielsm and Zplowrlianisa which cormend voluntary withdrawal
from soclety (passive obedlence or noneviolent ilsobedlence)

to liberalism snd the negative watshman-sState,
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jeoond, the individual is shbsorbed into soclsty or,
at loast, made wholly subservient to socliety. 1Ihis is insti-
tutionalism, allowing o! many degrees and many formsa such as
suthoriterianism and totalitarianism,

Third, sosloty and its institutions are accepted, but
for the sake of the happiness of the individuel, t.,e, societ;
is ordered in such a way as to restrict individual Initistive
and astivity only in particular things for the sake of -ors
hay:iness in the totality of human life, a happiness that
redounds to the nood of the individual members,

But, of the three, which general solution ia the
right one?! At this stage it 1a hardly possible to say
adejuately, since the data sre Insufficient, leeded 1a <now-
ledge of the nature of individuel initietive and activity,
and of the nature of man himself, :ut this brings into ylay
a central dillemma., Is man a soclel being by his very nature,
f1.2¢ 13 he made by natwre to live in a societsl way? There
are only two possible alternatives in s complete dichotomy.
iither man is by nature made to llve in a socletal way, or
he 1s not... (Absolute individuallsm declares smphatically
that he is not,) If, however, man 18 not naturally social,
and yet actually lives in a sooclet, it must be because he
is forced to or hecause he wants to, If he is forced, it is
some apecles of slavery, (Positivism holds that force is at
the origin of the 3tate.) I(f heo wunts to, it must Le by
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congent, or, 1.0, by contrast. A universal contract of do ut
des presupposes a universal statoe of universal llberty and
equality, 1.2, @ stote of nature,

There i{is a sharp division pro and son in the arramonte
concerning this key dilemma, In the Aristotelian-i.omiatic
tradition prevails the position that man is social by his
nature., In the beginning of his solitics Aristotle affirms:
"¥“an ie by nature a political animel” and explainsg

The proof that the state is a ereation of nature

and prior %0 the individual is that the individual,

when {solated, 1s not self-suffiecing; and therefore

he 1s like a3 part in relation to the whole. But he

who 1s unable to live in scoiety, or who has no need

becsuse he is sufficient for himself, must be either

A beast or a god: he is no part of a state, A 3

social instinet &s fimplanted in all men by nature...
Aristotle says similarly that if there be one who by nature
and not by mare accident iz without & State, sueh a one "is
elther & dbad man or above humanity; he 1a like the

ttribelasa, lawleas, hcarthless nnet,

vhom Homipr denounces ~— the nat.ral oitcast is forthwlith a
lover of war..." Impliceted typleslly and indispensably in
the argument of Aristotle is the essential slerent of man,
his rationality, in oontrast to the non-rationality of brute

animals, Drutes make mere sounds indlicative of pleasure or

3 Artstotle, olitilc in Daele W
’ 8, % orks of Aristotle
od, and with sn Introduction by .lchard Talleon, Hew ?orﬁf-'
Random Hdouse, 194), p. 1129-1130,
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pain, Man has the gift of speech to express his rationai
conceptions socialwise,

How, that man i3 mors of a political animal than
bees or any other gregarious animals is evident,
X¥ature, as we ofton say, makes nothing in valn, and
man 18 the only animal whom she has endowed with
the -ift of apeoch,

For Aristotle the gift of spesch which man slone enjoys has
a rational and distinetl; soclal sir-niflcance,

And vhereas mare voice is but an indlestion of
pleasure or pain, and is therefore found in other
animals (for thoir nature attains to the percoption
of pleasure and pain and the intimation of them to
ons another, and no further), the power of spesaech
is intended to set forth the expedient and inexpe-
dient, and therefors likewise the just and the unjust,
And 1t 15 a ocharacsteriatic of man that he alone has
any sense of gzood snd oevil, of Jjust and unjust, and
the 1ike, and the asscciastion of living beingzs who
have thils sonsze <akes a famlily and a state,

Sicero appears likowise to have been 1in the same

-oneral tradition. in the Ragublien he writes that "man is
not a solitary or un-ocisl ocroature”. "Man", says Glcereo,
1s "born with sueh a nature that not even under conditions
of pgreat proaperity of every sort [is he willin- to be isol-
ated from his follow monj...”’ Clcero soes goclety and the

social spirit as rooted in the very nature of man:

h @ - ™ M - v
Hareus “ulllus Cle-ro, Le Re rublil e Lepibns
with an =nglish translation by Clinton Galker ﬁei?n..., ’

Hew York, J.:, Futnam's 3ons, 1928 (The Loeb Clasaical
Library), p. 65.



THE PROBLEM 9

Bus a people is not any solleotion of human
belings breught together in any sort of way, but an
assemblage of people in large anumbers assooiated in
an agreement wit: regspect to justice and a partner-
ship fer the sommon good, The first cause of sush
an association is not so much the weakness of the
individual as ungguin social spirit which nature has

—

1521.nt.d 3E.ka .

There is tha sams basic stand ‘n Sts, ~usustin. of

Hi-.0 and Thoamas Aqulnas., 3t, Ai-ustine in answer to certaln
Pacan notions interrelatcs this stend wita the “hrigtian iod
as the fouamtain of justies in mtotybz “"shere, therefors,
there 1s no trus justice there can de no right" and where
there 18 no true justiee there can be no assemdlage of -on
sssosiated by a coamon acinowledgemeat of right..." =orcover,
“if there is no right where there is no justise, then nost
certainly it fellows that theéere is no repudlile where is no
Justioce.* Though the Christian dostor sees man as a socisal
being by mature, he 9068 Jod as directly sho athor ef that
nusan, soclal nature and tne ultimate fount of just, sccial
relations and order.

8t, Thomas Aquinas selidifies the tradi ¢ion and

gives 1t stature with full and finished arguments. In s

S Ibidem. Italiss are ours,

& g8, Arrustine, The City of Jo¢, translated and
edited by Harocus ’ods, 2 Vols,, Hev York, Hafner rublishing
:Qo’ 1:3 s 701. 2. re 3310
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Regimine Pr;mlgm'z ho writes that in considerins all that ia
negessary for human life "it becomes evident thal man le
naturally a social and political animal, Jestined more than
all other animals to live somnunally." Other animals, he
reascna, have their food provided for them by nsture and &
natuwral eoat of heir ard moans of defenoe like horns or speed
in flight end the like,
Man, however, is not so provided, But since he

has instead the power to reason, he must [urnish

sach things for himself, iven so, one man alone

sould not procire for himself sll that 1s neceasary,

because no one man'g rescurces are sufficient for

loading & full human life., For this roason it ls

neturally negessary for man thag he live in the

companionship of his fellow men
Man is then a social animal baegauao of the many needs which
he onnnot satisfy ot of his own resources, Man exiats this

way by his nature. As a rosult, 9t, Thonas argues in his

comuentary on the Xigsomaghean }«;th;cug. "man is set aside by

7 3t. ‘rhomaa Aqulma. (J uee
rpin a4 Rege ’ uib. «np. n ‘3 er
secundun impress cmm sterl riaocnderi Parmo

p‘xotolithou' 1¢e reimpresss ¢ .2 nova 1ntx‘oduotlono ganoran.
angliee serlg a Vernon J, Hourke, lew York, Musurzia
‘AUbli.h.f.. %U‘lgso 25 Vﬂlao VOIQ XVI. Pe 2;’50 L‘iﬂtkwulﬁ
autem eat hominil ut sit animal sociale ol politicum, Iin mualti-
tudine vivens, ma,;la otlan quam omnla alis animalla: quod
quidem naturslis necesgitas deelarat.’

° misem.

9 -
% !§ .&%@nphm&ﬂg nrm . %%u%lm. &o!.%%%%g
. ® .
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nature to form part of a community whioh makes it posaible
for him to live a full and complote life,"

The asssistance of such a communal 11fe is nocessary
for man becsuse "it i3 noceasary to furnish him with those
things withous whioh it would not be possible to maintain
life ftaelf.,” Thus in the home s man pets life and foold and
educstion from his parents, whil. all the individuals in the
family all one another in thsir necessltles. RHut soclal life
als0 snables man to achieve a richer lifs, not morely to
exist, dut to live fully and well, aa in the State., .h.s
"the politiesl gmroup of whieh man forms a part, alds him,..
in sequiring material comferts, such ss sre produced by the
many aad varied indusiries of a state.”

The oppesite ponition ils found in anscisnt times
before it reappesrsd 1n'£he sodern era. For the Lplourcans
selfeintorest was primary while communal venture was quite
conventional without objective ntendards, . plcurus said:

There nnvof was an absolute Justics bat only

an asgreement made in reeijrocal intercourse in

whatever locallitlies now and again, from time to

time, previding agailmst the inflioction or sufferin.:
of h:ﬂnixr

10

wplouras, Sovran Yaxims, incladed in ! logenes
Laertius, Lives of ﬁgliéﬁgff o s with an .nglish tr.
R.0. Hiocks, 2 vola,, ¥ew Tork, 3.F, futnam's jona, 19285

{ Loed Classieal Libvrery), Vol. LI, o Haxims, Kos.
31=33, e 673-675. ’ * SOYEMDL Zalims, fos
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Saturel justice 1s a sontract, insists splcurus, "a symbol or
expression of expediency” to prevent mutual harm. Those who
do not enter into a soelal compact are in an amoral state:

Thoese animals whieh are incepable of makins
covenantz with one another, to the end that they -:av
neither inflict nor suffer harm, are without either
Justiee or injustice. . nd tnose tribes which either
esould not or would not form mutugal covenants to the
samc end are in like caso.

In the noder:n age, .otbhes, adbovs all others, affirmed
sharply this scontractualist coneeption of sosiety. Iin his
work, Ths Jitisen, he mtou‘:

The greatsest part of those ;on who have written
ausht concerning comonwealths, either suppose, or
require us, or beg of us to bdelleve, that man is a
creature born fit for soclety,

ixpressly azainsgt tals view he wrote:

dan {s made fit for socisty not bt nature, but
by edusation, Furthermore, although man were born
in such a comdition as to desire it, it follows not,
that nhe therefore were born it to enter into it
for it is one thing to Jdesire, another to ke in capa-
eity £it for wiat we deaire,

A spirit of dominating self-interest bereft of mutual goode
will is the fundamental theme of tais outlook:
Bit though the benefits of this 1ife mav be

much farthered by mutual help, sinece yet those may
be better attained teo ty dominion than by the

11 ) . - " .

liobbes, Ve _-ive or ihe Citizen, ed, with an intro-
duction by 3terling P, Leupreoht, Wew York, Appleton sentury
:rofts, Ine,, 19,9, pPs =2, This work has also boen known
as ?hilosephical Rudimwnts Concerning Sovermsent snd 3oeliety.
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society of otherst I hope no body will doubt but

that men would much more greedily be carried by
nature, if all fear were removed, to obtain dominion,
than to gain soolety. we mast therefore resolvs,
that the original of ell preat and lasting socleties
sonsisted not in the m.tual good will men had towards
each other, but in the mutual fesr they had of ecash
other,

These argumenta pro and con in the history of the
problenm bring into clear rsliefl the division between those
wvho af’"i»m and those who deny that man is a soclial beling by
nature,

With the flourlish of this lonfial comes the temptation
to distort the relation betwsen man and politleal 1ife, In

his book, uman lgture in Eolltieala, Jraham sallas compleine-

ed of a "tendengy to separate the study of politles from that
of hum;n nature,” and "for the moment... nearly all students
of politics analyse institutions and avold the analysis of
man," Hdo doubt the study of the philosophy of mwan will
deepen knowledge and possibly, "open an unworked mine of
political inventlion”, as he says, but it mist be a study of
man as he 1s, 1.0, nelther a mere animal, nor a 18re mind,
bat 8 rational animal,

The problen is one of soclsl harmony or reconcilia-

tion betwoen freedom and aocial order, .hon, in a an's

12 ,
Oraham Jeilas, H Nat in vg;itig:. with a
foreword by A.L, Rowse, rour%g edftion, Lonion, onstabls
and Co,, Ltde, 1946, pPe 14, 15, 19,
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quest for hls own happiness, he encounters soclety and its
authority and law, is he or soclety to yield? (f the tnree
posaivle groups of solutions which is the right one? 7The
dats thus far presented need further to b. oxplored or com-
pleted, .seded is knowlodge of the nature of man almself
and of his individual initiative and activity., If man is
soaclal by nature, then he aust be rationsl, If he 1s not
ratfonal, then he 1is not naturally social,

Immediately relsvant, therefore, {s another juestion
within the dilemma, Is man an iprrational being bound (1like
all other beings of the universe) within tne deterwminiem of
his nature? ¥an is elther an irrational bein or he is not.
If he is, then the problea bsasomsa morely one of euperlor
force, In the contest Letween the individual and soclety
who is the stronger? If the individual is the superior, an-
archy reigns, the law of the jungle or, possibly, a non-
socie tal comaunity, provided that all men are nade virtuous
by the suppression of that whioch makes man oevil, vig,,
property, as Karl “arx zaintalined, If the atronger is
soclety, the result is at least a potentlal totaliturianism.
flere 1s the heart of the discuassion with ilobbes and 3pinoza.
For them, man is not rational In & spiritial sonss of the
word, iHeason is merely the ability to perceive certain
relations or convietions, batween objects and man's well-

being. “or splnozs, it 1: the perceptlon of the
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nullifieation of foroe by forco, 7They are senalsts and
reason is only a supsrior form of sensation. Therefors, for
both, man ¢annot holp himselfl doins thls or that when hias
well~being 1s at stake unless he percelves that theres is no
use: he 13 faced with @ superior force, FHence, sosiety must
be stronger than the individnal or any zroup of individuals,
Otherwise {t will be incapable of operation; 1t will itself
re destroyed, and the life of man will revert to the law of
the junple which is the natural law of Hobbes and 3pinoza,
lobbes recognizes the necessity for asoclal order but
still slings to individualiam and a primascy of natural riehta,
vnece this necessity iz recognized upon having taken the stsnd
that man was not made by naturs to be social, then, so far as
plonning to insure order {as concerned, what conclusion fol-
lows? Answering this question i3 the theme of this study.

By natural law, as iiobbes sees 1t13, "every man is
enemy to every man”’ 'and the life of man, solitary, poor,
nasty, brutish, and short”, a war "of «very man, against
overy man", This is clearly not the natural moral law of

the “hrilstian tradition, as {t is nelither law nor reason in

13 fiobves, lLeviathan or the Matter, Jorm and ifowe
of a Sommonunalzg; ﬁec%aaInatIEhI and §ig§;. W@ltn an Intro-
duation Ly leanry orla%é ascond editlon, London, Zeorge

:imltladg. and 3onn, 1 s e 6’3. ) g '__'\-3 CiV!}, e w29,
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a spiritual senso, This condition 1s as amoral as that of
the Junsle: “Every man has right to overything; and conse-
quently, no action can be unjuutlh.“ Pfaste in this physical
"law of nature" §s self=-preservation. &9t man "ratlionally”
peraesives that, for his wellebeing, he must have peace arnd
(for 3pinoza)the aid of others. " very man,” ssid uobbesls,
"by necessity of nature, is asu; poased to endeavor all he can
to obtain that which is necessary for hls conservatlion.," So
he “"rationally” accepts the .tate anld is thankful for what-
sver the 3tate leaves to his own individual initiative, 1.0,
whatever freedom or rights the State decrees he might heve,
in this 11fe of the law of the jungls, ilobbes sald the law of
nature 1s as follows:
iveryone 1s jzovarned LYy his own reasonj and there

i» nothing he can make usme of that may not be a help

unto him in preservin~ hisg life againat his enemies;

it followeth, that in suah s condition, every manlgam

a8 right to sverything; osven to one another's body+*®.
Along this line Spinoza like :obbes affirmed that right ia
an amoral powser, and the notural right of every iniividusl

"extends as far as its power".

m I‘!i‘g!n. + 1 72.
15 Ibldem, pe 75.

% rv1dem, p. 6o,
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And acoordingly, whatever eny maen .Joes after
the .aws of his nature, he Aoces by the hi-~hest
natursl right, ne has as much right over nature
as he has powepr~*',

18, "there can bs no sscarlty

In such a conditlion, Hobbes notes
to any man..." unlesns, seelnr the o nnsction between security
anmd olvil soclety, he accepta the State as a supsrior power
and a tool useful for selfl-preservation,

If man {n thus an irrational belng, soclety must be
stronger than he if there lg to be scolal order. 3Soolety
must gcheek the individusl's drive for happiness or -~ive way
to ths indiviiual and the natural law of the Jun~le, 3iven if
nan 1s irrationsl, he still nesds social harmony (althoich,
as an individual he will refuse his collsboration if his per-
sonal satisfaction 1s at stake), but this social harmony can
only be realized b, the com:lste domination of the iniividual
by soalety, i.e, by the combinmd will and force of all
arainst each individusl imn any astual eircumstance. A uni-

versal consent and 8 general contract arse nscessary in the

establiszhment of soeisl harmomy; but they are not binding on

. IZ Banodéc: go apinnl:.ﬁg Theo
Treatise in of HWoprks of be ot de nozsa, tr. irom
the Latin, with an ntro otion by R, .M, & wes, ufth ; bi-
bliocgraphisal note by Franceseo Cordaseo, New York, “ovar
rubliecationa, Inc., 1951, VYol. I, p. 210, 276, Also s.:lnoza,
A solitical Treatise, in Uhief Works, Vei. I, pe 292,

28 u'&&n. Pe 66,
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the individwal in any particular situation, fThey must be
onforsed, Soclety must, therefore, ds provided with an ade~
quate force, wWhat, then, remains ef individusl initiative?
Nothing, dut that which 1s allowed him by acolety,

For Rousseau, thers is a different slant on the
problem, In answer to the question: 1s man an irrational
belng? HRousseau says no, ¥or him the rationality of nman 1s
a fact, and the law of the junple ia not the law of nature,
It i3 only because man has been corrupted by property (and
the consequent gzreed) that ths 3tate has booore NOCEITATY =

194 20

"the negassary muimanse '", as , Joad asys. Rousssau

acrees with Looke that "there ¢an be uo injury, where there
is no property” and nrﬂrmzl *

tion of civil society":

property 1s the trie founda-

The first man who, having enclosed a plece of
ground, bBe $ hinsslf of axying This iﬁ nine,
and found psople simpls enough tozscﬁavc im, was
the real founder of aivil soelety<~,

190.&.24.. Joad, Oulde to the e}xiloga?}z of liorals and
rolitiocs, Hew York, Random ouse, 1937, pe 13,

20 . . -
Rousseau, & Jiscouprss on the Jripin of Egogu%%igx
among Hen, in The joclal Jonfrast and T'iscourses, tr. w

n x’Dd&x‘ 1(n by vIe 7.1 [ ) Jo f.‘-‘, “O 0!1, JlFl L)ﬁﬂt ﬂ.ﬂd S(}nB, Ltd’
1913, p. 213, All further references to Jprizin of Inejimlity
are to this Cole edition, unlesy otusrwiasz noted.

A youssemi, A Discoupse on & iti L
s B ' gn EQ"‘E' Og.l L0 in
The Swé% con L - RBCOUTBO8, Tre w I?\%"gg%;lon by
Feiuile LOLG, Np vede 30!1&’ Ltde, 1913, Pe 271
All further references to Folitloal Leonomy are to this Cole
edition, unless otherwise noted,

22 Jpigin of inequslity, p. 207.
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23: "man 1s naturally good" ard oon-

flousseau says
plainnzh "80 many writers have hastily concluded that man 1s
naturally eruel, and requires civil institutions to make hinm
more mild". Ho doudbt he had in nind Hobbes who saw man as
naturally depraved, a wolf to his fellow men, Houaseau ex~
plains?

Kothingz is more gentle than man in his primitive
stato, as he {s placed by naturs at an squal distance
from the stupidity of brutes, and the fatal ingonulty
of oivilized man,

Rousaegu belioves in & spiritual reason 1n :an, but

he doea not trust it. Yor him, feelin’s — t.o passlons -

are aore reolisbls, more truatworthy. "It is reasson”, he
aayszs, "that engenders self-rsapect, and reflection that
confirms 1t; it 1s reagon which turns mants =ind hack upon
itaslf..." But he natosaﬁz "l venture to declare that a
state of refleotion 1s a state contrary to nature, and that
a thinking man 1s a depreaved aninal." @1, no Joubt, is
indebted to nierstanding but "1t is b7 e activity of Lhe

passliona that our roason is 1mNrovadz7". 't i3 in this way

23 Intdem, p. 239.
A rnidem, p. 213.
2% Ividen, p. 199.

2 Ingdem, po 181,
a7 Ibiden, p. 186,
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that good human relations are more apt to prospers

It 1s then sertain that compassion is a natural
fesling, whie:, by modasrating the violence of love
of self in each individual, contributes to the
preservation of the whols specles, It 1s this com-
passion that hurries us without refleetion to the
r-lisf of thoss who are in distresa: 1t ias this
whioch {n a state of nature suppllies the place of
laws, morals and virtues, with the sdvantage that
nono are tempted to disobey its gentle volce...
1t is rather in this natural feoelling than in any
subtle arguments that we must look for the cause
of that ropugnangg, which overy man wuld expsrience
in doing evil...

S0 long as & man follows this natural feeling, or ecompassion,
he does nothing that ia umdue or wrong. ’what is genercelty,
clemeney or humanity but compassion applied to the weak, to
the guilsy, or to mankind in general?" "iven benevolence and
friendship” are the effects of compassion, “3ueh is ths pure
emotion of nature, prior to all kinds of peflectionl 3uch is
the force of natural compassion.,.’ “ut as a man "does not
resist the internal impulsze of compaseion, he will never hurt
eany other man, ., 20"
For idousssa., however, it 1s human reason that

brought man to sonclude the social eontrast to live in a

soclisty., As man has become corrupted by property, his

28 Ipigem, pe 199+200, 198.

29 Ibtdem, p. 172. Rousseoy says, moreover, that
*1f 1 am bound to do no injupry to my fellow creatures, this
is less besause they arc rational than because they are
sentient veings,.,”
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position bocame preocarioua and insecure. ‘The Utate became a
negessary thing., And without realizing it men have produced
sometning wellenigh megiscal. ‘There was the sooial contract,
a man-made thing, and with this, yprestol the soclety becane
a 3tate with a legislator and aduinistrators; the individual
as such disappeared and in his place there was something new,
& citizen, and all that was confined by, and shsorbed in, the
Jensral »ill., Instead of the natural individual, there was
now the citizen, no longer an individual !n any sense, but
purely as an organic part of the 3tate, The tranaition is
"away from living in sontinual and unavoidable aonflieta3o“,
Trom & mode of living unsettled and precarious” to one that
is more seoure, or "from possessing the power of injuring
others to seeurity for themaelves". It {s a passage from
power, ’strength, whioh others might, b. the erployment of
theirs, overcoms, to a right whish socoial union renders
invineible”,

It is human resson that brings man to conclude tho
soclal eompuot and to take to lifs in a soclety, Man is
either a rational being in e apiritual sense, or he is not,

30 Roussea:, The 3ogial Contract, an eishteenth-ocen~
tury translstion completely revised, o9de. with an introduc-
tion by Charles Frankel, lew Vork, Hafnor Publishing Jo,.,
1947, pe 30. All further references to this work are to the
Prankel adition, inleas olherwlse noted,
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Hobbas ssys he is uot and Aouaseau aays he is. But if nman is
a rational being, then orne of two alternatives follows:
either he has an end that transcends this life, and every-
thing temporal (including soolety - which is evidently tom-
poral) nmust be sudbordinated to his extra=temporal finallty,
Soclety, in this case, cannot te totallitarisn, and this is
the soholastic .oslitlon; or sush a tranascendental <nd is not
to be oonsidered; for msn way raallze his happiness on sarth,
Thia may be besause sn extra-temporal end of man 1s donied or
because 1t is belisved that man is made to be happy on sarth
and the eterml finality is irrelevant to the discussion. 1In
this group 1s found Loocke, Rousseau and nlyéhnir doctrinal
dsscendants, ths Chrlatian Iiberals and soclalists, Athels-
tic and agnostic liberals and soclaliats of today, of aourse,
reject all other worldly finality.

HEowever, if —=an is rational, the roblem is not
thoreby solved., The given data ars still insufficlent. The
nature of soelety has to be further determined in its effi-
clent cauas or origin, /hat !s it that restricts the ini-
tiative of the individual? It 18 law, which might be called
the mroximate institation, ths work-tool of soeiety. "Law
is a rules and moasure of acta, whereby nan is induced to act
or is rostrained from nottn¢3l.“ It determines w:leh acts

2 8t, Thomas Aquinas, Thao;¥g;gn. I-11, q.%0,
6, 1, in Opers Ommis, rarme, Soke, Vol. 1., De 330.
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are admlasible or prescribed and which are prohlbited, “he
operation of the law nscessarily reatricts the freedom of the
individual within the soclal framework. In the face of the
individual 3Irive for ha; piness and the ablility to achlave
partial happinesa (satisfastion) throi-h his own effort, 1s
thare any justifioation for the control exerted o-n that par-
tieular occasion by law? Yoz, providel! that suthority, the
intermadiate institution is Justifled, Authority 1s the
legitimate jower to direot and compel tho members of a socle-
ty to act in s sormon mocord for tho attainment of the common
pood, 2ut, i{n turn, this interrediate Iinstitution, authority,
i1s Justified if the .ultimate Institution 1ltmelf, namely,
soclety, 1s justified ss to its origin and form. Law then
follows upon euthority which Iin turn follows ujan soclety.
But i{s nsture at the basa of thls tour?

In fins, 12 soclety natural, !.e. an integral part of
that desire and urge for harpiness which is in the iniividual

(as a meamns, of sourse) ar 1s it artifiolsl, ‘.0, man-made, n

produet of human reason, ada.ting Indifferent neans to arn end?
It 1s eovident, of coursa, that every conorete soclety (e...
Sansda, the ©,.5,A., Iarael or Indonesian) 1s artiftelal, juat
as are the rrudential [Afe Co. and Jenersl ‘'otors. Theo 4is-
cussion 18 about soclety iteslf, which again, is not somsthing
substantial (1,0, conatitutive of tho subatance of man) but
something socidental of whieh a sinpular ..an nirnt chooae

to deprive himself, as he sar derive
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himself of aight, as in the lattver oase would he (if he ro-
woved himsoll from society) deprive himself of something
which his nature requires for happiness? Locke and Rousseau
did net think so., ror thon, soslety omerged from man's rea-
son and will as an artificial means of correcting the evil
whish insidiously orept (not in man's nature as iiobbes neld)
but gmong men.,

If 1t is sssuned that sosfety {3 natural, there is
the further gquwstion: is 1t so neocessary, that the indlvidual
nust be subjeated to it in all things; such that, in sffect,
it absorbs the individual, as Plato and Aristotle thought,
at least as far a8 the masses were concsrned, or must it
serve the individual and, in its restrictions of human ini-
tiative, be ltself limited to the necssaity of noscial harmony
\both static snd dynamie hermony)? 7Thoe latter is the stond
of 5t, Thonas, The end of soolety is the common goodj there-
fore, anythiag whieh iz not roquired by this ond is unjusti-~
fied end does vioclanoe to the individual or rather to the
person,

If, on the other hand, it is assumed that sooloty ia
artificlal, there is the further Juestion: though mot regqui-
red by numan aature,is it in eonfomsity with nature like a
businsss partasrship (lLoske snd Rousseau) or doea 1t do
violence to human nature and 1s it established by force for

the pretection and the furtharance of the intereats of a
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cortain elass (individualists, eynies ar: ipleursans of
anoient recce and Xarl Marx)?

In su'mation, man elther is or is not naturally a
social being, Both !liobbes ard "ousseau deny man is such a
being, PBut the answer to thig jucstion depords on knowledpe
of the nature of man himself and his actlons., Man 1s oither
an irpational beine or he {3 not. TMobhes donie: and Roussecau
affi{rms thot man {s, in the spiritual mense, a rational belins,
If man 1s net thus a rational being, tho problem !s merely
one of suparior forse., If the indiviiual is stronper than
sosciety, there is anarehy. If soclety 1s the atronger, thepe
is at lsast potantiel totalitarianism. If man 1s thus a
rational being, one of two thinga followst elither s has an
end transconding this life to whieh end snolety 1s subordin-
sted and so geannot be totalitarian or this extra-temporal ond
is not to be considered, If man is thus rational, the
problem remains, The individual's desire for ap,iness 1
justifiably eurbed by law and authority -- provided scolety
is justified as to its origin and form, kit is goolety
natural, an integral part of wan's drive for ha-i.iness —
sugh that his nature requires soelety for i:is han)iness?

The philosophy of inlividualism (denyin~ that mean 1s
naturally soeial) is at the hub of the whole 1nsuoe., Thim is
partisularly the cage when the indiviiiclistic .%ilososhers

resopnize the need for sosial opder and attem:i to f-raulate
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the prineiples noveessary for this order, The real moblem
sonaists in reconailing this attitude of individualism with
the universal fesct of man living in sosiety and determining
the prinelple upon which social harmony will rest, This can
only be s voluntaristic prinoiple. Por the nature of vnan ss
ossentially a soofal and rational beins :an been rulad out,
Both Hebbes and Roissoesu as woll as Spinosza anl Locke re-
gognige the necessity for sceial order. This need 1z at the
heart of the problem of reconoiling the individual 4rive to
happiness with the happiness of all, Ince this need is ad-
mitted along with the assumption that scelety s totally and
exclusively man-made, what zolutinn remains?

If, as individuslism maintains, man 1s not natursily
social, 1s totalitarlanis=m inevitable to this individualism?
To prove thisg in the affirmative 1s the objective of this
study, It is true, of comwse, that modern individualism as
sush rejects a dootrinal totalitarisnism, But it only sub-
stitutes a preastical ons by estnblishing subjectiviam and
relativiam in the law based on =elf-interest and force,
Aside from the attitude of extreome individuelism which i
absolute in 1¢sa opposition to institutions, there is, e.r.
the attitudse of llberal individuallasm which is only rslative
in ita opposition to institutiony l.e. wsenever institutions
thwart the free play of self-intsrest. Aside from its
extrene forms, individualis: has not rotested against all
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>
institutions but only against atructural om03 “: Chureh,

govermment by Jivine right or the absolute right of 2 party
whieh crystallised the absolute pizht of the rece (Nazianm),
the nation (Faoism) or the prolstarisl class (Communisn),
Thus =modern individuslims does not, as sush, vouch for doo-
trinel totalitarianism, Y¥Yet it upholds the grounds for a
practieal one, To explaia how and why this is so, iz our
objeotive. Individualistlie philosophy is potentially total-
ftarian in that it rejects any and all abaolute, objeoctive
norms of socisl bshaviowr. <he norms are only positive laws
whieh may, and do, change acsording to the whims of a king
or dletatoy or according to the changing sslf-interests of
some group or of a majority of the people. iowever nade,
these laws, are arbiirary and pelative, 'ihey must, then,
rest on force if they are to he obsyed. For this reason, no
social relatianship can escape determination by whataver
authority possesses power,

The legic of the argument is svidenced in the think-
ing of ilobbes and iousseau, However much eithor Hobiss or
Aougseau may have gontradicted himseif in other things, eagh

was consistent at least on this point, lor them the

32 This less extrems Individuallsm mccepts, s.p.
the institution of law which might be c¢allsed s modal insti-
tution singse it involves the way, or mode, in which a
strustural institution oporates,
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prinoliples of order is the safeguard of Inilvidual rights, but
because riphts are determined by the will (not reason) of a
king (Hobbes) or a majority (Locke) or a mrythioal General
111 (Rousseau), these rights can only be maintained dy coer=-
cion or forece end the individualistic order will inevitably
degenorate into a totalitarian order. The argument is to
prove that individualism as held by Hobbes and Housseau
clamors for totalitarian rectifisation.

As for employment of the torm "totalitarianiem”, it
cortainly is not the same as 4digtatorship, whioh in itself
is as innoecnt or indifferent as a knifs or revolver, and so
nmay (by a kind of attribition) or may not be totalitaurian,
By no means is totalitarianisw e msre form of covernent,
like monapehy, aristoeracy or democracy, but it 1s rathser a
way of 1life, Hor i3 it a synonym for suthoritarianism, be~
cause totalitarianism noed not be authoritarian., The poli-
tical 1ife of aneient Athans in the fifth century .0, was
totalitarian but not autheritarian, as suthority rested
praotically in the peo.le in moetin:s of the popular assembly.

“n the other hand, authoritarilanism need not be
totalitarian. 7The benevolent despotism of :t., Louls IX of
"mance was authorltarian but by no @amna totalltarian. srac-
tisally, however, totelitarlaniam is a way of life, a social
rhilosophy, which orderas total subjootion of ths individual

or citissn (not to authority but) to soolety es a State,
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sven though the law-making ,ower might be the people itself.
In 1ts attempt to solve thw problem of social orler, totallt-
arianism rejeeta sbasolute, otjective norna of social conduct
or deifisa thne political will, poaitive human law, Iinsofar
as it makes law only a diotate of will, it {8 entliepeggon or
anti-intsllestual, It can hardly fail to be arbitrary aud
henee rests on foree, A syatem whileh in prineiple is founded
on reason and extras-temporal finality eannot be totalitarian,
A system founded upen will, and conseguently upon forco, is
arbitrary and at least potentially totslitarisni it operates
as though no soeisal relationshin cen be legitimately outszide
the omni-pempetent rsach of the politieal arm, Roas J, S,
Hof f'man deserided it thus:
All that goos on in the life of soelety, all

sconomic and cultural activity, all intellectusl

oxmression, all assosiational onterprise, is brought

under the rule of the istate; not, of couras, to be

undertaken or managed and directed by the 3Jtate,

sut made subject to whatever reguletion the itate

may choose to impose, lo right exlats save as

gronts of permisaion; no sanctions of freedom rooted

in a natwral law anterior to and beyond the vssch of

jtato authority have any rocognition whatever-’/,
Today such & gsolution to the persanial problem of freodom and
order rests, not simply on a mere form of -overnment, but on

a sscular way of life in which man aots by his own will.

33 Rosa J.3, YHoffmean, The J1ll to freedo, wondon,
smeed and Ward, 193%, p. 120,
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THE MODIABVAL SOLUTINN ASSAILED

The first (the individualist) solution to the problem
of soaial order oither rejeets soclety aliopether or, at
least, makes it dopondont on the will of the individusl., The
second (the totalitarian solution) absorbs the individual in
soeiety or, at least, makes him wholly subservient to soclety.
fhe third ageepts soclety and its institutions but for the
sake of the happiness of the individual, i,e, orders scelety
20 as teo pestriet individual operations only in perticular
things for more happiness ia the fullness of human life. By
the end of the medieeval period the third solution, opr what
may, ia a way, be called the traditional or mediseval solu-
tion, was belng assailed by asscendant modern philosophies.
Sinoe the balance of this study ia2 & congentretion on what
smeunts to individualfst snd totalitarian opposition to this
third solution, what thia msdiseval solution was, in its
best expression,merits somo speclal attention,

Charaotapistic of the pomition of 5t, Thomas Aquinas,
fts best exponaent, is the rationality of nan's nature along
with the dominating iwmportance of purpose, or final oause,
As ran is rational, he has intellsat and will, He can gon-
coive onds intellsctually and seek orderly arrangement of
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moans to emds, 30, t00, can man ses his final purpose in

1ife and thus order his acss as means to this summum bonum,

the highest being, the rirst truth, God, Man mots thue by
his nature and the law of his nat.ars, for hias prineiple of
eperation fundamentally is his nature, And the natupral law
by whieh he aets is a partieipsation in him of the EZternal Law.
shat his nature roquires, this law requires,

In sontrast to Hobues and jpinesa, Thomism denles
that man is made to live in iselation and to enter into rola-
tionships with other wen only when "the other” ocan be a
asang to hls own happiness. 1n eontrast to Locke and Rous-
sead, it doniss that nan is made to live in a mure communal
way without organization, ‘lor could it agree with positivi
like Willoughby who would speak of the ends of the itate amd
not “"ghe snd” of the ’tate., It holds thst man 1s msde to
live 4n some opgunized institution, called a »mlitical soele-
ty whose end is the Jommon Good. This soclety may be called
the "State” as being the organized eolleet!vity of whigh
government is & part end ar organ of operation, The inatitu-
tion of the S%ate is besed on the prier institution of the
sommunity, i.e, on the psychological unity of the organized
solleativity, Zhus in Scholaastios thought the establishm:nt
of a 3tate by force or comjueat is generally »ron~e. The
community 1tself 1s made 4. of familloa, which are not nerely

biolozisal in their fi:sallty, Lt soslal, i.e, puronelocical
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snd moral entities.s The family is an institution (a struestu-
ral shinz) required by human nature and not merely the pro-
dust of evelution, Its end (as distinot from the end of
marriage) is the sommon good, the sum=total of material and
spiritual oconditions in which the individusl member can «
{f he personally responds - develop his potentialities,

But underlying this is the arpument that man by his
essence as a rational animal 1s & scclal creature :ade for
soclety, whother familial, civil or otherwise, There are
three reasons in this argumont: the aptitude, the tendency
and the necessity that man has for social eosmunion, If
soolety 1is a rational, argsniszed union of members deliberata-
ly sesking ths gommon =meod in cooperative action, what spti-
$ude, or natural equipment, does msn posssas for such soelal
living? Le has a rational fitness in his faculties of hoar-
ing and speech. long ago, Aristotle pointed to -1an aa the
enly animal endowed by nature with the gift of apsesh. Uun-
1iXe brute animals who have only tha power of volse (indtoa~-
tive wmeroely of pleasure or pain), man by him supsr-voocal
power of apeech has something esasontially higher; he sets
forth tho just end unjust, It is oharacteristic of man that

"The alone hss any sense of good and evil' and the 11k01:

1 Aristotle, Folitlas, MecKeon, n, 1129,



THE MRDTAEVAL BOLUTIN ABSAILED n

"The assocstiation of living beings who have this sonse maies
a family and a state”, 9t, Thomas® notes that "one man alone
could net discover everything for himaelf" and must join in
a team-like effort "in order that oach may help one another
and 4iffsrent men de ressonably engared in different jobs,
one in medieine, another in this, snother in that"., But the
reason for thiaz 13 the relevant thing here, as 3t,Thomas
adds:

This is quite cloar from the fast that 1t is
peouliar to man to use language, wheredby he can
adequately disclese hls thouzhts to snother, Other
animals nn{ give exprossi-n smonz themselves to their
conmon emotions, a dog by darkinz and ether animals
by various other msansg, Mun, however, is more com-
municative, sven mors so than the gregariocuz animals,
sush as cranes, ants, and bees, In view of this
fect, Solomon (in Eecl, i, 9) says: "It is better
that there bte two than onetg Sar hey enjoy mutual
gain in their companionahip”’,

2 .
8t. Thomas, Rgségégg {g;gﬁéggg, 1, I, rarma,
Bourke, Vole XVI, p. 2%%. on eat sutem possibile quod 1nus
bowo ad omnia bhujusmodl per guam prstiones pertingat. :at
igitur negessarium homini quod in multitudine vivat, ut unus
ab alio adjuvetur, et diversi diversis inveniendis g;r ratio~

::T ogouplrontur. unus in mediecina, alius in hos, aliuas 1in
0.

3 « "lioc etiam ovidentissime deelaratur per
hoe quod es% mroprium hominls locutions uti, por quam unus
homo allis suum ocongeptum totaliter potest exprimere., Alin
quiden animalia exprimunt sutuo passiones suas in cormuni,
ut eanis in latratu irsn, et alis aniamalla asslnes suas
diversia modis, fagis lgiiur homo east cownunicativas alt.rl
quamn gquodcumque aliud animal quod grogale vidotur, ut grus,
formica et apls, Hoo erg> considerans lalomon n cclenins-
te L, 9, ait: 'Meltus ost onss duos tiam unum: azbant enim
smolumentum mutuas so:letstis.*"
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Besides man's aptituds for soclety 1s his actusl pro-
olivity for (%, This natural tendenscy 1is evident from the
facs that men nommally harbour arn abhorrence i'or solituile,
What §{s more obvious than that men spontancously secek tho
company of others?’! They aim to share tholr joys. n sadneass
they welcome sympathy and eommiseration, Along this line,
moreover, man has actually a natwral negessity for living in
soclety:

First, in regard to the necessitios without
whigh life scannot bs lived, he is helped along by
the domestic group. He depends on his parents for
his birth, nourigsiment, end upbringing. overy member
of the fanily helps each other, Sesondly, in regard
to the conveniences without which life cannot be lived
well, he is aided by the civil society, not only for
material advantage, inaofar as the State provides
public services beyond the means of one household,
but also for moral benefit, inaofar as pudblie
authority can restraln young orininals where mere

paternal correction fallst.
Hot only as an infant does the humen .. raon have an absolute
noed {or the assistanse of cthors but also ua an adult. The
important matter of intelleetual and moral and also aosthetio
develepment requires & regular communication of person and
ideas among men, Clsarly, thla essential exchange eould not

flouprish exeept in scelsty, or In s well orpanisged union,

4 3t. Thomas, g*mgg%§gggg in X Libros Lthicorum,

1’ I' !"mu. ﬂﬂlﬂkﬂ‘ 1’0 L -{.» [ S). r
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Again, when 5t, Jhomas compares brule animals witn
men, he argues from naturs and an essential dilfference.
Nature doss not provide food or other natuwral weans for men
a8 she does {or bruto anlwmals:

Man's natupal needs declare this dependence,
Hature provides food for other animals, hairy
covering, ilnstruments of defense, teetih, foelers
and claws, or at least speed of flight. ‘:ith man,
however, 1{ 1a an altogether different caase,
Inastead, he {3 eniowed with reason uhegoby ne him-
solf iz able %o fashlion all thess alda’.

The rational division of labour is important in 3¢, Thomas'
argunent and 12 Lased on human natwe and nan &8 he fa, [t
is impossible for the powers and rescurces of any ons mau to
provide for the things that sars necassary or himself, The
fullness of 1life sssential for himsslfl 1s julte bosyond his
single individual cepacitiea, ‘ihus it i3 necedsary accord-

ing to his naturs, that he dwell in the companlonship of uis

fellow meng". 3te Thomas Observes:

Horeover, in other animuls there is an lanate
ingenulty in regerd to what is usef.l or hermful;
the sheep Instinotively detects tihat tne wolf i3 a
menaceé, OJther animsls are likewila: able to seonse
the value of certain medicinal herbs and other tuines
negessar;y for their life. Hut ~an's natural know-
ledpe about these things needful for his 11fe 18 only
a genoral knowledge, for ne has to work through
reasoning from universal principles to learn of _his
vital needs in this or that ,articalar instance/.

5 $t. Thomas, De Homimine rpinel s Ly 1, saraa,
Bourks, Vvol. XVI. Poe 22;.

& Inlidem,
T thiden.
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Thus one solitary man cannot find out and learn everytnin:
for himself, In his queat for the good things of life, and
so for happiness, a man lives in constant exigency for other
wen and their services. S$oclal 1life, therefore, is necessary
from man's very nature,

It should be noted that this argument does not prove
that every iniividual man must live in soclety. It proves
only that, in gemeral, soclety is esaential Lo man., ‘or does
it hold that a solitar:y 1lifs like that of a recluise or hernmit,
is intrinsically evil, Unnstural and sgainst nature, of
course, is s life of solitude assumed out of hatred for men,
This obviocusly 1s againat the natural law, ‘int not every
sort of solitary living 1s to be eschewed, especlially if it
is for a higher cood, or for supernatural motive. iLut, in
goneral, this is not the normal way of 1ife for men. Aris-
totle's insight here is revsaled at the beginning of the
rolitics when ne says that sich a life apart from soclety 1is
that of sither "a bad man or ahove humanity", l.e. either
below or above the human nomm,

Not. only is man naturslly soclal for these resaons
but conjugal moclety fssulng forih into that of the family
is the most natural, theuah not tie nost perfect, of the
societiss for which man by nature 1s fitted. That sonjugel
soolety in partieular !s natural had bssn clearly bro.ght ot

by Ariatotls in his Hicomachean dthica:
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Detween man and wife friendship scems to exist
by nature; for man {3 naturally inclined to form
couples = evon mors than to form cities, inasmuch
as the household is sarlier a&nd more necessary than
the gity, and roproduction is mors sommon to man with
the snimals. w»ith the other animals the union oxtends
only to this point, but human beings live torether not
only for the ssku of reprocducstion but also for the
various purposes of 1ife; for from the start the fune-
tions are divided, and those of man and woman are
different} so they help each other by throwi ng thelr
peculisr gifts into the ocommon stook .,

He adds that this frieniship may be based alsc on vistue inso-
far as ths varties are xood, while tre frult »f this union ls
a natural bond:
For sach has 1tas own virtue and tney will delight
in the faet. And children seem to te a bond of
union ..., for children are a good 3ownon to both and
what 1z common holds them together”’,

In the Summa Theoleopica St. Thomes expands on this

theme of marital soclety as a3 natural Iinsztitution:

A thing 18 3aid to be matural to which nature
inoclines, sven when f{ree will is the medium bringing
it to fruition. Thus sucts orlairtue and the virtaes
themselves are called natursl:

Thus he argues that matrimony is natural, besauss natural

reason inelines thereto in two wavs as follows:

8 Arlstotle, Hlcomashean bthics, ilckeon, p. 1073,
9 Intdem.
10

3t, Thomas, 3umma 1%&0;05106, ITI, suppl., g. L1,
a, 1, 1n Jpers Omnis, ‘arma, Dourke, Vol, IV, p, 512,
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First, in regard to the princlpal end of
matrimony, viz., the good of the offapring, Jature
intenda not only the begetting of offspring, but also
its developmant and advancemnent up to the perfect
state of man as man, which is the state ol virtue,
Therefors, acoording to the .hilosopher (.tnlos, Hk.
8, Co 1lel2), we derive three things from our paronts,
viz., oxlsteno:, nouwrishment, and edusation. it a
ohild carmot be reared and instrusted unless it belong
ssgurely to definite parents, and this would not be
the ¢ase unless there wvere some bond between the man
and a definite woman, and it {3 this that nakes
matrimony., Seaondly, in regard to the secondary end
of matrimony, which is ths mutual service that Tﬁrriod
peracns offer to each other in domestic affairs*—.

Thus here, too, nature is the inculecator of this soclety of
man and wonmang

Just ss natural reason dlotates that men should

dwell together, becauso one man is not gslf-sufficlent
in all things related to life, for whish reason man

{2 said to tond neturally toward polliticsl society,

80 also smon; those woiga e dfu:l for humasn life some
befit man, othar woments,

Ynderstanding conjugal society is essentisl to under-
standing the traditional position in regard to civil socloety.
¥odern philesophers in opposition to this position affirm
that the mattaer, or the muterial cause of the state, 1a not
the femily so0 mueh 28 the individual, 3¢, Thormas saw nature
directing the indlv!inal to the famlly and the fanlly to the
3tate, The oonsldieration of the fanily as leeding to the

3tate i3 either ignored or denled in modern thought, or at

11 myidem.

12 Ihidem.
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any rate is not strassed, nor does it bear the emphasls «hich
is found in the treditional stand, 'Thus eventually the indi-
vidual man is left alone faoing only the State as merely an

13 in his p'.1losophy of the formation

artificial thing. Plato
of the Republiec had hardly put smphasis cn the function of
the fanmily. For him the filling of economic wanta was prie
mary. Against thias, Ariatotle, tho.gh recognizing economiec
exigenaies, sees the 3tate as a natural outsrowth of the
family itself:
He who thus considers things {n their first

growth and oricin, whether a state or an-thin- olae,

will obtain ths clearest view of them, In the first

place, thsere must be a union of those who cannot

extat without essh other; namely, of Tf1° and

fsmale, that the race may continue., .-
L8 argues that "the first thing to arise 1s the fanily ...
tho assoelation established by naturs for the su:.;ly of men's
everyday wantsls". But when several families are united and
the assooclation sseks "something more than the suoply of
daily needs", the village 1s form:=d, a soclety composed of

family members, chlildren and grandchildren and so forth.

13 Plato, The Hepublic, tr.by Senjanmin Jowott, with
the Jowett .lotes and marpginalias ... with an introduction by
Joott Buehanan, Llevelasxd, i'ine .ditions .ress, 19406, book
II. Pe 66‘67.

1 Ariatotle, :olitics, !"ecleon, p. 1127-1129.

15 nigem.
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when soveral villagea are united in s single
complote comunity, largo eno:gh to be nearly or
quite selfesuffioing, the state comes 1into existence,
orizinating in the dbars needs of lile, and continuing
in existence for the sake of a good life, And there-
fore, if the earliig forms of soclety are natural,
30 18 the state...
He adds that "the final cause and end of & thing i{s the best,
and to be self-gufficing is the end and the best”, and hence

1

“the state is a creation of nature' amxd "7an s by nature a

political snimal”l?,

When 3%, Thomas says "~an is barn to belong to a
State”, he is in basie sccord with Aristotle, thougn for the
mediaeval saint the highest end is a supernatural union not
merely in a body politie but also in the mystical body eof
christld,

The basie argument all slong is the natursl aptitude,
urge and need to live in aivil esociety. Han, the only ani-
mal with the gift of speech, ¢an rationelly comsunicate and
join with othears to cooperate and accompligh the fullness of
the good 1ife that all men desire. 3atisfaction of human
needs snd aptitudes i{s only imperfectly aschieved in family

life., A fuller realiczation of human posentislities is

16 Intden,

17 ipidem.

18 Astually for Apistotle as for rlato there is a
totalitarian absorption of the iandividuel in the human city
~ the body politic.,
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possible eonly in a higher societ;, I therwise man's temporal
happioess suffers, to say nothine of & higiher hanpinesa.
Reason ecting on this condition rges man to form ftates as
& natural and necessary sup.lement to the insufi'leclency of
the family. "¢ normal family is unable to prooure for its
own all the thinas needed for development, whether intellec-
tual, nmoral, sesthetic or physical. iJor can it alone secure
or defend iteelf againat force.

3ince the family lacks time and adequate means for
its flourish, feamilies get torether and help one anothor and
the community is born, producing bett.r conditions for the
happiness of the individaals, But this ¢omrunal cooparation
in itself 1s insufficlient, A community can be the natural
grounds frou which a socletal orzanization somos about by way
of reason, The comunity itself 1s not orgenized and as such
cannot devele) into olvil soclety, This communal sooporation
presupposss & thorough goodness and sltrulsm in all men or -
in othoer werds = it presupposss that the problsm does not
exist of regonoiling the urge and drive to hajspiness throuph
iniividual initiative with the hagpiness of all., But, as
noted earlier, the problem oes emist, as indesd riobbes,
mogke and Roussaau saw. ‘loreover, sven if all membders of
the community woroe aself-pencunced, ultr:istic and always
rational, the corrmunal eooperation w~oaild be sporadic and

disproportionate, Too many =ople, for exsmple, might want
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to make hats or shoes for others and to0 fow grow erovs. Jr
too many may devote tnsaselves to teasching the 3 KH's to chil-
dren and too fow L0 teashing mathematiss or phlilosophy. as
the eoxmunity expands, e.z. from village to city, or from
clan to tribe, organization takes hold, A rational analysis
of cooperation, i.6. an opepation with othera toward a common
goal ("gomemunal operation') reveals that 1t consists essen-
tially in a division of ledbour, while a rational division of
ladour can bte achieved through a simple discussion amd under-
standing in a amall oommunity when only a very few people aro
involved, 1t becomas an impossaibility in a large community
unless organisation is introduced,

Furthermore, the dotermination of the methods of co~-
opsration cannot always be maie in an absolutely rational
waey. 3Sound reasons may support one as well ss snother. The
1ssue becoaws a mattor of opinion, as 9.3. on which side of
the street sutomobile trafrie should proceed, In the indi-
vidusl, when 8 sound practiocal reasoning leads not to one
bat to two possibls eoncluslions (1,6, opilnions), it is the
will that breaks the stelemate, Thus, in a community, there
must be a willeagt toc mselect one sound method of cormunal
opsration over another, In other words, the community sets
up an authority and sogiety is born. It 1s in this sense
that the 8taie {s natural —-: reason requires it., It iz not

the produet of instinet like the gregaricusness of csrtailn



THi MEDIAEVAL SOLUTION ASAIL:D L3

irrational animals, bees, ants, storks, as 5t, Thomas notes,
But it is a husan (i1.¢, rational) realization, ~or retional-
1ty is as much of the ossence of mun as ingtinot is of the
animal, Man then is natarally social because he is naturslly
retional, iis reason tells him that he cannot develo, all
his potentialities inless he be a mamber of a society. o
serve him society comes into beins.

As organized socleiy 1a sat up, it has the common
@ood 83 1its end and the diversified soclal activity az the
means to the end., In any soclety, and particularly in the
State, suthority is essontial LDecause 1t 1a the over-all
power effectively relating the means and the end, where
theore sre many minis and possitle opinions aiming at the zoo04,
some agrsement or dogsision ias indispensable as to the oon-
crete ateps that are to be taken as means leading to the
common social goal, It 1s in this decision that the problem
of tne diversity of soclal functions 1is resolved and the di-
vision of labour made deteruining whieh of the various funo-
tions meombera will do. ut sathority is more tnan this. It
1s not only the power 30 to direect members of a soclety to
act cooperatively toward the projer soclal end bHut 1t s
also power to compel them in this direction. Otherwise the
e will not be galned., The funstions and weys of coopera-
tion must be fulfilled. Undue self-interest and waywardness

smust be cheecked, or socluty and its members suffsr., Thus
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ageinst anarcaiss, Aquinas argues that no society can fune-
tion without authority. St, 7Thomas observes that 'if by

nature men are to live together in soaioty, thon there must

a*%

oxist some means wherebr txo multitude is rule and bocores

a s0clety governed toward a goal, The reanscon is quite clear:
"Wherever there are many individuals living together each
seeking what saits nhis interests, the groupy as such would
disintegrate if therce were not therein sana power devoted to
the care of the common goodzo.” e explains nicely:

The body of a man or of any animal would dlein-~
tegrate if there ware no overall ruling force working
in the body for the common good of all the members.
#ith this in mind, 3olomon (¢rov, 11, 1L) ssys,
"whero there is n- governor, the people shall fall
apart,” and with pood reason, for what is private and
what 1s comaon do not pull the sume way. reople
split up by thdir private interests and join together
by their common intesrasts, Diverse effects ars due
to diverse asuses, There rust be then a ruling cause
whieh, in asting above the quest for private gooda,zl
moves for action toward ihe common gooi of the many“ .

19 3¢, ™ De Heg : pum :
s Thomaz, De Hegimine .rineci » 1, I, Parna,
Bourke, Vol., iVI, p, 225, ~75Y ergo nsturale eat homin! [.1od

{n socletate multorum vivat, necssiss sst in hominibus esse
per guod multi tudo regatur.”

20 Ibldem, p. 225-220, "Multls enin existentibus
hominibus, st unojuoqus 1d quod est sibi congruum, providente,
multitudo in iiversa digspergoeretur, nisl s2tiam esset aliquis
418 00 juod ad bonum multitudinis ,urtinet, curan habens...”

21 Ibiden, e 226, ... ‘lcut et corpus hominis ot
cujuslibet 1s deflueret. nisi esset aliqua via regiti-
va gommunis in ocorpore J.:2¢ ad bonus comaune omnium membrorun
intenderet, ... ¥ou enim ldem sat quod mroprium et quod com-
mune: segundum propria quldem differunt, sscunium asutem com-
rune uniuntur., Uiversorum sutem Iiversse sunt causae. Ipor-
tet igitur, yraster id guod movet ad propriun bonuws unius-
sujusque , osse sliquid juod movet ad bonum cormune miltorum,”
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As a soclety 1s met up, authority 1a nseded, to order
mesns to the sosisl end, But this need demsnds law without
whish such order is not possibtle. Howsver, If soclety is
rooted in man's nat wre, %0 15 suthority as well as law,
Folitical authority in this ocontext somes immediately and
direetly from Jod to men, becsuse man's very nature and belng
come immediately from the Creator. IiHobbes, Loecke end Rous-
seanu maintained that this authority comes immedlately fron

men, S3t, Hobert Bellarmine wrote in Je Laloiazz

that "poli~
tiosl power derives from ths natural law, since it does not
depend upon the consent of men,” It rests ultimately on
something objective over and ebove human will, "for, willing
or unwillin-, men must be ruled over by some one, unless they
Qish the himan race to perilsh, which iz againat s primary
instinet of nntur023.“ Tndividual forms of rovernment, aside
from authority itself, 4o not derive specifically from nature
or the natural law: "it depends on the conasnt of the peorle
to deelde whaether kinuzs, or consuls, or other ~aristrates are

)
to be establishud In authority over thnmad“ 2nd if there ls

good reason, "the people ocan chanze a kingdom into an

22 fobert Lellarmine, De ggio%n, or tho ‘reatise on
civié ggggfgagg§, tr., by Kothleen ., Hurphy, New iork,
or niversity Press, 1920, p. 2,+25, 27.
) 23 1bidea.

2 1b1den,
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aristoorasy, or an aristoorac; into a demoorasy, end vice
'0?.‘...25" The important point, however, is that suthority
follows not from man's will but from his nature as bBellarmine
notest
Political power conaidered in general, not

desgending in particulsr to ¥onarshy, Aristocracy,

or emoorasy, couss directly from Jod alonej for

this follows of nscessity from the nature of man,

since that.naturo comes from Him who made 1,&3 besides,

this owsr derives from the natural law,..”
Francls 3aarez was likewlse i1 zeneral azresment with Fellar-
mine that anthority comes ilrectly from 3od to the people who
then trangfar or pass it on to the ruler bty goverumental con-
trast. "his contract, .nlike the soclal contrat of =obles,
iLocke and tiousseau, only determines the form of sovernment
and who the ruler shall te, #HO one person or persons natural-
ly nave authority or politiecal power ovar othsra and, as
Susarez wrote in Tractatuas ds Legibus27z "1r this power does
not specifically reside in any definite individusl, it must
necassarily exist 1n the community as s whole ... by the

sole force of the natural law..."

25 Ibidenm.

20 Ibidem.

27 Prancisco 3uaregz, Tractatus .
’ ve Lexibus et Lepls-
lateye Deo, Liber ITI, Cep. 11, eapzcially ho. LI, in Jpsra
a, nevw edition by A, Andre and . Berton, .arls, VEves,
W:IB’IB, 28 VOl.o. Vol, v' 2 150’181-
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300iety and authority are required by man's rational
nature and so by the law of his nature, the natural law,
Authority astuslizes the function of law whilch is to direct
men to theip last end, "Law denotes a kind of plan direetlin~
aots towards an endzs.* As man's nature is his prineiple of
astion, this natwre, or law, directs nnd steers him to his
end, to the good befitting him as e rational being, avery
aet of reason and will in man is based on that whioh 1s se-~
eording to nature because "every ast of reasoning is based on

9”. and “every aat of

winciples that are known naturnllya
appstite in respeet of the means is derived from the natural
appetite of the last ona3°." Thus "the first direstion of
our asts to their end must be by way of the natural lnw3l.“
With shis, 3t, Thomas obaerves that "the last end of human

32. and bence ‘the over=-all

1ife is happiness or beatitade
concern of law must be principally tae relationship to nappi-
ness ..s therefore, the rhilosopher speaks of both happiness

and the body pclitio...33"

26
ts Thomas, Sunma ?hmo%orica, I-TI, qe 93, as 3
Parma, Rourke, Vol. II, p. 3Ju0. Lex Imoortat rationem qu;m-
dam directivam actuun ad Cinem.”

29 Toidem, q. 91, 8. 2, ad 2, p. 333-33L.

3 midem,

n 5p§g§5. "eee Prime directio astuaum nostrorum ad
finem fiat por legem naturalem,”

32 rpidem, q. 90, 8. 2, p. 331
33 Ibldem. "..., Heossse ost juod lox yroprie rea.i-

clat ordinem ad gel oitatem communem, U 5 el 13T SR
mantlonnmnfac?t L éa{laitata et comnunlgﬁg 3311?%&2?9”h““
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Thus for 3%, Thonas any partisular soclety set up
must be in accord with man's nature and reason. 8o, too, any
act of authority or positive human 1aw3h deriving from
authority must be fundementally in harmony with reason and
sonduscive to man's ead, "All laws, insofar as they partske
of rizh$ resson, are derived from the eternsl 1.u35", the
eternal reason., Frevalent in positivist thought ls the no-
tion that lav {2z basieally an imperative, or will, coupled
with enforeidility, What has begome impartant for meny
modarns is not so much that a law be something just or “some-
thing pertaining to reason” but that it be enforsesble., In
the 3dcholastic tradition the quastion of whethsr law 13 en-
forceable or not i3 irrelevant or secondary. In his famous
"Iracs on Law” $t, Themas is emphatic in defining law as
redicaliy a rational ordination, "an ordinansce of reason for
the co:mon good, promulgated by him who has caro of the com-
munity".“ He notes too that it is rather a dictate of rea-
son than en ilpor.tiv'37: "it belongs to the law to eommand

3 mbidem, 3. 95, a. 1, ¢. 307,
3 Ibidem, q. 93, 0. 3, =. 3LO.

36 %Qi!ﬁgg Qe 90, ae Ij, e 332. "4.s Quaedan ratio-
nis ordinetio ad bonu: commune, 8t ab eo qui cura= comauni-

tatis habet, promulgats,”

37 1pgdem, - )
Qe 90, 8¢ 1, ». 330 eee 8! loazem per-
tinet prascipers et prohibo;o.' Sed 1mé&rara est rationis...
Ergo lex est aliquid rationis.”
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and to forvid, However, it balongs to reason to command ...
Law, therefore, is aomethin- that pertains to reason.,” "The
first rule of reason,” he Lnnistaje, "{s the law of nature”,
and every human law has just so much of the nature of law,

as 1§ {3 derived from the law of nature, 7f in eany point it
veers away from this natural law, "it 1s no longer a law but
a perversion of 11&39." Against this stand was raised the

voluntaristic objection that "Whatsoesver pleaseth the sover-~

sign has foree of law". To this, 3t, Thomas replies:

But in order that the volltion of what is com-
manded may have the nature of law, 1t needs to be in
socord with some rule of reason. And in this way ia
to be understood tne sgyin,: that the will of the
sovereign has the foree of law. . therwise the
sovereizn'a 8111 woll smack of lawless:i:ss rather
than of lawi’,

Authority sins sgainst reason in meking unjust laws contrary
to human goodhlt

Zither in regard to the end, as when an author-
ity imposes -n his asubjeets oppressive laws, con-
dueive, not tn ths common good, but rather to his
own ocuplliity or vainglory; — or in regard to the
author, as when a "an makes a lav that gzoes beyond
the power committed to him} = or in repgard to the

38 Ibidew, Qs 75, &e 2, pe 3h4b.

39 lbidem. "31 vero in aliquo a loge aaturall uis-
sordet, jan non erit lex, sed legls sorra:tio,"

4O 1n1dem, 3. 90, 8. 1, ad 3, . 331.
k1 Ibidem, 4. 90, 8¢ Uy 2o 352,
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form, as vhen burdens ars imposed unequally on soclety

althourh with a view to the common moed. Guclh are

sots of violense rather than lawsj for, as Augustine

ssys in DJe Lib, Arb. (I,5) a law that is not Just,

seems %o be no lav at all.
The sommnon good here is not to be understood as ths good of
the group as iistinet from the members nor as the sum of
their private goods, but rather as, at ons and the same time,
the good of the whole group and of every individusl psraon
within it, The common rood 13 & good of the whole and re-
dounds to the advantagze of eash and every member.

¢hat eonalusion from this Ssholastic stand can be
made in regard to the state-individuasl relationship? It
should be evident that both extreme individuaslism and sxtreme
institutionalism are out, There cen be no absolute indepen-
dence of the individusl from institutions, nor can thare be
absolute domination of institutions cver the individual,
scholastis philosophy, thersfore, is opposed to the Marxist
eschatoloxical dreax of a stateless "Good :iooiety” whish
would be nothing more than the unorganized pre<gsocietal
State or cownunity of Loocke end Rousseau. It i3 elso no
less opposed io Hazilsm and Fasclam of tiegelian inapiration
which absorbs the individual in the Itate,
The Iindividual needs the 3tate for his happiness.

fle needs those services which only an organized cooperation

can provide. And he would have needed them even if there

had not besn any original sin, He is now, however, in neod
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of protestion from the perversity of others, In this regard,
Hodbbes was quite right in pointine out the peril of man's
penchant rfor evil, thourh he lost sight of man's atronger
tendenoy for the good, Furthermore, the need for cooperation
is universal, 1.6, !t i3 in each and overy member of the col
lectivity, 3ociety is to serve tne members. Rut membera
serve the common good that redounds to them, And an indivi-
dualts‘right’to enjoy the fruits of communal operation is
founded upon his own contributing (according te his abllitles,
of course; - not proportionately however -~ to the common
endeavour, That is why the State nmuat estatlish norms of
sceisl behaviour — norms that determine the mode and smount
of collaboration axpectsd of emch of its members, It ia for
this reason that "lLaissezx falre” snd “Free snterprise” may
nevsr be absolute but only relative. Thus, alsc the doetrine
of extyero, enmctional "social welfarists”, viz., that every
individual can claim "as a right” a certain seonomic standard
of living, is a theory hamdly in harmony with scholastie
thought. It is not the end of the State to make all its
menbers happy, but to promote peace and public prosperity,
and this i3 to produse conditions in whioh the members can
aghieve a dagree and quality of happiness sconsonant with the
degree and quality of the seoonomic, intollectuml and moral
development of the sommunity itmelf, !n these conditlons,
the i{nitietlive of the individual might be ourtailed at a
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given time and place, and s certain conorete satisfection
might be refused him, 7This limitatio:, however, 1s more than
offset by the sum=total of satisfections which he enjoys
while contributing to the comtunal operation., And of these
sat {sfactions he would be deprived by his fellin: to son-
tribute,

3eholastie philosophy, therefore, is Inatitutionalist
insofar &8s it respscts institutions (fanmily, community, State
and all its subsidiary i{nstitutions) and slso as 1t recognises
the power of all institutions to saet norms and pesrform astive
1ties for the Common Good, even if these put limits upon
individual infitiative, It %{a Lindividualist insofar as it
denies any institution the power te act deyond its end: the
comxmon good for the famlly, the eomaunity snd the 3tate, the
partisular cad for which any subsidiary inatitution is ecata-
blished., The gist of totalitarianism is the attempt to act
over and beyond the proper, institutional purpose of the
State. This is st the expense of the iandividual., The power
of the civil institution to ourb and constrain the individual
1s real, it 1a reguired by human nature itself, Thus it is
reational at bottom, never arbitrary, It does not rest on
forae but on reamon, and, therefore, 1t 1s not totaliter'an,
though it 1s, at times, suthoritarian, L,9, whon it ashooases
between two sourd opinions,

The erusial point here 1s that ny institutional
syastem whioh, in prineipls or teloolorically, is biilt on
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an objeative foundation of resson oan bs totalitarian, Ho
system whieh i{s founded on will (and, oconmequently, foree!
ean escape being erbitrary and, at least, potentially total-
itarien,

The State or its rul!ng head, therefore, cannot just-
1y de arbitrary. It may not Le arvitrary and thus prospec-
tively totalitarian. Peor it ts subject in every one of its
actions to a higher law, the sternal law, which is known
naturally in the netural moral law, This natural law intrin-
sie to the rational erenture’s nature tells him that he is to
40 what 1s good and avoid what 13 evil and that as a psrason
and rational being he is to ssek his last end by rood human
sots as the means to his final goal, Jtherwiss he cannot
attain the happineas that he craves, viz,, the completion of
his being., A man in every one of his sstions seeks the good,
real or apparent, and thus is always in quest of either the
rrime 30041 or arccted good whigh is somehow a reflection or
participation of God, the irime 300d., The necessity thst a
aan has for having to cain his final goal is the essence of
obligation whish he has {irat, ther :fore, to 0od, !is human
acts have this relatinn of necessity to an end he nmust at-
tain for his perfection, though, yhysleally, I1f rot norally,
he 1s free to flout this obligatory nocessity. iut if bhe
has sugsh an odligation, or duty, thon certainly he has a
right to fulfill this duty, If hs "as inslienable ri-nts by
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his nature to use things that reasonadly lead him to this end,
other men have correlative < :ties to respect his rights. The
virtie of justice regulates this cerrelstion and balance
“10reby one man gives to another what is duse snother., Richts
and duties are rooted in the law of xan's nature in relation
to his end and are understood only in & context of man as
naturally a rational end social being.,

with this, moroover, let it bte known that an arith-
metic equalitarianiam (making each man quantitatively one,
rather ss a number than as a person), as prevails in modern
thought, was wholly alien to the “hristian philosophy -
unleas by equalitarianism is msant that eac:, as a psrson of
the speeles, 13 essentislly equal to L.e othara, Ihis per-
sonal equalitarianism is in secord with Aquinas,

Bu$ that ther: was s natural lav radiating from a
principle transeending carthly .ower and binding without
exgeption on all, whether poye, people or political povers,
was the [irm conviction of the mediseval mind, as Otto
Glerke nayst ‘“lieither statute nor act of government, neither
resolution of tue people nor custom oould breek the bounds
that thus were lothz." Por mén of the M1ddle Ages this law

k2 o4t aterke tolitigal Jasorieg :
Mid Age
tr, with an Introduou:m vy Frederlcok W 1%*% ﬁt‘fn—xﬁg =82

Cambpidge, Cambridge University rFress, 1927, . 79.
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was primally objestive, and distinet from human will, as
walter Lippmann notes:
It was not sometningz decided upom by certain
aen and then proclsimed by them, It was not someone's
fangy, somecne's prejudice, somsone's wish or rstion-
alization, a psyehological experience and no morse,
It s there objeatively, not nnbjooﬁivoly. it can
be discovered, It h:is to be obayed“’,
1t was the attsek of individualisr upon the realit;
(1ts tntelligibility or fittingress, or value) £ this herit-
age that has apelled tho totallitarian peril, “ihe totallitar-
fan tendency has rlwsevs *ocaon present and loi-ically implied

1Y,
in the modern revolutionary movement™'." As richael solanyi

writes In his Logic of Liburty, “the totalitaricn form of the

b3 yalter Lt ;agay ; gsophy
ppmann, -sasays in the Yublic .hiloso ’

dew York, a liantor usok, Ly srrange-ent with Little, lrown
873 Uoe, 1936, pe 133. In hils snalysis of the liveral demo=-
eracles, Li;pmann .rote that "tha pudlic philosophy 1s in a
larﬁa measure intellsctually disoredited anon- coutemporary
men" (p, 136-137) in the Hestern world. "odern men, to whom
the argument 1s addressed, -ave a low capaclity to belisve in
the inviaible, the intansible, and t.e im.ondorable.” "The
modern trouble is in a low capacity to hellove in wrscepts
which restrict and restrain private interests and desirs.
Conwiection of the need of tlLese restralnts ias difflcult to
restore once it has been radloally !mpaired”" (p, ‘). "There
13 no public coriterion of t'.o true and the Iralse, of the
right and the wrong, beyond tha! whish the preponderant masas
of voters, congumeras, readers, and llstsners ha,pen at the
moment to be suppossd to want." (p, 39) uvespite the "growing
incapacity of the lsrge mqwit? of the demooratic peoples to
believe In intangible vealittes" (-, 1,9), "-odern rmen will
fipst neogbto he convinged that the trmditions of civility
were not absndonsd mesausae thoy Lecams antiquated. This is
gne of the roots of tholr .‘:‘E!' tef and there Is no denying
Tta 3’5@5' Tp. BO) 1tallos are o irs.

b4 rvgaem, p. 67.
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State arises logically fram the denial of reallty to this
realm of transcendsnt idcul‘s . He oxplainsz
T™he general foundationas of oaheronce and freedam

in soccliety may bYe regarded as sesowro to t.c extent

to whigh mon uphold their belief in the roality of

truth, justice, chsrity and toleranece, and accejt

dedisation to the » ee of these realitics,
And sosiety may de expested to fall apart into servitude
“when men deny, explain away, or simply disrerard thess real-
1%1es and transcendent obligations,® ".,. then the State
boeomes, of necessity, inheriter to all ultimate devotion of
un“"". If there is no tputh, real or sbsolute, then the

pelitisal will shall decide what is to be ealled the truth.

kS Michael FPolanyl :Qé% of Libarty Reflsctions
%MW;, Ohicago, frt’w"“!"ivam ¥ of Chloago rress,
o Po

h6 mides.



CHAPTYR IIIX

T CONUNUIUM OF MK JIAD0IAL J0CISTAL AN

This shapter concarns individuallism in general. ihe
next four ehapters conscern individualism in particulsr, first,
iobbes in two chaptera, then Housseau in two. ¥an may be
said to be gooletal beocause he is always actually in a socle-
ty, and historically, or gz far es wo know, has always beon
in soclioety, He may be sald to be unseosial, in line of indi-
vidualisn, insofer s he is not naturally a social bring,.
This 1is the somundrum: naturally unsocial ran always fagtuale
ly In sosiety = or vwhy, if man 1s not eccial by nature, ia
he perennially in socclety? If, in other words, man is not
made for soclety, how is society or his presensce in it ox=
plained? As the modern philosophy of individualism faces the
problem of soclial order, it wrostles wi th the juestion: how
can anyone disagree with the tradition that man is naturally
soslal and still want soolal order? Tho answer conters
around the soslal contract theory whieh bescame fundamental
in modern thought after the sixteenth centwry. Why 4did this
theory assue soh importance at this time? for, after all,
the notion of sontract had besn sccepted in the nitddle ages.
Aotually whet was new in the seventeonth sontury was the
soeial eontract, the first ochief exponent of which was
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Hobbes, and, perhaps, its vest known, Houssean, why it arose
and what it sntatled ars here of primary aonscern,

Individunlism i{s sither an attitude or a kind of
philosophy. It ia as o social philosophy that 1t reojects
the Soholastis thesis that man 1s bv nature social, But,
1like all departures from a universally asccepted, treaditional
rhilosophy, individualiem apposred in time as an attltude,
sporadis at first, then spreading with inscrsasing ~womentum
ant{l its effects on soolal order called forth a systematic
rationalisation = a philosephy - whiloh ontered into confliot
with the traditional 3cholastis dostrine of the natural
soclalitas of man,

As an attitude, individuslism ;or se 1s not actumlly
an open revolt, although 1t generates a spirit of opposition
to things soolal insofsr as they check the free play of self-
interest, It is a preference of the individual for himself
over the esstablished social order. It is an opposition to
social institutions and a protest against them whensver thoy
elaim to regulats and ocurd individusl initiative, For in
rmeneral an institutisn 1s @ thing founded to define and regu-
late the relations of men with one another, Though indivie
duglism has not oprosed all institutions in modern times, it
414 rewvolt againast certsin structursl ones, like the Church,
govermont by Divine Right, or “eroantilism, {.,0, insofar as

they restriet the individual and are enforeced bLv means of
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various kinds of ssnotions Leyond individual controls. The
modal institutions, like law whioch are not themselves struc-
tures or systoms of relationships, only impart certain modes
to the operstion of the strustural institution and, 1f usel .1,
are sccepted by the followers of individuallam. Hobbes,
Loekes, and Rousssau logically posit the pre-axistence of a
state of nature, dut they asocept sosiety, authority, and law
a8 negessary -~ not of an essential, dut of an existential
neceasity,

Historieally, individuslism as an attitude was not
an open, grave pélitisal f{saue until it becune at some glven
ti=s a general, actual protest apainst the restrioctions of
institutions. Individwalism, howsver, nurtwres at all times
at lsast a apirit of nostility, Ancient iniividualists, un-
like the moderns, reogistered their protest against the res~
trictions of institutions by slmply romoving themselvea from
sctive soeial circulation., Modern individualism in its e~
forencs for the iniividual 1s not omly the ususl motost
against institutions and their restriotions pon individuals,
but £t i3 also a protest that dDullds up, spresds and nour-
ishesz itself on the prospest that only some real and practi-
oal revolt will sasure the achievement of its zoal. A ra-
tionalization to justify its position comos to the fore,
This is modern individualism as a philosephy, an inatrumont
dealgned to sponsor and promote tho spirit of sotisl protest
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apAingt fastarl sonditisona., The key clarion ery in the philo-
sothy of no‘syn individunliam .ms to be Individual richts.

Tts motivo was self-intsrest; its nrincinle, sgocentriam; its
=othod, a utilitarian sort of mractical reasen,

The general conditions »f 1life in the late middle
arss were particularly ripe for real o position owin~ sspe-
oially to the nsdiaswval overesmphasis on zocisl life, or the
hypersocislization of human activitr-. In ~atters of -overn-
mont, the eondition stasraod from the feudal svetem itaelf,
althoush this wae actually more a sociel than a yolitical
system, The hypersceislizatin in relirion did not srow out
nf political dlan:tes so0 mush as from the ALfrficulty of
training the darbarisnsg in the “hristian sthieos »f solf-
renounsement, of contempt for worldly goodr for “he sake of
atarnal heatituds, The -edlaeval sopulation, =oresvar, wes
not 41ivided Into tho eoonom'e elasses »f rien, -~sor and
miidlo elass, Tather waz it npresd among =many soslal strata
Aetormine2 by bipth, and 1t was scarcoly -ossible for an
{214vidual nan te raise himself to a hisher lavel throuch
hig own inttiative. Ie e9:1d bs ratsed up (e.~. be kniphted)

by a superior, We co.li withdraw altopsther from the scclal
order! by :ntering a religlous order, or Hy taking to the
road as, 8,g. an itinspant peddler or by simplx living of
expedients. In both cases he was a soolal outeagte, though

not nesessarily held in contempt, In any social order there
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are only three ways in which a man may conseivably rise above
the lovel ef his dirthi roree, if he oan master a suffiocient
number of partisans to support himg science or the arts, if
he ean avail himself of an opnortunity far self-develoyment
in those limes} or industry snd the rewvards »f industry, L e.
sroperty. YNone of these means was avallable in the iilddle
Agos! mot foreo, exgent among the superior strata of feudal
lordsj mot seience or the arts, bscause sdueatiaon was the
privilege of a very few, mostly elergyj nor property, not
only bessuge money waa in scarce supply but besause, outside
of feudal lands, mroperty hed no ntanding, and this was due
mostly %o the teashing of the Church, Thus social institu-
tions all co-opapsbed In "reeping & rian In his place”. By
the baginaing of the fourteonth asontury, certain philosophers
sttempted to break down this overeinstitutionslizsd way of
11fe: Marasielio of Pedua, wh9 was mors especially an instance
of individnalism sxpressed in strains of secularism, and
Willise of Oekam, an example of a spiritusl individuslism,
The Defensor Facls of Marsiclie apear-hoaded the

movenent of revelt agzainst the suthoritarian institutions of
Chupch snd Emperer. It did not take sides but made all
suthority dependent on the will of the pesople. ‘o do so, 1t
seouiarized polities and the political problem at a time when
these wore unlverssally approsched with reference to jod.
Aeneoe 1t had 1little influence in its time. It virtuslly
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reduced the Church %0 a mere organ of the politiecal body in
whish authority was held only by a aoncession or mandate of
the popular will affirmed in a pgeneral council, It stressed
positive human law as prectically indepandent from natural
lav and etermal law!

affiS?:n%.g:;::tg;’ta: fzz.pfgnzﬁg zzgpggog:rths

whole body of citisens, or the woightier part of

it, cormanding and dsoidtng by its own shojce or

will in a general assenmbly of the citizens®,

Fer Jckam, who fcllows the volunterism of 3gotus, law
is exclusively will without roason or foundation in ths real
order., The Cokemist 3¢lwod Ly its nominalism cuts off the
individual man and his intelleat from the order of existing
things and leaves his will alone and independent in the fore-
front, #ith this {¢ established a diaposition to lavour the
{ndividusl as against soclety, As spokesman far the irTancis-
can “3pirituals’ and exponsnt, like Marsi-lio, of a coneiliar
theory, Ockam upheld an sunti-~gleorieal individualism for
spiritual ressons, Un 3¢ristursl and coclesiastical grounds
he opposed the nower of the papal hiararchy,

The attitude of individualism gradually becones real
protest as g¢omditions favour it and {t exploits them, The

traditional Christian stress upon the importance of the

1y . -
arsiliue of Padua, The 2¥r°2’§§ racis, by T,
spavité=0rton, Jmabridge, at the -miversity Prea;, 1925,‘
I, xi%, 3, pe 49.
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individual person waa apparsntly a dlstinotive factor in the
modern modiflestion of i{ndividualism, Wy no meens a caunse of
individunliem, the Cheristian dootrine here was a ready occa~
sion wide open for distortion, This teaechin- of the value of
the person, though not & osuse, was, while abuaed, & kind of
mmmgled meat rfor the mechine of individualism, The abusge
favoured snactment of an attitude of indivicduslism into a
fagtual fores when opportunity came, especially in and after
the econcmioc revolutions of the fourteenth century with the
cammunss sesking freedoa, and widespread trading or exchange
of money and goods, the rise of crime, the appesrance of the
entroprensur, particularly in shipedulliing and maritime ven-
tures, S3eldom L{f evor before wers opportunitlies so rife for
individual tnitiative.

The reastion apainst medimeval hypersociolization
had set in against the feudal systesm, its suolal and politi-
cel strusture, against the organized Chursh and its phillosophy
and reached its first sreat suscess in tho Protsstant Revolt
a fow genturiess lataer when, so 1t 1s alleged, demoerasy was
born and the spirit of "individual rights” csme into its own.
This individuslism in the modern warld certainly differentia-
tes itself from anelsnt individualism,. Quite in aontrast is
it to Greek Athenian Democracy where not only was the idea of
“individual rights” unknown but where society was bailt

rather upon a conseption of duties ams fundmnentel, .oreover,
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modern {ndividuslists are slso at variance with tho ancient
3reoks like the Jdyniles and spieuresns, in that these anefents
in thelr protest against scolisl institutions settled for
"withdrswal” from socloty and public intorests but soareely
for s consrete revolt, iobbes, Locke, and dousseau did not
even advocate sush s withdrawal. ikpleurus of old declared:
vhen toleprable security spainst our fellowemen

is attelned, then, on a basis of jowsr sufilclent

to afford support and of materlial prosperity, arises

in moat genulne form the gesurity of a qualet private

life withdrawn from the multitudeZ,
The rise of ths social contrset in the seventeenth century
ean be seen historieally and in an fnternal lo:ic all fta own,
buring the ¥Middle Ares the Church was a kint of social dem,
a potent force curbing the spread of political absolutism,
That emperors and kings hed obligstions to %0d and psople
wvas drummed into thoir minds by the Churoh. But when in the
sixteenth centwry the Chursh had suffered a loma of consider-
able social influenes, politioal absolutism thrived,

The popular resction to this was a conocerted redbirth
of soatrastual consepts of government. It was a reagtion
both gatholie and non-Catholls, demw ading on who, and whose
religion was the oppressed, It held that authority comes te
the ruler indirestly, by oontract, and resides primsrily in

2 Eplourus , Joyran Maxims, Me. L, op. ¢it., po 669,
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the people who have right of resistance if a ruler breaks

the contract, Iin this clash between people and politieal
raler, the stalsmated question of cansent to law or what in
fast was the law zave way to tho wider issue of authority——:
If there is no agresment on the law, who then has the author-
ity to make and enforse the law’ 7To solve i:o question of
authority was to solve the queation of lsw and e¢onsent there~
to. A considerable number of works : roroting the i1dea of
"govormwental contrast” had appsared hefore with more or less
succens against kings. Out at this time, after the Revolt,

many writings like the famous Vindlolae Uontra Tyrannos and

those of Hellammine and Jusrez were put out to moet the neods
of the hour, The result was the areation of a whole slimate
of contrastualism which only nseded to be ssculariged or
naturalized to give rise to the "sceial® contrect, It was
the distination of lLellarmine and Juarez to have treated the
preblem, neitner taeclogloally as did the Vindigise, nor in
& segulsristic way, but philosophioally, upholiing zovern-
rmental eontract without In any way rescorting to soclal
contrast,

There was at tho same time, of course, a reaction of
certain rulers againast this popular movement, In ths wake
of the rrotestant Revolt, urope was overrun with powerful
princes, freed from Imperisl authority by the religlous wars
and from the Churoh by recognition of the new princinle of
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"sujus reglo ejus religio" = cunfirmed at Augsburg in 1555
and westphalia in 1lo6if. Onse lidberated fro. the over-all
unity of Christendom, the aproading rash of kings and poll-
tical princes > ractising the new principle of political ab-
solutism in theiy respestive localities, or itates, net strong
opposition in arsas of contrary persuasions. 7The resction of
these Milers was ¢o contain and erush the anti-royalist move-
ment, In Germany, absolutism becano so solldly established
that rulers had but a minor problem with religlo:s dissi-
dents. But in sngland and Franee the protlem was often acute,
3ince oppesition to their power came from rslizious groups,

a tool 80 whish the troudloed rulers sventually resorted in
this situation was the theory of the Divine Alght of Kings.
This theory held that authority comes directly from Jod to
the aotual ruler to whom exslusive obedlence is due and
against shom active resistance is forbidden to the subjeots,
The theory in general had served emperors and kinvs in their
strucgle against the rapasy, but now, in the sixteenth sen-
tury and after, 1t wuas no lonrer dirscted acainst tie Church
but apgainst the popular movements tnat arcese in religious

op 0sition to the religion estadlished by rulers in their
States., In Zngland, th2 thoory was alsc used by the Jtuarts
in their strusgle sgainst .arliament,

The Vindicise Contrea Tyrannos, an Influcntisl work

of theologlsal Sons, ‘generally attributed to the ‘furusnot



THE CONUNDRUM 67

buplessis=-Mornay, was published in 1579 im opposition to the
repressive effeet that royal power had upon subjects. Hoere
the king {s bound by & double oontractB: with God, on the one
hend, and with his subjeetas, on the other, If the king fails
in his covenant with God, his subjsets have resson for refus-
ing to obey him, lest their obedience to him be an affront to
God. "The people ask the king, whether he will govern justly
and agsoor:iing to the laws. :He promises he will .,. serve God
religiously” and "govera uprightly’”. whereupon the people
agres that so long as e rules the people Jjustly, they will
obey falthfully. 'ihe king therefore promiscs aimply end
abselutely,” but the people agree and contract only "upon
eondision” that the king be just, otherwise the sontrast
betwesn him and the people is nul and void — "the people
rest, nescording to equity and resmaon, quit from their prom-
1.05". As for the lswe, the king does not make tham so mugh
as that he is quite subjsct to them and "rcoelives the lawa
from the peeple as well as the erown... " is “"ghieftest

3 A pefence ty sgainst Iyraats, a trenslation
of the vx#ie;u Eon%ink‘é% by zmr%‘%;aén. with an
historical Introduction 4 J, Lanki, London, . Bell
and ﬂma, Ltd., 192}5’ Pe 1.

4 yindietae Contrs Tyrannos, laski, -, 175, 11G.

5 Diden.
¢ vigem, p. 9.
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glory”® is "to kesp and maintain thnm7". roy "kinge have been
sver catal.lished by the p.oplsg..u" when the peaple mive up
their individual "privilspe of nature” to let a political
vrince command them, they do not sonsent except “for some
spesial and ereat profit that they expested from it", their
ewn interests, "for every man loves and sherishes his own.”
Tthe rsligious sharacter of the Vindiciee stamps it 25 more
mediaeval than modern but, onece seasularised and despiritual-
ised, its doetrines ocould sugcesat much that woi:ld fit well

in moderan thought.

Ousstanding among the Jivino-iight kinrs, on the
other side, waas Jamea I of ungland whose motto was: "a Leo
rex, & rege lex" -~ "the king iz frem dod, the law from the
king". 7The only true interpretation of the law, he says, 1s
that which arress "sith my common ssnse and resson, and trew
Logtoke,...’® "Kings sit in the Throne of God ... thense all

10, 11,

Judgment is derived *Kings are justly ocalled Cods and

7 1pidenm.

" Ividem, p. 139-140,
9 xing James I, "A Speech in the Starre-Chamber",
June 20, 1616, in The ‘olitical W g§ Jame %, reprinted
from the sdition of 1610, with en intro uc%?on +harles
Howard MNelIlwain, Cambridge, 'larvard University ress, 1918
{darverd Folitlcal “lasslee, vol, I), ,,332.
10 myedem, oo 326, 327.

u Ibiden, “Jpesch of 16097, raren 21, p. 07304,
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are assountadble to no one, Like God "they have pewer to
exalt low things, and abase high things, and make of their
sub josts 1like men at the Chesse." Similarly, Sir :lobert
Pilwer wrotet "the king ousht to exerciss power as the vicar
or ninistor of Godlz“. Eings are exsmpt from the laws: "iow
aldbeit kings who make the laws be, as fing James toacheth us,
above the laws, et will they rule taeir subjeets by the
1"...13. Filmer asserts that "there were kings long dbefore
there were any laws" and that this is "a @roof unanswerable
for the superiority of pringes above lnus...lh

Througheut thias rulere-people conflict, thsre was a
deadlosk not only upon the laws but alsd upon the authority
to makxs and snferes laws. “hen this i1ssue of authoritative
soaial power wont unsettiled, there arose the still wider
questica -3 what is the origin of society itself? To solve
this question was to solve that of autharity as woll as that
of law, It was at this orusial point that the slimate of
(governmsntsal) contractualism was Pipe and ready for

12 q1p Robert Filwer, Catriarcha or the “atural Power
§£’A in John Locke, “wo .preatlses of .overnient, with a
upplement, 253!15222% by o mer, .d, with an Intro’ue-
tion by Thomas I. Cook, Lew York, Lafaer rublishing vo,,
1947, Chapter ITI, p. 293.

L niaem, p. 287.
U idem, . 282, 281.
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secularization and the rise of the sooial contrast - as was
detectadble in Bodin and Althusius who taught that civil so-
siety i3 natursl to man only in a derivative way, The origin
of society would be removed fron man's rationsl nature to
his will —~ from Ood, the mediasval anthor of man's rational,
so6ial nature, to man hinmaself and his individual app:titive
power, Contrast then would still be very much a part of the
pleture but it wounld be less & govermiental than a soclal
sontraest, '.,6, a3 contract into society ltszelf., “ocolety 1t~
self then authored exglusively or purely by man himself would
orizinate authority and the laws for soolal opsration., If
aociety $s not rooted In manis nature, then nelther ia
authority or human law, If the individual nan is the exslu-
sive author of sosiety, then he has autharitative power, or
Pight, t¢ make laws. The answer to the problsm was an
anthropocentric one, In this rationalisation was the key to
breaking the bask of Divineeiight kingship as woll as reglis-
terinz a vote against things amscking of mediseval hyperso-
elalizstion, But it would mean that all human protlems must
be viewed according to, and solved by, purely tenporal norma.
Individualism was becoming sesularized,

The push toward royel adbsolutis~ sould not bHe atoppsd,
apparently, exeopt by marshalling sgainat it some form of
sontrastualism, The question of authority whieh was cantral

in the govermmental zontrast was swallowed up in the hroader
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1ssue of the homosentric soclal eontract, The mrospeot was
te break the olose! comiunication lins between ol amd kine,
and, by relagating 304 away from the politieal pleture, to
renove the ground from under the king's very feet and to
shake .out the very core of the Uivine-Right theory, thereby
leaving it powerless or limited defore popular will, If the
king by his 30ls autonomous power to make and enforco laws
held gociety, as it were, in the palm of his divine hand, how
else -~ for purposes of rationalizatien = could this auto-
oratis power be broken excopt by positing that the subjeats
are not {n soclety dy nature but only by art, vizg,, by an
artiflclial set of thsir own will? Jr, that, exclusively by
agpreeaent in compect, they find themselves entering soclety,
and that they thus ereate soclety and consequently the
soverelisn s->cial power? dould it not then follow, that they,
the sud jeets, and not the kinz, would henceforth hold soslety
(as also this sovereignty) in the palm of their hands? And
would not they (or their will) not the Xing (or his will) be
the prizme positive souree of the laws? Clearly this homoeen-~
trie tuwrn would mean that Jod 18 no longer at all the author
of the soeisl man or the 'illtimate souree of law, The reae-
tion against Divine dight, however, was not so muen to deny
that Jod is the author of soclety and the sociasl man, though
it actually had this offeet, The only way to break the auto-
sratis God-king relation was apparently to separate Livine-
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Right authority from God by separatins the source of human
soclety completely from Tod,

Bellammine and Suareg in tholr femous attasks on the
injustice of Divino=Right rulsrs spplied the thouznt of 3it,
Thomas to the new modern situation of risin: nation-states,
Naver denying man's essential soelability, they held that,
by sovermmental, not social contraot, unjust rilers, under
asertain sonditions, could be justly deposed by forcs, besause
authority, having come immediately from God to the peonle,
resides primerily in the whole people who moerely transfeyr or
pass 1t on by aontract to ths actusl ruler or ruling dody.

The novements of voluntarism, nominalian and sesular-
iz, from the ti<we of Farsiprlio and Oakam, through '»4in and
trotius, all sonvorme in ths sixzteenth and soventeenth cen-
turies with the movement of esontrastualism, The focal point
in the Revolt itself, Among the favourable conditions were
the new freesdom 1itself, rlsing commerce a~d nationalisn, an
svoy-growing desire for soeial order, dis~ust with religious
quarrels. The result was wellenigh a rout against the old
order! s confirmtion of individuallisn and the eoncept of
social contract, The new ~round was being readied for the
work of men like Zobhes, Ipinoma, Loeke, and Roussean. Jean
Eodin, & iollitigus and guardian of ascondant French national-
igm, viewsd authority chieflly in tomms of an "absolute and

porpoiunl" sovereign powbr bLo make laws, such that the
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sovereign will is tne root of law. 'his sovereiguty for him
weas to be subjeat to tho law of nature, but already this was
nature more fta terma of convention, the conatitution of a
people, their national customs or Iinatitutions. 3uch things
in treance comprise natural law for rrenehmen since tneso are
ways that develop naturally there. In Hedlaoval rolitical
1deas twart Lowisls

and unmaking of law rataer thaan its enforcement as the prime

wrote that idodin sees '"the [ree making

characteristie of governwnt.' But sven more asignifiscant
along this line 1s the fast that with Lodin tho trend was
besing set toward the makin+ rather than the Jadgin= of laws,
It wuld begcors modern to meke law, while 1t was mediaeval

to Judge law as already something fundementally and objective-
ly in existence ~ 1,0, something in being, not something to
come-to-be. In the HMiddle Ares wmen 114 not so mueh inquire
into the origin of zoclety as that they knew it came with
human nature itsell whose asuthor is lod. 1or ald they speak
80 nmuch of natural law as of that of Jod and things theologi-
cal. DBut, if they did, they saw this law as a participation
of eternal law, but still natursl as rooted intrinsically in
the nature of the beinr. But in the modern age, concomitant

with seoularization, there wuld loom a proportionate rise in

15 Swart Lewls, Medisaval folitlcsl ldoas, 2 vols.,
New York, Alfred A. Enopf, f@gh. vole 1, ;e 31,



THE CONUNDRUM '

the importance of laws, particularly positive laws, conatltu-
tions and parliamentary bodies and slso positive declarations
or dills of rights to make up artificially for tne loss of
natural moral law,
Also an i{ndicativae servant of the new order was Higo
Grotius who sugxested that aven 1f there were no Uod there
would still be a natural lew salong with all that 1t entaila:
And what we have sald would etill have sgreat

weight, even if we were tu grant, what we camnot

zrant without wickednsse, that there is no, jod, or

that he bestows no regard on human affairalb.
The suggestion, sltho:sh mild, 1s very st nificant. In tnls
way, society ani natural law come more and mor: (o be explalne
¢d by themselves nlono aa apart [ro Sod. “hua ilobbes would
write that what a man Jdoes b nature, L.e, in the state of
naturs, "15 $njwrious to no man.,..; for injustice against -en
presupposeth human lawsg, 8.ch as In the atste of nature tners
are nonsl7.“ 3imilarly “.inoza gald that this cendition
“‘mast by no means bve confounded wlth a state of relision,
bat must be concelived as without elither roliglon or law, and

eonsejusntly without sin or wrongla."

16 ilugo Grotius, uUn the «iphts of w #nJd reace, an
abridged translation by W am whewell, C ze, at the
University Press, 17393, "Preliminary Remarks", sec. 11,

¥ XXVL,

17 De Cive, p. 27.

18 Spinosa, Theologleo-iolitlicel reatise, :‘lwes,

Yo 210,
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This is individuallsm, The irotestant Revolt waas the
protest of individualism, "a fundemental revolutlion and break
with a still vital past", as Jeorpe ﬁuntayanalv sees 1t, an
attempt to reverse "the first principles of traditionasl
suthority.” “.., Nothing could have bseen more militant,
sincs a direot appeal was allowed to primal will, in sach
individual, nation, or government, to deside every lasus,”
And though appeal was made {rom “one authority to another,”
from Fope to Frince, or Church to the Eible, or to sclenge or
the heart, "only in extremities, or alter centuriss of dila-
pldation, 4id the free spirit perceive that it was denyin- all
authorityzo.“ In the transition to modern tinmes "the State
was no longer derived from the divinely ordalined harmony of
the universal whole... it was simply sxplained by itaalf...zL'
#ith this, it 1s the opinion of tto Qlerke that 'the intel-
legtual foras which [inally dissolved the msdliaeval view of

the naturs of human :iroups was tho Law of uaturozz.” But it

19 george : ’ s ) )
ge 3antayana, égglnnt;g%o and .owers rofllog-
tions on Li:erty joclsty and jovernment, Jew York, -cnarlies
Saribner's Jons, 1750, p. il6-117,

20 Ipidem.

21 . , . )
_ Utto tierke, idatural lLaw and tne "heory of .oclety,

1500 to 1000, with a Lecture on The Tdeas of ‘atapal Law ad
TumanIty, by Kroest iroeltsclh, tr. wito an .ntroduotion by
Lrnest barker, 2 vola., Cembridge, at tie University Press,
193L, Vol, I, pe LD,

22 Ididem, p. 35,
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must be stressed that the dissolving force was not so mueh
natwral lav as the c¢oncerted emphasis upon it as wholly apart
from e transcendent-immanent eternal law, Nor was it even

20 much a question of law or even suthority so mich as socie-
ty and man secularised, despiritualized, derationalised,

As the nev rroumnd was ready, how would approash to
the preblem of social order he made and the "new natural
order” set up? The pracstical jquestion facing the philosophy
of individuali=sn was: how can anyone protest that man {s
naturally sosial and atill want or hoye to get moclsl harmony?
The puzzle to be solved was that of naturally unsoocial men al-
weys sotually living in soocioty, But then if man 1s not
naturally social, he must have lived in a non-scciotal atete
which, after the sixteenth century, came to be known as the
state of nature - a purely lomical eonsequence of the philo-
sophy of individualism, Aetually the state of nature as
such 13 relatively unimportent, It is only a "logical” pre-
requisite to the social sontract, The transition from this
non-sosietal state to soclety 1is by sooisl eontract. ihus
individualism gives rise to a sooial contract, but then so~-
clal contract demands a state of nature, a conditlon of
absolate freedom and eguality.

“ocial contract loglcally demands freedom and equal-
ity because no contrast is conscluded unless the contracting

parties are free to enter into 1t. A1l no contract 1is
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sonsluded unleas the contrasting parties are oqual at least
with raference to ths objeect of thse contraot and since the
objeet of the social sontract will be &all or eny individual
rights, the equality must de absolute, 7The absclute society~
farning contract simply rejulres this state of absolute indi~
vidualism, absolite freedom and squality, and this state 1ia
the state of nature. A universsl ocontract of do ut des whleh
establishes society as the frult of individual wills presup-
poses logically the universal condition of aueh liberty as
well as of esquality.

Zobdbes wrote in Ds ive 23 that "in all free gifts

and compaots, there ias a~ agceptance ..., no man can compaot
with him who doth not deslare his acceptance,” The reason,
he added, is that "eovenants are made of such taings enly as
fall under our deliberation, for it cen be no covenant with-
out the will of the sontrastor...” And, as Hobbes said in
the Laviathan, dontraots concern only things thet are to coma
The matter, or subjest of a covenant, is always
something that falleth inder delliberation} for to
covanant is an sct of the will ... rnd 18 always
undepstyocd to be somothing to oomelh,
John Loocke points out that "to understand political ower

aright, and derive it from itz oricinal, we muat consider

23 pe Give, v 37-38.
2 imviathan, p., 69=7J,
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what state all men are naturally in, snd that 1s a state of
perfect freedom..." This freedom is necessary "to order
their actions and dispose of thoir possessions and persons

ss they think fit .., without asking leave, or depending upon
the will of any other man.’' . notsd next the nced for
syuality, though his favour always fell to the libertarian
alde:

A state also of equality, wherein ell the power
and jurisdiction is reel:rocal, no one having more
than another; there being mothing more evident than
that oreatuwres of the szame aspecles and rank, promla-
suously born to sll the same advantejyes of nature,
end the use of the same faeilities, should slso be
equal one amoggat another without suboriination or
subjsction...*

ihe sane basle need for aguality had been affirred by iHobres:

They are 8iusls who can do equal th'nzs one
against the other; but they who can do thoe greatest
things, {(namel,, k1ll) ecan io equal thiara., A1l
men therefore amony themsslves are by nature equal~®.

Hobbes argued that even & physically weak man has an equality
with a atrong =man in that by oraft and ounning the former

can overcaono the latter27‘ it ia true then that "... there

25 J [y - L)
ohn Locke, Treatise of Tivil Sovernment, in
ireatise of Zivil Jovernwent &nd & wetter .oncerning Lolepra-
tion, ed. by Charlss L. Sherman, Hew York, Apyleton-Cent.rye-
a“!t.v Inc., 1937, p. 5.

20 9 cive, p. 25.

27 leviathan, p. 63. !le notes that "the wealkeat has
strength to the strongost, althsr by secrast nachlnatlons,
or by confederasy with others, that esre in the same dangser
with himself.”
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i3 no reason why any man trusting to his own strength should
conceive himselfl mads by nature above otharuzc." Hobtes,
noreover, saw this condition of natural equality end liberty
as entalline for everyman equally a natural right to every-
thing. uwverything is equally at the disposal of everyman and
"eeethore is nothing to which every man had not right by
ﬁnturozg”. “Everyman has a right to evorything3°". But both
fresdom and equality are a necessity as lLocke swmarlzed:

#en being .., by nature all free, squal, and

indespendent, no one can e pat oit of thias aestate,

and subjected to the politiocsl order of another,
without hla own consent, which i3 done by agreelnr 1
with other men to Jjoin and unite into a community...

The negesslty i3 no lesas true for zoussesu, DBut by
the time he comes ugon the soene tne guestion whieh troubles
him i3 this: Tare the two . reactically compatible?' An sctual
reconciliation of freedom and aguality bzcomes for him the
fundamental problem of sooial order., e malntains that men

are born froe and oqual., !le begins the igcial Contragt with

the words: '“an is born fres, and yst we see hl everywhere

in chlinl32." Ho doubt freedom for hi is of paramocunt

28 Jg Cive, pe 25, Cf. Laviathan, o 63 = anothor
srgument of Yobbes for equality,

29 Ieaviathan, p. 66,

30 Ibtdem, of, too Do >ive, p. 27,

3 Loeke, Civil Jovernment, “herran, p. 63,
32 50818l Contraet, p. 5.
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impertance, but as for equality he holds that "liberty eannot
subsist without 1¢33."

Personal deeision of, for and by the individual him-
golf livin~ with others iz the ground of the new approach,
The philesophy of individualis~ denies that man is naturally
soc ial but 8t that he is societal, Individualism 4o0es not
negessarily mean that man {s made to live in {soletion or
that he does not need his fellownmen, Hobbes and .pinoza
resognised that need and eoncluded to a state of nature that
vas aniversasl war, Loeke helieved in s pro=scoietal esommuni-
ty where there would be sollshoration in, at least, the
punishmont of those who did not respest the rieht of property.
[ndividualism means that the motivation of individual beha-
vioupy i{s self-interest, and when s man aots (whether alons or
in eolladoration with others) he aets in his own, individual.
self-interest. fe alone, moreover, is responsible for hris
success snd liladble for his fallurs, .Joo,eration enters into
the i{ndividual's selsulation, It must serve his self-interos

and it s always a matter for personsl doclgiog}h. In

33 Ividen, p. L6,

3l 3eholastic philesophy aceepte this in rogard to
societies having a particular snd (e.g. study club or tusiness
firm) but rejects it in vegard to sommunity and common-good
socleties (family, Churcn, State). a«nd even in the first
ease the freedou applies only te entering in such soscieties.
After that first decision has bsen made, one -.:ast asccept the
norm and follow the rules.
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mediseval thought this was true for a private socloty dut
never for a common-good union like sivil soslety.

7or indiviiualism, then, membership in the political
society is only a matter of personal decision., It rests not
on the rational consi.teration of human nature as a whole, but
on the will of eaoh individual eonsequent upon a calculus of
the advansages and disedvantazes te the individual himself.
in sush a system there oan be no consideration of ths Jommen
d00d, but only of the individual good, which :eans tnat each
Aindividual vill contribute only as mueh as he willl receive,
70 this reason, there must be a ocontrasct to inst!tute tne
society or state - g contrast which stipuletes all the gon-
ditions shat will bz binding on the memberas. The norms are
not determined by prestical resson adapting means to the
reslisation of the Comson Jood, but by the consent of the
participating or contrasting parties. (Contrast pertains to
the foundation of the 3tate} consent, to the subsidiary ins-
titutions of government and lawsd This consent, as 1in all
pertnorships, 1s required and not only in the determinations
of the original norms or laws but alao in every s:bsejuent
inorease or mmendnents of those laws., This 1s the neaning
of "government by conmsent”™, But for individuslism it is
based on social contracts And this contrast makes of society
or 3tate a system of ,urely legsl (l,e, voluntary) relation-
ships and not a naturally required ensity,
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After the contract 1s cono.ided, peace and soclal
order still rewain a precariois matter, The -rand difficulty
of reconciling the actual interests of all the menbers of the
3tato at a plven tins and with r:pard to a certaln coirse of
collectivs astion has been the genoral problem whioch the
modern individualist saw cloearl -,

In particular, Hobbes' approach to the problem was
sonditioned on his nnturaltamBS which 1dentified man with the
naterial universe, or reducod man to audbhuman nature, °From
his psyghology of the f{ndividual -an stems his politiocal
system, For him the nature of man and zoclety is deduced or

sesn from hls physics of motions, Motion-36

in a man, he
says, are the ocasuse cof sensations. ''he two main motions are
sttraction and repulsion, The first motion is attraction by
pleasure whigh gives rise to the scnasation of desire for

power, s desire aimed at petting or keepiny pleasure. The

35

Isaylathwn, ef. e7e po 11, 19 and passi: to p, S2.

36 For llobbhea all that exista 1sa matter a:d motions,
Two main AMORAL
MOTIONS BENIATIONS ﬂATJnﬁh RI3HTS

ATTRACTION\ Ou3IRE Lo
by pleasure 20W..it

SE L =ABS5RTTO

(the geod)

> —— MW
REZrULSTION PLAL of VIO v il auneR
Ly palin LEHT DEAT el M RCE

(evil)



Y. COMUNDRUM 83

sesond motion is rcpulsion by painm whieh gives rise to the
sensation of aversion fran viglent death, ['or .iobies violent
death is the summun malum. «~ith regard to the [irst wotlen,
viz., attraction, producing the desire for power, man axor-
clses his power of solf-assertion, s "natural right", sccord-
ing to liobbes, whieh in viaw of an fdentical power in other
=00 brings about dlsagreessnt and war., Jith regard to the
aesond motion, vis., ropulsion, produsing tho fear of violant
death, nan exercises his power, or natural right, of self-
defence, 1.0, selleprenervation, Thla individusl naturel
right of sslf=defence, in view of other =men employlnr self-
assortion as an indiviiual natural right entails the ocondltim
of war,

Throughout and despite thias elash of "natural rights”
tetwesen the self-assertion of aome =en and the aself-defence
of others with rsgard to the sane objedt is the desire in the
hosart of every san for pease, It is this dozire oy peace or
this aversion Iren violent death whioh is vhe fundamental
reason that men moek the condition of soolal life in the
States, Radisal to tixie viow 1ls the assumption thet man s
naturally brutal and solflsh — a thesls ver  much In line
with Calvinistis theology whieh affirmed man'a ossential or
naturel eerruption owing to original sin. It was thils view
of human selfishnesa which &t firat sight repelled manv,
inoluding Loske mnd Roussesu, In Hobbisp, there 1is hardly any
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mround for a happy outlook: "So that in the rirat plaos,”
liobbes writes, "I put for a genersl inslinatiocn of all man-
kind, a perpetual and restless desire of power after powor,
that oeaseth only in duuth37." As each man i3 domineted by
the two fundamental lmpulses of desire ani aversion, he is
by nature in econfllet with his fellowmen, 7The splwit of
sslf-intarest and security that reigns over this state of
naturce finds a eonstant eompctition for the same goods that
all men seek equally and fresly to possess’ . Thers is
‘sontinual fear and danger of violent death; and toe life of
man [1s] solisary, poor, nasty, brutish, eani short.” . very
man is "enemy to avery man"’q. In this warfare "of every nan
againat svery man® lies the essence of tho state of unature,
lobbes phrases an cbjeetion that some man might thlini
it strange 'that Hature should thus disscolate, and render
men apt to lavade ond destroy one another.” bBut liobbes re-
torts by an argusent from oxperiencse that men simply do not
trust one another and always teke measures for self-defence

snd presepvatlions

37 Leviathan, s. 55.

38 Ihidem, ~f. pe 66 "... Bveryran hos a richt to
esvsrything} even to one mnother's body" — "the natural rl:oht
of every man to everything...”

39 Ibi » Pa 6L4~85, With these materlals at hand
for solving oblew liobbes oould soarasly sosept the
stand which st. as had volced in the Jont Gcnti%as (i1,
Ge I17) =i ”It £ib§§“§§%l dg%.aé%'mun to a one another. "
But for Aquinls 0 1 df" nrudenas,. ror lobbes
apudence” oblitepates love,
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Let him therefore consider with himself, when
taking a journsy, he ar s nimself, end soeits to 50
well aocompantied; when going to slsep, he locks his
joors; whoen even in hle houase, he loocks ls o'.cstis;
and this vhen he knows there Lo laws, and public
of "lgers, armed, t» rovens all {njiries shall be
done him,

Por Loske, on the othar hand, man 1s wrimally good
and nhappy, the state of nature is more or less a poacef.l
state in the first analysis. .xplisitly against ‘lodbos,
Locke affirms that the state ef nature ils not anywhere saso
savage or bereft of fellow-fesling as —obbes would have it.
On the eontrary for Lookn“o it is a coriunity "of pesce, ood-
will, mutual assistence and preservation.” And "it is not a
state of 1m"1." 84milarly, Houaaolul"a says sgainst
Hotbes that "while —en remain in their primitive indemndence,
there ias no intereourse dotween them suffisiently settled to
oconstitute sither peacs or warj and they (men] ars not natur-
ally eneniss.” Yet however ~ueh Locke would o:timistically
land the happy and paocifie nature of men in this ostatie he,
like Rousseau, eventually finds it wvanting and inadequate for
the good life, lLocke, like loussgea., wouli affir., in the
c:rrent state of thinzs, tho need for organized civil soclcty

es against mepoly a cormunity of shaer liberty and oquallity.

40 Loere, Civil Zovernment, “herwn, p. 1.

b1 nvidem, p. 6.
42 300101 zontract, . 1l.
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Pop Hobbes the problem was simply how to attaln sow
cial harmorty with an stomized individualln~ of shesr sclf-
interezt, or, how to 2eeure order upon accejtance of =men as
free and oqnlluB.' Por Locke the mroblem was similar thou::
not exactly the same: how te'gat order with ths same condi-
tion of xen beat first upom szecuriny private oroperty whioh
is sttainaed by application of one's own labour. Like Hobkea,
iocke says it 1s the law of nature for sach to seek his zalfe
interest. .ith this comes the natural right, or p.rivile:s,
to punish those sho breal this right of urivate propertr. So
important iz liberty or right of property that the state is
formed to punish egrression, Por !lobbes all goods belong
indigsarininately to all "wnj any man ay hold those things
whish he oan get and haldhh. But for l.ooke rights (always
founded on property of soms sort) cannct be siven upe. Only
the asomcomitant wrivileze of punishing attasks on property
1Ay bo slienated, This ia what 1z freely 'ione in ths sooial

gontrast., 3inse private punishing upsetsn erder and property

L3 Leviathan, p. ', observed tnat 'in a way beset
with those that dontond, on ons side for too great liberty,
and on the other slde for %too :ush authority, 'tis hard te
pass botwesn the pointa of both unwounded,"

L %gv;gthan. pe T2 and 05, W1ere ho says: "It is
sansequant alao to same codition, that there be no mro-
priety, no dominlon, no ‘mine' and 'thine' distinet; dbut only

that to be uv«r? man's, that e can get, and for so lony:, as
he aan keep it."
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rights, a soclal referee is needed to seocure thesv rights and
80 the 3tate is set up with the asole end of protesting pro-
perty. fFrivate right to punish is renounsed or soncoded by
mandate to the Jtats, the ".atchman State”, In this way,
Locke is the father of Libersllam and the llbertarian movenecri.

loussean agrees that injury beging with praperty,
which, as noted above, gives rise to clvil soalety 2s & <ind
of negdessary evil. Men are naturally .od, but once the Ins-
titution of property had spontaneously introdueed itself in
the communal 1l1fe bringing with 1t greed, the mother of con-
£flist, then the comnunity had to be deliberately organized,
1.0, a zoclety or 3tate was forued which was inferior to the
pure, wholesocme state of nature, unspoiled by the "man-made
irstitution” of propsrty, but superior to tho spoiled atate
of nature, The hops of Rousseau: 13 to reecapturs fresdom and
squality snd reorgenize sosial life upon both, HLs problem
is to seoure ordsr by a reconciliation of freedom and equality
for all, Ho aimed, on the one hand, not to asscrifice libverty
as 11d Hobbes, and, on the other, not to saorifice equality
as 4id Loeke,

As the social contract presupposes logleelly the son-
dition of freedom and squality (the state of nature) a pro-
blam comes to the fore: which phase of indiviiduslism should
flourish first?



THIE COWUNDRUM 88

INDIVIDUALISI

iiberty. 2qualls
(libottfrllnn) (equalitarians)
liberal individualism egelitarian individualiam
(1iberaliom) {(socialism)

Conceptually, liberty and equality are not incompatible., BIBut
are they ;ractically compatible? %oth libertwrians and equal-
itarians believed that thoy woere beomuise both are individuale
tstiec., Important throughout this approacsh for noderm thought
was the method employed in the substitution of a "new netural
order” (soclety) for the hypsreinstitutionalized, ~ocdllaeval
order whieh hitherto had both surted the libapty and disturb-
ed the oquality of mankind, Ascording to the "new natural
order”, liberty and equality existed simultaneously in the
state of nmature, It can happn agaln, if only sosclsty can be
de~institutionalized as much as is c.onsonant .1tk the wain-
tenanse of peace, dbut so as to make 1t as close w~ possible
to the state of nature, (Tho law of the Jungle 1s, of course,
as detrimsntal as hypersosislisation to any setusl condition
of ubwiy“md squality.) Libertarians (Adam Smith, iisarde,
Je3e Mills, Jofferson, Ben Franklin, etc,) thought that 1f
Uberty were ostoblished by reducing government to a purely
nagative role (the watshman), graduaslly, through the free
play of selfeinterest, equality o 14 establish 1tsolf.
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John Stuart M111 in his work Of Liberty wrote’®; "In
the pars whieh merely conserns himself [i.e, the indlvidual
man] his i{ndepsndense is, of rig:t, absolute, Over himself,
over his own bedy and mind, the individusl is rovereign,'
Human freedom, M{1l bellieved, must bLe "absolute and unqualf-
fied”, but must not ham or halt the rreedom of others, But
the only freedmn, he declares, iz "that of pursuing our own
good in our own WEy..." Tho position of Adam Smith in his

Theory of opal Scntiments and Wealth of lNatlions was well
within the liberal stronghold. !e lLelieved in ths permansncy

of the laws of nature and nrﬂ.modhﬁt "Everyman is by nature
first sand principally recommended to his own ecare.” And
"sveryman is cortainly, in svery respect, fitter anl abler to
taks eare of himself than of any other person.,” As eash man
seeks solely his own sdvantage, "it iz his own advantage,
indeed, snd not that of soeciety, :1ich he has in mu“."

The concoern far others or for sosiety 1s not tho prime

45 John stusrt %111
» 2L Libe Ghicago, dreat Looka
?aundation, Nel ey Po 9«11, m ’

b6 idam smith Thagry of Meral sontiments
® antB..ep NOW 6d,
with a blographisal a.:’xd erit eg{' memalr o aut'.hox" by

Dugeld 3tewart, ~ondon, Hemry G. Sohn, 1853, part VI, ssction
II. chapter I. Pe 321.

47 pdon Smith, An lggggz tQ the lature and Ceuse

of the malg% £ Mati.%m; ed, bty James T, ogers, . vols
second ad,, x'g" » A Slarendon Press, Gﬁn: Jol. 21‘::
Reak IV, chapter 2, o, 26,
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interest here, for by this apirit of liberal individualiam
every zan "is loft perfestly freoo to pursue his ouwn interest
his own way'’." Thus he 1s fres "to bring both his {ndustry
and sapital into competition with those of any other uman, or
ordar of zen”j so that "all systems zither of preferencgoe or
restralint being thus camplotely taken away, the odbvious and
siwple asystem of natural liberty establighes itselfl of its
own agcord,” And, as wilhelm von uuaboldtw affirmed in
Sphers and vuties of dovernagnt, a bare ~inimus of Jtate ao~
tion must peign with the aaximum of indiviiuel reoedom,

"hat this freedom moant for practiosl l1life under the

nevw esonomis order was noted by Odthmar Jpann thus:

Thanks to this sompetition ths self-love of svery
individual gromotes the ren rel advantage, Jompoti-
tion forees overyons to pursue his own econonic sims
with the utmest vigour, to develop all his ferces to
the maximum, and to produce as cheaply as possible,

Sveryons keeps watch over his neighbouwr, with sconsee
quent benefita to all socctions of aoclety, Cons wxers

48 Ibiden, chapter 9, p. 272.

b9 Bumboldt wrote: 'Reason cannot dasire for msn
::{ otaer condition than that in .hich eash indiviiuel, not
y enjoys the most absolute freedom of developing himself
by his own snergies, in his perfeet inlividuality, but in
whigh external nature even ls loft unfashloned by any human
qgenni. but only recoivas the ilmpress given to 1t by each
individual, of himself and his own free will, acoording to
the measure of his wants and 1nat1mm& and peatricted only
b’it?‘ limita of h%a powgru m?d rih ai, poted Ly Tho - as <.
Toill, The ilse and lLegline of Liberallsu, .‘flwsaice, w0
Amice P iﬁmu' p Po bmo ’
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are supplied with the dest roodas at the lowest
prices; sntre eurs can ‘evote thelr cnergles to
thetr tasks aﬁﬁ?ﬁama, and workers can seek em loy-
ment wherever wages are highest, In th%a way a
sondition of social harmony is attained-’v.
Often enough theso vlounsl were justifications or conceptions
moant to serve conorete ends and tecoe sractically the
living stuff of the work-a~day world, as is noted Iin /elll's

Riss and Decline of Liberalisw. There is a Dlethora of ins-

tanoes 4n evidenees of this point. Thue, e.s. the nrlish
sconomist, Stanley devons, uvheld the Liberal line:

Any aet of Parliasment whish in any way curtalls
the time during which fustaries of any kind may be
used, or limits {n any way the number of work-nsople
which the owner of sach property is able to induce
te enter into service in any such factory, 1n§31vua
an interference with the property of cltizins’<,

g0 Othaar Spamn, T 8 of .cononic Theory, juoted by

Re84 J.vene, s an;%_rg ism, & doounented essa
oublin, rowne and jJolan, Liml s Tt shvisw ss, 1Y.0, ’
Pe 303=304.

51 gu1s outlook weant also, as “enjamin constant ob-
served: "Liberty ias everymuan's right to be subjeot Lo the
law alone, the rignt of not being srrested, tried, pit to
death, or in any way molested, by tre caprice of one or -wore
individuals, It 12 ovoryone's risht to express hils own o.i~
nion, to asttend to his own art, to coms and -3, to associste
with others, It L1z, lastly, evepyone's ri -1t to influonce
the suministration of the 3tate, oithvr b nomimatin- all or
some of its offleors, or by his advice, dezands, a2 Jutitliosn
which the suthoritics are In a groater or le:s degree oblised
to take into aceount,” quoted by Ouido De Rugglero, The %égr

an

of Buropean Liber tre By Re3s 70llinawood, Lo ,
g%rrfﬁlvoraﬂy %mss, E%‘t ’ ;;. {67-168. ) ’

52 5.111. 3 9__1_203 el chapter .:' le 169.
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Hence he and the Liderals attack the “en Hours Act &nd any
and avery "form of rellief or positive 'itate acti~n supported
by taxes as an infringement of tho citizens' property rights.”
The emphaais upon liberty meant also proforonoe for
both the apnretitive powers of feelin- and subjestivity, es
etrongly appeared in itousseauls mmile. ionssean went sn far
as to say that "no one has s right to depend on another's
3udgmont53." And as for the truth of revealsd religion, he
says? "I only reject all odligation to bs convinged of 1its
truth,” Martin Luthser had deslared that "agmony Shristians
there shalland sean be no nuthnrltySh." Jn the road to the
Deity, doussesnu will prozress by himself: "... I shall learn
by myself to know and love him, to love lg woris, to will
whest he willa...ss' Rousseai's distrust of reason .as uppwr-
most! “,,. I have left rosson and have comnsulted naturs,
that it to say, the intsernal asentiment that Airects my bellef
independently of my roasonsb." At "so 1 chose another :ide

and said to myself: Lot ~e follow ihe Innor Liﬁht...g7"

53 Houaseau, wnilo, tr. by Darbara "oxley, low Yorik,
+ePe smtton snd So,, 139 Po 2T0-271.

54 Maptin Luth hority *
or, 3scular Authority, in Works o
Yartin Luthep, 6 vols., 5HIIEH%IEh By Asde Ho}man 50..“§hd
the omntls ‘ress, V:l, III, p. 261,

55 tmile, Poxley, p. 271.

56 Aousses., letter to Jaost Veriwe, Febramry 17,

1758,
g? E{K&ll@, :"an.ey, e 831-
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Rousseau gonoceded that hs was engulfed in a sseptleism, but
this "1s &in no way patnful to me, for it does not extend to

g
mattors of vvnctiec...’s“

"I sepve dod' nu adds, "in the
simplicity of my heart; | only seek to know what affectz my
condust.” As for dogmens that have no offect upon setion or
morality, "I give no heod to them.” All religions ars “all
good alike... Trus worahip ig of the heart.” Emile, declares
Housseau, “muat ehoose for himsoltsg.“ ‘et each think as

he plesases; I cannet see that {t matters to anyone but hime=
self; for ay own part 4t is no concsrn of minnba." As for
the rulesz of conduot: "I £ind them in the depths of my
hoart...bl“ "I need only songult myself with rogard to what
I wish to de." ior liousseau conscience is not judgment of
intellest but it is feeliny: “wWhat I fosl to be right is
right, vhat I feel to be wrong is wrong.” Prom this vantage
point the new freedom is well sumnarised in the motto: "Obey

yourself,"

5% Ingdenm, p. 272,
9 Ibiden, v. 223,
60 Ibidem, p. sk .

61 P 2495 of. also p. 253, Pmile 1s no
doubt one of Rousaeant's groatest works, snd Rousasau himaslf
insisted that it "was the best ap woll as the wmost lmportant

af all the works I produged.
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In the matter of rolligious individualisn the iransli-
tion to political and soclal individualiam 15 a thin, ceaay
and ready-made, Wwell taken, therefare, 1s the followlng
poling;

It $s only natural that moen who have been taught

to rely on thelr own jrivats Judpnent ln matters of
faith, and on thelr own lonely efforts to attain
salvation, ahould resent dlestation and hlndrances in
theiy political and econoaie 1life. me's stanipoint
towards roligion naturall: culaursﬁgme'a standnolint
towards overy other husan notivity“v<,

bqualitarians, on the other hend, were confroated with
the prsotical problex snd repercussions of libertarian eco-
nomicsi They asald: l'iow caii @ man be free when he is bound,
hand and foot, with econonic neocessity by those who posgoess
wealth? The first reform:, then, 1s sbout the inatitat'lon of
property, It 1s true thati governnent wax instituted to pro-
test projyerty; but before woe do away wiil 1t or reduge it to
a negative role, lst us use it to pamovs or o ualize property,

instantly or progressively (hence, the various demrcees of

62 &oar%a Jtlirien, Ao gsaa? on Lhe ceononic rffagta

of the feformation, London, ©.ong 0atos 811 w8INDOLr 1, LLde,
2%, e 97 Ofgvian also notes: 'Individualism is & qua-
1ity that cannot be confined to any one department of man's
11fe}; and it 1s only roasonseble to expest that men who have
been tralined to be Individualist in one thing should bocomse
individualist in ell, ‘'Individusliast in their falth/ says
Tawney of the Znglish nonconformists, *thoy were individual-
ist in thelr interpretation of social morality!.” (=, 97-33)
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socialism), by chanping 4t (henso universnl auffreze). Shon
(1.0. when all are equal sconomically ~- in an eaual aharing
of tho avallable roods) 1lidberty will 2stablish 1tnelf, During
the Prench Hevelution, :obasplerre ~roonal a “solaratlion of
Righta, article 13 of which reads: “ioelety i3 oblimed to
rrovide for the subsistence of all its mombors...”3" ‘le
Jonstitution of 1793 sald in its BLll of ﬂiqhtsﬁu that “"publis
relief s s sacred oblimation: Joclety owss subslastance to
unfortunate cltizens, eoither by prosuiring work for the~ or by
mraviding the means of existenso for those unable to work,”
Legal equalitarianism {2 hardl; sstlafactory to huangpry en
yet 1t was a throat to men of property as dboth Robesplerro
and his disciple, "abenfl, lsarnsd at the cost af thoir headls.
The equalitarian movement found ita most forgelul
volce with Babeul's Joclety of iguals towsrd tiio 2nd of the
I'rengh levolution, ‘he stand of their lesader, Iraschus “.a«
beutsg, was that "NHoture has bestowed upon eagh and every in=
Yvidual an equal right to the enjoyment of pmooerty [tous

63 Robenpl:rro. "unolufzfion of iights", in John -all
‘towart, A 7oa%%§n géx Jggga of ih Pﬁgngh tevolution, ew
York, The Hagmillen Co., 'ﬁ'o Poﬁl .

ol Constitution of 1793 (June 24) "veclaration of tho
uig?;; of Han and Citizen” in itewart, so. elt., Jo. 21,
Pe {970

r
% spasohus Babouf, "The Dogtrine of Babeuf”, May
1796' in Stewart, 9D« mu’ Pe 656"6570
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1es biens ;" and "the purpose of soclety is to defend such
equality, often assailsd by the strong and the wicked in the
state of nature..,” ipesdon here is impesaible without re-
moval of all inequality, becsuse "there is opmrossion when
one person is exhausted L labor and Jostitate of overythlng,
whille another lives Iin luxury without doing sy work at all,”
The ery of Babeuf and his followers was that 'in a real soeics-
ty there oight to be noithsr rich nor poor.’ The equalitaran
position is strongly affirmed in the following lines:
Anyone who apprepriastes exalusivel: to i:imself
the odusts of the aomrth or of wnuwacture iz a
oriminal,
Ths rich who are not willing to renocunce their

aurplus in faver ol the -oor are ene~lies of the
m’l‘ o

The aim of the I'renoh Revolution is to destroy
{inezuality and to re-establish ths general welfars,

Babeuf, from whoa the whole swvement of ..uropean szceliallsn
stems, enjoved little success in his effort to pHrelous thse
Revolution in favour of equallty as well =2s libert . %the
neavesux riches oould not countenance the 1likes ol Habeufl and
saw him botter dead than allve,

Jthers woill soon ocu:2 out with the same plaint,
“What 1s competition?” eried Louls 3lane in his 3 nisae
Jes Soglalistes®®, "It is," he roplies, “the offart of oach

66 Louts Blans th&eb%g§g Soutalts
’ sten, quoted by
John gazg:n Rnn%alle ;i., n g oy ’1uﬁ. a Jugw
e -nt2llect.ial Bae 353 r the Pfrose-t e, revised
3§tf"hI"Eba€5n. Hoighton 11%5%{ 5Ges L19:0, e LG,
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to enrich himself by ruining others...” “low,” he aoks,
"shall wo pass from tho present soocial order to tne ome wo
desire? - Ly the intervention of the itate.” .fter him
would come Marx and Uorrmnism - gll Ved~follows of the same
basie Iniividuallem.

T people's RAepublio of Jean=Jacjups Rousseau an
depicted in the 3ccial Contrast stands as ready evidence on
whather or not liberty and equality are ,ractlcally conpatilla
If o-punlity is arithmetlc or quantitiative, then each man, as
Roussesn delieved, counts for ons aixd only one. ‘he jusstion
of quality ia here secondary at best. This 1is the sorry way,
too, that truth goes in see tio thought - gesond best,
ningsley Murtin§7 notes that in fast "there is no abaolute
squality, just as there is no asingle condition of liberty."
The problenm of reeonclling reedom and equality is a pmeudo
ons 1f truth is first, 'ien are actuslly unzqual and dif-
ferents from one another and seel to Lasome mors different
(in quest of the good) till they gain the One; thus men need

fresdom, ISantayana in vominations and cowors saw the irre-
concilability of liberty and equality:

singsle; Uasrtln, The ilse o gam%n dberal (ho gt
[} *%uﬁx or ,a 1tical 1deas rvt Emr!a rondoreot, mmcont
oditTon rev . odltd by 3.&- "ﬂbw TTOP, OW YO i
iveraity Proau, 1971, Pe 3
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Equality and, lator, denceracy have been naainsl
battle~ories of liberalliem; bat llberals have never
ranll{ desired suol: things, HdAeal equality 1a inoom-
patible with that private wealt: and that morel
libtrtgﬂwhich wore at bottos tho aspiration of this
school™".

Agaln 19 ol.serves:

The banmers of humanitarianism and eqality,
which the rich liberals carried aloft without any
senge of hrpoorisy, have now beon ana’ chad from
their hands by a return wave of cosmuniasm and
Ingmatic unanimity., ULut cap unanlnlity and eomuanism
soexist with vital 1libverty 9

The distinetien betwoen "lidertarians”, or liberals,
and “equealitarians”, or soeislists, besomes elecar-sut only at
the ond of the elgi:teenth gentury. iut ${t had 1ts antecedent
in writers who were neither libertarians nor egqualitarians.
Such writers were lHobbes, Logke and Rousseau,

Hobles ~ She rost loglcal of all -~ gays: ‘ou can-~
not have both liberty and equality if you are going to have
peacs, bBut peacs is the most desirabvle good, and you may
only have it 1if you forego liberty., As for equality, that is
left $0 the will of the State. The gquestion for natural man
is eithor to give up his valid but useless clalm to liberty
and squalivy or to iie in misery.

Loeko suys that camnot be done, besause liberty snd

right of property camot he given up) they are asimply

68 Santayans, op. oit., pe 319,
69 Ibidem, p. 310.
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inalienable. 3o mush the worse for equality (economic)., But
thare will be equality of o,.portunity under the law (:f the
najority). In sueh conditliona, equallty of industriousnoss
should roduce equality of property. 'ihls means 1t will be
too bad for the lazy man,

Rousseau tries to reconcile the two, {.,e, liberty and
equality, “he state of naturs has been definitively corrup-~
ted by the institutlon of proserty, as noted sbove, and from
this arose the noosassity of soclal order or soclety which now
éan be organized 30 as to preserve liberty and soclal (1f not
sconomic) equality by making of eaeh individial an integral
part of the 3tate or Seneral #1ll, All are squal 1n this
General Will and all are as free as the Jeneral will 1itself,
Just as the hand is as free as the whole body and as the
whole man. All three {and thelr disciples) reason from a
kind of natural law, but when, in the nineteenth century,
belief in natural law has waned, s gudstitute ~ust be found.
In ths Jnited hingdom and the ",.%,.t, under ths agualitarian
{influence, »tility will be the sudbatltate Jor i.ooke's natursl

law. In France and continental ’‘urope, the nationsl will

will substitute for Rousnsoau'tns General wWill.
The philosuphy »f individualism beeame a resounding

rationalization rér the Howolt but the problems whish the at-
titude and philosophy of imdividuslian set off would Lecome
practically uricontrollable unless reaort to tetalitarian
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solutions would be made, This can be geen in the individuae
1iats, dobbes and Rouasenu,



QHAPTaR IV

MORBEY AWD TN PRIMACY OF
INDIVIDTAL RIFITS

If there 1is no absoluts, objective nora of soclal
behaviour and neither reason, in a spiritual sense, in man
nor a transcendental end feor him, the socciety containing sueh
subjeats must be totalitarian, .or lobdea, as {or ilousseady,
the principle of order is the safeguarding of individual
rights, But as rights are determined by the will (nmot reason)
they eoam be maintainsd only by coercion and sc an individual-
istic order will inevitably degenerate into s totalitarian
erdor, For Hobbes the problem, in part, wes to balance off
1iberty and authority. oOne 1s besst, he wrotel, with those
who eontend, "on one side for too great liberty, and on the
other side for t00 mush autharity, 'tis hard to pass between
toe points of both unwounded.” I irst o all, what ia the ond
to which ethex» things ars subordinated as means? .inoce !liobles
as & sensist and a materialist, recognizes no snd transsen-
ding this 1ife, he sees solf-preservation of 1life on earth as

most important and death as the suwium malum, since, -<oreover,

"there is no matural knowledge of man’'s estate after

! Levigthan, 5. 9.



HOBRES! PRIMACY OF RIONTS 102

death...2" If the working dogma 1 a kind of hedonism "hap-
piness now or never®, then not to die in exelusively eoritical,
Avoiding death, espsoially by violence, is rimary.

In this regard the quontion of soglal peace and ordor
is of paramount importanse, Only In this way 1is death best
averted, reacs then for the sake of self-intsrested nreser-
vation i{s the theme, but it is more nesativs than positive,
By the naturaliasm of Hobhes whish identifies man entirely
with the subhunan forees of nature and the cosmos, an oend was
not a final ocause toward whioc: a man tands by intelisot and
will, :nd here for Hobues is litoerally a2 quantitative termi-
nation {n the mense of sheer nothingness for the individual
man, An intelligible end as caume transcendinc~ terrostrial
1ife 12 something totally alien to liobhes as it was for Spl-
noza — to both, "appeals to 11timate moral notiona or to
supornatureal sanstions soemed a superstiticus or !ighonest
playing with wurda3." Por foxes and wolves doath {s simply
the snd of things, 86 thourht Hobbea of man, DBeyond the
matter and motions of this life there s no purpese, exeejt
instinstively to avert this termination} as s.r, the gheep

fearing its end flees the wolf; in man there 1s no reaaon in

2 Ibidem, 1. 73, If avertin; death i3 exclisively
oritieal, n 8 econonic will tend to become most ime-
portant, e.g. sconomic equality, esonomic secuwrity and
property.

3 Jtuart Hampshire 3§1no:a. Harmondsworth, iddle-
S6X, P'ng'-lin Bookﬂ. Ltd" iQ) 2 Do 30.
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the spiritual aense of the term, - on by nat.ure are in con-
stant comprtition with eash other, And in llne of scouring
their proservation, the condition contrary to ti:ls, vis., that
of peace, is essential. Order ias, thercefore, tne lndlspens-
able rood to which all othsr woods are inferior and on which
all others depend -~ though, of course, it is subserviont to
the end of aveiding death fer the individual and the exereiso
of his rights. 7Thus the linkage of self-preservation and
peace prevails in iobbes,

As 3ir Leslie Ltephen ssys”, "ilobbes inforas that as
nothing ocan exist whigh is not material, thought nust ftsalf
be motion.,”™ <hat is more, “this iz roally ..oblLas! starting-
point and guiding prineliple. Yan is an automaton,” The
spiritusal elemsnt {n wuan is atterly oxoreiged: “thoizht ls
« notion in his brain; all bias actions can be explaimed by
the laws of motion, 1like the motion of a elock or of the
Chatswopth waterworks," The point 1s evidont at the very
introduction of Leviathans

For seeing life is but a motion of limbs, the

beginning whoereof i3 in so:ie .rincipal _art withing
why may we not say, that all 'sutomata' (engines
that move themselves by springs and whesls as doth

a watcoh) have an artifioclal 1life: ['or what is the
'heart', but a ‘s ring’; snd the 'nerves!, but so

k Sir Lealle Stephen, obhes, ew :.or., The asmillan
Coe, 1904, pe 8he Por an interesting discaussion on ‘lobles!
matorialism see ghaptors III and 1V of John Laird, :obbes,
London, urnest Benn, ~imited, 1934,
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many ‘stringst; and the !jointa', but so many

twheols!, glving motion to the whgla body, such

as was intended by the artifieer?
Thus in Hebhes' deody politie, the leviathan, thore 1s hardly
room for anything organie,

And it is not hard, therefore, to see now 'obueaz pre-

oluded Pesson in any spiritual senso of the word, o him,
& natural spirituallity f{s non-exiatent end so knowlodre at
best is purely swnsory., A meschanistic sensism runs throupgh
his works, Jonserning man'a thoughts, Hobhes nnylbs "they
are evory one 8 'representationt' or ‘tappearanse' of some qua-~
1lity, or other accident of a body without us...”’ 4ll soncop-
tions arise from sense, "for there is no concention in a man's
mind, whish hath not at first, totally or by parts, been bo=-
gotten upon the orsgans of sense,” and "the ca:se of senas, is
the external vody, or ochjest, whish presseth the orgsn proper
to eash sense,.." Thoughts sre superior sansations, but as
things of sense they sre ths "saveral motions of the mattap”
made by diverse motions "so that sense ... is caused by the
pressure, that is, by the motion of external thinss upon ouwr
eyes, sars...” In his “luments of ihilemophy, "’hysies, or
tho Phencuens of Hature” he wrotes

5 Leviathan, .. 11,

6 Ibidam, pe 19«16,
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S0 that 1f the appearances be the principles by
whieh we know all other thingas, we muat needs acknow-
ledge sensge to be the ,rincipls by which we know
those principles 9nd that all the knowledrs we have
fs derived from it!,

The geod, thepefore, like the true, beeconss subjectlive
snd relative to tha sensory motions of the individual., Thus
for the selfe-interestsd individunl, “good and evil" are the
"things that rloass and dlnplom"'." lHor is there," HAobbes
adds asaordingly, "any such thing as absolute goodness...”
The intelligibility of an sbasolute preality as s transseendent
end is nll, and, for all practieal purposes, Jod as the final
end sscopiing to whioh men order thelr human asts is non-
existent, And dodbos says clearly that huauen happiness here
or haresaftsr doos not aonsist "in the repose of & mind satis-
tiodg.“ "Jor there is no sueh finig ultimus, utmost alm, nop

summy bonum, greatest good, aAs i3 spoken of in the bdbeoks of

the cld moral philoasophers.” In haruony with his matsrialisnm,
llobbes insists that "feliaity is a sontimal progress of the
desire, from one objest to another.” And man'a “erpetual and

restless desire of pewer after power” ends 'only in death,"

7 tovbes, Ilem i : :
» lomonts of ‘hilosephy, in The “nglish o
of Thomas Hobbes, now First collsoted ni edifed by _ir =!II-ﬂ(£
ITan Polesworin, 1l vols., “endon, John Lohn, 1239«17L5, vol.
1, ve 389,
é . .
Hobbes, w 3 ¢ Solesworth, Vol, IV, p. 32,

}iobbc: qdda"mut oven the go 33 sald of iod “ls ix_;‘g_ ool -
nass L9 us.

9 :ﬁ'ilt!ﬁﬁ' De 52,
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"Put for an utmest end... Lhere 1ls no such thin- in this
world, noe way to 1i, more than to utoplale," nor 1s there
such an end knowadble, Tnderstandable, thorofore, is the
Hobtesian fear of dsath as the greateat .vtl and "whieh is
worst of all, continual fear and danger of violent doathll.”
rienn shun "most of all, the terribls enemy of nature, death,
from whom wo expsct both the losa of sll power, and elao the
greatest of bodily paina in the losing ~." Thus the end for
Hobbes is to avert death 2s far as possible for the saks of
the individual and his self-intereats, Thouzh men are by
nature at war with each other, peace must meevail., !ionce
establishing ordsr, despite man's unsocial nature, is the
primary matter, But i1t will ke purely an anthropoceairic
vent e,

The matter of reconailing liberti: ond equallity with
each other in human relations was apparently an lasue whien
Hobbes, unlike flousssan, passed by in favour of pescec snd
order., -lobbes transcends this fasue 2s though it were not
espocially important, nor is 1t !»mportant ocutalde the impli-

cations of the soclal-sontrast thodwry, yet the theory itself

10 *M% Sature, Molesworth, vol, IV, p. 33. Gf.
leylathan, pe {3.

M Loviathan, pe 6h.

12 iovbes, Je C ’ ‘“ : v
wbes, Je Cor rolitico, Foleswortn, vol, IV
ps 03, Thie work is aIiaaﬁggkn as . aéan@g'gg L@w: ’
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made the isaue important, liobLes, however, was conslideradbly
conosrned with tho question of individual rights, or llber-
tiss ~ though for him they were never more important than
order without which, praotically, they were nothing. iils con-
corn for order was for the sake and advantage of the indivi-
dual and hence, doctrinally, heo was mors an indiviiuallast than
a totalitarian, Libertarlians would prefer retention of liber-
ty es fundmmental in soolety and its rolaticna. rut llodbbes
tended to see this as anmrchy; and so, oven thoagh he glves a
kind of roxfml insugwration to modern 1m31v1dua1!.am13 » DU PB-
futes its reagtisadllity resoundingly in his totalitarian con-
olusion. 0.3, Vaughan avows that obhes had only hatred for
indlvidmlunmx but this 13 simply not true, since ‘lobbes!
most fundamentel, or radical convictions are all in the direc-
tion of his dootrine of self~-interest, even to the extent of
meking soclety the implement of zelf-intereat. If flobbes

had any disaffaetlion, it was primarily for the things, or

at least for what he thought were the thingz, of the
Christian tradition. But as for his view upon liberty, he

13 iso trauau and i chi
3 08g0
I11,, The University of rs‘.‘i‘:'.‘.m;*—'ﬁ‘%“ 8& !

[Zobbes] is the clusslc and t.he founder of t"».o spooiﬂoall;
nodern nstural law dcstrine.”

U ¢,z,vaughan, Studtes in Hist Politl
] cal
plgremy, Sebi 528 Topdnly o8 975, TR
VOiB8.p W and memolr, new and ohm,mr edition,
Hansheater University Press, 1939, Vol., I, p. 22.
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saw it in its full flere as somethiny prior and at least fun-
danmental to the creation of soeiety, i.,2. aa the wellspring
or absolute source thereof., !liocbbes wants "a human guarantee
for the actualization of the right soolial orderls s == but he
wanta 1t by the individual, for the Individual and of the
individual. And this oocurs Ly way of individual human
rights, or liberties oreating soclety by intra-human compaat.
Although not a libortarian, Hobbes was the first great modern
pallosopher of sclf-interest, fron wiom llbartarians, ln con-
siderable measurs, took thely cue wven when attacking him,

It 1s in viaw of the individual, though, perhaps, not neces-
sarily rfor his liberty, but at least for his preservation
and delectation that icbbes prefers ;eace and order,

To the end of selfe- reservation what are the means
that Hobbes envisions? liow individual ri-hts, or liberties,
become the s0ls souwrce of soclety is a vital part of the
answor to this question, as will appear later in this chapter.
As a man seeks what ls good {or hlmself, he aims "to preaserve
his own body and limbs both f{rom death and pa&nm." Thias ls
done by a "blumpless liberty of usins our own natural power
and ability,” It s then & naturel right, "a right of nature,
that overy man may preserve his own life and limbs, with all

15 3treuss, dstural :ilghts and Hdlstory, p. 192,

16 De Jorpere volitigse, Molesworth, vol. IV, n. J3.



HOBREZ ' PRIMACY OF RIGHT3 109

the power he hath,” loreover, a man may do anything oconducive
to his consorvation and "use all moans, and io whatsoever
astion is neaessary for the prcservation of his body” asinee
"the end cennot be attained without tho means, that is, with-
out such things as are nogosaary to the onal? » This natural
rirht "1s the liberty sach man hath, to use hia own power, as
he will himeslf, for the preservation of his own naturej that
1s to say, of his own llfels" and so to do "anything, which
in his own judpment and reason he shall concelive to be the
aptost means thersunto.” The neans, howsver, -hiileh Hobbes
8003 as indispensable is soclety. Yore spocifionlly, it is
sogiety as the itate in its exercised sovoreipg:n power, making
and enforcinz law, This sosiety, or scelial order, as arising
from this roed and richt of the individual sonprises the
means to human preservetion, or security and felioity. +ith-
out this sovereign social power, naturally unsociel men acte
ing as individuals freealy snd squelly using their powers to
purely private advantape, would never attain thelr purposs,
This becomes clesarsr in fobbes' ar;ment as to why soclety
and order vecome noccessary. Jo9iocty beconcs merely tne indl-
vidusl'a instrument in the drive for Iindlvidual happiness.
But scalety se the means serving tho passions of individusl

17 1pidem, cf. tr0 “ Give, Ho. 3, p. 27,

18 &v;‘thﬂ. Pe &ﬁ-ﬁb.
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men mus$, 1in order to operate, be stronger than the indivi-
dual, But what, first of all, is the fuller reason why eo=-
alety, or social order, is the noceasary means to preservatim
and happiness?

As men are natwrally free and ejual, their quest for
what they privately Jjudgme to ba the good fitting for thelr
reapective private ends becomes not an ascidontal hut an es~-
sential oompetition smong nnn;g. The naturalistic tneme of
"liberty and equality” would become no less essential for
later~day Liberal thought than for dHobbes who, more than any~
one else, thruat it upon the modern scene, It is bocause of
squality that, "4f eny two men desire the same thing, whienh
neverthsless they cannot both eajoy, they hecoms enenies "
and seek to outdo eash other "in the way to their end, whish
1z mrineipally thelr own conservation, and sometimes thelr
delestation only..."” Iz 1¢ not true that "many men's appeti-
tea cearry them to one and the same end; whish and sonstiimes

2

ean neither be enjoyed in common, nor divided 1”? in rosard

19 :+, the "Introduction”, Mishael Caksshott, Thomas

"obbes, éiglﬁggggu ed, with an Intreduction by ilchael Joke-
Shott. Jxfor ’ as1} thlel. 19?{6’ e xXx4i-xxxV,

20 leviathan, p. 63. Cf, p. 76t 'All men ars equal,”

says iiobbes who Inslsts "that every man asknowledgs another
for hils oqual by nature,”

21 a CQEO” iJOLLt&GQ, :Oloﬂworth. vol. ZV, e :320
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to the bustness of the world this "business consisteth almoat
in nefhing slse Lut a perpstusl contention for honour, riches,
snd autherity““.," Sueh human assoclation falls to give the
ind tvidusl man delectation! thus "men have no pleasure, but
on the contrary a great desal of grur...”" Clearly, says
lobbuzh. "every man regards not his fellow, but his dusiness!
Angd "the right of protesting ouwrselves asaording te our own
wills proseeded from our danger, and our dan er from ouwr
qmuty...’gs" And equally for eash individual by desire amd
eb1lity his "profit 1s the measure of Pight...°o
It is not for a sormon pood that men labour so muech
as for sslfeinterest and pressrvetion whrich is not possible
without "dblameless liberty" to use all aveilable moeanss
As a mants judpment in rieht of nature is to de
employed for his own benefit, so also the strength,
knovwledge, and art, of every man is then rightly
employed, when he useth 1t for hinselfj else nmust
not a man have right 0 pregerve hinmself,
Avery man b~ natupe hath right to all thinga...
to do dhatgoever he listeth to whom he listeth, to

possess, use, and enjoy all things he will and ean,
For seeing all things he willeth, muat thsrefore be

22 Loyigthan, ;. 315 "A Review and a2 Conslusion”.

23 Ibidew, p. bl .
2 De Cive, ». 22.
25 Ipydem, 1. 30
2% ibiden, pe 23.
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B, I hay (o L L P e

other..ep things may tly slso be done by hl.nz?.
By "liverty" here lobbes wsans an absence of limits, "By
'Aibepty' is understeod, sseording $o the proper sienifiea-
tion of the werd, the abgence of external maadlmaggg...zg"
Ho writes that sais natursl freedom i3 "“the absencs of opposi-
tian; by oppesition, I mean exturnal impediments of metion™’."
And this alone is "properly oalled liberty”. Interestingly,
$o this he adds what i{s quite in harmaony with his naturalism,
amely, that tils absence of impedimonts may be ssid of non-
rational as well as of rational creatures,

This question of ilobbes and libersy will be noted
again, but 1t is fntereatiag to see here,; in passing, the
essential resent:lance d»etween Hobbes! notion of liberty and
that of later~day libersl individualism, espscially in regard
to ita negative view and amoral sosular eontoxt ossential to
this imxiividuslism,

Ia basie agoord here with Sobbes is tho liberal,
s'mn3° who, in diseussing "Poundations of s State”, like-

27 e sarpore rolitleo, 'olesworth, 7ol, I/, pss3=0k.
28 imvisthan, . vo. Italiocs are ouars,

29 Ibvidem, pe 100-101.
30 y y ey
Spinoza, Theo -Political Treatise, :lwes, p.
200-202, 1t may be &% n mré"i,. ncmrain.gg to :';;oga-

bes, the individual must rirst have renounced the use of
natwal rights, if not the rlignts themselves; but, ascording
to Spinoza, the individunl in svoloty hes hiis »irhts deeresd
by the State.



ROBBEA ! PRIMACY OF RIOHT3 113

wise holds that "every individual has soverseign right to do
81l that he ocan” sinse "the rights of an individual extend to
the utmoat limits of his power as it has been conditioned,”
HMen are sonditioned and determined differently by “‘desire and
power®, To exist and act accoriingl: belongs equally to every
individual and "it s the sovereign law and right of nature
thet each individual should endoavour to woserve itselfl as
i1t {s, without regard to anything else.” Actions here 1like
any foree in nature ocscur deterministisonlly and devold of
spiritual reason, 7This necessity {a not moral and hemes not
a moral duty. &pinosa like Hobbes gays, moreover, that "ws
a0 not here asknowledre any difference between mankind and
other tndividual netural antities, nor between men sndowsd
with reason and those to whom reason ig unknowm.” 1ho law
ef nature ia, therelore, the dictate of desire, or of powor
- the law of the jungls. Hen in this sondition are "bound
to live and prezerve themaelves a2 far as they can by the
unaided tmpulses of desire" bLeceues "nature nhas given them no
other guide, and has denied tham the mwresent power of living
according to sound reason,” and hence men are "no more cound
to live by the dictates 5. an enli:htened mind, than a cat

is bound to live by the lawa of the nature of a lion." “hus
by this law of nature vwhatever a man "thinks usseful for him-
sslf” "he has a sovereign ri it to geek and to take for hime

self as ne best can" "by ores, cunnins, entreaty, or any
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other means" and 20 rogard "as an enemy anyons who hinders
ths accampliahment of his purpose.” Thousx an individualist,
Spinesa, like lobbes, hardly dlsplays respact for man as a
person having apiritual peoperties of intelluvet and will, !llo
says, mareover, that in the infinite econamy of nature "man
is but a spesk” - a viow that strongly suggests tha conten-
tion of another ~iberal, “liver .endell iolmes w10 held that
nan is tut & ganglion in the cosnos, s romwentary intersestion.
dowever, Spinoxa, like Hobbes, otserves that "by thse laws of
dosire saoh man is drawn in & different direstions*."
Clearly, by thias individualism sslfeproservation ia
precarious and tine individual's happineas anytlidng Lut sac.ure,
if at all possidle, All private means to private purposas
end in frustration and foar. 'where svery man is snemy to

32

every man, the l1life of man," says :obbhes”~, is “solitary,

poar, nasty, brutish, and short,” Fear of death prevails:

{n sueh sonditlon thare is no plase for induse
try, besause tho frilt thereof 1s uncertaln, and
sonsequently no culture of the eartiy no navigation;
nor use cof the commpditles that may be imported by ses;
no commodious dullding; no instrumentis of moving and
removing such thinzs as require mush forcej no knowe
ledge of the face of the oarthj no asoount of time;
no arts; no letters; no sosiaty...

3 lbidem, pe 203,
32 Loviathan, pe Sh.
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How, on these praemises of individualiom, can the
necessary end of selfeproservation and happiness be socured?
The answer for Hobbes is to be found in moclet;, but soci.iy
as arising purely from anihropogsentric power and eppetition.
Can & society found order in s preserve of mrivote desire
without total access to ocounter cosreion? Or ean sush a
soolety operate, aven ag 2 sheer tool of wrivate intersst,
without secisty as stronger than the individual, or aszs com-
pesed of at loast potentially ovar-sll sower? If man by na-
tare laocks resson in the spiritual sense, can sogisl order Le
had without foree as its first and only effective prineiple?
The answer, secording to Hobbes, iss no, Ffrom here ho
argues directly to the lnevitability of the totalitarian
states for the sake of order asrving self-interest.

Hobbes! smphasis on the negative answer has always
bean immenaely disturbing to the exponents of litersl indi-
vidusllism as sush, fopr lHobbes' logls persistently olnts to
something intrinsieally wrongs with Liberalism, It is for
this reason that his work 1s m very valuable lesson and a
tromendous thorn in the aide of "the eonseientio.s indivi-
dualist®, Hobbes has beon hated heatedly, not 30 riuch
bearuse he upheld totalitarianiam, bBut rather because he
displayed the inevitability of totalitarianism in a soolety
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founded on a philosophy of 1ndividuu11nm33. The uiberal, if
he regognizes his roots as something op.onsed to the Christian
tradition, kmows he upholds the basio nremises of Mobhes!
individuslism,. why not, then, Hobbes' conolusion? — espe-
olally if prssert to zald tradition la somoting to which
individualism as such has consistently no title? Hobbes!
systenm is fraught with eontradiostiona, but movin through'is
classieo masxe of “"leviathan", its orinin xnd funstion, there
1is an adnirable consistaney =--vig., from the mromises of man
as unscoial by rationel nature to man as social by appetition,
arbitrary lav ard force} Crom man as unteleolo~ioal (with
regard to Tod) to man as a cog of totalitarian "ordar“Bh. As
Hallowe1135 affirms, Hobbes already "anticijates the sonslu=
sions whieh literallsm must ultimately reaon in theory, once
it has sbandoned 1ts Clivistian connclensce, and whioch, in
fast, 1t does reash in tha twentieth century.' It ia true
that slthough Hobbes uses this themry of "Absolute Zoversipn

33 Rcusgsesu says curiously: "It is not so much what
13 hideous and falso in his [flobbes'] politiecal theory, as
what 1s Just and true, that has prendered it odiocus”, Hoclel
centract, pe 118,

3h ind rightly so, for there absolute ne
te o indlvlals lan ot Liberalles wiioh oo
%q d&% 4 O g?l totallitarian g% A igh mRkes
he Indlviduel a tool of moolety or Lhe mocial cullzetivity,

35 John K, Hellowell, Hatn ¢ nt Modepn #
X mﬂ%ﬁg i %Q n foli-
tioal Thomght, Ku; York, ﬁmnéy“ﬂb t a um.,égb)', ve N3,
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Will" "teo defend sbaclute monarohy, 1t is sasentially the
seme solutien to the problem of authority posed dy individual-
fan whiich is adopted by liberalism.” And sven If liobbes is
seen as "singer of the swan sonc of the tusarts" he is best
understood, not as sush, writes MoOQvnrn36, but pather ‘as
the prophet of a system whioch was to be sarried ocut nearly
throe centurfes lator by Mussolini and Hitler." The liberta-
rien-equalitarian phase of Hobbes! individualism redused to
totalitarianism has proved 4isoonserting to many a Liberal,
for it 1s a round refutation of their fondest affections as
individualistst 1% 43 at ons and the same time sn orderly
arrsngsment of means to the end of preservation and fellelty
and then at omse it is not, vherefore order mist be enforced
extrinsieally, or accidentally to eope with the esasential
eampetition, 2,I, Veughan who registors a €tynieal reaction
against Hodbbes complainst
Wwith uneanmy skill he [Hobdes! turns one part of

the theory againat tis other, and avails himself of

the premisses whioh all the world ascepted to destroy

the sonolusion which eager spirits were coming :ore

and more oonf idently to draw from them, Nothing 17
could have been more Waffling to hls contemporaries. .

36 willliam Hontgomery tclovern, sros lLuther to .Iitlern,
the iist of F eilt-ﬂufg co}itical chiJosophy, ‘oston,
HOW on M fﬁin “Qeyp ihp Do

37 Vaughan, Jtudles in the History of rolitleal
ihtlosophy, Vole L, b 23. a e -
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‘Saffling” 1s nardly the hest word here, particularly rfor
those individualists of a later day who have been not so mush
“barfled" as worthily exasperated by persiastont exposure fram
thoe left flank, so to spseak, vi:, by Hobiaea'! conaisterngy -
his i{noonsistensties notuithetanding,

Howover, for Hobbes himsslf amocolal pemce and harmony
are nevep .1less nooessary than th: liberties of equal men.
(And vhat individualint, liberal or otherwise, dces not want
erder, ospecially vwhen and if eonfronted here and now with
the need for sesuring it?)

Instinetively by what !iobbes oalls tie law of nature,
& man s0es thet for hias well-being he must have penee. Thie
1s 2o “not only by right but alse Dy neoessity of natures-"
and thus & man nust rnecessarily seek the means thereto, This
1is not a moral but only a phyaisal nooessity. The motions of
the passions determine men in this dlr.otion}gt “The paa-
sions that inolino men to pease, aro fear of death; Jesire
of augh things as arc necessary to commodious living..."

Men genso that besaise of the liborty and ejuality of every
ons '‘no man is of might sufficiont, to aasure himsolf for

any long time, of preservin. himsols thcroby“o" and hence ho

38 Leviathan, p, 7%,
39 Iblgﬁ!, Pe 650

Lo E cerpove rolitico, ¥ ; ' pe T
0, Yolusworth, Vvol, IV, p. %6
Cfe too lLev 9 Pe . ’ ) |
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finds himself compolled "to seek after peace, as far forth as
there is hepe to attain the same} and strengthen himself wit:
all the help he can procure...” 7%The help which he poreceives
above all as most usaful to his security is "a common power,
to keep men in swe, and to direct thelir actions to the ocommon
banotit'hl -~ $,0, tae good which sach envisions for himself.
Thus men conouy 1in eceding their private power to a
cormonwealth} each is "to heve parted with his right of re-
-1stingh2” for the puwrpose of securing protection, no longer
by private mesans, but now by sovereizn politisal power
{whether monarehy or demoerasy or othsrwise) as guardian of
rights of self-preservation. "“There !s no man who can hope
by his own strength, or wit, to defend himsslf from destrusc-
tion, without the help of aonrodorntoah3." Thus men mutually
concur to eede rirhts. "Securlity is the end wherefors men
subnit themselves to others* . The motive and end 1ia
"nothing else but the ascurity of a man's perlon...hs” The

social power, therefore, must be mighty enough by fear, awe

h]' Le!;gthan, Pe gBo
42 g give, p. 68.

,43 L‘Vl&thm' Pe 73.
L ?_!_01"0, Pe T2,

‘45 u LRl I ‘
v%ag%%g. Pe 67. T too a8 sorpore rolitico
dolesworth, Vol, s De 120=179, ’
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and threat of punishment to snforss this agreementi, Letween
one man and another there must be "a common power set over
them both, with right and force sufficlent to compel perform-

L@ "By the terreor of (t" this clvil power affects

aANncO ., . e
'particular men unto unity and conoard“7." Porce is sbasolute-
ly neceasary to rut order into the relations of men who ere
"fres and oqnal"hsx "as longz as this natural ripht of overy
man to everything endureth, thare oan be no sesuwrity to any
wan, ' axcept existencs nastv and short, then death, If one
man soes that snothor is sompelled b, “fear, terror and ave’
to abide by the civil soverelgn law, only then will he do
lil:ewise,
But 1f other men will not lay down their right,

ag well as he; then there ls no reason for sny one

to diveat himself of his: for that were to sxpose

himzelf to prey... rather than to disposs hinselfl

to peace,
But a man has no e¢hoice but to avold death; and so he is im-
pelled to pease, 7The propulsive motions of passions instine-

tively determine him in a line gway froa the summus malum and

toward the State and {ts protective barriers —— much likc a
wild animal, onoe cornered and puraeiving ths futility of

resistanes, moves head«tall-down Into the corral, "“his, a

L6 leviathan, p. 69,

h., _7‘_!_ 01!0' Ps 67.
b8 Leviathan, p. 66.
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ma. must do if he values hls 1life and the passion of conuo-
dious living. Just relatlions first begin within the comon
barrier of oivil coercion:
therefore, bdefore tne names of Just and unjust
ean have place, thare must bo some c¢osreive power,
to compdl men sequally to the pesrformance of thelir
covenants, by tha terror of some punishment, greatey
than the benefit they oxpoct by the Lreash of thelr
covenant... 2o that the nature of justiss cons!steth
in keeping of wvalid covananta! but thils valldity of
govenants beging not but with the constitiution g:mﬁq
oivil pover, sufficient to compel men (o eep t "o
There 1s detestable in dobhes a huge optimis . which
13 scarocsly seen or stressed by most observers - no doubt,
in view of iobbes dim view of human nature, "it is haprd for

50 wroto, "how iobbea could Yo

us to understand," Leo sirsuss
30 hopeful where tnere was 80 much cuuse for dJdespair.” Lut
this criticism may snd must alao be lovellsd at the advocates
of lliberal indlvidualiamsl. This optimism, vis. that men un-
sociel by nature would operate in peasceful sooial relationg ~
though thoroughly groundless as such, 1.e, on the grounds of
individualism ~— apread its cvontaglous outlook to liberal

iniividualism in the following eenturies, It is found

49 1pidem, p. 72.

50 3trauss, Neptupal iight and History, pe 175,
51 The modern world can no longer afford to be fooled

by incidentals, ¢ quest of wheothepy rmen t te
nRtupo were ﬁmz%'.z:._zﬂ;w 1vo i@%ﬂﬁ,mliﬁmgﬁ%ﬁﬁg
8o - n

Pt of #0p Oor ruge to do he ma 88165,
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flourishing in one way or another in %pinozs, Locke, and
Houssesu} and "the long series of disappointments whioh sub~
sequant cenorations experiensed have not vet succeseded in ex-
tinguishing the hope which he {:iobbes], tosother with his
most 1llustrious contemporaries, klndlodsat" “*he ldberel,
Spinega, notes relatedly that "this deangser of submitting ab-
solutely to the dominion and will of another, i{a one which
may be inourred with a leht heart,..”>" fe addst "It is
vory rere for sovoreigns to impeose thorourhly irrational com-
nands,” fer the reason that sovereinns "are dound to sconsult
thelsr own interests, snd retain their power by eonsulting the
publie good and aocting acoording to the dictates of reason,.,”
It must be peiterated, however, that reason, for
Hobbes as fer 3pinosa, did not signify reason spiritually,
nor ocould it for them as sensists. when liodhes speaks of
mants having to flee the state of natupre for the eivil state,
he says this change is prompted by "the dictates of rvason”
which often he also varioasly ealls "rules, or prece;ts of
reason”". Bat these for Hobbes, the materialist, are the

"dietates of desire,"” dictates of appotitive power, All

52 Strauss, Ei‘t!__x'!l Right and Hlﬂeﬂ. Pe 175,

53 ipinosa, Theologleo=-.0litical Treatise, . lwos,
Ps 205-206, Compare this general view wi & optimie: of
looke who deolarss that the majority (w.lch Jerives 1is jower
from the natural laws of self-interest) cannot conseivably
tyrannizge over a minority.
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theso he 1ldentifies with thoe law of natumogh, whiaoh 18 the
law for lions snd "arrant WDlVGINSS‘ it 1a t» necessity of
physical nature, It is neither = law, prcpar1y56 speaking,
he says, for it doss not morally oblige in justiiece, nor doos
it in offect really vield & right: "the natural right of
preservation, whish we all resceive from ths uncontrolable
dictates of necossity, will not admit it to be a vlca...57"
suymore thean ¢ fox is bad for eating & bird, Hobbes afflirms
plainly that the “right of all men to all things, 1is in ef-
fect ne batter than if no man had right to any thingsa.”
flardly spiritusl is any such law, or distate, of ’'reason”,

54 Hobbes speaks often encugh of the "law of nature®,
or the natural law, as though it were something morally obli-
gating a man, Rut iallowsll maktes the point that Hobbhes
seems "surroptitlo sly to Lorrow from the tradition of natu-
ral law that support for his systom whish his own premises 4o
not proviie., By referring to the keeping »f covenants as a
'‘law of nature! he invokos the memory and sanetions of the
natural law traditlion although the Lasie promises of his own
philosoptty resudiats that tradition.” - Ma'n Currents in

todern _ﬂmmm... 16y Ge TTe

lobres ;géﬁgigﬁﬁégié, %g g;; of a Jrue citige
"Zpistle Dodiottoéy oly oY, 1Y, Po : 3 work
is 2lso called Ds snd also thilosorhiocal Rud;mongg Lon-
soerning Sovernment and Soglety.

56 h".‘th&g, Pe 78-79,

57 Milesophissl ilenents “iptatle Dedisstory”, Holes-
worth, 7ol, s P .

58 Ye Corpore Pplitico, ‘olesworth, Vol, IV, p. Sl
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As reason hers is mersly a superlor form of sensa-
tion, it is no more than the senaary abillity to peraclve
sertain conneetions betwesn objests and man's weéllebeing
(for 3pinosga, the porception of the nullifieation of foroe by
force), For Iobbes, as for Spinoza, man cannot hel; himself
doing this or that when his welli-being is at stake -~ unless
he perceives that there is no ase: he iz cormered and faced
with a superior fores, To glve in is "reasonadble®: it 1is
useful, One seces the connestion between self=preservation,
or averting death, and a strong social power. Hence the so-
sisty must be stronsesr than the individual or any group of
iniividuals, in the conflict for individual happinesas and
that of all, the individual gives way to soclety, Jtherwise
socliety, obviously, will be unable to funetion., It will it-
salfl be destraoyed and the life of man with nar will revert to
the law of the jungle - the natural law of iiobbsa and Zpino-
sa, Thus man "rationally”® psrosives that for his wallebeing
he must have psace and, as Spinoza stressed, the ald of
others, Man "rationally"” accepts the State and is thankful
for whatever the :tate leaves to his own individual initla-
tive, 1.0, wvhatever {reoedom or rights the idtate decrves he
might have for use, iven 1f irrational, man still needs
order, Though an individuml man mizht refuse collaboration
if his personsl satiafection la at stake, this social harmony

san only be reaslized by tie power of complete domination of
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the individusl by sosiety =— 1,e, by the combi-w! will and
foree of all as confoderates :gainat esch individusl in any
astual circumstansces of !isorder. ‘iobbes holds a universal
sonsent and a general contrast ere nescessary in the establigh-
ing of soclal order but they are not tinding on the indivi-
dual i{n any particular situation, They must be snfarced,
508iety must, therefore, be provided with an adequate foreo,
what then remains of individuanl initistive? Hothing, but
thet wvhich i{s allowed him by society — f,e, vhat is loft
over after limitations dy the rmle of law are lald down by
the sovereign, lio socisl relation sen escape determination
by movereign politiscal suthority making and enforcing law,
™e individual drive for happiness persists. iut exertion
of econtrol by way of law over the indiviiusl on any particu-
lar occesion is justified begmuse o>f the nead »f authority
which rakes and snforces the laws, Jovereign a:thority is
warranted bessuse of the wider need, viz, soelotv, But since
soclety is not natural and so not an integral part of Lhat
1o ire and urge for happinsss wiieh is In the individuel (as
a momg), soclety, therefore, 1s srtificial and purely a
“orX of man adapting (ndifferent nemns to an end,

liobues 1 definitely and radically an indivilualist
and to view him aside from this context 1m to misunderstand
him eompletely, na, Indeed, has often beon the case, A

typieal, or uwsual view, 6.g. 18 affirmed by €, Vaaghan who
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mio59a "The theary of Hobbes is & theory of unadulterated
despotinsm, or it is notning." (et Vaughan concedes that
dobnes' work is bnsed on "assumptions representing an extreme
form of individualism: an individuallism more uncompromialng
than that of ioske himself" ard on "the idea of Contract, as
the only possible foundation of the oivil stambo." i so,
thea individualism in iobbes 18 very mush not nothing, ia
faot, for iobdbes it is so mush an unadulterated slement or
fagtor in hig system that precisely and only besause of 1it,
despotisu ooz adbout, ss a "necessary complement of his
Individualisa®l.” The individuslism of the state of nature
is s0 mush a gyrpent reality hlg et nung that, szo long as 1its
ocondition somehow exiata, totalitarian "order"”, despotism,

if you will, is imperative bdut only as s utility ascidantal
and subservient to self-interest, And tils individusllam of

02

nature exists, not ao much as a past historieal reallty,

but conoomitantly with man's being and nature, l.e, a8 long

59 Vaughan, itudies in the lilstory of :olitical rhilo-
sophy, Vol. I, pe Sh.

60 Ibiden, p. 23.

61 (’.“ v Y .
' po He .labine, A History of folitieal Theor:
revised odition, New York, lonry Holt and Jo., 155 .",':1;%.

62 Cfs Vaughan's suparficlal viow that, for :obbes
above all others, "the state of naturoc was a territle reality"
(3tudles, Vols I, pe 29~30)+ Vaughan t{ﬁadly “ails to nee
that 1% is ilobbes' individualism, not his des otism, whileh
is more Mindamentally st fa.lt,
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as men provail unsocoial by nature, Always, as &phw.«-m“73 ob=

served, "Han, alike in the patural and in the civil atats,
acts agcording to the laws of hils own nature, md consults

nis own interest.*

The spirit of iobbes' philosophy 1s social order ss
the tool of the individual, ‘hougnh iiobbes is not classad as
a Lidoral, there are allthe makings of Liberallam Iin his
position, 4 key to underastanding his highly revolutlionary
apmroach is seen in his attempt to reghuffle ri-iits snd law,
in favour of the primacy of rinta. Traditionslly, ri-*ts
slways followed upon law, Hoebbes'! revolution was to reverse
the tradition snd =make law, properly, follow upon rights.
This, he did by foundin, society solelv on, through, and of,
individul rights ~~t sovereipgn authority end ihnen law follow.

| soslety

==

individual prights

authority

63 Spinoga, A Falltliosl Zroatise, Hlwes, . 302,

Ttallics are ours,
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The powsr of individual libertiocs behind the formuls do ut des
izmediately astuates soelety, vhen men sontrast or agrees
among themselves to give up thelr naturel rights. "'The mutual
transferring of right, is that which men call 'cont:mt'm‘.“
This social contraat creates soociety, Hobbes, like Looke and
Rousseau, was vague in distinguishing between soolety and
oivil socolety., Howsver, men by this sot of will, "the con-
sent of nnybs", sreate the socolal man and {mmedlately eosta-
blish the grounds of sovereign authority and law, "... Hen
do agree, and tcovenant, every one, with every am'“." and
theredy authorize the¢ soveresign as their representative. Thus
suthority, like noclety, comos xmuauu"" from human will,
f1e0. individual rights. The sovereign powsr, "the sujreme
command is sonstituted by virtus of the compacts whiah eash
single eltisen or subjeet mutually makes with the othu'...w"
“he formula engaging men in this subjection to the sovereign
for thelir private protestion sand profit iss

4 nobues, Levisthan, Morley, p, 67.
65 Hobban, Do Ulve, Lempresht, p, 6S.
% iobbes, ieviathan, Marley, p. 8.

87 In the Cmristian tradition, authority as it is
primally roceived is recognized as derived from God,

68 Hobbes, De live, Lemprecht, p, B8S5.
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PFor each citizen eompucting withh his fellow,

says thust I convey my right on this party, upon
sondisien sthat you pass yours to the semej by whish
moang, that right which every nan had bafore to uee
Bis fagulties to his own advantage, is now wholly
tranglated on some ecortsin man or ooganil [monarehy
or demosrasy] for the sommon benafitv’,

It is as 1f avery man says to overy othar7ot

I sutharize and give my right of governing

myself to this man, or to this assembly of man, on

shis eondition, that thou give up thy right to him,

and authorize all his sctions in 1lile manner.
Soslety and its sovereign powsr exists for the subjests "to
bear their pasrscn” and to reduce all their wills, by plurali~
ty of voices unto one will”, "to perform the wills of them
all” to protect and safeguard thelir chlefest Interesta, In
this way rises the Commonwealth, "the gensration of that
grost 'leviathan', or pather, to speak more reverently, of
that 'mortal god*", the State.

The revolutionary cleoavage that tobbes sngineered
between law and rights 1s a erucial aspect of this individu-
alism whioh finds natural rights unadulteratsdly the fount of
scclety, It is only in the aontext of his inilvidualism that
Hobbes'! revolution can be duly undepstood, In encient and
modiasval times, the fundsmental, natural law was an ob jec~

tive thing, dbinding and directing, but indepsndent of, the

5 rvidem, 5. S6.
70 Hobbes, Leviathan, torley, p. Bl
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will of the huwan logislator. ~lato and Aristotle were aware
of an objestive basis of mosial life, 'Twy conaldered what
man ig — human nature — and saw the laws of the State as
preactieal determinations of the requirements 2f hunan nature.
With Christianity the tradition is widened and deepened dis-
tinotively in the light of supsrnatural revelation. There is
first & plan of cosmic order, ths oternal law, !n the divine
intelligence or wisdom, tion pealizcd {n t'ie act of orsation
by the divine will., /an ean discover and know this somuic
order in the naturse and reality of things as existing, but he
does nat, in eny way, make this srder, fpr it is real and ob-~-
jestive, It is bLefore hi~, e comes upon it and abides by
it, or he does not - as he ¢hoosea. or the sub-human world
this order ia pursued by & tlind necessity, 1t for =an,
since he can kmow this order, he mist freely confurm to 1it,
de must act in hamony with his natwre. tith this oblective
foundstion of law as intrinsic in the nat:wre of things the
question of right resson and eonsciense esnters o a reslity
vith whieh a man, morally, must eomply. Thus a man does not
in any way determine what primarily is rist or wrong, for
the being and nature of man is not his creation, The pro-
found utteranees: "I am the way, the Truth, and the Life"

"I an tha Alphs and the Umega” " 0ollow me" = {ndicated
cloarly to the mediasval ixind the supsrnatural direetion of
this cbjeative order, as well as its orizin, This view



HOBBESY PRIMACY OF RIOHTS 131

revolved around the 3sholastioc maxim that a man ought to act
aseoding to his nature whoso efficliont cause is also a man'p
final eause, It i{s in a general oontext of this kind that
one must view the stand of 81, Thomas who sayss the law of
natwre is the eternal law as received by the creature..,
Thus the nasural morsl law whieh is intrinsic in a man's very
nature and being is a partisipastion in g man of the eternal
law,

¥ith regard %o the gquestion of obliigation, or duky,
this much appears te de eertaln in the hilstory of thought
prior to the modern spoght in both ancient and medlaeval
times attention was paid, in oonsidering law, to the duties
of 8 man primarily rather than to his righta, Athenian Demoe
CPROY, %48+ Whs baged upon the obligationa of the eitirzens,
not on their rights, Ascordlagly, it waa wather the "sights
of the State' that achioved astention, if rights were at all
montioned in ansient Athens, dven in the Hiddle Apes tho
duties a man had toward God and, aceordingly, his own porfea~
tion were of rarmsount importanse, hamdly to be shaded by
rights. It 15 indesd true that the medlasval mind was not
unavare of individual rights, owing te, and necessary for a
aan's end, Yet rights wore sosresly nore emphasized than

&ut@o.n. because, possibly, of an asute awareness of the

7 ae, Jacques Meritain, !jg% @ the Iin-
teresting Ureatment of natural moral leaw, obligation snd
rights, espesially Chaphes IV, Gusliffedly, Maritatn lauds
the modern recognition of rights, p. L.
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redieal rele of final cause, man'!s last end, Han's due zub-~
ordination to final purpose need neot execlude emphatic atten-
tion on individual rights, but no sueh emphasis dominated the
aediseval soene where h parscsislisation was prodbably too
mush a leading factor. dGenerslly, however, in this period of
pro-modeyn natursl law, rights Af et all oonsidered are sel-
dom 1if ever eonceived as priocr to duties, though both are
correlative, Individual rights are derivative from law and
duty -~ not vice versa, These pights, moreover, are never
antecedent to, nor imdependent of, mants social pursult of
perfestion, In the Scholastis tradition they rost sssential~
1y on man's nature s the primeiple of his operations and on
the fast that, in order to ettain the perfeetion of his gosl,
he has first an obligstion, To thia, rights, howeveyr impor-
tant, are only c¢onsequent, although as important as mesns to
the end,

Ap;arently in the spirit of Cartesian novelty, ‘lotbes,
like Dosoartes, almed to sstablish his philesophy by an utter-
ly freah start independent of tradition and the tramiwls of
prior things, eapecially things that dind liberty to s trans-
cendental target., Convinced of the fallure of traditional
philosophy, he sndeavoured to set out on o new path to de-
vise his own plan of soelal harmony by rolng to the oplgin
nf soclety in the prights of the Individual and b establish-

ing law and order on them. :or Hobhea the fount of order is
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not in duty or law properly undewstood but rather in the
rights, or sbsolute elaims of the individual who is totally
independent of, and prior in prineiple to, socliety, iobbes?
relegation of duties to the dark ‘s due, no doubt, to the new
primacy of the non-transcendental, earthly ond, HMoral obliga-
tion here loses all valus, Tlhare i3 little doudb$ bdut that
this vas a pgreat vevolution, & distinetive ploncering endea-
vour which has carrisd on eharasteristioally into the world
of modern Shought, It is tndeed foumd in Rousseaun,

Tho next ehapter explains in fuller detall this

primacy of rights, particwlarly how it somes to fruition in
the seelal order,



CHAPTER V

LEVIATHAN,
THE PRUITION OF INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

How 414 Hobbes dovelop this individualist prinmaecy of
rights inte a soocial order? s »snt asunder law and right.
He 414 this by making rizht no longer dependent upon moral
law and then by positing the now mrimasy of individual rights
over moral law, To ses this more claarly it is of valus to
define his terma, risht anf law, Hobbes denisd natural moral
law jproperly understood as an objective pre-wolitionsl prin-
siple innates in rationgl beings according to uilch thelr
operations are to be ordered. it, Thomas had Jdeseribed it
as an erdination or dietate of reason presminemtly objective.
fdobhes, howsver, wrotei

These distates of reasson, men uned $o call by

the name of laws, but % ¢so whereas law,
SomiAnd aver otbarel. b7 rient hath
Whare idobbes denied natural morel law thus traditionally un-
derstood; he would sssort a new aort of moral law (and purely

! Loviathan, pe 78-79. Italles are ours.
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positiveslaw "oulgaﬂon"a) as prastisally and wmr&y} the
word or will of the political soversign., Far him the natural
moral® law 1s net really a Aew®, FProperly spesking, 1t sim-
ply does not exiss, Hs proceedod to split the traditional
union of right and moral law by separating the lasue of rigits
from {ts dependence upon natural moral law as treditionally
anderstood, 7o viewed this union as a oconfusion, in the
Levisthan he wrotel
For though they that sjeak of this subjest, use

%o sonfound snd "pight” md "law": yet t

i Por as mush oo Soligation ond 11betyered O
similarly, obligstion would beeome anm muoh oppesed to liberty

as law te Plght, for enly eivil law properly cblizes’' a man

(}t. J&rﬂndel‘, The rolit o8
% bea, y%%gl%guor etion, O: x?or%, at tﬁa%ﬁmﬁ
8y, 1 arrende * 5 ovligation begins in the state
of nature, with the ].aw of m‘am and that Hobbes stresses
duties rpather than rights as coming firat., BHut on tiobhesn!?
remiges "duty” 1s sti{ll only amoral. 3ee summarles on pp,
31’. 322‘326, 3”0

3 h'ilthﬂu. Pe 12L.

L The law of nature 1s nataral physical law for rocks,
oaks, and lions., ihe generic "natural law'" no longer includw
the nstural moral law but spocifically exaludes Lt for all
pnctiul. social purpoaes,

2‘; give, pe S7=59. Cf, too Leyiathan, chapter 20,
6 E!utma’ p' Mo

7 Ibidem, pe 124127 inter allas,
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as against the liderties, or rights of the state of nature.
Hobbes also declared:

I find the words and *5; o%}g;g
that is to say "law" %ﬁi “riéét eivil™ pro aau&ualy

used for the same thing, aven in the most louraod
authors; which nsvertheless ocught not to be aso".

The reason they ought not to he so confounded, is seen in
Hobbes! definition or understanding of them. His aim was to
rsconciles freedam with law and suthority.

fils separstion of natural rlight from traditional
moral law meant the primaey not only of right9 over uoral law
{(an snalytisal primasy) - in the state of nature - dut also
of oivil law over right (a prastioal, or pragmatic primmocy)
~ in sog¢iety. In the final analysls, iHobdbes has right and
liberty appoacalo to law, whersss traditlionally lsw was op-
posed only to license., 7This reversal which makes liberty
virtually liecense and opposed to transosndental law would
ride mightily into tlw fleld of modern Liberal thought. The
end of law, moraover, is here designed solely to limit liber-
tys "the end of making laws," sald iobves'l, “1s no other

8 . .
Ibidem, pe 134, <f. oxplanation, us Jorpors roli-
#1000, ‘oleswo : Vol, Iv, p.'azz-zas. b= £ekd,

- z.Thua Mobbaulapaaka of theae ights, or libertiss,
2s amoless oF amoral powers. Uf. De Corpore rolitico,
mlﬂm’ Yel, IV s Po 63. =

10 revisthan, p. 66, 124, 13k.
1 Ibidm, Pe m'
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but sush restraint; without which there cannot possibly be
sny peace.” The law, he uddnlz. was bpought (as man's crea=-
tion) into the world "for nothing elas hut to limit the natu-~
ral liberty of particular men, in sush manner as they might
not huwrt, but assist one mmosher...” But this pleture is not
understood sxgopt in terms of lobbes! revelutionary affirma-
tion of individual natural rights as the pwre s ring from
whieh soclety and then law come %o be. The funstion of law
was no longer diregtion te Jod but pestyiotion from deatn -~

restristion on men lost in sheer sell-interesat they tear sach
cther apart. The whole developwent bLosomes a secularist
humanisns, sn smancipation from a transcondental direction
toward a purely oivil onalj.

Rougsean, apropos, lollowed .iobtea' rejectlon of
traditional natural law and thus of natural moral rights, It
is little wonder, tlerefore, that his like denial of {(tradi-
tional) natural moral rights was sisnificantly stressed in
thess words: "Hobbes had seon clearly the defeats of all the
modern definitions of natural vight...lh"

12 ryyaem,

13 To be oivil then msant, not to be wvirtuoua, baut
to be peaseful,

1 urggin of Inequallty, .. 196.
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In order to dlapel the traditional cenfounding of
right with moral law, Hobbes aimed to malte his position olear
‘J
and in leviathan he wrote™”: "'right' consisteth 1n liberty
to do, or to forbear...," and "tthe richt of nature', whiech
writers commonly oall Jjus nsturale, is the llilLerty esoh man
hath, €0 use his own power, as he will himself...," This
alons, hs insists, 1is jus naturale, or liberty, in the praoper
sense!
By "liberty,” is understood, assording to the

proper signification of the word, the absence of

external Iimpediments: which impediments may oft ta:e

away part of a man's power to lo what he would; bat

cannot hinder him from using the power left him,

acog::igg as hisz judgment and resscn shall :fctate

to .
tvident 1s the negative and physieal sspeot of n1is notion of
right and liberty, A mants freedo <, he wrotol7, ‘consisteth
in this, that he finds mo stop, in doing what he has the
will, desgire, or inclination to do." Again, he said: "Libar-
ty, of 'freedom', simnifieth, properly, the absence of op=-
position.,” ile adds: "By opposition, I meen external impedi-

ments of motion} and may de applied no leass to irrational and

15 Leviathan, j» oo. Ofs also .. 1.2, and be Sied,
pe 177, idobbes refera to thils "liberty ' as Leing "absolute”.

16 reviathan, p. 66. Cf. too p. 100-101.

17 midem, p. 100, of. too De Oive, ». 109.
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inanimate creatures than to rational.”’” Oimilarly in De Uive
ne sa1al8:  "... Hettner by the word right ia anyshing slse
signified than that 1idberty whioh cvery man hath to make use
of his natural faculties according to right reason.,” Iobbes
here lays claim to its being rational, yet at the same time
he finds the foundation of natural right, not in right reason
but in an smoral "irreslistidle powarlq”t

cse A suro and irresistidle power confers the

right of dominion and ruling over those who camot
resist; insomuoh, as the right of all things, that
can be done, adheresa cssentially and lrmedlately
unto this omnipotence hence arisiag,

Hatural rights, or lidberties, no longer rosted on thes
natursl meral law, The moral law was no longer a foundation
of natwral right, or liberty, Just as society no longer
rested on man's rational naturs,

If the moral law 1s not properly law, what, properly
spoaking, s the law? 7The snswer should be clear, For
Hobbes, it i3 really the will or comiand of the eivil
oovuvnignzoz "A law, to apsak properly and ascciurately, is
the speech of him who by right commanda zoneuwhiat to others to

be done or osmitted..." The dletates of natural law 4o not

18 Do 0&!2. pe 274

19 L 5 f "
bidem, pe 30. Cf. too De -oppors rolitico, foles-
wath, Vol, p Po 3&0 g

20 ve give, p. 59
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esonstitute law insofar as theoy como fror nature bat as they
coms from will: and insofar as utility is converned, and
utility is guite important for the contractuslista, this will
as the base of law is nothing but shesr homooentrio w11121:
"RBut those which we c¢all the laws of nature ... ars not laws,
as they proceed from nature,.,” "..., The law is the declared

e2n vig, the mprene will of the clty,

will of the supremo
or commonwealth, Having denied natural moral law as properly
a law, lobbea declared that "what 1g our's, and what another's
is a question belonging to the civil law,” totally and indli-
vhlb1123, ard in no way, moreover, is the maoral law deter-
mined as a primary peinoiple of right or wrong. It 13 an
sush purely and properly a determination of positive law
alone:
ses But what is to be oalled theft, what nurder,

what adultery, what injury in a oitizen, this is not

to bs detemined by the natural, but b the olvil law™™.
Hobbes denies thure 1is anything cood or bed by natizo: “overy

astion {n {tg own nature is im!.lf‘foronta&“ amd ‘hefore thare

21 mvidem, Of. Leviathan, p. 76-73.
22 De Cive, p. 81, footnote.

23 ;
ﬁ%&tt!g Pe 58, Hobbes refers to "this groat
authority | ¢ ng.malvl;iblo." Cf, too De Cive, p. L0S
and 1320
a. De 01"’ Pe 81,

25 %pc 129, Of. too ¢ Lorpore rolltieso,
Molesworth, Vol., IV, p. 97. -
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was any government, just and unjust had no being, theipr
aaturs only being relative to some eommand.’ This denial of
intrinsie morality would entrensh 1itselfl in the straongholis
of liberal individualism, particularly as it evolved into
Jtilitarianiam,

It 18 true that often enough Hobbes has all the ap=
pexrances of affimming the "law of nature” ss a sort of moral
prluclplozb, or ideal by which deeds are naturally forbldden
or presaribed, but mctually and practically®’ it is purely a
political sommand, properly speakinz, as he himself mnutaza.
It is of proper valus only for the politicized man,

It micht also be mentioned that Hobbes spoke now and
then about 4divine law, orF the laws of 30d as most Droperly
1.',29‘ But these, of aocurse, for Hobbes are pre-eminently
verbal vasuities of ths hishest arder. MHobbes' very gontext
demands adbove all thinge that they be just this and no more,
Any transsendental comsunication of Jod and man 1is

26 a Ci.vg, pPe 161,

27 3eem 1y, it 1s as though (mrior to the “tate) it
ware but a kind of unastuslized jotonoy.

22 In this vegard, Vaughan akos Lo sommeont: ‘“opr
him [otdes | the 'lav of nature' stands, on the one hand, for
a brute instinet; on tho other hand, for a moral ildeal. And
ths lavity with whigh he passes from the one interpretation
to its direet epposite 1z nothing anort of astounding’ -

3tudies ia the History of rolitical rhllosophy, vYol. L, pe 3%

29 ’D__.‘ cl". Pe 590
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praguatioally lost or soolally outlawed or changed to some~
thing wholly onthropcuorphu”. Even tod's law, whatever
this or God is for the materialist, was wroperly only the
word of the soversign of State, '!lobbes' roforence to God as
having command over all things is of no value, at least so
far as preastical human action is concerned ~ exeept insof'ar
as Ged's lavw is explioitly expressed by the politisal veolce,
wvhether in a demecrany, aristosrasy, or momrohyn. God's
law for Hobbes is just as unintelligible in itself oxtra~
politically as the natural moral law of the Chriatian (or
pre-Christian) tradition. Repesatedly and emphatically, he
m.th "all subjeets ars bound to obey that for divine
law, whioh is declared to be zo by the laws of the gammon-
wealth.” Pupthermore, he noted, "none can make laws dut the
commonweslth; desause dur subjection is to the commonwealth

Gﬂl’ooosz"

The human subjeot does not know how to observe
these prineiples of soclal order other than b way of these
positive laws: "A man knows not othorwise how to obey them,"

Unwritten law, %00, 13 subsuned under tho eivil will: ",..Add

30 Ividem, p. 27.
N WD Pe 123,
32 Ipidem, p. 132-133.

33 Ib!m. Pe 123.
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laws, written and unwritten, have their suthority and force
from the will of the coumonwealth.,. "

The oivil will slone, therefore, beeomss the new
porsl law. And the new moral law is the oivil law. Eut it
can in no wise be subjeot to iteselfl, becauss, as liobbes heid,
"the sovereign of a comaonwealth..s iz not aubjeat to the
oivil lm”". and much less 18 the oivil will aubjest to
anything sbove or other than itsclt”. begause it cammot act
against either nmatural or divim lmr”z "o civil law what-
soover.,, can possibly be against the law of natwrs,” Similmer
notions of the pragmatic primacy of positive law are found in
Spinoin. Loskeo, snd Rousaeau, 7The naturel law is a divine
law, says ﬂobbolBB, "ees 1t 18 the eternal law of God,." The
civil soverelpgn can do no wrong, or iujustics to any nubjoct”l
The oivil law, moreover, contains tiw natural law., "The law

of Hature and the olvil law", sald iiobbuho. "oontaln saeh

3 midem, p. 125,

35 miden, p. 12,

36 1214!!5, De 85"360 Ol ‘D._.” G,.Vﬁ’ Po 1619 125“1290

37 pe give, p. 161-162,

38 df. the very title of Chapter IV of Ahilggg?uigal
Hudiments “That the Law of iaturs 18 a ivine Llaw ', -olca=-
worth, vol, 1Y, p. 0. Of. nlso Lewilathan, p. 129 and 133.

39 Ileviathan, p. 101 and also ‘hapier 7117, p. "G= 6.

Y mvidem, p. 12,
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other, and are of equal sextent,” Interesting and revelatory
1s his contention that law preperly is only a conclusion, s
sonclusion or eormuand of human will, but not as from anythin:
real, least of all as from a prior sxisting ordinance of
reason, seoen in the traditional, natuwral moral law:
These diotates of reason, men used %0 call by
the name of laws, but Im;roperly: for they ars but
B the donservation and defence of thonselves. ..t
This means the conclusions are not rooted in reality but are
aseltous as pollitical oconclusions that rirst come to be as.
principles in sooial rolations, but always from mant's will.
Only "then", he says, "ars they sctually laws, and not before;
as bsing then the commands of the cormonwoaulth..." ke
The resson the politliesl soverelmm 1s not obliged by,
or sublect to, -the civil laws is that the soclal ocontract
{which 18 the sals aource of @bllgabionkB) iz valld only
batwoen uubjootshh: this 13 "by sovenant only of one [sub-
jeet] to another [subjest], end not of the soversign to any
of them..." Thus "meither san the oity be obliged to her

citison...hs' Under no moral law thon is thes sovereign

b2 rvidem, p. 78-79.

42 1praem, po 124,

43 by cive, p. 201.

L Leyisthan, p. 8%,

k5 De Cive, ps 80, Cfy also p. 142,
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obliged to the eitizen. Omly subjscts are to obey laws for
the sake of sesurity and the quest for felicity. Ths sove~
reign as having the power to overawe men and ao enforee the
laws gives reality to obligation, "for it ia tho soversign
pewer that obliges men to obey them'®." Omly thus are dise
putes among men rosolved, The new natural moral law is pure-
ly the eivil law, 2 law purified of traditional trammel, The
right or will of the paliticsl soversign beoomes the astual
law, The pelitical powsrs that ho make "the tiings they com~
mand just, by oommending them, and thoso ~hish they forbdid,
unjust, by forbidding them®’.” The sovereiszn is not bound
but free to sot, to make and ropsal laws "when he pleasethO",
"The eity 12 thereofore fres whsn she ploaaoﬁhhg”, for "the
law 18 the intention of the legislator” and "that law can
never bo against reason>Y, "

Thus morality 12 plainly based on an arbitrary
nnalurosl. yot, smong others, denying this is ir Lsslie

Lé [eyilathan, p. 12)4.

47 De Cive, ps 129, He says too: 'Thers are no au-
thentical dootrines comgerning ripnt and wrong, good and evil,
besldes the constituted laws in each realan sad governmuent”

Pe %xv (Prefnce to the Aeader).

4o Leviathan, pe L2L.
hq & ci Oy Je aOO

50 Leviathan, p. 125,

51 0f eourse, liobbes' pollitical morallt; cannot be
arbit 12 1t 12 kept in mind that mat rialism pormits no
spiritual will and therefore nothins stristly arbiirary.
The abaurdity s that of ilobbasg,
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shmsz who, thoagh he seea Hobbes' ’'legal or purely exter-
nal eonception” of morality as "totally inadequate”, maintains
that “it does not imply that the moral law 1is 'arbitrary'! or
made at will by the sovereign." 7ihe reason, he says, is that
"4t is the law of ‘'sslf-preasrvation' regarded from a purely
egolstie point of view." Ho doudt, egoism 13 of radical im-
portanse here, But no interpretation can fairly expunge the
arbitrary charactor of iiobbes' politlesl sovereizn. 7This 1is
partisularly true in the light of tiodbbes! voluntarism - and,
above all, is 1t true besause soclioty and social oprder first
arise esontractually from individual rights, or wills, author-
izing soclety and 1%s sovereign will., The ocivil laws alone
then decome "the rules of good and evil, just and unjust,
honest and dishomest; therefore, what the legislator commands,
must be held for good snd what he forbida for svil®3." iow
can thesoe lines in thelr whole context be construed as any-
thing but erbitrary? Sterling Lemprecht™ makes a similar
defence of iobbes by pointing out that his sovereign is not
arbitrary as it exists for "the safety of the people >

52 sgephen, 0pe Site, pe 219-220.
53 E_ Cive, p. 128,
Sh Lampreaht, "Introdustion®, De live, p. xxvi.

55 :_)2. ‘Jive. e 1142.
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"the oity was not instituted for its own, bdbut for the sub-
jeots' sake" and that the sovereign 11, above all, subjeet to
the laws of nature, or the dictates of reason, “ut the fit-
ting retort to Lemprecht is that, despite the sovereign's
raison d'dtre, however nobls, he can 40 "no injury to any of
his aubjootlsb" and can do abaslutely no injustice or wrong
properly apeaking, and, what is more, the laws of nature are
stimply not zroper laws, “herc then there is no lsw, there is
no daty. Clearly, then flobbes'! sovereign will 1a not only
arbitrary but as infallible as Rousseau's sovoreirn, the
Jensral will, Huntington aaitn057 notes that Hobbes' theory
ef law has begome ‘most powerful” and "is atill employed with
fruitful results,” And this, it may be stressed, has besn
true chiefly by way of Hobbes' individualisn, Hobbes' theary,

56 Leviathan, p. 86 ot 95, ilobtes says: ‘It 1s true
that they ¢F ave sovereign power may commit iniquity, bdbut
not injustice or injury in the proper siznifisation.” p. 36.

57 &

untington Cairns, le ;gg;oaoE%F tram»ggﬁgg t
H%gg;, Baltimore, The Johns Hopkins Press, 199 Po . =2
thi?v :;xy no;ogogoro what was gnid by W.3, Pogson 3mith "The
¢hiloso of Heb.ea, an Zasay”’ in Hobbos' loyia veey WX~
ford, at the (larendon Prol::qua'?t oo H?-&f% on’poli-
tiss has ever probed ita [moralityl fundomsntasl sconceptions
more thoroughly; and I say it alvisedly, if you would think
olearly of rights and Jutles, sovereignty and law, you must
begin with the oriticism of iHobbes." (p. xvil) -~ Haxey wrota
"Hobbes simply eould not be ignored, and sannot be isnored
even now,” Chester C, Maxey, Felitical <hilosophlios, Hew
York, Msemillan, 1935, p. 232.




LEVIATHAN, PRUITION OF RIOHTS3 8

Cairns points out, "seems historically to be at the root of
the contemporsry realiast's somseption that law 1s whatever ia
dore offlolally about disputes,”

The adsolute primecy therefore, of "individual, nate-
ursl rights® -« of men "free and equal” - leads to the
mrimacy of sovereign political will, This eoculd be seen in
the form of Locke's majority will and Housseau's aonoinl ~111.
It is true that gsovernment sccording to locke holds sovereipn
power revooably, only by mandate, unlike ‘Hobbes' [ixed or set
sovereign, Yet even Locke's majority will of the people is
the power, astually sumreme and potentially totalitarian as
subjeet only to the natural amoral law of solf-intoroatss.
Despite the optimism that coveras Locke's stats of nature, his
theory of natural rights as originating the étatc and ;‘overn-
ment, or as determining civil law is at least fundamentally
that of Hobber and indicates how he swallowed the latter's
dostrine of natural rights and the state of nsture - as
againat the prime importance of the tradition of transcendenu-
tal purpose, morel law and Jdutlesa, ULeo sstrnusa59 goes as far

a8 to sxy thaet 'lobbes i3 "the founder of modern political

58 or, Locke, T Ly
Ofe L » Troatise of Civil Jovernment, sherman
pe 8285, 62-65, Sb=5', LO-95, ’ ’

59 leo Btraus ” % 5% i
uss, The lolitie rthilosophy of liobbaa:
Its Rasis and Its Jenesis, tr., from the Jerman manuacr{p% by
3ine

Befh e s Oxford, at the Clarendon iress, 1936, p. 177.
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phallosephy”; as he was "the firat to distingulah” "betwesn
tright! and 'law', in such a way that he sought to prove the
State as primerily founded on f'right', of wvhish tlaw' is a
uere oon-equ.uco...ﬁo“:
For itlobbes obviously starts, not, as the great

tradition 414, from nastural 'law', 1.8, {rom an

objeative order, but from natural ‘rightt'.., whieh,

far from beoing depsndent on any previous law, or.sr,

or obligation, is itself the origin of all law,

order, or obligation,
"ebbes, moreover, made an "unsonditisnal rwtural risnt the
basis of all natural dutfes, the dutles bvelns therefore only
cnnditionnlbl.” In 3trauss' atudy of this juestion there is
a peculiar point of view from which this modern revolt appears
as a movemant againat the classical trediticn rather than
against the Christian tradition, as if the ‘hristian philo-
sophy merits no sttention as a peime frotor in the whole pile-
turs, or aas if the solution to the problen i3 a seculsr one
not to bs marred by Revelation and all that this soclally
entalls, Ubligetion, or duties take on a now and definitive
meaning in the light of the Insarnatlion and the Hew waw - as
Cheistlian philosophy attests., 'The Protestant and Fodern
Asvolution 1s most clearly seen in the 1li-ht of the Christian

tradition, Por 1t 1s, in part at least, sgelnst this

50 bidem, p. x1t.

61 Strauss, Hatural Rizht and Histows, e 152.
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tradisien, or against what they think it las, tiat liobbes and
Reusseau react, ‘The reaction is only sesonderlily against thw
slassieal tradition. (when Christianized, the olassical
tradition becomos the béte noire.)

dobbos! break with tradition appears most railcel in
1ts denial of the intelligibility of bein:, or objeotive
reality = whersupon arises e new “intelligibllity’, volun-
taristic and homosentrie. In tune with his individualism,
he uphelds, like thoe later~day rationalists, the primacy of
reason, 1,8, autonomous roason along with a staunch anti-
reason, fiis notion of anti-rsason amounts to sscepticlisn, or
e metaphysisal agnosticism -~ the denial of the intelligibil-
1ty of being, natural or divine. If bveing is unintelligidle,
then all the more is Jod, prime Souree of belng, inintelli-
gidble, But as some measure of human soelal relations is
nscessary for ovder, the will of the 3tate, wman's highest
soeisl institution, arises as the new messure — the new
"ralpon d'dtre” - "palson d'état”. In Ue Cive Holbes sa:rs:
"all things in the natural kingdon of God are ingquired into
by reason only, that 13 to say, out of the principles of
natural leioneoba." Ho 18 juite olear in affirming that "we
cannot 30 mush an reash to the full anderstanding of all the

qualities of our own bodles, or of any othsr ereaturcs.” In

62 ;Q_’. '31?0, pex™ 136.
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the Leviathan he u;_a'-”c "as they [these principles] cannot
teach us our own nature, nor the natws of the smallest
oresature living,.."” "they are so far fram teaching us eny-
thing of J0d's nature...", but "there is no othor way to know
anything dut by natural roason, that ils, from the principles
of natural sclience.” There are, as sver, all the appearances
here of Hobhes' having considerable consern for things theo~
loglieal and religious, but actuslly these t:ings, so far as
ne {s oconcerned, do not belong Iin society except as determin-
ed, defined, and declared by the politliecal will = a view not
much unlike that of the leter<day liberal. ‘uch things are
sontroversisl and not condusive to the peace and profit of
men, 32ut it 1is from this sooptliec bhasis that the notion of a
liberel tolsrance 2prings ss a praectical noed.

As a part of the revolutionary emancipation "autono-
mous reason” ssvers and releases the individual man from a
heteronomous dependense upon teing and its oxactions, espe~
cially those of man's natwre and this natural moral law — at
leaat as intelliglilo exiatents. If being ia iatelliginls,
it points too atrongly toward dependence ugon tne old tradi-
tion, The indiviMial must bacome the radical determinant of

63 %g;ta&%an. Pe 166, MNarx, the msterislist, more-
over, cerst reason to call !iobbes "the fsther of ua

all", Cf, Willlam Y, l11liott and iteld) A, MeDonald, westorn
folitical Hepitage, low York, irenSige-Hall, inc,, 1§§%.
Pe .
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being and truthbha 'All things were determined by every nan's
own Judgment..." "..e Lvery man is Judgoés." Jhen a man
oxarcises his liderty, or natwral risht, he ascts solely "in
his own judgment and reason®®." ".., Every ono is governed
by his own reason” and "overy man is his own Judge...67“ "he
Primal autonomy 1s quite clear:
ese Every man's own reason is to bs accounted,

not only the ruale of his own setions..., but also

as the measure of anothugaman's reason, in such

things as 40 congern him*",
Hor does autonomous reason cease for a man once he is in
society, any more than his exiatence or liberty ceases, lHe
19 slways allowed what 18 left over after civil law speaks
and sets the determinations of order. Like religion it must
stay out of soclety unless it i1a the sovereign reason, or
will, Reason can only be curded and restrained. A man e¢an
nsver be osonvinced, nor convines snother. “To convinse a man
is not to enjoy a common understanding with him, but to dis-
03 =

place his reason by yours This s an obvious point, 1t

64 De Cive, p. 161,

65 azsathln. pe 70.
%6 Inidem, p. 66,
7 pe carpore Politieo, Molesworth, Vol. IV, p. 225.

66‘23 Cive, p. 32.
69 saueshott, "Introduction”, op. elt,, =, 1ivi,
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should be observed, If ressen {s not a natural spliritual
pover, dHebbes wrote:
o one man's reason, nor the reason of any one

number of men, makes the certalnty; no more than an

aseount is thereiore well oast up, bo?anno a great

many men have unanimously approved it'~,
Hobbes' rationallism, moreover, ‘s an aspect of him agnosticiam
aboat reslity. In dissussing a cosmmon measurs for scclal
order, he denied a natursl foundation for right resson in the
oxisting ordgy?la "This common measure, some say, is right
ressont with whonm I should consent, if there were any such

thing to be found or known in perun natwra."” "Aight reason,”

he affirms, simply "is not existent...” what is more, "no nan
can know right resson from false...7z" “e insints73: 3 ome

monly they that eall for rizht resgon to dselde any

70 viathan, ;. 28, Por one man to engage irn con-
vineing others 1s intolesrsble in socofety, according %o Hobbea,

n De Cowpore Yolitise, Molesworth, vol. IV, p. 229.

72 7¢ zive, p. 32.

73 o ~ ore ti “ . .

> » '-~Ql$‘w0rth’ Jol. IV . 225.
This viewpolnt is very muoh %n avidenge in tha cont;mgornry
world, = walter Lippmann sees nothing but an obstucls In
thisz attitude which he exposea as follows: “Iun the preval l-
ing popular eulturs all phillosophios sre the instruments of
some man's purpose, all truthes are self-gentered and self-
regarding, and all prinelples are the rationslizations of
some gpooial interest, Therse is no public criterion of the
true and the false, of the right snd the wrong, beyond that
whieh the preponderant mass of voters, consumers, readers,
and listeners happen at the momsnt to be asupposed to want.”

Tnhe fublie rhilosophy, p. 9.
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controversy, do mean their own.," B:t this should not be sir-
prising 1f (t i{s renombered that, ascsording to tobbes, reascn
18 merely a supsrior form of sensation, bhor is there any
foundation existing objustively for a distinction between
good and evil, or right and wrong othor than feelinrs, or
passions, will or cppotltoTu:

For these words of good, evil, and contamptible,

are ever :sed with relltion to the porson that useth
them! there being nething simply and absolutely soj
nor any common rule of good snd evil, to be taken
from the nature of the edbjeets themselves,

Hobbes elsarly cultivates the grounds or at least the
feundations of free-thinking whieh wuld loom strong in the
individualian of liberal shought, le wes in the best of the
nominalist tredition in maintaining that “‘good' and ‘evil’
are names that signify our sppetites and avsrsions; whioh in
differeat teapere, custems, and doetrines of —en, are dif-
tar.nt7s.' dereover, "begauso whatsoever a mman would, it
therefore seeas good to him bocause e wills 1t...76" The

neasure of good and evil, no found in pleasure : .l pain,

L] leviathan, p. 32.

75 iptdem, p. 7. uf. too Ie Civa, pe 57.

76 De Zive, pe. 28. f. too ilobbe-, .usstions con-

sorni Lﬁ!é?%;. ligg.a&tx. an Ggfnci, Nolesworth, vol, V
?. I§§. o s ocasts 8 vaote against the trnnsoeﬁdentala’

and the pr'neiple: ‘.na, bonum, st vapr.um convertuntar?®),
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"for," as he wrotse, "wo all measure good and evil by the
plessure or pain we either feel at prosent, or expect hero-
urtorn." The standard is purely relative and subjactivom:
“No man ealleth good or evil, dut that which 1s so in his own

eyes...' In Human Hatwrs are the followiny 11noa79=

"Every
msn, for his own part, calleth that which pleaseth.., good}
sad that ovil whioh displeassth him." BRut this is so because

"while every aman differéth from another i{n constitution, they

differ also from one apother conserning the common distinction
of good and evil," And with this 13 added significantly:

"Nor is there any such thins es absolute ~oodness...”’ It is
by one's naturs and "through diversity of our affections "
that "one gounts that gvuod, whieh snother counts evil,"
"Sueh {8 the nature of man, that svery one calls that good
which he desires, and evil whioh he eachews.” This i3 the
gate to rampant subjsetiviam, But this norm of Judging
relentlessly tends to pervade oommon ag well as private

astivitys

7 pe cive, p. 166,
78 Loviathan, ». 306.
79 Human Hature, Holemwortu, Vol. IV, p. 32.

80 e give, p. 1206,
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And diveorss men, d4iffer not only in their

judgment, on thoe sensas of what 1s pleusent and

unpleasant to the taste, smell, hearin;;, toush, and

sight; but also of what i3 conformable or dinafroe-

able to reason, in the astions of common liife%*.
Apparently, then, the leopholes in civil law will be so many
that no number of laws could ever eateh up with the diversi-
ties of human tastes, These diversities are seen not only
"in those shings wo apyrehend By sense, as by tasting, toush-
ing, smelling; but much more in thoso which pertain to the

oommon agtions of 11:0...82'

Obviously, the judgments of
iadividual men are independent insofer as "men judze the good-
ness or wiekedneas of thelr own, and of other mon's actions,
snd of the asctions of the commonwealth itsgelf, by their own
pnsaionna3.“ Thus, mopzaver, 1t is in the spirit of tndi-
viduslism an3 sutonamous resson that obtes wrote: ‘... .he
knowledge of good wnd evil belongs to easch single mnnah."
Hany e Liboral has found his oue on grounds of this
sort, B3upreme Court Justise, Oliver Wendell Holmes, held
that "morally good" and "morally bad” mean in the final ana-

lysis that "I 1like 1t" and "1 don't like it" Just as tastes,

9 Leviathan, p. 78.

82 2e Clve, pe 57.

83 Leviathan, p. 305-306.
8 De give, p. 128,
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e BAYS, VAPY, S.Z. Ono wants coffee with sugar; enother,

without itas. The first principles tehind morality are "1i{t-

erally prejudices”, as Morris Oohan56

Holmes. "It would be well," liolmea asuortla7. "1f the intel~

aays in agresing with

ligent classes could forget the word aln and think less of
being good,.” At least liltler sesms to have heeded the apirit
behind Holmes' thought. Ths sallient significance is seen in
Holmes' conclusion congerning order: "It seems to me clear,’
notes Bolnnaaa. “that the ultimate ratio not only regum [of
ralers] dut of private persons is foree.” Law 18 an appeti-
tive dictate:

w¥hen the Jermans in the late war [No. I, 191h-18)

disrezarded what we call the rules of the game, 1
don't see there was anything to be ssid sxcapt: we

£
) 93 Ve we iHolmes, To Lady :ollock, .eptember v, 1902,
in Zolmem=fo Letters (The correspondence of :ir, Justlce
Holwes and deriak rolloek 1674-1932), ed. b7 Mark L.
Howe with an Introduction by John U, Palfrey, Camdridge, ass,
idarvard Univeraity :<ress, 1%4l, Vol. X, p. 105. Cf. too
Pelix Frankfurter, "Early “ritings of .., !olmes Jr.”, in

H%gvggg w Review, Vol, ALIV, ¥areh 1931, p. 717-724, 723.

. too %’a’nc s 7o LeBuffe and James 7/, H;yos, The g&’riam

rhi%gloqgﬁ of Law, fourth ed,, sew York, Crusader rreas, inc.
s W

an appended artiscle by John <. Ford, "The ."unda-
mentals of Holmes' Juristic suilosophy", .. 377-403.

86 ,
Horris R, Cohen, ‘Justice Holmes", X xoggbggc.
Vol. XXV, Pebruary é. 1921: Pe 2985 = g ravizu o¥ Vel a
Rolmes' Colleated Logzal Faperas.

87 Holmes, to Mr. Polleock, April 7, 152u, in lolnes-
Pollook Istters, Vol, II, p. 1789, Here he reafars 1o man as
Ta cosmie ganglion, a momentary intersection.”
08 .4, w n ;
« 4, Holmoa ¢ tommon AW, Poston, Little
Brown and Co., 1881, p. ﬁ%? ! ’ ’
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don't like it and shall kill you i1f wo can. 3o vhen
it canes to the development of a ooggug urls the
altimate question is what do the don orces of
the community want and do they want it hard enough §8
disregard whatover inhibitions may stand in the wey“?.

Holmes, like Hobbss, almo attasked the "econfusion” of civil
law with the moral law:

I often doudt whether it would not be a gain if
svery word of moral asipgnifisance could be banished
from thoe law altogether and other words adopted
whigh should convey logal ideas uncolored anything
outside the tzgﬁégzgg, %% 1.8, human civil Weoo
we should lose the rossil records of s good Jeal of
history and the majesty got fron ethiesl aasscciations,

but by ridding ourselves of an unnecessary confusion 0
we should gain very much in the clearnoss of our thoaght'.

The oivil law must be supreme in order that the maximum
resches of human freedom de gained., But Tor order, lolmss,
like Hedbes, holds that the lsw is the dominant pelitisal
wills

The will of the sovereipgn is law [not beoause
proceeding as the expression f the uternal Law as
in ¥he tradition Christianity upheld but] beeause
he has power to compel obedience or to punish dis-
obedience and for no other resson, The limits within
whleh his will is law then, are those within which
he hnag or is belisved to have, power to compel or
punish?l,

59 Holmes, To Wua, August,26, 1920, in iils Beook Heoti~
ces and Unsolleoted Lette ed, and annotated by W,U, Shri-
m.‘ﬁm"qm ntr uﬁe on by !, F. Stono, New Yorlc, Central
Book To., 1936. Pe 1&1.

90 Holmes, Collected Lagal rapers, .isw rork, larcowt
Bracs and Coe, 1921, p. . alics are ours,

bR of. Harv W Review, Vol. LIV, liarch 1t :
[ ] [ i3 931 e

785 and J. Pord T Pt ertes: 7 1 Lobubro aod Hages,
gii ¢ltes Do 379, The fact that ?olmen may have beesn person-
BRI £ 6RO, 0 At MO i ont s, et tdone, L

n rlying philosophy of i{ndividualiaiie wa%aria sn.
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As for Hobbes'! view about private Jjudgment, he refer-
red disparagingly, to be sure, to this "private measure" the

1"92 only insofar as it was

"mrivate knowledge of good and evi
soen as & 300ial measure of relations between one man's self-
i{nterest and anotherts., Yet it should be remembered that
Jobbes' system never strays from individusliasm. "Leviatihan®
1s dbuilt with, and upon, the blocks of whet in no small way

emme to be known as laissez~faire. It is still always Hobbea'

most primal tenet that "thers is no reason why every man
should not naturally mind his own private, than the publie
businot....qB" It should not be forgotten that even soclesy,
the pure aroation of the individual, is but a deviee of sell~
intorest, !Hobbes insists, newvertheleas, that this indivi-
dualism of men "free and equal” 1s not in the beat intereats
of the human individual and human order. It precludes soclal
order unless som® sovereign rectifier is commissionsd by Iree
and equel individuals to sustain subjection of each man with
his adsolute rights te the over-all orderin- power, "As long
as this natural right of every man to everything endwreth,
there oan be no asccurity to any man...gh” But the troable is

that men do not know; they 4o not know "a law tiat forblds

9”2 a QL!Q, e 133.
93 mbidem, p. 1225,

% bovigthan, p. 6. f, too ;i, Li".
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them" and “till laws be made they cunnot knowj nor can any
law be nade till they have agreed upon the person that shall
make 1895." And men do not know it because 1t does not exist
or has no intelligible being. 4And as never having had being,
1t must come into existence by man's will,

Its sstuality as a cood for man nmust derive from man
slone, ind "to say s thing 1s good, is to say it 18 as | or
snother would wish, or as the state woild have 1t, or asceord-
ing to the law of the llnd...qb“ There ia no base for an
oujestive judgment of existende, especlally in llne of a noru
of erder amony men, Autonomous roason is then fatile, There
is no right reason = there is no such thing in being, nor
"amy sueh thing to be found or known in porum natupa’’."

ese All contrpoverazies are bred from hence, tbat

the opinions of men differ concurning moum and t
just and unjust, profitable and unprof Ttable, go
snd evil, honest and dishonest, and the lifs, which
overy man esteems agcording to his own jJudgment.
But Hobbes insists that "there should be a cormon measure of
all things"” sontroversial, "as for example: of what is to he

4]
called »ight, what good, what virtuo...g“" Yince, however,

95 Ibid.m. Pe 65. e too P 1230

96 quegtions Congerping Liberty, ..olosworth, Vol. V,
o 193,

97 Je Coppore iolitlco, 'olesworth, Vol, IV, p. 225,
28 Oive, P,

98 s Coppore folit » "olesworth, Vol, IV, p. 225.
Itallos are oura,
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“"this s eertain ... right reason is not existent, the renson

of some man or men", he oonsludes, 'must supply the place

thereof" == the place of prsison 4'étre - and "that man or

men, ia he or they [monarchy or democracy or other form] that
have the sovereign power..." This will be the rositive Law
tn the role of the now moral law! "Consequontly the oivil
laws are to all subjeots the measures of their actions, where-
by to deteraine, vhether they be pight or wrons, virtuous or
visious...” The lawmaler in any event "is only the soverei m,
be he one man, as in a monarchy, or ons argembly of ren, as

in a demoorasy, or arislocrnoy(’q." The notion of totallitar-
fan demooracy is slearly to be found in Hobbdes,

Indeed, in any society founded on individualism, the
subjeet 18 douni to obaserve "the reason of his novomig,nl'oo."
Ags there exlsts no truth, abdsolute and indissutable, nor ine
telligible diotates of reason, "we have theoroefore set up over
oureselves a saovereign covernor’', anrid '!ohbosml
that the resultant "lews shall be unto nus, vhatscever they be,
ip the place of pight resson, to dietate to us wnat is really
good." Jince he has denied for the social men a

» snd asreed

99 leylathan, p. 123.
100 1bidem, p. 226.
101 0 Qongeraing Liberty, tolesworth, Vol. V,

pe 194, Itallcs aro ours,
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transcendental purpose in an intelliglble suprome Jeing, he
soes social purpose in the negative vein = 1.8, in averting
death, the sumaum malum. "Our morality,” he anyaloa, "is all
sontained in not disebeying of the laws,” and "all the real
good, whigeh we call honest and morally virtuous, is that
whish is not repugnant to tie law, civil or natural.” "The
law, " he notes, "is all the right reason ws have..." It {s
“sShe infallible rule of moral goodness.” 'The aotions of

sub jeats, if they be conformable to the law, are norally
good...1°3"nnd must abide by the law even when lawmakers err
as to vhat is “for the good of the poople sonetimes when 1t
i3 not" -: "For the law~makers are men, and may err..." The
soversign's roason must prevall as "judge of uhaf 1a neces-
sary for ponooloh." The point is: the sovereign power ocan
orry but not sin, 1,0, aan "comeit iniquity, but not injustice
or injury in the proper signirloution;os.“ e sovereign is

under no sontract with anyons and is subject “etoronomously

to no morel law (excopt the natural law which properly has no

102 Ibilden. Italics are ours,

103 nides, p. 293.

104 weviathan, p. 5.

105 Ibida’ Pe 3&. e ;)_9_ JLVB' Pe 9),: '... The
civil person sims not, but those subJests only by whoss votes

1t was deecreed; fur sin is s consegquonce of ths natural ox-
press will, not of the political, which is artificial.”
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1ntelligible actuality other than as expressed by soveroign
powers)., The gain, ineldentally, is distinctly in favour of
netionalism end vowsr politics, thanks to the philosophy of

{ndividualism, The goversign 1s as absolutely free as the
106

indiviiugl in the state of nature , and 18 commissioned ox-

pressly to volce and onforce his will as that of the subjects

whom he represents: " is their representative anlimited ol

The sovereign's rule is proason — right reason - but by this,

dobbes, of courss, means the sovereipgn's willloaz

All laws, written and unwritten, have their
authority and force from the will of the common-~
wealth, t 1s to say, from the will of the
represontative whieh in a monarchy ias the monareh,
and in other commonvealths the soverelg n assembly.

When the wills of individual men contract to found society,
they authorize the sovereign to represent their reason, their
rizhts and willslog: ... avery subjsct is by this ifnatitu-
tion author of all the actions and judgments of the sovoreign

106 “ ,
ggvggfgggg e 102, Cf. peo 161: Hobbes sayst
"And svery sovers f: ugh the same right, in procuringytho
safety of his people, that any particular man can have in
procurins the sefety of his own body." "... The law of na-
tions, and the law of Nature, is the seame thing." If a
ntturil moral law does not exist internationslly, %gg could
8 AL -

oxist In relations between goverelign and sub jec
tually the soverelisn, therclove, couI%'oﬁIi opsrate arbltra-
t1ly Coward his stbleots.

106 Ibldem, p. 125, Hobbes holds that law iz the
will and appotite of the Stats,

109 Ibidem, p. 86.
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instituted” and thus the sovereigzn is infallible and inocapabls
of injustice. "ivery particular man is author of all the
severeign dosh” and "of all his sovereign shall do™Y." By
this unlimited represontation the de facto will of the sov-
eroign becomes for the aubjeots what iz to Le the tric and
the good, Truth like Leviathan is an artificial production,
an issue by way of votes and representation and the like.
Hobbes! soclety, however, is individuslist through
and through., It does not have anything like a Common oxr
General v¥ill, as is found in Housseau, nor a truly eommon
good., It is in no sense an organio unity, despite all sug~
gostions to ths contrary, but merely an artificial collectiv-
Lty of individuals, a multitude made ons by the ropresenter —
“a 'unity! of the representer, not the 'unity' of the repre-

111,

pented... Its unity resides purely in the singleneas of

112
the sovereign reprsaentative

s 'in the subastitution, by
individual acts of will, of his own will for the many con-
fliecting w1110113. for as Jakeshott observes, liobbes' soasiesy,

in generation and structurs, is the "only soslety that does

110 rp94em, p. 85, Cf, 0. 101 and eapeeially -. 80.
111 Ibldm. Pe 40, <fr, Poe leo
112 Ipggem, =, 153.

113 Jakeshott, ‘Introduction”, op. cit., . 1lvi,
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not compromise the individuality of its components" and
"Hobbesa'! individualism is far too atrong to allow even the
briefest appearsnce of anythins like a general will," The
compasting individual as such authorizes the social authorlty
to be authoritative:

To autherize a reprssentative to make a choice

for we does not destroy or comnmromiso my individual-

ity; there is no confusion of willas.., my will is in

the appointment of the r:presentative..., the choloe

he mokes is not rine, but his on my behalfl,
Hobbss sees men as naturally 2 nultitude "not ons but many”,
"many asuthors, of everything their rewrssentative saith, or
doth in their name; every man giving their common represcnter
sathority from himself in particulnr...llb" This is repre-
sentation in the strictest sense, The reality of truth 1is
its oreation, so far as soclal order is concerned. 'ut it
begzins absolutely in individual human rights, autonomous will,
self-interest and autonomous rosson free or spiritually out
of contact with knowable being,

There 1s but one more point to be made: in a soeietdy
founded on individualism thare is hardly room for s super-
natural soclety., 1f being 18 unintolli,;ible to man by any
natural spiritual property of his, thon o cannot coma to an

asgured ononess with a universazl natural moral law or with

70d or a Thureh as a divine soclety. OUnce lnowable reallty

14 | oviathan, p. 80.
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of & natural noral law is denied, no Church or spiritual gov-

ernment other than or separate from the itate and much leas

above it 1s possidble or knowably existent., Men, says Hobbes,
cannot naturally "attain to the knowledge of thes nature of
God...lls” and hense it 18 "inconsiderate and rash" to say
“this or that doth not stand with divine justice."” Christiam
are to be subject only to their respective politiocal sov~
oroignlllbz "eso in a Christian commonwealth, obediaenco is
due to the sovereipn in all things, as well spiritual as tem-
poral.” It is clearly brought out that "... there is on
earth no such universal Churoh, as all Chriatians are to obey
because there 1s no power on earth to whiech all other commen-
#ealths are lubjoot117." This should be evident from Hobbes'
notion of the origin of truth by which men must aet., Actual-
ly he has engineered the total allenation of politics from
morals, For the sako of peace and order there can and must
be ohiy a temporsal governor: "and that governmor nust be ons."

1li,

And that sovereignty must be "entire sovereiprnty } 1t must

be total and indiviaible, "lio man can serve two mastorn.ullg"

115 De Cive, p. 186.

116 Ibidem, p. 208, <Cf, p, 108,
117 Leviathan, p. 211-212,

118 Ibidem, p. 168.

119 2’_ Gﬁ.ve, Pe 75.
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There nust de only ons ochief pnstorlzox "but Lif pastors be
not sudbordinate one to another, so as that thore may be one
ohief pastor, men will be taught sontrary dostrines..."
¥hether demosratis, monawrshical, or otherwiss, "who that one
chilef pastor is, socording to the law of Nature, ... 18 the
eivil oovovoign;..' Hobbes notes pointedly that "!temporal!
and 'spiritual'! govermmant are but two words brought into
the world to make men sse deudls, and migtake thelr 'lawful
sovereizn'.” Thias "lideration” from the intelligible prin-
oiples of reality, as taken up and adopted as natursl by the
Christian tradition was tho atteastion in modern seculerist
thought, It was this emsnsipating phaso of ilobdes! thought
- ogpesially in regard to Ohurch and State -~ of which the
Liversl Rousseau speaks well. Rounaonulzl lauds lobbes high~
1ly for deing "the only one” to sss "the evil and its remedy”,
viz, the remedy boing "a junetion of the two heads of the
Zagls, and the somplete reatoration of politiecal unity.”
Here, Hodbes, like Rousseau, wanted a return to the old pagan
anity of Religion and State wherein ss of 0ld the latter was
dominent, Tor shat had clearly charscteriszed organized
Chwiettanity, at lsast doctrinally, was 1ta distinction of

120 u!&!mm, Pe 212,
b 3g0lal Contwact, p. 118,
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Chureh and stete., Thia Christian asparation brought out def-
initively the natural (i1.,e. by a man's retional natwre) obli-
gations of men, subjeets and superiors, to purpose transcend-
ing this 1life, The lidberation-protest of individualian with
{ts stress on ’'individual ri-hta" altered the plstwre.

122 14 that iiobbes "eautht the spirit

3abine's summary
whiah vas to animate soclal thinking for at least two centu~-

ries mope, the spirit of laiss:z-faire’ - nis was in fact

the revelutionary theory of the age, Soclal authority or
pewey which private wills alone set up in the sonstitution
of & 3tate was 'the servant of private nacuritylaB."
For two senturies alter ilobbes self~interest

seomed to most thinkers a more obvious motive than

disintaprestedness, and enlightened self~interest a

more applicable ramedy for socianl 1lls than any form

of ecllective sotion,
Men need thisz “enlightenient” becauss, being naturally suoral,
they do not sin but only err, “Hobbes is zoncernsd adbove all
with the individual and the rights and privileges of tne in-
dividual,” sald willlam HeGoverntZ' who notes too that 1t 1is
precisely tils individuwlism whioh leads .lobbes "straight to

therough~going etatism, the hellef that the state shoild have

122 sabine, 9P %t_o_cp Pe l.!b?o

123 Ibiden, »pe. 475,
¥

Melovern, op. 8ite, pe Ob.
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absolute eontrol ovor all the actions of the individual.” I
should be slear that fHiobbes cannot be olasscd as merely a
totalitarian, 7To consider him so is a gross aberration, Hor,
of sourse, can he Lo regarded, striotly, as a libertarian, or
Liberal, though at least ths ingredients of Libsral thought
are in him, As Gakouhottlas observes, 'Indeed, iobbes, with-
out being himself a liberal, had in him more of the philosopy
of liberaslism than most of Lits professed defenders." It is
by his individualism that iiobbes has the funstion of the

State estranged from sontast with man's final deatiny and the
gonserted life of virtue — in favour of the motives that are
to be found in liberal individualism, in the [ imacy of
"1iberty” and "rights”. Unintelligible are obligations to

an extra-political apiritunl end, as these are unknowable to
the i{ndividual, S8trauss speaks of Yobbes as "the founder of
libnraliam”lzé if by 4iberalism 1ls meant the political doo-
trine which sees as the hasic politioal fact "the ri hits, as
distinguished fram the duties, of man and which identifien
the function of the state with the protestion or the asafe~

guard ing of those rirhts..."

125 oakeshott, "Introduction”, op. olte, v. lvil,

126 sevauss, Natursl Right and History, p. 181102,
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what oould be more false than the Jjudgment of Vaughan,
viz, that Hobbes' "leviathan has remained... without influence
)]
and without rru!.t...lz7 and with s few excsptions "is worth
nothing™ “as a step in the development of political »hilo-
sophy”?7 Hodbbes'! work astually presents a great lesson., And,
as Calirna wrote, this work will, with good rsason, besome
more 1nportlntlzea
That tShe resent trends towards state absolutisn,
both in practice and in theory, are in the aaln
surrent of hHobbes' spesulation scareely needs to be
remarked, If those trends continus, his basic legal
idezs, in one form or another, will continue to
attract a large share of lesgal speculation,
There 1s, therefore, every reason to beliove that,
as the spirit of individualisn sporeads in the practical order,
it begs the totalitarian reaction, That totalitarianism
makes total suboardination of the individual to soceciety is a

fact only inocidental to individualism's total subordination
of soglety to the individual.

127 Vaughan, Studies in the liistory of Folitical
fhilosophy, Vol. I..p. and 554 -

126 GCairne, Sp. m.. Pe 271,



CHAPTER VI

ROUSIEAY AND THE ART OF
QUARANT ..o INT ABIOLUTE LIBERTY EQUALLY
FOR ONE ABD ALL

Rousseau's thought 1s charscteriszed as totalitarian-
ism, on the one hand, and a2 individusliam or unbridled subd-
jestivism, on the othmpy, How is this opposition aonsistently
related inm Aousseau? to wliat extent, in his thinking, is the
totalitarian solutiaen inevitable upen the grounds of his in-
dividaalism?

The gensral sooisl problenm for Roussoau is harmony
fer man, as man now exists in ascclety. #Han either is a
rational being in a spiritual sense, or he is not, Hobbea
says he ig not and Reussesu says he ig., Rousseau maintains
spiritual resson in man, though he distrasts it. If man is
thus & rational being, then one of two alternatives follows:
Bithep hs has an snd that transesnds this 1lifej and every-
thing temperal (insluding soclety «= in that it is teomporal)
must be subordinated to hig exrtras=temporal finality, 3Soclety
in this eass cannot be totallitarian; or sueh a transcendental
end 18 not to be censidered; for man may realise his happl-
ness on earth «= in time, 7This may be besause an extra-

Semporal ond of wan 1is denled ur besauss 1t i3 belisved that
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man is made to be happy on earth and the eternal finality ia
impertinont to the discussion, ilousseau la found in this
group.

But if man is rational, the prodblen remains to de
solved, the problem of soelal harwmony and of reconcilliation
between freedomn and erder, Important it 1a to determine the
nature of soclety ospesially 'n its offlclont cau«e or ori-i-.
when, in a man's individual drive for his own happlness, he
sncounters soclety with Lts suthority and law, is he or
g08iety to yisld? 1t ls the law, the work-tool of soolet.,
that restricts the initiative of tho individual, 7ihe eontrol
oxerted by law finds justifieation in the nved far authority
whfoh in twn is Justified if soslety ls, as to origin and
form, But i3 sosiety natural, 1.e. an integral port of that
desire and urge for happiness whieh is in the Individual (as
a mosns) or is it artifleisl, i.9, manemade, & product of
practieal human reason, adapling indifferent meoans to an end?
The issus 1ig about soscfety itsslf whisch is not something
substantial, £.e¢, constitutive of the substense of man, bud
somothing seeidental of which an individual man might choose
to daprive himself, as he can degprive himself of sight. is
in the latter osse, would he (if he removed himself from
scclety) deprive himself of something whish his nature re-
quires for happlnesa’ Houssea., like Looks, 414 not think

53, For thes soclaty emerged from man's pructiosl reason
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and will as an artifieial, indifferent means of corresting
the evil which crept not in man's nature but smong mon, The
problem is to resoncile the attitude of individualism with
the universal fsct of man living in soclety and determining
she rinciple upon which soelal harmany will rest, 7This can
saly be a volumtarpistic rinciple, since man as a naturally
sooial bLeing 1s ruled out,

To effest sccial order on thesze grounds of lndividuai-
isr is to set up puvely positive law as the norm and rule of
scolal behaviocur, This lew 1s arditrary and relative to
human will, And {msofar as it poses as omnicompstent and
rests only on force for its reslity and effesctivonsss, it
becomes potantially totalitarian,

Roussesu's problem, more specifically, is seen in his
fandamental attempt to resonsile {reedom and squallity to-
gether with sooiety and ordep, For Hobbez the asoolal state-
of-mature sondition of freedom and equality is asmoral, or

lasking in moral prineliple. For .lousseau tho pleture, in
this regard et least, is no different, ior Hobbes sccial ore
der itself was of first importanse, but for him the natural
state of freedom and oquality constituted meroly the primal
sourses for soolety. and order, as the status of freeodom md

equality was a loxisal nssessity for the soclal contraast.
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Hebbes sscrifieed liberty on the altar of ordorl. And ilobbes

was not partigularly mindful of conoiliation Letween liberty
and egquality. Locke who swallowed Hobbes! state-ofenature
sondition of freedom and equality smcrificed equality (espe-
cially escnomie) on the altar of lidberty. And Locke, the
1idbertarian, was not espesoially dedicated to reconeiling
1iberty and equality, since he spoke egregiously in behalf *
of defending unequal property rights. Rousseau's endeavour
1833 how not to swrender liberty as did .iobtes snd how not to
surrender equality as did Loske. This is & key to undep~
standing lousgesu, Roussesu's aim is to re-eatablish as much
as possible i1 socolety the state-of-nature auvndition aof both
liderty and equality snd so to found socisl harmony upon
their reconciliation, As Charles uondola wvrote, housseau
seekz to make "soeciety a zosne of liderty and evon-handed
equality”, dousseau's sonceptualised otate of liberty and
equality becomes for him a kind of norm or anthropomorpnie

3 But this 1s not to imply that Housseau had no
{ntereat in order,

2 .

Sharles William Hendel, Juan-Jagjues Roumseau

London, Oxford Unlvurnity Fress, I&Eh. 505. Ii.
Po « Contl his description of :iousseau, Hendel says:

eee Where a prinsiple is found in coimon there is liberty

and equality for all, and nothing {s greater thun these roods,
Nor, indeed, 1s anything secare without them, for othurwise
all 1a left to brute force, It was in following the logle of
his owm idea, against the welight of tradition, that Rousseau
won his spurs as & thinker." (p, 325)
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1desl for order. 45.D.!1. Oole, cormenting upon the Disgourse
on the Arts snd Sglences, one of Rousseau's esrly works,
pointed out3 that "“in {t, Rousseau i3 already in possession
of his idea of "nature! as an ideal”". When Rousseau spoaks
for freedom, he is also speaking at lesst lmplicitly for
oquality, For him they are both crucial, when aoceclal order
i{s involved, Adegpite the fast that liderty seems to be hia
gole or chief consern: imsquality is ruinous to freedom, as
Babeuf wo-11d sayt the poor are not fres, as they are too much
ssonomically dependent and thus mequal to the rich, Thus
the soelalist State will seek to equalize things in behalf
of order and 1ltverty for anl',

Regognizing men as they are, as actually in sosiety,
Rousseau aims to sat up the solution to the problem with men
thus social and rational, Hence the problem is: hd; to ase~
sure order by reconeiling fresdom and equality for all. ‘“hat
principle or law will establish this reform whereby men will
stlvage "tho natural” and regain lidberty and squality and
live in harmeny in the noclal state? iHousseau belisves that
with men end {nstitutions as they are it is of no use to go

s 21 3 a.n.n.pOoi:. "Intredustion", The Soqlal Contract

b pn interesting quostion worthy of ressareh is: to
vhat axtant is the amoral state of nature with its absolute
freedom and equality related to the Communiat 1deal?
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back te a state of nature, nor is 1t aven pouoiblog. LSut the
state of nature still earries somthing in the nature of an
idesl for him, viz, the very condition of freedom and equale
ity. And zo he endesvours to bring thls conseptualised eon-
dition, what aan bo revamped and revitalised of it, into
sivil soolety. What is more, soclety, ospecilally as he en~
visiens reforaing {t, is better than the spoliled state of
sature,

Rousseau csonooives men as natwrally "being all born
oQual, and all tvoa“”. Hen are not socisl by nature, though
they ares by nature fres and equal, iroporiy sparked the up~
set of this matural stete of things. The old tradition,
eapecially that of Ohristianity, wes for lousseau, the liber-
tarian, & burdenscme cheek or cwrb uponm human liberyty, espe-
eilally by moral abligstions of conselence. The restralning
bonds of obligation (or at least what he thought was moral
obligation) were the béte noire, as itousssau braught out,
®¢gs in his Smils. "1 only rojeat,” he sald, ’'all obll-ation

5 or in of I

s Origin ne Pe 1693 Rousseau sayss
"FPor it is by 10 nonn%sh ovtukzng’to distinguish
properly betwesn what is original and what is artificlel in
t're astual naturs of man, or to form a trus 1dem of a state
which no lemgey exists, perhaps nover 41! exist, and probably
never will existj; and of whiceh it is, neverthelesma, nscesaary
to have true ideas, in erder to form a propsr judgment of our
prosent state,”

6 poolnl gontymst, pi 6.
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to be convinsed of its truth [of Ronhuon]"'l—- in preference
not to any dietates of reason, but to the careefres whims of
iniividual feelings: "Lst eagh think as hHe pleases; I cannot
see that !t matters to anyons b it hhsolr...ﬂ'" As for the
rules of oondust Heussean finds them "in the depths of wy
neart...?" "I need only sonsult myself with regard to what

I wish to do,”’ lHight or wrong is “"what 1 feel’, In the

siscourse on the Arta and 3olenees he nlumz ‘-hy should we

build owr heppiness on the opinions of others when we can
find 4t in our own hesrts?!" And what, morecver, is more asvi-
dent in tho Christian tradition than the deeided inequslity
of rights and duties -~ along, too, with its »hilosophy of
the unequal hievarehy of things, physical and moral? The
esonomis injustices of dAousseau's times wereo also fastors
that inspired his offorts and served as a spurk triggering
off many of his views, in this regard, Charl:s 'isndel

observed:

7 %, Poxley, ps 271y i for which Roussoau
uad high regard held as ons of its chIsf themes, that s man
ah:uldlnot be subjected to restraints sinse such are un-
natursl,

8 ibidem, p. 3Lk,
7 Ingdem, @ 249

10 ﬂ&unaccu. Q%fgogﬁg@ n ngg§L a;gagta { the
Arts mﬁgM' é. th Int u%"fun. ¥ ae b ,ga'uﬁ",'

wondon, s Dent : Sons, Ltds, 1913, pe 153
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“en he msored the unjustified inequality, 1t was
net simply beceuse he, Jean Jacques Rousseau, had beo:
made to suffer ujusi.o. tyranny, humillation, at the
hands of Nhis betters, dut because he had besn oon-
vinced by ether ardent spirits, such as Fénelon, of
the evilas of monarehy ﬁd the whole system of inequal-
itiea bound up with 13++.

But dousseau persoives the supreme ood of all, therefors, t-
snbrace an order of lawe-makin: which insures both freedom and
equality for all men:

If we examine in what precisely conaists the
suprems goed of all, which ought %o be the object
of' every system of icgtalqtion. 1t .11l appoar to
reduce te two prineipel peintal %&w? and 3
in liberty, ~ecauss all private dependence subtracts
3o mush force frem the bedy of the :tate: in squall
beeause liberty cannot subsist without 1t [equality]®<,

Roussesu is unquestionably, ahove all thin-s, an in-
divifuelist, ’iis reputation is, porhaps, more that »f
libersarisn stamnochly pleading the causs of a rampant sub joc~
tivism, yot be is deoidsdly an sjusalitarian, Of him Jharles
Frankel seyst "Rousseau is the pre~sminent spokeesman for the
valuse of equality and tnunuyu." In :{mcourse on the

Origin of Imsguality Rousseaw declared:

If we sompare $he predigious diversity, whieh
ocbtains in the education and manner of life of the
various orders of men in the state of sosiety, with
the uniformity and simplloity of animel and savage
1ife, in wiieh everyons lives on the same kind of

11 yendel, Roussesu, Moralist, Vols II, pe 323

12 50011 Gontraet, p. hé.
13 Prankel, "Insrodustion”, Sepial Uontract, p. xxix.
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food and in exastly the same manner, and does

exaetly the ssme things, 1t is easy %o conceive how

mush less the difference between man and man must be

in a state of nature than in a atate ef aceloty, and

how greatly the natural imequalidy of mankind muast 1

be inorveased by the inmequslitiea of social inatitutions™.
It is Rousseau'’s pasition thet “the inequality of mankind is
herdly felt, and i{tes influsnce is next to nothing in a state
of nctaro...ls“ This 4deal condition is ons of "natural
lndopondmlé', as ho deseribes it, o state in which a man
fe nefther 'mier the bonds of servitude to another, nor in
need of the aid of mnother but la his own ascolal, solitary
nestar, PFor here there s no inagquality of ons man as bound
%9 another, eertainly no moral bond of one as obliged to
snobhe 1

vve Every ons st see that ss the bonds of

servisude are formed merely by tho mutual dependence
of mena on one ancother and the recipgroocasl needs that
unite them, 1t i» impossible to make any men a glavs,
unless he be firat reduced to a situation i{n whieh
he cannot do without She melp of others: snd, since
such a situation does not axist in a ?tute of nature
every one 1s thers nis own master...t

"Yatural independense” and equality go together, iousseau
explains how they are related and how thoy fall tozether with
the imstitution of rweperty:

M opiin of Inequaliby, pe 20k. Cf.alse ps 2.
15 Ibiden, p. 205,
16 soetal gontrast, pe 30,

17 ortpte of Inequelity, p. 205,
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But from the moment one man began to stand in
need of the help of snothsrj from the moment {t a,-
pearsd advantageous to any one man Lo have snough
provisions for two, equality disappeared, property
was introduced, work became lndispensable and Y
slavery snd misery were soon seen to garminuto.go
fvils spread on all eldes. The bonds ol soeloty and its lavws
become nesesssry, All these ovils, however, come not from
man's neture (as Hodbdes held) but from relations awong men,
in {nstitutions - or in "e coneurrence of things, and not
of man...lg' for, according to Jousses:, men are naturally
gqodzo. "they are not naturally onantoaal“.

way between man and man exfist in the state of nature, where

"-or can private

there 1s no settled property..." tHevepthelass, "all these
ovilas were the firast offeets of property, and the inseparable
atteadants of grewing laoqunllsyaz.”

18 ibidem, p. 21L.
19 s001a) Sentruast, p. 11,
20 opigin of Inequality, pe 239¢ "...man is naturally

21 30eia1 Sontrast, pe 11.

22 gz,zgg%gg%%gz, pe 218. fousseau says that
wheye there 1s no property there is no injustice or injury
(ps 213)s 7The puro state of nature is one of propertylessness.
Property or the right thareof doos not rest on the law of
aature or a naturel moral law, says :lcusseaa, dut on conven-
tional law whioh becomes the moral ruls in oiv!l relations,
".es Property, once resognised, gave rise to the first rules
of Justice” (p. 216), He speaks of "the right of property,
uhish 18 different from the right dedusidle from the law of
nature” {(,, 217), =~ "the right of p!wgovty being only a conw
vont ion of humsn iastitution..." (p., 227), "tewsildes, as man
begen to look forward [by reason) to the futurs, and all had
some thing to loss, every une had reason to apprehend that re-
prisals would follow any injury he mirht .o to another’ (..”1ék

goed "
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Rousseau emmerates these evils in the Urigin of
Inequality. In soncluding this work he makes the following
suUmMary t

It follows from this swryvey that, as there is
hardly any inequality in the state of nature, all the
tasquality whioh now prevalls cwes its strength and
growth to the development of our fasultles and the
advanee of the human mind, and beocomes at last per-
manent and logitimate by the establishment of proiorty
and laws, Secondly, it follews that moral inequality,

Property once rescgnised gave rise to moral principles of
Justice; "for, to securs each man hils own, it had to bs pos-

sible for -each to have somothlng” (pe 216). 30lf-presorvation
begsame important. Compassion gave way to ealculation, as
reason seamd to arise from a kind of sleep to becone active:
"Sehold then all human faoulties developed, memory and imagin-
ation {n full play, egoisa laterested, reason active, and the
mind almost at the highest point of its perfection, Beheld
all the natural gqualities in actlon, the renk and condition
of every man sssigned himj not noroiy his share of property
and his power to serve or injure others, but slsc his wit,
beauty, strength or skill, merit or talents... (p. 217) :ree
and i{ndependent as men were before, they were now, in conse-
quence of & multiplioity of new wents, brought into subjec-
tion, as it were, to sll nature, an! particularly to one
another; and eaah bssane in some degree a slave even in bee-
ooming the mastsr of other men: if rich, they stood in need
of the services of otlwras; if poor, of their assistance; and
even a middle condition did not enable them to do without one
enother, HMan must now, therefore, have been perpetually em-
Ployed in fotttng others to interest themselves in his lot,
and in making them, spparently at least, if not really, find
their advantage in pramotinz his own.,., Insatiable ambition,
the thirst of ralsing the ir respective fortunss, not so much
from real want as from the desire to surpass otaers, inspired
all men with a vidle propensity to injure one snother... In a
word, thore arose rivalry and competition on the one hand,
and conflioting interests on the other, togsther with a secrds
desire on both of proffting at the expenas of others" (p.218).
Property and mounting inequality caused these evilas,
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aut horised by positive right alone, clashes with

::;\ﬁ:hr&h.::nﬁ:;f\::ﬁtt {3 not proportionato teo
Usarpation following upon mmorsl natural right, or sbsolute
freedom of indopendence msde for inequality and the need far
proteetion of property., Hensoe this depraved condition brought
about soslety with its positive laws and Londage opposing
natural right or freedom, and confirming lnequality, in line
at least of protecting property rights, It 1z this sosclety,
as Sousssau sgoes, Lhat needs & re~formin-, s re~casting, by
wileh as mush as is sosially possible this freedom and equsl-~
ity are rsconciled, i{.,8,, as muoh as this reformation {s pos-
sibls outside a sontext in which man is sce¢ial by nature, If
need bo, hwssn nature ag rationsl muat bde ohmgoda‘ and led
vack, porchance, to a kind of prevalence of human sompassione
ate nature,

Boalety {s thus better than the depraved state of
mim, but, then, tco, human rselations in pruformed society,
as .ioussea: onvisipm it, will be bettor than those in cur-
rently oroeked mooiety, ior it ia presemt soclety with 1its
rational, unnatural laws which, first, has buegotten the mons-
trosity of moral bonds (oorvoborating certain property rights)

23 rigin of Inequality, p. 235.
2 30018 Jom¥rast, v+ Ioe
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in the place ef natural amoral freedom -« and wnieh, secondly,
has reared and broughs out the rational, reflecting man in
the place of and at the expense of the compaasionate man,

Such, Housseau conjooturodzs. was "the erizin of soclety and

25 0 of Inequality, p. 221, "Thus, as the most
powerful or the most misorable consldered their might or mis~
o;z s 8 kind of right to the possesslons of others, squival-
ent, {in their opinion, to that of property, the destruoction
of equality wes attended by the moat terridle itsordsrs, Jsur-
pations by the rich, roblery by the poor, and the unbrldled
passions of doth, supprensed the cories of natural compassion
and the still volse of Jjustice, and filled men with avarice,
amhition and vige... The rish, in partiocular, must have felt
how much they suffered by & constant state of war, of whiech
they bdore all the expense; and in which, thoush o.il risked
thelpy lives, they alone risked thelir property. DLeslides, how-
sver speciously they mipht 4iggulse their usurpations, t
knew that they were founded on preesrious and false titles
(pe 219-220). In this condition both rioh and poor suffer
from insecurity or insuffielent stirength for self-defence!
"the rich man, thus urged LDy neeessity, eonceived at )
the profoundost plan that over entered the mind of mans this
wes emuploy in his favour the foraces of those who attacked
him to make allies of his sdversariss, to inspire thea with
41fferent maxing, and to ~ive them other institutions as
favoursble to himself as the law of nature was unfavourabls”
(pe 220). 7hus by the soccial pact the 3tate and civil Iinsti-
tutions appesr, The rich man porsuades the poor: 'tLst us
join', said he, 'to guard the weak from oppression, to re-
strain the mabditions, and secure to every man the posseasion
of what belongs to him lot us institute rules of Justice and
penge, to whieh €ll without exeception may be obliged to con-
fors; rules that : in some measure make amends for the ca-
prises of fortum, sub jeoting equally the powerful and the
wesk to the observanes of reciprocal oblizations, Let us, in
e word, instead of turning owr forces against ourselves, col-
lect thom in a suprems power which nay govern ug by wize laws,
protect and defend all the members of the asssociation, re-
pulse their common snemies, snd maintain eternal harmony smong

us'” (p, 220-221), o socisty hore is merely the tool of
solf~ est. "All ren headlong to Lhelr chalns, in hopos
of seour i Lliberty ... without experilence encugn to

snable tnem to foresee the dangers” (p. 221)., Housseau notes
that, although men are now in chains, they take to themselves
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law, whioh bound new fetters on the poor, &nd gave new powers
to the rieh." But his ecomplaint is that thlia "irretrievably
destroyed naturel liberty, oternally fixed the law of proper-
ty and inequality, converted clever uswpation inte unaltere
able rizht.” A minority, i.0. "a few ambitious individuals®,
profited while mankind fell into "“perpetual labour, slavery,
and wretehodness<”.® rpaternity faded with the loss of free-
dom and equality. It is easy to sse, Rouaseau adds, how the
feumding of one soociety made all the rest necessary, and "how,
in arder te make head against united forees, the rest of man-
kind had to unite in tmz"."' at least for jreservation:
"“Sesleties soon multiplied and spread over the face of the
carth,.." _

YRas in the deginning of the So0gial Contragt seusseau
raiaes the ory of omhlutaas "Man is born fre¢ and yst we
see him everywhere in ehains.” <These are the chains of

superiers "in order that they might be defended from oppres-
sion, and have proteotion for thelr lLives, liberties and
properties,; whieh are, so to speak, the constituent elsments
of thelr boing...” (p. 224) To free man from his chains cur-
rent anclety must be refommed., "The fundamental maxim of all
politioal Mght,” says dousseau, 1s "that people have sot up
:hhg;hf);o protect their liberty, and not to enslave them"

p. . L]

2 opigin of Inequality, ». 221.
37 ipim.

28 39944} Contract, pe 5. Ltalios are ours.



ROUBSRAUs LIBERTY AND EQUALITY 185

society with {ts yoke of authority sni law, Housseau's em-
phasis 1is upon fresdom to be sure, hHut freedon for everyons
snd all. He entertains the grounds of botn libersarian and
oegalitarian individualism, 'ia stresa upon freedom is to be
secn in his attempt to reconcile fresdem and equality -- {,0.
to satablish amoral (but only pelitiscally moral) absolute
freedon in a sosliety wherein all men are "all engeged under
the same conditions, and should sll enjey the same rightse)”,
30 lomg as men sre natuarally rocd and oemptus&enato3° to oach
other, uoLr-ﬁros-rvitloa is no problem, unlike the ease of
Babbes, Organised sociability i{s thus naturally noedless.
And a5, too, 1s arganisation for an end, a 3ummum Bonum,
transcending this life. But when men dbesin to lose freocdom
end squality, their status as such and thelr very sxistencoe
bocome preearious, Msn resort to soclety as the tool whereby
each man may regain his freedom or insure his preservation,
In this way "all rean hsadlong to their chains, in hopes of
gsacuring thelir 11borty...31"

every man's chlef aonaarn’z.

Self-pragervation, indeed, is

ssiel alons 1s unegqual to the

29 Ioldam, ps 29, Cf. too p, 22,

3o Jrigtn of Inaquality, pe 171~172,
N ipidem, p. 221,

32 pidem. Of. pe 183,
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job of self-defense: "this primitive state san therefore
subsist no lomr”." o avercoms ths individual's f{nsuffie
elent powers of resistanse, "the only msans men csn employ
for thu!pr weservation is to form by agaregution an assembleg
of forces"” which is “te be put in motion as one tody, and to
act in eoncortm." Aousseau like Habbes ny335= a man's
"first law is that of solf-pressrvation” and each man 1s "his
own msster” and “enly jwige of the means proper to reserve
himself.” '"The foree and the liberty of essh man are the
chief fnstruments ef his pmnnatton...’b" and thus if esch
i{s an sutonomous free and squal foree, "how can he engave
them [sach other man) elsewhers without danger to himself,
and without negleeting ths sare wileh s due himself?" How
sstablish a society whieh leaves men “as free as before”?
The means to selfepresorvation is soclety, espeolally reformeld

sosiety which eames from the soeial contrsct of men soding

33 soeial Contrast, p. 1.
34 Ibidem.
s Ibidem, ps Os Cf. Opigly
Pe 213=
2%, B.foro nnhituttm o lgfau. Boys do.mwau,

overy man “was the only Jjudge and avenger of the injuries
dons him, so that the goodness [natu and esmoral} which was
suitable in the pure state of nature was no longer proper in
the now~hora state of sooclety." It beoomas necessary that
moral rules Le zado and enforsed In order to ot down apread-
inpg disorders,

36 Sonial Contrast, . lhe
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individual, natural freedan and rights" in order teo obtain
what is more unml”." Rousaeau aims to sxplain what 1t la
that makes the yoke of soclety legitimate, or why 1t is that
men are in socliety if they are not soclal by nature, He seeis
to justify the change from “nature” to “soolety” and then to
diseover not simply how society ias to return to natwre so
much as how natwe oan be assimilated into soclety.
He ocommences the Zogial Contrasct with these wordas:
My design in this treatise is to enquire whether,
taking men sueh as they are, and laws sush as they
msy be made, it is not pou‘.blo to establish some
Juss and ::”ua rule for the administration of the
elvil ord .
vhat 4s the prineiple of order and obligatlim, which while it
is scoially efficacious will still enable esgh man equally to
be as free and indeperndent as in amorel natuwre - where ab-
solutely no subjection is in order. In iolitical Leonowy:
the question, says Housseau, is: "f#y what unconseivable art
has a means been found of meking men free by making them sube
Joct?y"" sach 18 to be equally subjeot and thus fres;
Where shall we find & form of asscoistion whieh
will defond and jrotest with the whols common foroce

the person end the proparty of each assvolate, and
by whioh every person, while uniting himself with

3 mtdem, »s 6
38 e, 5. 5.

» A Disogupse on Foelitloul Soonomy, p. 256.
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::%;”%1 obey enly himself and remain as free as

Housseau adds that this is "the fundamental problem of whish
the Scolal Centract gives the solution.” 'iis problem is stiil
the perennisl, over=-all one of due order betwsen the indlivi-
dual irive for happiness, on the one hard, mnd the happiness
of all, on the other. Hpecifically, it is thes reconcilinz of
both freedom and equality with civil order. But he is ac-
tually endeavouwring to found orler upon an sxperimental philo-
sophy of individualism, & social order far which avowsdly men
by nature ars unfitted, but into which they enter, neverthe-
lessz, sand hope to sustain by ths ageitous anthropocentrie arta
of purely man~made laws, Zoussesu wrotel'l that "the sootal
order ia a sasred right wvhich serves for the basis of all
others, Yet this right oommes not fra= nature; it is, there-
fore founded on conventions,” For fousseau, therefore, sosial
or oivil rizhts arise as such not from naturé or the law of

nature but purely from positive law whioh in turn is founded

%%gm £s» Pe =15, ilans ielsen, in our
day, hu oni we rmust be suboardinate, we wish 80 be
subordinate 3o gurselves, k*onttnlly free 1is onl

who 1s subo totonoones . Inth-
sense tne i.do; of ot‘m W sgquality

serves 23 basis u are ourc.)
m‘aﬁ K%’Té%n eation of rmv in Demooraay”
in Zelitleel Sc omo w . Vol. IX, Sept, 194S, The

Roussesusn sp

b1 S0elal Contra
2 ot, pe 6o Tho question, he ssys, 1s
"what those conventions ar;".' * ’ 7%
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solely upon convention, the social oontraotha. But this
contrast is constituted of individusl wills who by mutusl
agreenent to protect thomselves, their fresdom and thelir pmo-
perty sst up soclety, euthority and eivil law whieh is the
feneral ~1ll, For Roussea:, no less than for Hobbes, indivie
dual natwral ri-hts are at the origin of soclety (and oivil
law) insofar as man 1s not naturally social, For Rousseau
these natural rights (or libertiesn’, as againzt clvil rights,
are powers asoelal and amoral, ¥or him, just as for Hobbes,
there 1s no morel law of nature and so no natural moral rights
or duties!'3, Clearly, Roussea:'s individualism, 1llke that
of ilobbes, brooked no natural moral duties or obligations in
any striot sense, For Rousseau morality as such bepgins pri-
mally with the social contrast estadblishing soclety snd the
law of the Seneral «ill, ihis 1s the new "natural noral law"
whenes alons as such stems oivil right and obligation - this
purely humen dictate of will is to bLeoome the wrineipls of

social order,

L2 Th's is clearly a cane for moral positivian and
oxtrinaic morality,

,43 o] ¢ R
Cf, @.g. Origin of lnoaug%itz, 7o 198«196, Rous-
seau agreeing with fobbes -aya men lﬁ the state of
nature, having no moral relations or determinate obli-ations

one with another, could not be either good or nad, virtuous
or Vi‘h“on‘"
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Jith this understanding of the prodlem and the initial
direction of the solution, how, apsoifiaally, doea the troe
of totelitarianism grow in thc ~arden of 'oussen:'s indiviiuva-
limm" tefare explalning, however, how he traats the csta-
blishing of the tate and soelal order by the social contract
and the Jeneral ~ill, some obmervations shouli be made first
on how at lsast {n prineiple the relation between reason and
final pwrpose {a to fare !n dousseau's asoeial philosephy.

it should be noted that the 3tate or any temporal
soclety sannot beaome totalitarian if it is subordinated, in
behalf of the human person, to an end transeending this 1life,
The sudordination of the 3tate to this trunseendental purpose
is intelligidle only insofar .s man is seen to be a rational
nug who agts as such and ordems his 1life personally and
politicolly upon this faet of his rational nature, Rousseau
apholds mants rationality, yet how 1s it poesible that his
sosial solution 1s potentially totalitarian? Althisich Hous~
seau obgserves that »an is a rationnl animel, he dfstruats
resson and displays affection for primeoy of passion and ap-
petite and, in this rogard, roveals himaelf radically not
muech unlike fcbbes, Houaseau's basic voluntarism swallows
up his bellef in rauomlityw‘. This fact i3 espeocially

bl Roussesau sxye: it ie not so mush "understanding
that conatitutes the specifie diffurence butwesn thoe man and
the brute, as the human quality of free-agency.’' (irl in of
inequality, pe 18hL.) ’
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svidenced in his General Will whish comes by olivil socloty
orizinating from agreemaent of intividual wills as natural
rights or liberties,

Por Hobbes, as notsd, natural (amoral) rights give
rise to positive law whiah 13 the Sov:relgn Will serving as
a now kind of moral law for seeclal order. and for .dousseau
natural rights give rise to positive law, the lJeneral will,
in e .similar role of the "“nmew sthic", The natural law behind
these natursl rights is for Hobdes nothing more than the law
of proseyvation, the law of the jungle, The naturel law
behind t'wee rights for Rousseau is still an amoral, non-
rational or pra-pational lew, /4As !In the case of tobbes, 1t
is still not properly a moral law for soclal order, For
Rougsesu this law ls not strioctly rationalhs, but $t is more
than merely the rinciple of selfepreservation, 't is two~
fold in naturs sand involves compassion as woll as preserva-
tion, as Rousseau Illdhél

ses 1 think I can pergeive 1in 1t two principles

prior to resson, one of them deeply interosting us

in owr own welfars and pressrvation, and the other
exciting a matural repugnance at sseing any othep

Ls Related im Housseau's view that "n state of re-
floetion is a state ooutrlrv to nnture“ -— "a thinkinz man

is a depraved animal.” Opigin of Insguality, pe. 381,
hé M P 171“1720
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ssnsidle being, and purtloulaﬁ’y any of our own
species, suffer pain or death%/,
Roussoeau implies that Hobbes seeing only the law of preserva~
tion saw only the law of the jungle and mere force as natural
rigntha. {iobbes, he complains, falled to sse thls sounter
pringiple, the moderating and tempering principle of eompas~
siont
There 1s another principle which haa esoaped iiobhes;
whieh, having been bestowed on mankind, to moderats,
on certain oceasions, the impstuesity of egoism, or,
before its birth, the ddsire of self-preservation,
tempers the ardour with whioch he pursues his own
welfare, by an innate repugnancse at seeing s fellow-
oreature suffer.., I am spsoking of compassion..., the
pure smotion E; nature, rior to all kinds of
reflestion...
Rougseau says it is this fesling of humanity "which in a
state of nstwre supplias ths plase of laws, morals and vire

tuea.&.so” insofar as “"compagaion iz s naturel feelling, which,

47 90 this Roussesu adds: "It 1s from the agreenont
ani combination which the understanding is in a position to
establish botween these two @ ineiples, witiout its being
necessary to introdues that of seeliability, that all the rules
of natural right sppoar to me to be derived — rules which
our reason is aftervards obligod to establish on other foun-
dations, when by 1ts successive developments it has boen led
to suppress nature iteself."

48 o, 300inl Contrast, p. 8-9.

k9 oriain of 8, pe 197-198, noussenu spoaks
of this compassion a9 o natural virtue", "the force
of natural o slon, whioh the greatest depravity of morals

has as yet hardly Leen able to destroy...”

5o Ibidexn ;
» Pe 199200, Here Rousseau sings the
praises of passion mentfoned ;urlior. Cle Do 1&2%
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by moderating the violsnce of love of self in aash individual,
sontributes to the preservation of the whole apeclies,”

At this level the provalencso of sentienoy is uppesr~
most in the mind of Housseau sa woll as liobbes, ''he pootg of
ths law of nature ars pro-rational passions that need not be

spoeifically human, For Rousmosu hers the lifo of ressom is
slearly not primary or properly natural, In any event what
is reasonable for man in the 1light of a transeendental end,
other than selfepreservation, 1s not af paramount impertance
for Aousseau — as was true in {he case of Hobves, This ia
indeed a cruoial poeint ¢n the whols pleture. Any society
founded in or from this eontext is not sudbordinated to man's
final end as transsending this life. Socoiety is ifnstrumental-
1y or pragmatisslly subordinated to man's preservation and
absolute fNrsedom - freedom urwonditioned by wmeral honds por-
coived upon retional judgment or reflection. It is by intel-
lest or reason Lnat man properly and naturally peraeives
something of hias ultimate transsondental end and the relation
of neans thereto. “he law of preservetion is atill indeed
the big fastor in Aocusseai's plsture, ss proporty and reason
enter the setting. Froedom and ejuality are useless unless

a man's life is preserved. If for :tousseau man is a rational,
sentient being, reason -~ at 1 ast in the state I nature =
is not aetually the .rimary thing, but sesemincly it i3 merely
2 kind of dormant potenoy. o begoms astir and develo, 1t
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requires the "fortuiteus concurrence of nany foreign causss
that aight never arise, snd without which he {the natural men
would have remained for osver in his primitive conditim...5 L
Aceidental sonsurrences surrounding the coming of propsrty

252 and are to "have improv-

give rise to "the state of resson
ed the human understanding while depraving the species, and
nade man wicked while making him sociable...” Rousseau en-
visions the pisturs with reason thus neuvatod53a "Behold
then all human facultios developed, memory and imagination
tn full play, ogoism interested, reason astive, snd the mind
alimost at the highest point of its porfestion.” hut onoce
reascn hegomes active, espesially in scelety, itas funation
is purely pragmatic and oblivious of transgendsntal purpose
beyond temporal society and desath, The iassue 18! not what
is reasonadble so mush as vhat do men like or desire,

What now speeifisally is the oricin and nature of the
polity by whioch, acoopding to Rousseau, is achieved man's
suprems good, viz, selfe-pressrvation with the status of free-
dom snd equality for all? vwhat 1s ths civil associatien “"by
which every person, whils uniting himgelf with all, shall
obey only himself and remain as freo as baroro?ﬂ‘"

51 Inidem, 5. 205.
52 Ividem, p. 199 and 205-206.

53 Ingdem, p. 217.
5% soats) gontrest, p. li-1S.
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The sutonomous selfeinterest of man, tue individual, in
spoiled nature or in unreformed socclety was ao suffielently
rPuineus and so much dent in the Airesti.n of tyramaioal astin
that Housceau finds it imperative, for the seke of soglal
order, to oxrd and redirect the private interests of natural-
1y unesoecial man into a kind o organis totality, a social
union directed vy the somuzon Iintorest, the penersal wlll of
all interests> 1 "the privats will is inclined by its nature
to partiality, and the general will to impsrtiality.” ious-
sosu says that "if the aelashing of private interests has
rendered the establishing of socleties necessary, the a;ree-
ment of the sme interests hes made mich establishments pose
|1b1056.” It 1a in the soncurrence of wills, the soclal ocon-
traoct, that civil soalety with 1its sncial bonds cone %0 be.
The surrender 1s equally of esch and every man, "the total
alienatien of esch assceiate, snd all his rights, to the
whole ocunun1t157." 3inge every individual gives himamelf up
entirely, "the eondition of every person is aliksj and being
80, li would not be to the interest of any one to render that
sondition effensive to othera." The alienation being without

55 Ibidem, p. 23=: “'la volontd particulidre tend,
par se naturs, aux préférences, ot la volonté zéniérale &
1'égalité.”

57 Ib&dw,c po 15.
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reservs, Reusseau continunes, bogets this union which s "as
somplete as it ocan de", Unly a union founded on total allien-
ation can constrain the diviasive intereats of individual men
by nature unsocial. In consequence, "no aasoolste hss any
further olaim to anythingz.” The resson for this total sgale
ftarian solation ${s found Iin dousseau's indlvidualist assump-
tiona:
Far if any individual retoined rizhts not enjoyed
in genersl by all, as there would be no common
superior to decide between him and the pudblie, sash
person dbeing in soms points hils own judge, would
scon prstend to e ao in everything; and thus would
the stase of mature be continusd and the sasan¢iation
nagessarily bscome tyrsnnicel or be annihilated,
Indeed, order would be amnihilated if man is the individuelils
naturelly asoclal.
in this civil communion eash gains equally for him-
self the power of all the rest to defend and proteoct the ine-
terest they have in common: "it is on the basis of this oom-
mon intersst alone that socisty must be joverned":
Esgh porson yives himself to all, and so not to
any one individual; and as there 1s no one associate
over whom the s»me ripht 1s not moq:ired whieh is
ceded to him by others, cach gains an squivalent for
what he loses, and finda his force reased for
presspving thsnt whieh he possosses.
Rousseau sums up what is the very core of this soclal oson-

tract:

¥ motaem, p. 23 ana p, 15,
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‘Eash of ue plasses in ecammon his person and all
his power unier the suprome direction of the general
will} end as one body we all reepive essch member as
an indivisible part of tha whole-?,
rom that moment, the will or private interests of the indi-
vidusl as such oceass to he. Otherwlise disorder reigns.

"r'rivate interest,” says Rouuaauuba

s is "seducing” and quite
"dangerous™ in soclety. The individual then begomes now the
gitigen =~ a c¢ivil being., As a separate individual he no
longer exiats except ms an integral member of the bedy politie
direated by the law of the Jensral will of which allegedly he
f{e an indivisible part., He participates egqually with others

in ereating thias law which communslly he prssoridbes to end

for himself, 3Subleots are to Low to nons but "their own
!&LL?slo

It 1is here that so-callsd "moral liberty" and “morel
rights” for Roussesu take primal fomm, “Freesdon”, he says

ehsracteristisally es s libertariaon, is “to cbey a law whieh

59 Ib&dm, Pa 150
60 1nidem, p. 35 end 9,

61 ;b;ggg, . 30 Roussoau says too: "lHous ne come
n.nsonn proprensnt f dov;nlr hommas qu'aprds avolr &té citoy-

ens” s de Oendve, in G... Vaughan, E%o rg;%tizg%
égit1§§§¥§¥;§£§g§55%§ggg %%ungoau. ed. from the original man~
aserlipts and eusthentie editicns, with Introdustiona and Hotes,

2 vo}s.. Cambyidge, 8t the Univerasity ireass, 1915, Vol, I,
Pe U453, ’
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we pressrids for ourselves " Such a free sccliety is made
up of as many members as sthere are individual wills or votes.
Civil sssoeiation srising from the gontract “is the most
voluntaryy of all aots} overy mnan being darn fres and mastor
of himgelf, no person can under any pretense whatever subjeot
him without his sensens®’,”
Frem that moment, instead of as many soparate

persons as there are osontraoting parties, this set

of assooiation preduces a moral and ecllestive bedy,

compossd of as many members as there are votes In

the assenmbly, which from thils est receiyps its unisy,

its common self, 1ts 1life, and 1its will™™.
nach men gounts for one and only one == the aqualitarian as-
peot of loussesu's solution, The 3tate is born artificelly
as the tool of the individusl, yet it servea each egqually
only insofar as he is a oitizen under the law of the Jeneral
~111, L.e, only insofar as he deamiats from living as an indi-
vidual self-interested and unsooial. "Man... till then

65~ Eﬁqml surprendesr of self-will

regarded nons but himselfl,..
is easential. Theugh the sslf-gurrender of rights is total,
the renunclation is oeslly no loss, says Roussesau optimistice

ally, dut only "an adventageois tr‘naltionbb“ frov "continual

62 3001a) Contpast, pe 19. Cf. 0e 9596,
63 ibidem, pe 95,

6l Ibidem, p. 15-16.

s Didem, p. 19,

Ibldm’ Pe 30'
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and unaveidable confllets” “from a moede of livins unsettled
and precarious to one hetter wnd more sesure, from & state of
natuarsl indepsndenco to one of [civil] liderty”, to one of a
eivil, positive "right which seelnl union renders invineivle”,
Bents va'una here are all ejually snd frecly "devoted to
the State” hut they "are comtinually protested Ly 11:5’7."

This proteation is nsedful if lidberty is natwrelly amoral

and rights are unlinited by a natwral moral law prior in
principle to the 3tate, "Man," says Rouaunuw. "loses by
the scolal contract his natural 1lidbsrty, and an unlimited
richt to all whieh tempts him, snd whioch he can obtain,..",
but 1n exchange hs asquires some thing more useful, vis, civil
1liberdy, under a law mressridbed by himself through his will,
He alese zains “proprietorship of all he ponsessea™, “"positive
£1t10°%" to aroperty, sinoe oivil lav sloms fs the base of a
property Pight. It 1=z this "moral liberty" of the civil
state, the mystic body politis "which alons renders a man
master of himself/S.”

&7 Thiden.

62 Ibidem, p. 19,

59 Ibiaem. Cf. Origin of Inequality, p. 217 and 227.

10 5 Cont.
Pe 19, It i» tale mastery by
e:t:.muie m%{‘w&ﬁil entall the mastery of man by the
tate,
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Rousseau like Hobbes thoush discarding intrinsie
=orality at one mament scems s2nly at anothoer momont implieit-
1y to desry the disadvantage of denying its velue., “iHaturel
lidersr," says ﬂouaooau71. "knows no bounds but the power of
the imitvidual...” ‘o ilpussesu this boundless liberty is not
altegether in every way a good. The privation in line of
natural moral bounds s hurtful to one snd all if men are
designed for any degred of rational togetherness, But Rous-
seau like lobhos olearly never zets beyond a man-centered
extrinsic moralitys

The passing from the state of nalure to the

eivil state pLroduces in man a very remarkable change,
by sudstituting justice for instinet in his eondust,
and lving to his actions a moral character which
they lacked bDefare., It is then omly that the volce
of luty succeads to physical impulse, and a a,glo of
what 18 right, to the insitements of appotitel~,
By way of this sontract then morality stems Irom humen will
in the 3%tate, deascn is only that of the state originating
in man's will.

Aoussean garried on the modern revolutionary banner
of Hobbea, Both as individualists were szponsors of an anthro-
posentric humanis: and as such upheld in ono way or another

the importance of the sooial eentrast, It is a mistake to

™ Ipige.
72 1pidem, pe L0-19,



ROUSSBAYs LIBARTY ANl B VALITY 201

think that Roussesu was decidedly less an advocate of the
roclal contract than ilobhes, Charles ?runkol’3. MOY:OVer,
observes well that "Rouasosu's 'social sontractt!... is the ex~
change of a situation irn whioh there is 7o human morality for
ond in which thers 1s.” But 1t is indeed gquestionable to
hold, as Frankel does, that the social contraet is "relscated
to a minor role in Aousseau's argument® and that "what there
is left of it is s0 substantially reinterpreted ns not to be
resognizable as a sontract at all,” If one examines dous-
e8au'’s soolal conirast in the lisht of his secular humanisn,
ons sees it as playin- a crucial role, Roussea: belleved
that by virtus of it man is able thro ich his human will to
actuats aseitously and thus, of course, extrinsically the
very rinoiples of ~oral order,

Alfred Cbennm says that for Housssau “the social
contrast sinks into a place of secondary importance,” as it
is intreduced to sxplain "in orthodox fashion the ~priiin of
politlsal soeisty, but what is really o: significeanse 1s to
be found in the developmentg that follow,” - sspeclally the
Jeneral will, But the point that should be added to tnis and
suphasized is that it 13 not so much what follows the scotlal

73 ppankel, "Introdustion”, The Soclal Contract,
Pe u"’m. .

T AlLped .04 :
Cobban, ﬁoggg%ga and the ..odern Ltate, won-
don, Jeor~e Allen and Unwiln, Ltiaes 1034 De Iﬁ%.
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sontract that is of aignificange so much as it 1is what has
been initially denied in the tradition = seaspsslally the
natural morsl law which for iiousseau 1s replaced by the
Jeneral +111,

As noted already, !tobbes, undermining the trudition,
had besun not from an objestive moral order and law, but from
suoral rights eas consurring and forming oivil polity and law.
After .obLes, lav folldwed upon "natural rights” of the indl-
vidual. . ut obl;gntlon upon & moral law of nature wes here
quite alien, The spirit of this .icbresian revolation is
found just os emphatic in ioussea:, despitc incldental aif-
ferences. Like ilobhes, he too begilns in & certain aimescy
of individusl will, vis, of individual rights and liberties
whish becaome in the scolal contrast tho'qrigln of soolety,
soverelign a:thority and the basis of law in sccial relations.
sut since for both iliobues and iHousseau the law of nature is
not genuinely or properly a law in any moral sense of the
term, it does not oblige in justice nor roally yield a true
right in any civil way, <There is simply no naturel moral law
(prior in mrineipls te the tate) as in the tradition, and so
any right founded on amoral law is not strictly a right or
1lidverty, Hor then can there be any natural moral obligation
as following upon sny wo-civil moral lew, ‘lence nonegivil
rights are unsonducive as such to scolal order, rorally

lawless are such rishts ow liborties. They are not properly
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righta, Rights in tho proper sense (as eivil) are in no sense
rootad Intrinsically in naturs dBut artificially in human ins-
t!euttan75. This 1s what Roussesau meant whon he snid proper-
ty rights are not natural but only civ1176: "the risht of
property ... ia lifferent from the rizht dsdueible from the
law of naturs,” and "besides, the right of property boing
only a eonvention of human institution, men may diaposs of
what they possesa as they plnaso...77" Men do what they
please in the morally lawless state of natuwre, insofar as
thoy ars naturally :nsosial, By the contrsst ren ~ive up
their lawless liderty snd right, Although for Rousseau
‘nnturni rights” of the individual are not "real rlghta"7a,
they establish, nsvertheloas, in the contraoct the eivil union
vhieh by the law of ths General Will creates “"resl ri h:.a"
out of the "originmal rtghtl'79. Thus dousseau, like liobbes,
rives s degree of primsay to “natural rights” of the indivi-
dusl follewing whigh eomes the law rroperly (the only real
law for elvil order;, and then properly a ri-ht (the only
real right for elvil order). It 1s "the socilal sontract,

75 30018l Gontrast, pe 33.

78 urigin of Inequadivy, pe 217.
7 Ibydem, p. 227.

78 3g01al Coniragt, Pe 20,

1 Ipidem, ». 15.
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which within she itate serves ss the baasis of all riuhtl...aa'
The contrest constituted of asoelal natural rights oreates
the ntate and the law and then ",., every ri it is dotermined
by lnwsl" - the law of the 3tate, "Duty" follows upon this
positive law alons, as if tnere is no oxistent moral law of
nature, sjinee, practically, the "moral law" has no being, it
ogmes to be purely by way of men's will, But ocan sush a so~-
ealled duty resting purely on civil law of human will be
binding, unless binding by pure force? whereas in the tradi-
tion the order was (intrinsic moral) law, then right, Rous-~
seau followiny fobhes, roversss this and says it 1s s right,
then law, rorce remaing as the only possiblo bond, Law then
moreover, is rather a dictate of will tnan of reason and as
such 1is erbitrary and thus it is a rinciple of arder only
insofar as it 1s enforoeable,

Any B1l1l of Riphts, moreover, feundsd in suah a cone
text ~of oivil law dammot poasibly s;onasor an inallenable
maral risht for the human parson,

To enumerate .oussoau's absurditios is not the ailm of
this study. Yet there 1s u conalstenoy in his solution whish
though rsdically Iniividualist beocamen, on this very ascount,

totalitarian, so fer as prectice is conoc :rmed,

80 rotdem, e 20. Italics are ours.

R ividem, p. 33.
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Rousseau holds the contrast necessary for soclety and
social order If man is not sosial by natwre. But aleng with
suthar ity end law the contrast is not binding in any parti-

sular situation, It s not binding for the solitary, auto-
nemous individual nan vho by nature s amoral and asocisl,
But it 1is because clvil pact and law are not binding in any
partiaular zituation that total force is here an absolute
need, If men are not rationally or morally impelled from
within, what remsins but to have them compellsd from without?
Hestery will be purely from without, It is preaisely hecausa
the compsst and the consequent eivil lav bring no moral domd
in eonselence, 1.2. binding intrinsieanlly from within man's
retional, soslal naturs, that there remsins only the physicel
tond of shesr foree to insure order or a semblance thereof,
This conirastual lav cannot bind intrinsically as by ratinml
nature or as a dictate of reason, It 18 not a ratioms},
moral bond trsnsoending man and the State, It is as arbitra-
ry as human sctions asre morally indiffersnt, If it binds,

1t emn Bind only fram without, amerally. Thus the only bond
lvuilublo for soeial orier ia physical compulsion, All moral
nooessity has been expelled in favour of libertarian senti-
ments and tho 1like, iloussea:'s solutlion bears out this
consistency whereby ha zoes from his individuslist freedom
to the shains h»s bowailed, 3oslety then whish arises as the
individualist tool of selfepreservation must, in order to
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defend l1tself, be provided with udﬁquau' power of force -
total power., othing short of total power is adequate for
eontrollin;: the divisive forcea of “individual natural
rights’ for whioh idoussea. the libertarian had such passion=-
ate arfections,

Gobban' 2 males a referenes to iousseau "ss the true
grophet, Af not the very source snd fountaln-hesd of the
modern democratic state.” There is truth to this, but Rous-
seaus :tate, though democratic, is rather totalitarian than
Christian, Housseau is found often flying in the feoe of
the Christian tradition. :ils polity merits the title "demo-~
eratio” as its p . litioal will atems purely from the indlividual
wills of men,

But it is precisely from tiis eontext of individuallan
that the totalitarian solution rears lte head, as the [ol-
lowing chepter will treat in more adequate detall, ious~-
seau’'s aitempt to recorsile liverty and squality amounta to
the aocialist Btate in whioh segh man is equal $6 nothing
rore than another, [ut as sash sounts, arithmetically, for
one and only one, he is practically nothing, in face of the
politisal whole which must aurvive. There 1s no intrinsie

82 .. ; 4
Gobban, doﬁggg and Jdodepn State, pe 2hs
Italics are ours, £ saysi "lousseaun i9 worth ;tudz;ing,
if only beecsuse in him ean Lo clearly seen for the first
time o many of owr own accepted ldears..." (y. °2).
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reason, moreover, why, in a soclsty based on Individuallas,
the individual citizen must 1in any way in moral obligation of
oconscience be protected againat being sompletely subor:iinmted
to the good of the State., Hartin Hillembrand’> in dlscussing
"Failure of Modern Theery’' notes well that "Rousseau's eon-
cept of the general will lent itself readily te the complete
Hogelian suboriination of the individuml o ths state,”

There is truth to thls interpretation if for no other resason
than toe Lasio smoralimm, the artifisial patohwork of ex-
trinsie moralisy., Hitler and Stelin are deocidedly 1in the
wake of this ‘new ethie”, &mil Brunner"d believes the total-
ftarian State is simply "legal positivism in political pree-
tiee, the abrogation in actual faot of the olasaioal and
Christisn idea of & ilivine tlaw of nature!.” dHere tho State
or politicsnl will may deslare to Lo law shatsver it likes:®...
there is no limit soat to 1ts arbitrariness save its actual
powor to give faroe to Lits will.” The groundwork for this
revolutionary change is found elearly in ocussea., the indi-
vidualist and "trus grophwt of the modern demooratic state,."

83 Martin J, Hillenbrand, : and M s New York,
Jolumbia University <ress, 1549, p. ﬁ% Yy writes
that "dousseau in his absol.tlism certeinly ennlopaa the 'Jo=-
aial Contrast' with a spirit that foreshadows wodern comaunism
IThe tate?, he [Rousseau] says, 'with regsrd to lts mombers,
u master .r t‘wir propersy by the soaial pagt',” Matthew
Josephaon, Jean-Jascjuesn R opu, dew York, dapeo: urt, Lrace
and Company, 1931, pe 35

84 xmi1 Bpunner ¥;§;gg . Jpder, tr
Hary ﬂotumx-. Yoﬂ:. arper 1 Drothers, ‘». Pe T8 : >
ur. ©»e n‘o‘wl‘



CHAPT R VII

THE TOTALITARIAY PROPLE'S REPUBLIC OF ROUS3LAU

The State, whieh for Rousseau is an organic unioen
voluntarily nade up of scitizens both free and equal, has ab-
solute sontrel over all its mombers. Here nething can soslal~
1y escape the determination of the pelitisal arm, How ean .
the 3tate which arises to serve self-preservation of indivi~
dusls over hope to mreserve its very political selfl unless
{t has this adsdlite control over its cltizens? In the con-
text of this lidertarian individualism the State camot wre-
serve itself 1if morally unbaund individusls are left unre-
streinsed by a political powor commissionsd te pat bounds on
individual natural rizhts, Inequality besets a man's freedom
and his 1life itself. But without <tateepreservation, there
is no self-pressrvation. It is only living men who snjoy
freedom snd who, to secure life, liberty and ejquality, con-
treaat to the 3tato, And the 3tate as the volunteered means
of self-pregervation sxistas to serve self-interest indifferst
to any end transeending man and the grave, Commissioned Ly
fres snd squal men to protect their self-interosted rights
under positive law, the 3@“0 may, therefors, use sbasolutely
all moans toward the end of preserving Ltsels a3 8 wholse.
The sole prinoiple of order is the common interest, the will
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of the people sonstituting the body politic. Housseau af-
firms that {f the 3tate's "most important oarol“ is that of
preserving itself, "there 1is & necessity for its possessing
& universally sompulsive power, for moving and disposing each
part in the manner most convenient to the whole.” It is the
whole then that must count, for only thus can the individual
parts prefit, IS is trus the whole exists for the parts,
secording to Rousseau, She individualist, but now no longer
fory the parts as such, or, 1.,0. for individual persons as
sush, - The 3Atats must have asaemplets santrol over all, like
the coammand a man has over the members of his bodyzt
A3 nature zives to every man absolute sommand

The body peiicie ansalibe eqmmand over the merbers

Shoiss 5s in,forml, o, g, e e

said before, the name of "sovarelignty”,
This sovereignty is but “the exercise of the pgensersal wilad~
and "the laws are but the acts of the genorel will'®, The
sovareign authority then asts only by the law of the general
will of the people. Like Mobbes, Kousseau is thoroughly con-~

vinesd, that only total control can keep all Individuals in

! social contpmet, pe 27.

2 lb dom, Of, p. 32, th- inplications betwsen “gim~
51y & man @ moral person”,

3 m&&}a. Pe 2310
h m‘ Pe 3’4' ufe Po 80 and 86.
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order, owing to "the seducing voiee of rivate uillus".
frivate interests, licussocau aimits, promote "'tumults, dissen-
slona"° and 'nothing {s more dangerous than ;rivate interest
having any influence on publie affairs...” 7Thus total sur-
render of individual rights is neocessary.

Yot idousseau, to be sure, hardly abandons his libep~
tarien nrroctlcﬁu. s ains to insure their yrevalaence, for
he is beut upon a social order which is founded upony and
functions with, unlimited freedon, with individual asutonomy
and independenge, John «, C:ham" in his work, lLousgeau -«
Totalitarian or Liberal? argues that "perhaps Rousseai's
conception of man is cloger to that of mo.iern lidverels than
we have suspested”’ snd somplains that "conocern with his
[Bousseau's] work as a soures of totalitarian doetrine may
have obssured its contridbution to the thear'y and pragticse of
liberal demoerasy.” c’hajman maintains rizhtly that 1t is
“the liberal spirit” "whieh moves in Rousseau's work"sx
" .o individusl sutonomy is the key to Housseau's moral and
pelisical theory,” ilousseau, ssys Chapnnn9. 'ts concsrned

5 ibidem, p. 35.
6 Ibidem, p. 9.

T3 ) ,
ohn ¥, Chapman, Housseau — Totalitarian or uLibe
eral?, ﬁgv Yori:, Colmbia Unlversity ¢reams, 1550, .. vil,
afage .

J Ibidei:, pe Lilje
9 Ibidem.




PEOPLK®S RUPUBLIC OF ROUSSKAY 211

for man's moral autonomy as well as nis politioal freedom,
for his capasity to make his own appreissls of val.ws and to
be indepondent.” Such is prerequisite for the good soslety
and the expression of the Jeneral Willy "liberty means to
loussesu not just politiscal equality, as Talmon holds, but
also individtusl mtonawlo', otherviase, Chaprian contends, one

robs Rousseants Jenspral Will of "its dynamic quality and 1its
basis in morsl indepondience.” Chapman oxplaimn:

a et of the dynsalic aspeots of Rousseau's
general will distorts the nature of the consensus
which he thinke mon ought to aim at and cen achisve.
It is not a consensus whleh may bve imposed, whioh
can be dessrided in terms of conformity, or whish
repregents the subordination of inlividuals to
society. dether it i1s a &ynamie oconsensus, the
validity of which depends on Inlliviiual autonomy.
This foarm of consensus may hardly be described as an
11liberal ideal, KLor can th:e process by which it may
be attained be desaribed as undemoeratic. 1t is
thoroughly democratic In its rseognition of the
value of the eontribution wileh may be made by sash
and every participent to the exzression of the
gmoral will,

Chapuan is carrest: HRousseau's {deal “eroe is neither 1llidb-
eral nor undemoaratic, 7vt this faot dues not f{ree it from
having the potentialities of the totalitarian anofet: . [ut
the point i that Aoussean'’s gsolution begins in the aplrit
of individualisx, Palth in Rousseau's thought is not dead.
"rhis coneeption of the individuzl obedient to himself was a

10 1!;dﬂ. e 800
1 1piiem, pe 83,



PROPLIYS REPUBLIC OF ROUSSEAU 212

leading tdea of Housseauts, Y writes “harlos sorg‘nla who
goes as far as to say that "1 rightly understood, it pro-
ceseds not to anarehy but to justice, a known, continuing and
eompassionate Sustice resting upon a prefound moral authopr-
1ty" = that of the individual, NMorgan writee: "The Genersal
Will wea, for Reusssau, & mystisal resultant of all indivie
dual wills" - but not of them “gconsidered as a nass...but as
individuals,"” nor as a majority or minority.

Rousseau's soversign, howsver, hardly makes sense
unless it is zomshow seen as within a kind of erganic whole,
At least it i3 not so atomistic, however, as that of Loske.
Housseau's sovepeipgn, moreover, differs from that of Hobbes
which &5 a purely representative powsy apart from tho sube
jeots Lt ‘repressents and rules, Rougnmeauts sovereign is not
soparate but is ons with all its asmbors freely and ;qully
ferming it as an sutonomous whols. It has sbsolute sentrol
over its members, hut, says Houssean, 1t 1is not tyrannical
or despotis, b‘ecause all aere ejqually & part of it: no one man
{or group) is mester over anotharn. It 18 ono with the
wills of the people who collectively conatitute it. “rFor at

the moment that there is & mestur, there is no longer a

u c)ml‘l" fli“t‘%{“& : L t a ! ; A ,’! ““ ‘x
<P {) _tl' '"a. M' w ark’

13 Cr. Politieal Loonamy, p. 250.
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30v0r01|n;h" and the .itate as such falls with inequality,
“tach persen gives himsell to all, and 80 not to any ono ine
divldualls". Eaoch- counts for one and only one, for this
union 1s "composed of as many members as there are votos..}ﬁ'
But this "universally ecompulsive power" 1s absolute
and total in its control which 1t ocan wield ov.r its subleots,
since it itself is not subject to any law other tha that of
1tsell, It 1s nelfegufficient and autonomous. ‘hus it be-
comes potentially totalitarian: 1t rests purely on the will
of the booplo who are theroby exclusive authors of soselety,
authority end law, "The loversign, by its nature,"” says {ous-
loau17. "{s always everything it ought to Lo." "The enersl
«11l 18 alweys rigat}”." Jithin the State 1t 1s the measure
to be followed in everythingl’i "the first rule of legitimate
or pépular government... whose objeat is the zood of the
poople... 18 to follew in everything the general will,"

W 308101 Contrast, p. 2.
15 Inides, p. 15.
16 Ibidem, Of. also p. 96.
17 inidem, p. 17.

- 18 lptdem, p. 26 snd 35. Uf, also solitlcal saonamy
e 249 and T83-2BL, 269260, 269, 272. ’

19 E‘g;&ugal SQONOMY s Pe ass,
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Rousseau, it s true, ssys "all fjustice flows from Godzo."
But Rouseseau's prodlem {s not that of heeding s transeendent-
immanent %0d: he wants an anthropoesntric nors imianently and
boundlessly deterninable by human will = not a binding die-
tate of reason pgeared to an end transesanding the sStats or
detemining as a measure man's aivil acts.

I8 18 interesting to mote that durinc World War II a

group of eontemparars leaders issued The City of Han, a
Deelarstion on ¥Worlid Jemoersey, designsd to be a dblueprint of
hope for men against the Nasis., in the following lines it
affirmed gonerally the ssme naturalistie humanism as 414

Iautaolunt

Demosracy tesches that everything must be within
humanity, nothing against humanity, notiin- outside
hunanity. The dietatorship of humanity, on the
basis of a law for the proteetion of human diwznity,
is the only rule frem which we nay hogo for 1ife fer
ourselygs and resurrection for the nations thiat have
fall .

20 .
§ogi? Sgg%yt. Pe 33s This is 1ike the utteranm
Hobbes made, s in polfiicai ocontext of itoussea», it is
ust as mush a vacuity as was :iobbes' similar statement,
oussesu here 1s quite fllogiocal, or, equally ss bai, he

speaks as & pantheiat,
21 Comsittee of Fifteen, or lierbert Agar and othors,

Ths Cit K & | tion on lapld Demosrasy, New York
Tking 5:*%. L8, De ﬁ. The reface to these qioted 1ines
reads! "The tesachers of totallitarian philosophy have said

that ‘everything must te within the state, nothing against
the state, nothing outside the state',”

22 Auguste Comte {n the ninsteenth euintury expresaed
the same gemaral vein of t in another way. Denying the
intelligibllity of an "objeotlive synthesis” of things, In the
manner of Hobbes, Camts held that only a human "subjective
synthesnis”’ is possible: “"The futility of an objsetive
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The “"new moral law,” Rousseau holds, 1as the Jdioctate
of ths popular wln”z "the volce of the pwople is in faot
the voiee of Jod." This holds only in a peoplets republie =
140, "the body politic, whose general will is always the law
of mturo...a"‘ positive human law, The new "natural law" is
obviously no longer eternal law as received by ratisnal human
nature,

it should be kept well in mind that this is not a
q4estion of forms of povormnment, Rousgsea: is not talking
abeut nere forms of govermment, demoeratic or ctherwise., o
i{s setting forth what 1s radically s socularist way of life,
a way whieh would find full exprossion in Gowaunism, The
uLiberal inglish post, Stephen Spender, upon affirming dealided
affestions for Communien, mto‘?‘sa “I 4o not deudbt but that
in the modewn world communisa -= the classles:, internalist
sociesy — 1s the final goul of liberalism,” Lidberalism, says

synthesis s by this time so freely admitted,” said Comte,
il_nf—m“ momm_mmexm;:mmm

slone adap:od to uguste Comte,
rositive e # tun « DY
ﬁ‘&m-&m SIS Fraeny of U5 s o g e,

2 Political Lgonomy, De 25k,

2 Ivggem, pe 253, COf. Soolal Contract, pe 16, 3.,
ﬂ‘! 5“' 97-

25 stophen 5 mlox' from Liberalism, london
Vietoe Jdollanss, 1937, 50 . ’
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sp.ndﬂa. is conserned with a way of life and puts "the love
of man befere that of Jod," but Spender attacks a spirit of
sompromise found in many a idboral and sees m.a-on. BOreOvVer,
for agreeing that the individualist §a "a aplit man" until,
going all the way, hue embraces the alassloss soglety of Cem-
sunismi "the futwre of individualism lles in the classloas
noohty27." where no doubt all men are egqual and free, Iree

26 " 9
m £e 47=50, SheS5 Liberslism,” writes
Spender, "is no com;&rmd :dth railgion but wit.k; the way of

1ife, Yot only the most extrese libarals ... have regognized
this obvious fact.” (p. Li) = "The split in liveralism goes
deeper than perliamentary polities, down to the tundmonm
1iberal conospitons of individuslism and freedon.” (p. Sli) =~
it i imporsant to romember that moder:n comnunism and liberal
idealism both have as their final aim the liberty that could
be enjoyed in a classlesas soolety,” (pe 46s47) 1s this the
'solitical oon%itim desoridbed by dousseau in Opicin of Ine-~
- T

W—Sp’n “The fundamentel s of 1iberal-
e ... in {ts mxlnt claim that political freedon

eould be aghioved within the existing system.,” (pe Th) = "
7o go forward, the massos must be ziven not merely political
but also esgonemie freedom,; 20 that t.h-y mduu thou- own

free individuslists and thoir own cultzuro. p. 1) == "I am
a nm:mut because I ma s liberal.” (p, 202)

27 » Ps Tle "The protess of demoorasy must be
ocarriaed to Its ozrical ooml,xs!oﬂ, else t'w individuslist be-
comes the artifisial growth of one pampered class,” — “..,
T™hs fact 1s that individuale, as such, heve ne virtues or
vices; morality only exists In rolation to humanity or Jod,
the 1dea that men's mindes have projected. <he mdlvlhius.uat

guffers besause he is insspable of elthor virme ar vice,”

(p. 183) indud, t.m muv dualist sarlfl u', t.hou.
rtuoml. g atum %g
nys n not mm y & cal systam, lt

is a nor lm an woll.’ {pe 261) A3 soon as the citigen
has deeply nd.uod that the economis Iintere:-ts of his nelghe
bor are fdent lcal with his own, mnd that the whole wealth of
the state inareases and san be shared without explolitation,
he will wegwrd the oxploitatim of ~an by man ss an evil
greater than mwder.* (p, 262)
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for purely humen morality.

But ascording to Rousseau, vhatever government oxe-
sutes the law, that govermment {s to be, in eny event, only
the minister of the sovereipn General Will, “The seversign
power," aays ﬁounnuzﬁ, is "a2l) absolute, all sasred, sll
inviolsble,” It i3 subjest to nothin- above (tself, for it
steme 4ireetly from the wills, or rights, of its own members
who create it in making t!w 3tate. This srreangement involves
in no way s covermnt "between a supsrior and an inferiocy™’,”
or between J0d and man, Subjects hare "ebey no oms but only
their own will‘m" and to ask what is the sxtent of the rights
of the 3overeign and the ¢itizens "is to ask how far the ¢itl
gens oan sngare with thamselves, essch towards all, end all
towards each,” NMorsover, "when the whole people determines
for the whole people, 1t considers only uaau'...”" The
sovereign will wields total eomtrol indivisibly’? and 1s
*always right"” to the extent that thls powey comes only
from all, selfeintoresisdly, as free and equal members of th.

28 sou1al contrast, pe 30.
” Ibidem, v 29.
3% rvgdem, ». 30.
3 1pidem, pe 33.
32 Didem, p. 2.
3 Ibldamm, p. 28.
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wholet "... the equality of right, and the ldea of justise

which it inspires, is derived from the preforense which egeh
gives to Mh.” The political sovereign, says iousseau,
“ought to some from all, if we are to apply it to m”" and

“we must also grant that the jovereign is the only judze of
what is important to the sommunity.” The Stats, by Rousseau's
individuslist premises, besomes & nccessary evil, but it is
Just as much morally unlimited ss the asocial individual
himself .

The Joverelimn power i3 simply not bound or ebligated
in any morsl wayi “the body politic, or the Sovereign, which
derives 1its existonce from ths saeredness of the contract,
can never bind 1tu1f...36" segause 1t is "formed only of
the individuala who oompose Li,” it can have *no interest
contrary %o thoirs,” 71t ean do no injury to any indiviiual
in particular,’ hencs, "the sowvereign power need give no ;usr-
antee to its mb,)ect....zu dertainly then tho 3tate has no

obligation whatsoever to any individusl eltisen., It is 1dle
or nsedleas, moreover, to aakjd "whether thae law can be

3 Ibidem. Itallos are ours.

35 Inidem.
3% Ivtdem, ». 27.
37 Intden.
3 Iotdes, pe M.
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unjust® or "how wo can be free whils subjooted to ths laws,
sinoe they arc but the registers of our owm wills.," 3inoe
"the laws are but the acts of the general will" whish is

"alvays rtght"3§ the real question is: whether & [roposed

law "1s conformable or not to the general w1l

if so,
then 1t 13 just, This is substantially the political moral-
ity of liobbes, These laws are digtates of will and yleld
sonventional justice. "The politiecsl suthority, dbeing purely
arbitrary as for as its institution is soncerned, can de
founded o1l on oanvnntxonn...hl" And Rousasesu says clearly
that "there is not in the 3tate any ons fundsmental law which
eannot be revoked not even tne soclal oumpnoe...ha“ But this
1s because "the psople are masters, and may shanze aven the
best IAﬁth." Sub jects are to "ebey no one but only their
oun willph". "The people sulmit themaslves to the lews, and
ought to enjoy the right of making them...'5" This power

belongs only to the body of the yeoplst® and thus once the

39 Ibidem, p. 3L~35.

U0 1ptaen, p, 95. Of. rolitleal segnamy, pe 25°.
L rolitical .egnomy, .. 249.

b2 sSgeial ontrect, p. 91.

43 ibidem, p. LY.

hly Ipidem, pe 0.

48 Ibidem, p. 3.

hé Ibidem, p. 50,
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State bas soms into being, it subsists in being,” not by the
laws, "but by the legislative pmw". "The prineiple ef
polditical life 1is seated in the sovereign authority, The
legislative power is the heart of the suu...“a“

Sxscutive pewer as a distinat fumetion merely applies
this will, Admninistrastion, or exssution of this conventional
law and justice is possidle only by foreo, This will and
fores are absolutely swwems, “lothing", s:uys Rouuuum.
"is or should be done visthout their samcwrrence [i.e. of will
and forcel." lmsofar as the sovereign will is absolute, tho
exseutive power — the govermsemd — enforeing this will is
likewise adsolute but gnly as the minister or ageat of this
“"sonstant will of all the members of the state’C." Govern-
-ltsl is the exercise of the sxegutive power. Joverment
must ast, ssys Rouuusa. "assording to the direetion of the
general vwill." Here he followed aimilarly in the vein of
Loeke who made govermment merely & rmandatee of the politiesal
will., 'The govermment,"” writes KouumuSJ. “peceives from

47 1videa, p. 80.
4% midem, o0 9.

49 lpides, >. $0.
50 ibiden, p. 5.
2 ibidez, p. Si.
52 diden, p, 50.
53 midem, p. 51,
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the Severesizn the orders vhigh 1t transmits to the people...”
and "depends entiraely on She Soverelgn®l.® it 1s the agensy
which foreefitlly dinds the 3tate into unity, This force
"gives motion to all the parts" of the whole, This necessary
sonocurrence of foree and will is pgoared to preservation of
11fe for moen living in a soelety founded on the philasephy of
imdividualian, Only as adgolute in will end force can the
3tate preserve itself and thus its cltizens.

woske had held that the sontrastin~ parties, the
people, in order "to preserve thelr lives, liverties end for-
tumlss_' st up povermment as well as soslety. Rut for Locke
government 1s dependont on popular comsent, the majority, and
is only o mandate whose powers are limited by theterms of the
mandate which stimmletes that govermment afford protection
for established rirhtas, Tnough the 3tate is met up teo resolw
the gonflict of individual intarests by communal protestion
self-intorest persists in prastice, aseocerding to which the
people make ths laws. But for Loeke it is the majarity which
is the most powerful force in the ltate and whieh thus sctuale
ly is to determine what i3 the olvil law. 2s for ril hits of
minority interests, Locke says 1isalliatically that the major-

ity cannot violate them aince it derives its power from the

54 Ibidesm, pe She

55 iwooke, Treatise of (ivil Tovernmant, 3herman,
pe 7le G4 Ppo 650
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natwral law of selfeinterest. IFor Looke this primary law of
natwre canot arr, The majority will of thes people, thore~
fore, does no wrong! it is always reasonabls and right,

For ousseau, however, only ths Jeneral will itselfl
is always »ight, for it s not the msjarity as such (especial-
1y Loocke's majority) but the Jeneral Will whioch is free of
inequality. Voteecounting expresses the General «ill: "the
gomeral will," says /toussea., "is found by eounting the
nt.osb." Majority vote is merely a tool indicative of the
Teneral ¥ill, but nevor as having the final word in the senae
of replaeing or taking over the Jeneral ¥ill,

Noverthsless, ascording to iloussea., for all practical
purpoass the will of the majority may be taken as g sign ex~
pressive of the General ~1ll, In fellitiecal ..conomy, Housseau
refers to the General Will as samothing “decided Ly vote of
'y mnjoriwgv." Yoreover, he says that “unanimous oomcntsa”
i3 not alweys negessary: "Thare is one law only whieh, by
its nature, requires unanimous consent; ! mean the social

sompsot...,” Mo man oan without his oonsent he subjected to

* sesta) ontrasts v 96,
57 eattiou) seonoar, o. 278,
5% sogta) Gentrast, pe 95
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this campactsg." "Exeopt in this oririnal sontrest, a major-
ity of veotes is suffisient to bind all the otharabo" and ...
all the chareactoristies whish mark the genswal will still
reside in the most votes." Prastiocally, thersfore, majority
will, insofar as it is & truc sign of the Termsral will, is
alvays right, The "obligation® to obmerve this politieal
will arises purely from the originel consent, the soeial con-
vention, "In faot,” says Rauaatnubl, "4f thers was no prior
convention, wvhere would be - unless the slection was unan-
imous «= the obligation whieh should dbind the minority to
submit to the eholice of the majority?”

Kowever all this may be, underlying 1t all there
62

atill renains :touseeau's problam ! "how a man can be free

and yet foroed to conform to the will of others.”

59 But Rousseau says that "when the 3tate is inati-
tuted, rosidenes eonstitutes eonsent) to inhabit a torritory
{5 to submit teo the sovereignty.” (p. 95) OCf, Eo;%ﬁ%gi;

i Pe 257, It 1s out of order for the indlv to
ave the compeot, agaarding to Housaeau, while, according
to ligbbes, an individual sould break the eontrast and leave
the 3tate, in which case, he reverts toc a personal state of
nature, wbers life is necesgarily "... nasty, bputish and
short®, and whare he sould very well bscome the proverbial

"dead duak”.
60 300181 Contragt, pe 96.
61 Ib Pe lia e notes, too: "The lew whieh

£ives the major of wvotea the power of deelding for the
whole body can only be estadbllished by a convention, and proves
that theye must have been unsnimity at ons tine at leest,”

62 Ibidenm, p, 95.
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In any oevent, the comoerted politlcnl will whatever
i1t is, &8s the law alwaye in the right as made up of free cone
stituent wills, All rust obey it or be forced to do soc. It
is 2 kind of new stermal or natural law, a work of human art
1lie the bady politis., Here alons are found "the most cer-
tain and universal rules, by uhich we can judge whether a
govermuisnt 18 good or bad, and in gensoral of the morality of
all human notimn” o' But whichever way Rousseain's totalita-
rian solution is viewed, it bdegins in individuslism, and per-
ticularly the spirit of morsl autonomy, as though morality is
puraly an artistic creation of man, Ghnmnw says that
"smphasis on his [Housseau's] eoncern for moral creativity
makes Housseau a lideral,’ This is true, though Roussesu's
Liveraliss can provide no defence egainat a totalitarian
solution to thes problem of order. icgording to lousses., if
the will of a minority or an individual man fa contrary to
tus will of the Btate, there i» .only one position to be taken,
tetal sumission. In order that 'Man«pmaorvation serve
self-preservation the politisul whole muat imsedirtely count
first, not the individual man as such, One 1s an organie
part of the whole, not as an individual persmm but "as a

&3 Folitlosl Seoncmy, e 253.

sl Chapman, /ouggeaii--lotalit or L T e TS,
Individualism $» ﬁrﬂ%amo GBS agsing tﬁ%h&tm
and uselasgs for Liberal hopm s,
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eitisen®, Thus alone are his rights of the oivil asonstitu-
tion, Rousseau says:

in fast, oach individual m‘i' A8 & MAN, have &

private will (volonté partioulidre} dlssimilar or

sontrary to the general will which he huiss as a

citizen, His own private interest [intérét parti-

eulier) may dietate §° him very differently from

the esammon mem-«@ .
In obeying the General /11l a man is sotually obeying himself,
for he with others - asach equally counting for one nd only
one «= ghares in it to make it what it is, his publiec con-
scionce for eivil relations,

If o man upon vetiag thinks his vote 1s right, but
finds that he was wrong besaune sontrary to the expraased
Jenaral Will, then that man's preaction should be as follows:
I thought I had voted the right way, now L find 1 was wrong.
Ag an individual person 1 votsd and thus was wrong. As 8
gitisen my vote is thet of the Jerwral 111, I must turn
about. As & gitipen I muast oboy the will of my true selr,
the eivil will to whish I bow, deapite my opinton as sn indi-
vidual, In the 3tate only the will of the cooperative oliti-
sen gounta:

When, therefore, the motion which I opposed

carrien, 1t only proves to mo that 1 was migtaken,
and that what I delieved to be the reneral will was

not so. If my partieuler opinion had provailed, I
should have done what 1 wus not willing to do, amd

—

“ sgetal conurest, p. 28,
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eomqmtg. I should not have been in a atate
of froeedom , '

Roussean nkn“z how ghall a man "obey only himself and ro-
maln as free as before?” or
How can it he that all should obey... and yet
have no masters, bub be thw more free, as, in apparent
sub jestion, eash loases no part of his libgsty but
wvhat night e hurtful to that of another?

Housseau answers significantly in terms of a kind of mystieal
body polisiet
These wnders are the work of law, It is to
law alone that men owe tice and 1liberty. it 1s
this salutary orrn of the will of all whish essta-
blishes, in oivil right, the naturel equality bdetween
men, 1{ is this celestlel voisce which dictates to
sach oitizen the precepts of publie resson, and
teaches him to sat according to the ruleg of his own
judgment, snd not to behave inconsistently with himself°d.
Thus alone ocan the State preserve ftsel! and with "absolute
comzand” over its members move and dispose them "in the man-
Der most convenient to the ttxolt"'a."
Only in cbeying this positive law is e man froe,
“Whosver vefuses to obey thoe general will shall be compelled

to it by the whole body: this in fact only foroes him to be

66 Ibiden, p. 96.

67 bidem, p. 15.

68 portt1oa1 zeonomy, ». 256,
% Intges.

70 secte) Gontrest, pe 27.
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froo71.' The reason fo@ this ig that "this i{s the condition
vihich, by giving eash citiszen to his country, Juarantees his
sbsolute personal independenso, a condiition whioh gives motim
and effect to the political mnchlnnTz.” The reason why Hous-
seau 3ays men rmust Le foroed to he Iree 18 to e found in his
individualism reduced, for the sake of arder, to an organic
solution, Unless the whole bedy politie survives, no member
can live to be free, This i{s trus equally for all:
As soon as this multitude is united in one body,

you ocannot offend one of its mambors without attasking

the bodyj} mush leas can you offend the bedy thout

incurring the resentment o all the mambers’s.
For Rousseau's sovereign is not a representative unit spart
fron the people who constitute it, as is truo of iobbes.
Rousseauts organic “ody politie hasp the tl!ssuze and colls of
all 4its citizens camented solidly in the strructure as the
only offestive moans of onsuring civil “cooperation’ against
the mortally divisive effect of man naturelly asoclal, In
doussea.'s socclety men ars part and parcel of Lhe soverelign
power, In Hdobtes! Leviathan men as authors of the sovoreign
are reprosented and ss such are totally apart from the sov-

ereign power end thus men are forsefully united by it, It is

1biden, 5o 13,
2 videm.

73 1 [ Ps) ¢ .
Pe 17, T ?o;!tiea% G, pe 264 and
252 for a %ho.nnng evidenses tha Rousaoaﬁ cang:ives
his body polltles as an oarganie one,
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well said then that Sousseau's arganic body politie holds to-
gothar while Hobheat! msshanistio dody politic s held togethm
Rousseau‘'s sooiety holds Sogether under its own will end force
while ligbbes'! soclety is aubdued as a tamed multitude.

This difference no doabt is what Housssau had in mind

when he wrote the following:

There will alwseys bde a great dlfferonce betwesn
!ubduin% a multitude and overning a soelsty, ~en
unarganized men are sucoeasively sudjuzated by one
individual, vhatever mumber Lthere may be of them,

they appear to me only as a master and slaves) Y
eannot regard them as a people and their shisf; th

are, if you please, an W, but they are no

as yot an gsgm&ﬂﬁ%{c oy e 1s neither publie

property, nor a po ol body, smong thom, A man

may have snslaved hslf the wrid. and yst continue

oenly s pwivate individual; his interest is ssparate

from that of othors, and confinod to himself alons,

when such a man falls, his mptr, roenaing unconnested

and without smy dond of uniom... 4
Housseai's ainm 18 for an egqualitarian sosiety in which every
mon a8 oqual scammot rise up to dominate in the spirit of
libertarian inequality ruinous to the life and 1liberty of
othars. Roussesu sesks an indéstrusctible union, an organio
3tate in which the mmbers are praserved, though this is
possible anly if first the political whols awrvives.

Agsopding to him, when s man upon being attacked puts

up his ara in Qefence to protest himaell, lhe arm 1s rlohtly

foresd into the serviee of ithe whols body. 1he membar has no

Th 3ouinl Contract, p. 13.
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irdependense, It may be injured, dbut its injury redounds to
the good of the whole and thus, in turn, to the member, or,
too, "as 0 wounded man has his arm cut off to save the rest
of his body75.' Se, too, in the State an individuel member
may have to he foreod to merve the whols body. Or, as Bepe
trand Ruseell’® gays, in regard to "the now sthic”, men will
coms to "little use for the supsrstition of suilt and punishe
ment® ag they come to "viewing soolety, as 2 whols.,,” «=
ligquidation of the individual will thsn follow:

%“® view a humen bdody as a whole, and if, for
exsmple, 1t {3 necessary to amputate a limb we do
gg;bozzs::::.:f nogessary teo prove first that the

It 13 as ;:ha cltigen, Aoussesu affirmg, that man acts

in oconcert integrally with othurs., As such he takes on the
ehsrsoter of the whols clivil strueture, and in it hs sets as

a substantial part of thoe whole, As a oitizen ho might be
compared to a brick or atone set into the edifice of the
Jtate, A brigk or storw in & bullding has 1ts own individuale
ity but 1t also assumes a new naturs as dbeing In and of the
whole bullding, 7Thus man hss his own individuality but as a

manbey of the 3tate, as ocltizen, ho soquires a now exlstence,

75 opigin of Ineguality, ;. 221.

76 peptsund Russeli, Fhs, delentifie utlook, London,
George Allen and Unwin Ltd,, il
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& Niphor charsster as cemmnted in the scormunion of the whole,

Horvover, what is cood for the whole is rood for the
individual parts, since the wholo prevails as a unit, If onc
part is out of order, the whole is ssid to H%e in disorder,
Hence there 1s weed for ths body politis to owbd and elimine
ste any diserderliness of the iniividusl merderas, in order to
regtare ths "'walth and function of all, Thun, ssys Housseau,
the individual membars must be totally subordinate to the
goed of the whole, Qw;-uiu socliety sunnot preserve itselfl,
nor then can any individusl member. Thus, teoc, "the right
Whieh eash individual has over his own propserty is always
subordinats to the »rirht which the community has over m..?"'
And if this were not aa, “"thare would be no solidity in the
sootal bond, nor any rosl foree in the exercise of soverelign-
ty." If men are nat social by mature, they are sooial by
contrast, If they sre social by contraet, sivil socliety ia
8t least potentially tho maaster of their lives end goods:
"..o the 3tate i3 madeo manter of all) their wealth by the
social contract, whish within tho .tate serves as the bdbasis
of all rightlw."

T sg01a) Contrast, p. 2122,
" migem, 0. 0.
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What is more, Rousaeau docllrou79. "the oitigen 1s
not & Judge of the peril to which the law may expose him."
This is besause the "autonomous judgments” of the individual
are only relative to pure private interest and so ruinous to
order, just as iobbes Meld, VYhen and if to a citizon the
governnent says: "'It is szpedient for the 3tate that thou
shouldst die', he cught to d1e°°." postitive olvil law is
ultinate and final, “he clitiszen muat dile, for "it 1s only on
thet condition that he haa enjoyed hia ssourity up to that
uamnntsl." what is more, "his life is not to be considered
simply as the boon of nature, but as a gonditional gift from
the stutosz,” insofar as the 3tate pressrving itself in exis-
tense ls the reason the mambers avert loss of equality,
liberty and life,

There are lineg more startlin- than these to be Tound
in fousseau the individualist. The extent to which Housseau
expeets to epstablish unity among, snd ths transformation of,
individual men in the body politiec is astounding. iz view

amounts to an annihilation <f humen nature, in order to in-

sure the succoss of this soclety of "liberation”’. 7o those

7 e, p. 3.
8o
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who would attempt to found a 3tate Housseau has these rather
surprising vords to say:

Those who dere to undertake thwe institution of

a people must feol themsslves capa.le, as it were, of

ehanging human nature, of transfomming each imdie
vidual, who by himseif is a perfeot and solitary whole,
into s part of a greater whole, from which he in some
measure reoeivos his being smd his 1life; of sltering
the eonstitution of man for the pwrpose of strengtening
1t; of substituting a moral and partisl existense
instead of tiw physical and 1mpon¢cn§ existence
which we have all received fram naturs©-3,

Only when the individual man and his energies ars absorved in
the State does he Cirst find himself and also assist moat in
the perfecting of socolal life,

It 13 necesasary, Rousseau aayam’. to "removs from men

his own roper energles to bestow upon him thosas whleh are
atrange to him, and whioh he cannot employ wit-out the assis-

tance of others,” A man's natural powers must be annihilated
and "the maore those natural powers are amnihilated, ths more
august and permansnt are those whiech ho agquires and the more
‘'s0lid and perfect is the msuwumas.“ ihus perfection is
aochleved "if each oitiszen is nothing and oan 4o nothing but

vhen combinod with all the other altiwm...%" ihe indivi-
dusl drive for happiness must be controlled in torms of the

83 b1dem, p. 36.
84 Ividen., Italies aro ours,
s Ividem. Itallcs are ours.

%6 1nsaem.



PROPLE'S RuPUBLIC JPF ROUSBEAU 233

whole, the total force which must be "equal or superier to
the sum of all the natural farces of all these individusls
...87" dousseau says that of the different willis in the
State they "become more active in proportion ss they are eon~
sentrated”>" under the goverelign will., “Virtus is nothing
more than this comformity of the partieular wills with the
gensral u11189.” “?he most absolute suthority,” he alffimmed,
"i1s that whieh penetrates into a man's inmnost being, and cone
serns iteslf no less with his will than with his actions’0.”
But, above all, "if it is good to lnow how to deal with men
&g they are, it is muoh better to mske them what there 1s
nsed that they ghould be’t.

Clearly, Housseau 13 at least potentially the total-
ftarian, though he never really ceases being the individual-
ist, In the ijoglal Contract whlsh most smphatically roveals
his totalitarian aititude, he hardly intends to sbandon his

individualiem but to favour it, to aourish and protest 1it,
until it zrows up to besome the vory energies and stulf of
the tree of seciety. Thus ilfred OObban92 says of Housseaut

87 1niaea.
8s Ividen, p. 56.

% reriticnl zoenomy, . 260.
90 Ipidem, o 759. itallics are ours,
1 Iytdem,

92 Cobban, Roussosu and the Modern State, pe. 239,
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"+¢s To the ond a hard and inseludble core of individualism
remaing in his thought and refuses to be dissolved away by
the rising tide of communal values." wWhat is more, "even in
politics the sasredness of individuality and the importance
of the individual initiative is still his sulding prineiple,”
Cobban adds rightly that "this is why we have to diseard
Vaughan's deseription of him [{loussea.)] as 'the sworn foe not
only of individualism, but of individualityt’3." Vaughen
sees that for Rousseas: the individual 1is "adsolutely merged
in the community" while individual freedom 1s "utterly lost
in the sovereignty of the stata, 7This is against all roesson
and all oxp.ri.noo9u." Vaughan then rightly coneludes that
‘a 5tate of whieh thias were trus would be a State without
fresdom, without 1life, without hope of progr-la95.“ it would,
of so.rse, bte ths totalitarien 3tato9°. despite any fundamen-
tal individualism underlying 1it,

Even for Rousseau the libertarian-beoome~tosal!tarian
there had to be room somehow for the apirit of Il-want-what-i-
want: "1 noed only oonsult myself with regard to what 1 wish

o4 E%}!!%- Cobban says: “Rousssau's politlcal theory
starts with the Iniividual and {t ends with tie Individual”(p7)

% g, Vuughuni The ¥ igal spit inzs of Jean-

Jaeques Roussoau, Vol. i, ps SY.
% Intaem,
9 Pe 39, Vam sums up Adousseau's gg%ésl

Contract as o porvah to & collectivige as absolute ss t}
mind of man has ever gongelived,"
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£0 do...7T" "let emch think as he plou“.-.?a" ‘maneipa~=
tion from the Clwistian tredition or at least from what he
thought was the tradition, appeared to require the philosophy
of individualism, The problens was to nmix order with this
spirit of "liberstion®., Throughout Rousseau's totaliterian
sonslusions hs is redically the individualist endeavouring
to reconsile fresdom and equality and hoping somehow to esta«
blish as a prinsipis his libertariunisx with its adbsolute
libersy, walls at the seme time he Lemoans its disastrous
effestas and 80 resorts to statism and ths bonds of physical
forse,
Christopher Dawson has swmed up what thls "libera-

tional” movement smounts to in practice., "As Liberallism did
not oreate moral idess, 830 t00,” hs notes, "it cannot e~
serve them” — like a parasite it has flourished on things
to which 1t as sush has absolutely no s1t1e7%:

et ET L AT S ek L e,

is exhausted, something elss must take its place,

Ynee sosioty is launched on the path of sscularisa-

tion 1t eanot stop in tho halfway houne of oiberal-

fsmj it must gomon to the bitter end, vhether that

end b8 Comaun opr sxas alternative type of
ftotalitarian’ seculsrism.

97 smile, Foxiey, p. 2h9.

9 Iptaes, p. 3uk.
99 cnristopher Dewson, op. 8it., p. G4=67,
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Moreover, on the internatioml level there iz likewise
for Rousseau as for Hobbes no matwral moral law and hencoe no
maral bonds smong psoples, or nations. The will of the [tate,
says Rousssau, ia "the mwral law” "the rule of 3u|ueo"m°.
But by this will, of aourse, Rousseau clearly moans the will
of the individual 3tate, no universal norm comson to all men
and Statest

It is important to obsorve that this rule of

Justice, tho cortaln with regard to all oitizens,

may be defective wdth regard to foreigners. The

reason {s clear, The will of the State, though

so in mi:tzt.:éozt;:r‘;'ta::: mb:!‘;:{rir:egomhl
Justice s strictly artificial. Tho amoral law of nature
prevalls smong individual 3tates, as smong individual men in
tha stats of nature, sinse man is v natuwre asocisl and smo-
ral, This is the apirit of nationalism, or the "internation-
sl individualimm"™ of the modern Hation-State engulfed in com=-
pacts and powor politics. And, as iobbes and Roussea: saw,
fores 18 the final arbiter in an emoral order.

A few final wards might be mentioned with rogard to
Rousseau's views on "oivie religion” since it throws some
1ight on this study. 3ince for Rousseau the political sov-
ereicn 1is adsolute and indivieibls, it is not to re s.bor-

dinate te anything In any way above it. The .itate muat be

100 portttasl Leonomy, pe 253.
101 111 om.
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one, Thus ChristianiSy is out of erder since it disrupts the
"politieal unity" and stands opposed to the primasy of man's
will 4in the paot,

Roussesui's society 1is totalitarian because thus it 1ls
onse Its seculariat unity shuts out an end othe» than that
waieh 1s totally within the dedy palitie. If transeending
the 3tate there is an end that sorves as a prastiecal prinsi-
ple of order for political life, then the 3tate sannot lay
olain to absoluts unity. HRousseau bdewails this fact and
lauds, as did Hodbbes, the old pagan unity of religion and
State, wherein "sash State had its own cult and its own gods”
and “did net distinguish its -ods from {ts lulmz:‘: "the
Jurisdiction of their gods being, as it were, limited by the
bouiaries of the nanonml." "svery religion," he says, was
"peculiarly united with the laws of the State waieh: preserib-
od “."10&.. ‘Converting & psople™ was "by enslaving them"
vhile the only missionaries were conquerars and the "obliga-
Sion of exchanging one cult for snother being a law imposed
on the vanguished, men had to canquer defore they begen to
senvers1%5,"

102 s0e1al lontrest, p. 115.
103 Ibidem, . 116,

104 Intdem,

105 Ibiden.
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Roussea.:'s eomplaint is that, with the coning of
Christisnisy, the State loses this "unity” and becomes divided
in the separation of Church and 3tate by the claim to another
and higher jurisdietion: ",.. Jesus come to estadlish a
spiritual kingdaa on esrth, whish, by separatin; the thsolo~
gleal from the political system, made the 3tste no leonger
292..’106. "This double powsr,” ssys Sousaseau, divides the
civil whole by conoentrating and dbinding man's attention on
an end outside this shole and entails "z porpetusl sonflict
for jurisfiiction whish has made any system of rood pelity
impossible {n Christian 3%1to-...1°7“ fragmat ically, there
is only ons and, a oivil ono, The end transcending the 3tate
is, 1in prastioce, "more injuricus than useful to the sonstitu~-
tion of the st.toloa."
unaity is worthless; 211 institutions which sut man in contra-
dlotion with himself are worthless>O%." i the vein of the

libertarian, mants will 45 not to be countered. Human will

Hareover, "whatover breaks social

is not to be guided cr gaingsid exocept by this new oivil law
and religion to which man In the pact freely subscribes and
of whiech he is wholly author. “here i3 advantaoze in this

106 Ividem, p. 117, Itallcs srs ours.
207 Inidem.

108 tusdem, p. 119.
109 Ibi p Je 120,
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old pagan aivil unity, says Reunsnaullo

sy 8ince it teashes the
sfitizena that "to sorve the 3State ta to morve its tutslary
804" “by making their country the objeot of the aitisens’
adoration,” "No 3tate or government," Rounseau nrtbmln.
"oan ever be well-established" without "the scmplets reatora-
tion of politieal unity.” This was the solution »eld by the
totalitarian, Hobbes, It is precisely for this resson that
Roussea: has highest praise for Hodbes who Wad "darsd to pro-
pose a junetion of the two heads of the Zagleld2,»

¥hils Rousseau bhelisves men mey think, in libertarian
fashion, as they pleass, he never overcomnes the dlaturbing
fast of the insompatibility ~»f indlvidualism and sosial order
snd thus resorts to his compulsive “politieal unity'. "The
rizht which the soelal gompast gives the Soverslgn over thne
sub jeats," he “”113.
for the public good," Lver: man must be sbsolutely at 1lider-

ty to think and 4o es he pleases but without harming otm:'lmi.

"extends no furthar than is necossary

Ho sovereign may eontrol the apinions of the subjeats unless

113 midem, 5. 123,
ik se, relitleal igonomy, pe 256.
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ll{s M llowever * "1t

*these opinions may arfect the community
is of consequence to the State,” Roussean mxnnuub Ythat
each of its sitisons should have a religion whioh will dlsposs
him to love his duties” to the State and publie good. This,
of course, is not so much besause of any love or repard for
truth itself but merely for the practical end of civil order
that mea may equally enjoy perfeat sutonomous llbonfu":
The de of that religion interest nelthwr the
3tate nor 1its xeabers exaeept as far as they alffect
norality and those duties which he who jrofesses them
is required to dlscharge towards othera, For the
rest, svery individual may entertain what opinion he
plﬂ‘“.ooo
All that is necegsary s that ¢litisens conform to the law,
Helizion is & purely private affair unless it {3 that of the
State; in this case the religion must be saculns:
There is thapefore a &mxy oivil profession of
faith, the mrticles of whish 1% is the business of
the 3overeign to arrange, nmot precisely aas dogmas of
religion, but as sentiments of sesiability without
whish it 1s fmpossible to Le elthar a good oltisen
or a faithful subjest,
TThe Sovereign, :lousseau adds, cammot oblice men to

believe ther, dut "it can banish from the .itate whoever does

1s Co
: Pe 12 achy man i3 absolutely
free but mt% %. to injun othors,
116 1v4dem,
1T ibidem,
128 rviaem, p. 123-121,
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not believe them} not as an implous personr, but as an unso-

119 or 4t may sacrifice a manis life, if need

ciable ane,...
te. But 1f there ia any man who, "after he has publisly
subseribed to these dogmeas, ahall conduet himsell as Lif he
d1d not belisve thes, he is to be punished by destn'?0.”
liowever strong these lines, they are not altogether
inconsistent with Rousseau's thought already arfirmed, Rous-
seau entertains all the perilous potential of totalitarianism
well bafore he ever spesaks thus of this oivie religion or
profession of faith, The danger ls thet this may not be meen,
“here are still those who neively belleve :cusseau is a
totalitarian ohiefly uesauss of such lines volced in his
'Jivie Zeliglen®, as thougn thess views have no direot rela-
ilon with Roussoau's {ndividualiam othor than being a strange
"mongtrous appeniage”, Xut thls s far {rom being the truth.
P,0, Green in his atudy of dousseau is a typleal instange of
this eberration. Commenting on this punished-by-death artl-

sle, Groen wﬂtoslmz

119 Ibidenm, pe 124,

120 Ibidam. Itallocs are ours. Jush a man deserves
death, adds nousseas:, besause "he has committed tha greatest
of all orimesa: hs has 1124 in the face of the law,”

P, Traen, Jamnm)’m Houssesu, a Critical
g Sr-

9{9?%! ﬁs’ioﬁé urTtTngs, Tize, sk ﬁ*ﬁﬂ Univeraity
Tess,
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Reeklessaly, in that fatal article of his civie
mrofession of fatth, he [Houssesu] conceived the
formula for a proceas of Jjudicilal mass murder which,
with varlous refinoments, was Jdsstined to form the
basis of the twentieth-gentury totalitarian 3tate,

Jreen then continues but this time affirming his feith in
what amounta to fHoussesu's baslic lndividualian as though 1t
has no menacing ties with the totalitarisn State:

That & noble oreation like the Contrat :zoclal
should have beon disfigured by such & monstyous
appendnge is one of the most baflfling enipgnas recorded
in 1i{teratwrs, But ws should not it to blimd
us to the endur ing trut s enstarined in dousseau'ls
treatise, Of timse te greatsst and, todlay, the most
preciousn, 1s that sovureignty belongs to tha people
and sust never, under any pretext, be tranasferred to
any individual or group of individuala, What hapm ns
wvhen Rousseaufs tesshings are ignored is written
large on the map of the warld,

One thing, however, ia osrtain in a study of dous-
seau! in him there is indisputable evidence of individualiam,
ou the one hand, and, of totalitarianism, on the other. The
latter i{s by no mwans an ascldent, or a colnecldense, bul an
inevitable consequensce of the ractical need to control the

former,
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The totalitarian juggernaut, it is sald, especially
Commuintam, is ths chief danger to the modern world., But &
sounder econelusion is that the threat 1is not s0 mush from the
open srudities of totalitartianiam ss from the subtle elusive-
ness of individuallism, This is trus particularly sinee so
mueh of the philosophy of individuslism with 1ts concomitant,
damocratiec myths is still entranched In western thought amd
is far from deing uprooted, or exposed for its worthlessneas,
Individualism needs desisively to be stripped of its Chrias~-
tian essoclationsa, for it has no titles to them, 2illa of
Rights, populsr or majority vote, emoral primsey of individual
rights or deomosratic will, freedom under law, representation,
separation of powers and the like, are, in a sesularistie,
soaisl context, either dangerous or thoreughly worthless,
This has not been a study in demoorecy but in individualism's
ralation to the totalitarian polity. To soms, demooracy is
the same es individuelism, dut only becauss to them democorasy
is a seoularism, as has appeared In the courses of this oseay.
Individualism &s at bottom a mortal myth and, in any soclety
founded upon the rhilosophy of individualiom, the totalita~-
Men strangle~hold is incvitable, Order in human relations
is s patont exigensy} but how In the garden of indiviiuelimm
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can there ve any order or can any hope be emtertained of
gather ing the fruits of scoial hermony? It follows that the
tree of totalitarienism i{s planted in the garden of indivi-
dualism,

To put it another way, individusliasm shatters society,
leaving bohind only individuals and the 3tste so that the
sholee is anarehy or statisn. "Human grains of sand must re~
main separate individuals or else get set in the cement of
totalitaplanise — where their identity and parsonality sare
lost}." But the plain faoct is that man i3 not a self-suffi-
clent being., That he will resort to some political strusturc
is inevitable. It will bo then some brand of totalitarianiam,

The universal problem has been reconclliation bvetween
freedom and soolal order or between the individualts drive
for happiness and the happiness of all. Individualism's
revolutionary answor to the problem arose in the waike of the
Protestant Revolt, in part as a protest ageinst things medie
aeval and, easpecially, as a mecans of breaking the Lack of
Divine~iiirht kingship. The ocore of this philosophy of indi-
vidualism was ths denial that man is socisl by natuwre, It
was a "retionalization” in the unfavourable sense of the
term, But the denial meant that human problems must be

viewsd asecording to, and solved by, purely temporal norms,

1 Neill, Op. & Les 5o 72,
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In sosinl prastice 1t meant that mon could procesd with tem-
poral affairs either panthelstieally” or as though Ood were
no negessary part of the ploture, It meant a beelouding of
man, the rational animal, end of man's wational prinsiple of
eperation, and final purpose, It was an experimontal, "eman-
cipatory” attempt to find a pursly human actualization of
erder, Man wea to ba "liberated’ from the trammels of the
vast, He was to begin afresh for a new order,

But the problem remained and was made more JSiffilcult:
how attain human hermony if man {s sutonomously free? It
wuld be thro.gh soeliety, dbut not throurh his nature as
retional, But then by what justifisation would tho law, the
practical wark=ts>ol of aoclety, restrain him? Clearly it
would not be the natural moral law, the rational law of his
nstire, Law besomes a dlotate of man's will or appetitss,
The civil law 18 Justified if snoisty s, But how s soclety
justified? Py man's pational nature of shich God 1s authop?
Nol Soelety s purely sn artistio oreation of man, 3o then
1{s autharity and thon law «= all pure sreations of man, in
that order: sonledy, authority, law. If man {8 not soeial
by nature, ho is sooeial by his will or by contrsst, snd henss

2 spropos, Hobbes' pointed note on panthelsm ia not
irrelavent: "..0 to say the world is io.i is to esy there is
no cause of {t, that s, no God,” Leviathan, p, 165,
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he alone ereates autharity wishout which no soeial goal 1is
poasidble, ile alone is radically the sovereign authority of
the law and those principles vhereby man lives, asts and
attains hap iness. idberty is by way of himselfl alone,

But any political system thus foumiod on will is ar-
bitrary, In precticoc it rests on forse} to fores alone it
can resort and so is petentially totalitarien. It opurntes
as if no sosial relation oan be lsgitimately outside the omni-
eompe tent reach of the politieal arm,

The conelusive point to be stressced, however, 1s that
individualise 1is morally defanseloss., ‘hore is 10 intrinsie
reason vhy in a society bassd on individuslism the imiividual
sitisen must in any way, in moral ebligstion of consslience,
be protected against heling totally suboriinateod to the good
of the S8tate, Thw work of Hobbes and Rousssau Gloarly evi-
deneed this truth, If aivil scelety in lfast is merely a tool
of she eg0, there is no resson in fagt why the ego should
not beocons merely a toocl of the ltate, if pregmatically this
nseds be — by the politicsl will prevalent. Absolutely
nothing in the philossphy of individualise or Lideralism ean
stand as & bulwark eagainast tyranny or a eolleetivist abuse
of the huuan person, Hense the unfailing attempt — gane,
indeed, but ineonsistent -= of ths individualist to resort
to ths things of coamon sonse or of the Christian preserve.
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The altermtive to rejootion of indiviiualism is ob-
viously not totelitarianism, nor is 1t the discarding of ine
dividusl rights exocept amoral 'rights”. Sugh "rishts” morel-
1y are nothing as iliobbes and Housseau svinced, Mon sannot
ignore the Milgsophia Yerennis and expest, indifferent te
dhristion values, to coms upon an intellizsent plan of soclal
erdey, !obbes and Roussean unwittingly sorve to make the ar-
gument adundansly clesap, To take inte ascount the future of
human freedom and feliocity does not require a study of lobbes
and Rousseau. Yet the truth to whioch their writings sre the
unwistting witness ias the Sroasure,

The prodblen i3 & philosophical one, before it is a
politisal one, Tho quostion of whether or not there should
be a Welfare or socislist State should be amply prefased by
a conoerted oconsideration of the underlying philosophisal
fssues, An honest oonaideration yields more fruitful eonclu=~
sions as to man's nature, rationel and social, his oarigin and
purpose, and the rules for human relat'ons with regard to
soclety, authority, and law. These are t'w wider lasuess -
tho {ssues that are warthler than vote-counting, sepsmration
of powers, represontation, howsver important in anothor way.

The conclusion may well be made that even the govern-
monte of the U 3,A, and &ngland -~ inaofar as they heed thw
ayths of iadividualien ~ ars totalitarian potentially or in
theory I not in pwastice, whether ultimato authority de in
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the laglish 3upreme Parlisnent or in the U,:, 3upreme  ours
or majority rule, Neither Bills of Rights, nor conatitutions
nor de:oeratic representations and so forth, which are used
by individualism, give the mswer, however useful they may be
within a OChristian context or in a demoorasy rooted in the
natural moral law, Richts unless founded in this natural law
are dbassless, A Blll of Rights itself 13 no defense agsinet
totalitarian rule and is thus but simpleton's tingel, Man'a
hope against gas ohamders, soncentration cmps, and the
tightening ring of Communiam is not in individualism, or in
nechanieally = guarsnteed pights, or in the beubles of demo~-
oratic sscularimm. Further, if rights, in cthe spirit of
twiividuslisn, are determined by will (nod reason), they can
be maintained only by coersion snd so an individualistic
order will inevitably degenerats into a totalitarian order,
If lav is a pure imperative sanctioned by foroe = as in
England and Amerioca == a Bill of Rights oreating $ndivicdual
rights is necesssary. (For thus righta then are just as rueh
the reault of whim or wiil as is the law, I this ia true
of law, 1t {8 trus of ripghts, whieh roat on law.,) DBut then
freedon: In thig asontext is in a purely precarious posftion,
I¢ i3 at the meray of the whim of a majority, or ruling gro.p.
Ignoring natural maral law snd therefurs moral righta, men
fall baek to reliance on praly nositive, MNmman law and civil

rights, “ut hero civlil rights alone are aa urbiirary an
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amoral positive law and as styrong or effective us foree, Hut
then there is the awful problem of rilling gaps and loopholes
in the law, Indless resort to positive logislation is made
in a kind of mechanical make-shift attempt to have ithe laws
do what fulfilled obligatien In natumel moral law is to as-
somplish, There is in the United States, for example, a
super-abundanes of laws beyond laws alming at the preserve-
tion of individual rights - and this, as the boast ﬂOO&.rlﬂ
a country founded on the philosophy of individusliss, Indeed,
legitimate are the fears of those ovservers who refuss to
bellieve in the impossibility of an American totalitartaniam,
The problsm in the resal situation is difficult enough
sveon vooo;nis£a¢3 that man {s rational and aoceinl by nature
and that lav i3 an ordinance, or dlctate of re .son, but 1t is
made insanely difficult by expearimentally msking the princi-
ple of order arbitrary and woluntaristic and effective by
foree alone, Thig peouliar experiment began larrely in the

3 Voluntarism ingofar as it -ives undue preeminencs
to the will over the intellect 13, no doudt, a doetrine
intsellectually vicicus, Yet » word of esution s in orier
lest intellect e unduly stretehed to the detriment of the
role of will: 1t must be stressed that mers knowlsdge or
education is insufficient., Inderstanding needs its complo~
ment in the funstion of the will., Intellsst, or underatand-
ing is nover so important as to replace will, or its sppeti-
tive arightness. 3oaratez' aberration that “virtue ls know-
ladge"” is still very mush afoot in modern thought,
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sixteenth oentury., It has been a "flop", It should be aban-
doned exgept to regord the lessons md learn from them, As
man is sooial by nature, sooiety and its laws must be in hap-
mony with the author of that nature and the end for whish the
human person exists., This, of course, does not mean retum
te & dead past or to thw peoculiay dafects and corpruptions of
the liddle Ages,

The 3tate scannot beoome totalitarian 1if 1t is asudor-
dinated in dehalf of the human person to an end transsending
this life, The subordinatlon of the 5tate to this transcen-
dontal puarpose is intelligible only as man is seen to be a
rational being who sets as such and orders his life personal-
ly snd politically on this faot of his raetionsl nature,
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AZSTRACT

This study 1s an attempt to expose thmroughly the
praectical relation detween the philosophy of Iindividual ism
and totalitarienisnm and to throw s more vivid light on the
whole juestion, indeed a timely one, by entarins upon it in
a somewhat new way, Jdifferont from a merely philosophical
aproash, The question, thoush primarily a philosophical one,
i{s here considered in a historical context, as a philosophi~
cal-hlstorisal quegtion, It is indeed true that thers are
many absurdities in ths philosophy of Thomas :iobbes and Jean=
Jaeques Roussea:, but there {s alsc a »r:oicous truth in their
rositions, The proecadure is to witness how these individual-

{ste par asxcellence draw i~ their own words and {n their own

logic «= Ly a1 inelustabhle consistenoy — the totalitarian
sonslusion to the sooial :xroblem, individillism and total-
itarianism are not opposed a- contradictories, The fomer
1a the fodder of the lattoer,

The basie soclal wroblem is regsonciliation of freodom
and ordor, or harmonizing the individ .al's drive for happl-
ness with the happineas of all persons. Oan the hllosophy
of individualism give the s lution to this probtlem? The
whole question, oven as it ap,wars toda., is t:n-led in com=-
plicetel assoclations with things of the 'hristisn treaditim.
Individuslism as & philosophy 1s simoly & denial that man is
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naturally social - a revolutiomary denlial of a traditional
thesia, a denial that is quite complicatad in 1ts ramifics-
tions and ono that has had tromendous repercusatns. Indivi-
d.alism's provolutionar y answer to the problam arose in the
wake of the frotestant Revolt, in part es a jrotest against
things mediasval and, sapeclally, as a moans of breaking the
back of Mvine-Rlpght kingship. Thile philosophy of individual-
ism was indeed 2 "ratlionallzation™ in the :nfavourable sense
of the term, “‘his denisl meunt in fasct that numan problems
wore henceforth to be viswol secording to, and solved by
parely temporal norms as though Jod were no negessary part of
the pleture, It meant s beclouding of man, the rational ani-
mal, and of man's raticnal rinsiple of operation, and final
purpose, It wes an experimental "emancipatory" attempt to
find a parely human actuslization of order, iobves snd Rous-
seau were among the leading figu-za bearing out this revolt,
Hoth emphatically deny man is soclal by nature, or lobdes
as for lousseau this 18 e rejeostion of the natursl moral law,
wience in modern thought arises a predominance of moral posi-
tivism anxl extrinsic morality. Humaen perfegtion comes then
only by positive human lax;r nlone, oxorcised by the body poll~
tic whieh has no obligations to anything sbove itself ani ao
to nons of 1ts membors,

Hobbes inaugurates the mrimasy of individusl richts,
amoral rights whioh when surrendered in = soclel contrect
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give rise te soslety and oivil law which alons i3 law morally
in the proper senss for human relations., Where traditionslly
law was firat, thon obligation, or duty, Hobbes makes ripghts
first, then law, viz, the will of the civil soversign, repre-
senting all itn members in thoe Leviathan, If man is social,
not by rationsl nature, but by will or peet, he must be in an
smoral condition of liberty and squality - i.e. the state of
nature, a mere logical necsessity of individualism, Only thus
gan he contrast into soglety and become himself full suthor
of morality and law, 3Hobbes stiresssed order, Loske stressed
the liderty aspest of the mythical state~ff-nature condition
while iganaring the economic inequality that thls “liberty”
left in 1ts wake. HRousseau's problem wsas to reconelle this
"1iberty and equslity” — an impossidility. Housseau like
Hobbes begins with rights as ths source of society and law
but reecnsiles them in sn organic polity of citizens under
the new, democratic "maral” law, the sovergign Jsneral #ill,
The eitiszens all equally obey this law which they all ejually
and frsely author, For Hodbes and Housssau the solution to
the problem was te De thwreugh society, but not through men's
nature as ratiomal. The gquestion wes: by what justifieation
wes the law, the practical work-tool of sosiety, to restrain
man? OClearly 1t was not thw natural moral law, the pational
law of his nature. lmw then becomes a dictats of man's will
or appetites. The olvil law is justiftied if soclfety is.
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But how is soclety justified? By man's rational nature of
which Jod 1s author?! Yol 3ecelety is parely an artistle
crsation of man, 30 then is authority anl then law - all
pure creationa of man, 1.e, of his will, in that order: socle-
ty, authority, law, If man is not sociml by nature, he is
social by his will or by contraot, and hence ho alone creates
authority without which nc social goal is possible, He alone
is radically the sovereipn authority of the law and those
prineiples wheredby man lives, acts and attailns -appiness,
Liverty is by way of himgelf alonse. But sny olitical s .stenm
thus founded on will ia arbitpsry. -n practice 1t rests on
foroe; to forcs alone 1t can rescrt and so 1s potentially
tetalitarian., It opsrates as if no social relation san be
legitimately outside the amni-competsnt reash of the politl-
cal ara, Order in human relations is an obvious axigensy,
but how in the gzarden cof individualiem cun there he order or
how esan any hope be held of gathering the frults of soclal
order exsept dy totalitarianisn?

There 13 no intrinsic resson why in s goclcty based
on individualism the individual oltizen must in any way, in
moral obligatlon of consciense, be yrotoocted agalnst veing
totally s:bordinatal to the good =f the itate. 2ar fronm
beling a bulwark against statism, individ:alisn 15 morelly
and philosophically defenceless., '‘cbbes and iiousseau clearly
evidenced this. If civil seolety in faet 1s nersly a tool of
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the ego, there is no reagon why the sgo should not Lecome
merely a tool of the itate, if pragaaticall; thls needs be =
by the politieal will prevalent., If rir~hts In the aspirit of
individuglign, asre dotermined by will alone, they can be
maintained only by cooercion, illoithor Bills of Rishts, nor
conatitutions, nor vote-sounting, nor separat’:n of powers,
nor demooratio representatiosi, wileh are ugsd by indiviiislign
solve tie problem, however useful they may be in a Christian
context or in a 4democracy rooted in the natural moral lew.
A4ghts unless founded in this natural law are baseleass, 'he
States cannot Lesoms totalltarian if 1t is subordinated in
behalf of the human person to an end transcendin~ this life.
The subordination of the tate to this transcendséntal urpose
is intolligivle only as man i3 meen to be s rational bsing
who ssta as such and orders his 1life personally and political-
1y on this fect of his rational nature, .fen cannot ignore the

ilosophta rerennis and expect, Indirfferent to “hriastian

valusa, to cowme upon an intelli-ent plan of soclal order,
Jobbes and lousses: unwittingly aerve to make the argument

abundantly clear,



