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UJTHODUOTIOM 

THJ2 PAUSE AMD TUB STUBBORN MYTH 

To know whether totalitarian rule — Cossaunlst or 

otherwise — has logical foundations in the principles of 

individualism or whether the one i s inimical to the other i s 

today an issue of no small Import* To know this in i t s f u l l , 

philosophical perspective i s to gain insight into a tram-' 

endous drama of the modern epoch and to gain the vantage 

ground for nanoeuverlng well In the warfare for freedom* It 

la to see, moreover, the reason for by-passing a bog of use­

less debate on shallow matters, e*g», that the alternatives 

are only individualism and totalitarianism* But the question 

emphatically la not one of either individualism or total i tar­

ianism* The battle simply Is not being fought on this ground* 

If the modern picture la viewed in one way, " . . . we are 

presented with the crualal dilemma which oonfronts the modem 

world — the choice between totalitarianism, by whatever nan* 

described, and representative democracy ." And there are 

those who reject what are often prevalently considered the 

only alternatives| this way nay speak thusi 

-^J* A*Jf!d«af*h*f* ^ymftllW fiftJ32& ***** Today* Tortc* David HeRay Company, Inc., TOCTu W? 
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Totalitarian!an la to be ruled out since It ex­
tinguishes personality; lta ends bear no relation 
to the worth and inexhaustible asplrstiona of man 
considered as a person. The claims of Western 
secularist democracy, however, are hardly less 
yvastionable. The so-called *open society» of lib-
erellsm is almost as j*;roat a myth as ths olsssleas 
society of the Marxists... It can neither protect 
man from a atate of chronic insecurity, which is 
the by-product of lndlvliuallsm, nor safeguard him 
from ruthless exploitation by the totalitarian* . 

The concern of this study is not so much to determine 

expreaely whet all the alternatives are and entail as to 

enewer the question whether 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* 

Ralph Tyler Flewelling, in his Survival of -.estern 

Culture* observed well the reason for a re-examination of 

the basic issues* 

The Western *orld now finds herself at s pause. 
In a confluence of coafliotl.ni? tides that raises 
questions in the best minds regarding the future, 
and also respecting much that we have considered 
necessary to the progress of society*. 

et within this pause, the following study is a 

pondering upon questions that especially merit freeh 

IMdem. 

3 Ralph Tyler,Flew®lilng, Thji Survival of Western 
Culture, an Inquiry into the n»oblem ai i ts tteoITW ''and 
Resurgence. Mow York, Her per and Brothers, 19F3', 'W IT" 
I ta l ics are ours* 

http://coafliotl.ni
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reflection aeainst the etele, stubborn myth, or mytbV** of 

individuallam. Ths fight for human freedom and felicity has 

always been important, but conciliating freedom with social 

order le the perennial problem* Hever hae the issue been 

more erltleel, or understanding of the problem and solution 

been more urgently needed — and this, especially because of 

the mounting progress of science and technology* 

The lesue is not an ivory-tower one, but a r^ml one 

concerning the very worn-a-day world* A schisophrenic char­

acter preveila today in western societyt such that to some 

the issue seems to be man versus ths State* Men ere living 

under a regime in whloh there appears, on the one hand, the 

sura* of "individual rights" and, on the other, the closing 

in of the political Leviathan. There is, on the one side, 

the belief that the private group or individual must be un­

hampered and free, yet, on the other, the prsotical clamor 

or need for government to interfere, curb, and constrain 

freedom* Men must be at liberty yet in conformity. Accom­

panying the well-nigh frantie cry for freedom in the capital-

let societies is the eppesl or outright demand that govern­

ment Intervene in time of labour-management dieputes, or of 

pension-relief need, farm surplus or drought* Hence comes 

•• Ths philosophy of Individualism may be viewed as 
a myth, or as a concoction of myths* 
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the modern trend to the welfare State with corresponding 

individual limitations for the welfare of all — with ln-

creeeingly higher taxes end deductions in pay* .*>o much so 

is this development a faot that the man of the Liberal temper 

today is more of an equalltarlan, yet always somehow for the 

cake of individual liberty* civen the Communist can be heard 

saying he ie labouring for the goal of liberty, a goal to be 

attained at least whsn the restraints of the 3tate snail have 

withered away* 

The eolutlon to the question as to whether individu­

alism in prsotlee lesds to totalitarianism ought to be 

abundantly clear, or clearer than it iaj yet, in the minds 

of many, it seeme only too often shy of this clarity* This 

study is an attempt to expose thoroughly the practical rela­

tion between the philosophy of individualism and totalitar­

ianism and to throw a more vivid ll^ht on the whole question 

by entering upon it in a somewhat new way, different from a 

merely philosophical approach* the question is primarily a 

pbilosophieel one* Nevertheless, it can be considered in a 

historical context, though still au fond as philosophical* 

The approach la then a philosophioal-hlstorloal one. An 

effective way to accomplish this envisaged end is to wltneas, 

at first hand, how individualists gar excellence draw in 

their own words and in their own logic — by an ineluctable 

consistency — the totalitarian conclusion* ost fruitful 
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for en essay of this sort sre the eeventeenth century English­

man, Thomas ffobbes (lS'xJ-lbTO) end the eighteenth century 

frenchman, Jean-Jsoques Rousseau (1712-1776) in whom both 

vlewe, vis*, premises and conclusion, are emphatically af­

firmed, developed, sealously sponsored end spread* An 

approach of this sort has hardly btten explored to any con­

siderable extent,yet it has merit in its corroborations of 

pmllesophlesl truth by historical feet — in this eeeo the 

feets of certain expressed eonslstsncles that stand out in 

the positions of Hobbes end Uoueeeeu* In thle regard, there 

hes been no explicit study as suoh of Hobbes sad Houeeoau, 

i.e. eomaemlng this specif ie way of approaching the reletlon 

between lndlviduelism end totelitsrisnism, although there hes 

been much materially that has been written outside and around 

this special approach* There ie no abundance of any formal 

treatment of this sort* The need, however, should be met, 

particularly since the hour is at hand for any and all 

honourable methods to be menoeuvered into the grand battle 

that is looming* 

It eeuld be mentioned here, incidentally, that 

further research with this technique might aleo be pursued, 

perhaps, to good advantage with other men, e.g. Splnosa who 

is at once sn individualist and a totalitarian, or likewise 

with Locke who in this respect is In s similar though more 

difficult philosophical-historical position because of his 
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skill at making intellectual somersaults. 

There are studies of Individualism, on the one hand, 

and of totalitarianism, on the other, but as for the conse­

quence of totelitsrisnism as arising from individualist 

grounds, there is still work to be pursued, particularly in 

line of clinching nistorieelly snd emphasising the argument 

against individualism snd the Liberal optimism which still 

flits about posing ss the bulwark protecting men from tyranny. 

There are studies which deel with the Indlvlduslism of either 

Hobbes or Housseau but which ignore, or fall to stress, these 

relevant relatione to the respective totalitarian systems of 

these men, as though Hobbes and Housseau are altogether too 

much inconsistent, or as tboaqh there is no connection worth 

considering, or only sn accidental tie, between the Indivi­

dualist and totalitarian notions* in interesting lnstenco of 

the latter aberration, as will be noted later, is found In 

F.o* areen Jean-Jacaues aouaseaa, s Critical Study of ills 

Life snd writings* in which the author seee no tie at all* 

Much literature hae appeared attacking in no uncerteln terms 

the tyrannical philosophy of Hobbes' Leviathan and Housseau'a 

Social Jontract* But why? Why, as if individualism were 

purely e blsmeless non-socomplloe? The reaction against 

tyranny, no doubt, is quite in order. But something is too 

often woefully look inc. in the interpretations. This, again, 
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is seen typically in 0*S» Vau.̂ han's analysis of Hobbes5, as 

will bs brought oat* Much literature has appeared lauding 

the phileaophy of Individual!sin, the doctrine of individual 

rights, pure positive law, freedom under the lew, democratic 

representation, and the like, as these are found in Hobbes 

or dousseau* But again something is wanting* The need is 

for sn express study of the relation of these allegedly in­

compatible extremes, with the view toward learniag whether or 

not totalitarianism la inevlteble in this context, end if so, 

how and to what extent no other answer is possible• 

At leaet so far as lobbes and Roussesu are concerned, 

the question is: Is there an Inevitability of totalitarian!s 

in a aoelety founded on their philosophies of individualism? 

It is the aim ef this essay to prove emphatically that there 

is* There ie definitely, however, s wider end universal 

lesson to be learned from the answer to this particular 

question, e lesson that has direct bearing on the contempo­

rary scene end the future ef humen freedom end felicity. 

The extension of knowledge in this srea Is to bs made by 

showing that Hobbes and fteusaeau were compelled to plant 

5 This is to be seen in Venghsn'a Studies... Of. 
too, e*g* Wllloughby who, after making his criticisms, 
mana«ee to speak favourably of Hobbes; *'... Hobbes develop­
ed s gajp-*—**-'•*- *• *•• --.-.- . . » ' - -
Wei 
New 
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the very tree of totalitarianism in the garden of Individual­

ism, If any hope could be entertained of gathering the fruits 

of soelsl harmony. The point merits and needs emphasis. It 

is this emphasis, moreover, which is in line of a contribu­

tion* This is true since the problem ef individualism is so 

fraught with, snd tangled in, subtle, elusive associations 

with things of both the Christian tradition and of plain 

common sense* The virus of ths philosophy of Individualism 

needs to be caught for what it ie, Isolstcd and indefetigably 

stamped out by all available arguments worthy of truth. 

It is obviously not the point of this thesis to go 

extensively into the applications ef this lesson for the 

contemporary world exoept, Incidentally, to make a passing 

suggestion here end there* It could be noted here, however, 

that "freedom under law9, a slogan prevalent in the demo­

cratic countries, is something that makes sense only in a 

society Inspired by the jflallosophla coronals with Its con­

ciliation of individual rights and ths rights of the State* 

Where law is a pure imperative sanctioned by force — as it 

is, c*g* In England, France, the United states and Canada — 

a Bill of Hlghts creating individual rights is eventually 

necessary • But then freedom is at the mercy of the whim of 

° If the natural moral law Is not recognised as the 
base of rights, then rights are not natural but only positive 
civil rights* They are so precarious as the law is purely 
Imperative. In this context the law itself radically la not 
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a majority, or ruling group* Thus are found in the United 

States, on ths one hand, a plethora of laws aiming endlessly 

et the preservation of individual rights, witness of the 

legitimate fears of those who refuse to believe in the impos­

sibility of sn American totalitarianism (though such men are 

often unaware of the true reason); snd on the other hsnd, 

there la the a-rmslng number of laws restricting Individual 

rights in a country allegedly founded on Individualism* 

There is in tne modern world a considerable preval­

ence of individual rights upheld ss mere claims, i.e. as 

something more smorsl than as moored In obligation with 

regard to final purpose snd 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 

actually baseless or even If they are under a Bill of nights 

natural but only artificial, a dictate not of reason but of 
will* It is arbitrary and effective only as it Is enforoible. 
But ell rights depending on such a law srs ss chsngesble and 
Insecure as the law itself. The modern failure to reoognlse 
man's rights as intrinsically based upon snd flowing fron, 
his rational nature finds him unduly scrambling, in a last 
resort, to extrinsic substitutes, like Mils of Rights as 
positive evidence that he is to enjoy certain privileges and 
protection or that he has the power, or right, to do, hold 
or exact something from another. But these rirhts then are 
Just as much srbitrary creations of will or whim as the law 
is Itself srbitrary. If lew is whim (i.e. if it is not an 
ordinance of reason or Intrinsically of man's rational 
nature), then rights come or »?o as do whims, for rights rest 
on the law. They ride up and down the way the law rides. 
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they are, indeed, in a thoroughly precarious position, it Is 

then thet they sre st the mercy of pliable bodies, public 

opinion, powerful lobbies, s parliament or congress. Or the 

preservation of rights is made hopefully to depend purely on 

the mere mechanics of vote-counting or of sn essential compe­

tition in the separation of powers or organs of government. 

In the Christian tradition, rights and duties are correlative. 

A right is naturally counterbalanced by a corresponding duty 

always in a teleologleal context of transcendental obligatia . 

But in modern thought a right appears not so much as some­

thing tied to obligation and duty as a well-nigh self-evident, 

individual claim* whether the discussion Is in labour rela­

tions, business, education, or the UN', the queetion of rights 

is most likely te pop up first* Examining something of the 

origin ef thle modern "phenomenon'1 la not irrelevant to this 

study* The queetion 1st does man»s hope against the total­

itarian threat lie in the philosophy of Individualism or 

even in s guaranteed primacy of Individual rights for one 

and all? 

' Of* o«&. United Nations, secretariat, 1/epartment 
of Public Information, These Sights' end Freedoms, first 
edition, Lake Success, 'Mited "Nations, r̂ epartnSnt of P-â lic 
Information, 1950, ad passim. 
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In s widely used text book, i'olltioal Science, Raymond 

Clettell, the posltlvlst, wrote» "the sovereign state, how­

ever, always possesses the legal power and the legal machine­

ry throu/rh which it may, if It chooses, destroy or limit ell 

eivll rights3," He adds that "...against that power Itself, 

however, there is no defense." It is true that even the 

democratic powers of the West, e.g* the U.S.A. and Jingland, 

are potentially totalitarian at least Insofar as they proceed 

on the grounds of individualism* Gettell says that defence 

of these rlrents against government Interference comes "by the 

constitution, or pub11o law, of the state"." He observes 

that ''... the good sense of the legislature or the pressure 

of public opinion behind *t alone protects the civil rights 

of individuals against governmental encroachment ." But is 

this protection possible by way of individualIsm? It Is the 

hope or the report of lettell that "the real guaranty of 

lndivldusl liberty is a public opinion that is tolerant and 

liberal, and a government that represents this attitude in 

practice11." But Is this guaranty possible by indlvidualiam 

Raymond 3. fettell. Political 3c1cnoe. revised edl-
, Boston, a inn and Jo,, 195v"»' p. 160-161. Of. ;,,. lo­t ion 

159 and passim 

Ibidem. 
X 0 Ibidem. 

Ibidem. 
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— no matter how good are the mere mechanics of democratic 

rule? 

A confusion accompanies those who mistake the general 

myth of individualism as a base for human relations. This is 

detectable in the following lines of William sibenateln who, 

in Wan and the .State, discusses Hobbest 

Since the purpose ef political society is the 
preservation and protection of man's life, Hobbes 
recognises the inalienable right of the individual 
to resist when his life is at stake, because "man 
by nature chooses the lesser evil, which is danger 
of death in resisting, rather than the greater, 
which is eerteln and present.death in not resisting." 
For s Ion.: time, this Hobbesian caveat aeemed un­
important* because the sanctity of human life was 
universally accepted, bii •men millions, of ̂ oo^le 
were put to death in gas chambers and concentration 
cjKryjs ̂ £ the state, the :fobbeaTan stress'on 'the 
Integrity of human life acquired new mosntn)ip**. 

Evidently from this analysis Hobbes is decidedly more an 

individualist than a totalitarian. But is it clear in the 

mind of Abensteln how totalitarian rule is a fruition of 

Hobbes' Individualism which honours, as Sfccnateln implies, 

"the sanatity of human life" and puts "stress on the Integri­

ty of human life"? or is it clear in the mind of iSbensteln 

how this individualism could possibly be s protection for 

persons against HitierIan gas chambers and concentration 

12 
1111am ^bensteln ieditor), Han 

'ggftyn i 3 & 4 * ^ *£•&&» Ji®w Y°**> 'UneharT 
19l>7» p* 1 «• i ta l i c s sre ours. 

1111am ^bensteln ^editor), Han and the Sta te , 
- A • . 4» A _-_ A A IK ^^^^^^^H* ^—«^***^«*>l 4MVMA9HNM «M*l**ft**WMM*MMII lnehart and Co,t Inc . , 
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aampa? The question in this regard is whether human worth 

finds its sponsor in ths capital of the Christian tradition 

or in modern individualism. MLiberalism,,f Christopher Dawson 

points out, "lives on the epirltual capital that it has in-

11 
herited from Christian civilisation... Considerable 

atook, however, is still placed in the myths of Individualism. 

The overall procedure of this study, as ths table of 

contents auggeets, entails first of all a presentation and 

explanation of the problem, along with a statement of the 

chief data and the dilemma involved in the problem* This 

embraeea come definitions and background e >no-trains alter­

native positions involved historically in the problem. These 

matters form immediately the business of the first chapter 

which follows this introduction. 

in the second chapter the discussion then turns, not 

Impertinently, to s rather brief exposition of the tradition­

al Christian solution to the social problem. It has been 

this solution which has sustained the brunt of the attack In 

the revolution of the modern age* Understandlag something 

of this medleevsl solution, expressed best by it. Thomas 

Aquinas, is Invaluable if for no other reaaon than for the 

fact that seeing the Christian stand helps toward grasping 

ll Christopher Dawson, Religion, and the Modern state, 
London, Sheed and Ward, 1938, p. oJ.i-65* 



THK PA08K AMD TH-. MYTI! xvli 

something of the modern view Insofar ss it is, in part, 

against the Christian view thet Individualism inveighs* 

of cardinal importance is the following chapter "the 

Ooaundrum of the Unsocial Societal Man" which brings out why, 

historically, ths social contract theory beeame fundamental 

in modern thought sfter the sixteenth century snd how, philo-

sophleslly, the modern world confirmed the revolutionary 

brock from the tradition by denying the natural socialites 

ef men* In this context Is defined the modern philosophy of 

individualism — snd then, briefly, its connection with 

liberterian end equsliterlsn conceptions* 

The remaining part forms the hesrt of this study and 

explores !n pertlenlar the ramifications of this revolt In 

the attempts of Hobbes and Rousseau te got e system ef social 

order out of the stuff of the philosophy ef individualism* 

The result is, as the thesis title indicates, "the 

lnevltebleness of totalitarianism in s society founded on s 

philosophy of Individualism..." Put in order to obviate a 

misunderstanding, it should be emphasised that the term 

"lnevltebleness" here does not mean that abstractively in­

dividualism leads to totellterlanism. Individualism does 

not necessarily lead to totalitarianism, but* ija practise, 

social harmony in an Individualist society cannot be pre­

served otherwise than by force of totalitarian rule. 
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It will be observed that In this study the Molesworth 

collection of Hobbes' works is used along with two other 

editions of single works, the Leviathan and the De CJLye; , 

A minor question may be raised as to why Molesworth's con­

venient colleetiea of Hobbes1 works was not used exclusively. 

This collection, en the whole* le indispensable* But with 

it were used the Morley edition of the Leviathan and the 

Lempreeht edition of De Clve. This was done for both the 

oenvenlenee of acquisItion and the frequent, superior excel­

lence of text. These two editions eliminate many needless 

ltallslsstlens and capitalizations, while punctuation in 

Lempreeht*e edition is improved and brought up to date* 

Thus, ualeee otherwiee noted, the Le vie than text le that of 

Her ley and the ttc Give text le that of Lempreeht. All the 

other worka of Hobbes in this study sre from the collection 

of ttoleemerth* 

*** This work is known also ss Philoso,> ileal audi-
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The aim ef this chapter is to explain and make clear 

the faadaaentsl problem. The problem Is simply one or eeeial 

harmony, but one that presents many complicated aspeots. 

Basle el ly, It is a matter of reconciling soclel order with 

individual freedom, nnder discussion is particularly the 

freedom ef the individual from the constraints of social 

1 actuations* 

Elementary date ef the problem are the observable 

featst those aboat the individual man, oa the one hand, and 

too seelal facts, on the other* la regard to the individual, 

there ie the bealo end natural urge for happiness which is 

deep-rooted in the being of every mam, coupled with hie eware-

ness that he possesses powers ef operation for the fulfilment 

of this arge, I.e. laltletlve end choice among the meens of 

preourlag eelf-sstlafsctlons that may not be perfect happl-r 

ness, but*ere partial happiaess here and now* 

la regard to the eoolal facte* It is observable that 

men de not live alone. Hem need others end live la a eeeiety 

llmitstlvevof liberty* Por et least all practical purposes, 

men are really In need of the services of other men* They 

cannot'get along alone Individually* Man Is not sufficient 
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unto himself* Nor is this exigency a theoretloel thin$. The 

Interdependence of one upon another is real and obvious. Tnar 

men live in need of "*en Is at the foundetion of the other 

fact thet wen really live in a societv necessarily restrict­

ive of individual freedom. They come into existence and 

progress not alone but by >.ieans of and through the oonsolous, 

restrictive co-operation of others — a co-operetion which is 

neither mere abstraction nor simple rregarlousnesa. That -sen 

live wltn nen ss fellow nen is then the actuality. 

This universal soclsl fact, however, mey be societal 

(1*4* organised and operating with deliberation) or merely 

communal. Both operate as a whole* They are Institutions 

themselves and operate by means of subsidiary institutions, 

the latter (I.e. the merely cownnel) spontaneously through 

customs snd the feeling of common Interests; the former (i.e. 

the societal) deliberately »y means of author it;, and law. 

Wherever there are m^n, there are Institutions. An institu­

tion is something thst is founded in order to define and 

regulate the relstlons of men with one another. It confines 

social actions and ivea tnem form or act pattern* When on 

are organized end operating with deliberation toward an ex­

plicitly recognized end, and by way of explicitly defined 

neans of attaining that end, along wlt'a a written or un­

written constitution, tnsn there Is a societal institution, 

a society, 3ut *ihan m&n are .morranitsed and found 
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spoateneouely together In e purely payohological way, with a 

aense of neighbourliness and a feeling of oonmon interests 

more or less well-defined, there is then a communal institu­

tion, the community* 

Social life unites men by way of some common object* 

In a community the objeot is a fact antecedent to and inde­

pendent of man1a mind end will but establishing, ss "isritain 

says « "s oommon unconscious psyche, common feelings and 

psychological structures, and oommon mores"• Thus a "ooomu<-

lty le more of e work of nature and more nearly related to 

the biclogleel" like an ethnio, regional, or linguistic 

group, "'a product of instinct end heredity in given olrootn-

stanoes and historical framework...'' Thus tribe and clan 

are oemmunltlee thet prepare the way for political society. 

A society gives rise to community feelings, but "never can a 

community develop into a society, though it can be the 

natural cell from which some eoeletal organisation springs 

up through reason** In a community social relations arise 

from given historical conditions* In s community the only 

norm of individual conduct le custom, a certain way of 

thinking and behaving, e.g. rules of etiquette, or wearing 

a certain type of costume or haircut, sanctions maintain 

* Jacques ttaritain, Han and the State. Chicago, '.he 
Jnlverslty of Chicago Fress, 1951» ?• 2-Iu 
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conformity snd vsry, in severity or fsvour, with the import­

ance of the custom* 

But in s society the norm of individual conduct Is 

both oonventione and laws with the letter's sanctions defined 

with as full deliberation as tna law itself. A society is 

not so much a work of nature as e work of reason* If man is 

social by nature, he is made for society in his rational 

nature* The common object of social living in a society is 

not a fact prior to mind and will, but rather "a tack to be 

done or an end to be aimed at ", depending upon mind and will 

and preceded by decision or consent of the individusl members. 

In this way a society is 3een to be a rstlonal organized 

union of members deliberately seeking the common rood co­

operatively* This wo'ild include a study club, a labour union 

as well ss s State or family. Societies are clearly speci­

fied by their ends* As the purpose of a aocietv varioo, so 

varies the nature of the society snd also the activities of 

tnat society. As e hunting club hes s different end from a 

busInsss firm or a State, so differ the form of these socie­

ties snd the type of soelsl activities required of the 

members* The operations of the soolety sre then geared to 

the common end, while authority le the power directing and 

Ibidem. 
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compelling the social action of the members toward the common 

good* The only aoclal organ whereby the community operates 

is Intercourse through speech, whereas society may possess a 

very Isrge number of such organs, pertlcularly, authority and 

law* 

While both aspects of social life (societal and com­

munal) will inevitably check the individual's inner drive to 

happiness In the fullness of his pereonsl initiative and 

effort, society must do this necessarily for tne sake of its 

own survival* *his is not necessary for e mere community. 

Hence srlses tiie problemi the desire, the ur^e for 

hepplnses remains alwaysj institutions are accepted when they 

provide individual happiness, but there is conflict when they 

thwart individual initiative and activity* In this conflict, 

who is to sivc way a the individual or society? 'i'hls is the 

universal problem. 

A priori, only three generel solutions may be proposed 

to thla problem* First* society is rejected altogether or, 

at least, made dependent on the will of the individual. <hia 

is IndividuslIsm, allowing of many degrees from nihilism and 

anarchism, which would destroy society utterly, through 

Jynlelsm and &plaurianisa which commend voluntary withdrawal 

from eeeiety (passive obsdlence or non-violent disobedience) 

to liberalism snd the negative watchman-State. 
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aooond, the Individual is ebsorbed Into aoolety or, 

et least, made wholly subservient to society. This Is lnstl-

tutlcnsllsm, allowing ot Many degrees and many forma such as 

authoritarianism snd totalitarian I si*. 

Third, society and Its institutions are accepted, but 

for the sake of the happiness of the individual, t.e* society 

is ordered in suoh s way as to restrict individual initiative 

and activity only in particular things for the sake of nore 

happiness in the totality of human life, a happiness that 

redounds to the njood of the Individual members* 

But, of the three, which general solution Is the 

right oner At this stage it la hardly possible to say 

adequately, since the data are Insufficient* Heeded Is Know­

ledge of the nature of individual initiative and activity, 

and of the nature of man himself* ;ut this brings into play 

a central dilemma. Is man a social being by his very nature, 

i*e. is he made by nature to live in a societal way? There 

sre only two possible alternatives In a complete dichotomy. 

Either man is_ by nature made to live in a sooletal way, or 

he is not... (Absolute individualism declares emphatically 

that he is not.) If, however, >nan la not naturally social, 

and yet actually lives In a BOOlet;, it rauat be because he 

is forced to or because he wants to* If ho is forced, it is 

some species of slavery. (Positivism holds that force Is at 

the origin of the State.) If he wsents to, it must be by 
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consent, or, i.e. by contrast* A universal contract of do ut 

des presupposes a univsrsal state of universal liberty and 

equality, i.e. a state of nature. 

There is a sharp division pro and con in the arr-r-onts 

concerning this key dilemma* In the Aristotelian-'! jotnlatic 

tredltlon prevails the position that man Is social by his 

nature* In the beginning of his tolltics Aristotle affirms: 

n^sn le by nature s political animal" and explainst 

The proof that the state is s creation of nature 
and prior to the individual is thet the Individual, 
when Isolated, is not self-sufficing} snd therefore 
he is liks a part in relation to the whole* But he 
who Is unable to live in society, or who has no need 
beoeuse he is sufficient for himself, must be either 
a beset or a god: he is no part of a state* A , 
social Instinct is Implanted In all ta»n by nature...-* 

Aristotle says similarly that if there be one who by nature 

and not by mere accident is without a State, such a one "is 

either a bad nan or above humanityj he is like the 

'tribeless, lawless, hearthieas one', 

whom nomc-r denounces — the natural outcast la forthwith a 

lover of war..." Implicated typloally and Indispensably in 

the argument ot Aristotle is the essential element of man, 

his rationality, in oontrast to the non-rationality of brute 

animals* Brutes make mere sounds indicative of pleasure or 

J Aristotle, i'olltlcs, in kealc Works of Aristotle. 
ed« and with an introduction by AIchard i-lelLeon, Hew York, 
Random House, 19U1, p. 1129-1130. 
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pain* Man has the gift of speech to express his rational 

conceptions aooialwlse. 

Now, that nan Is more of a politloal animal than 
bees or eny other gregarious animals is evident. 
Nature, as we often say, makes nothing In vain, and 
man Is the only animal whon she has endowed with 
the :1ft of speech* 

For Aristotle the gift of speech tfhlcb man alone enjoys has 

a rational and distinctly social significance. 

And whereas more vole*, is but an indication of 
pleasure or pain, and is therefore found in other 
animals (for their nature attains to the perception 
of pleasure and pain and the intimation of them to 
one another, and no further), the power of speech 
is intended to act forth the expedient and inexpe­
dient, and therefore likewise the just and the unjust. 
And it is a oharaoterletlc of man that he alone has 
any sense of £ood and evil, of just and unjust, and 
the like, and the association of living beings who 
have this sense ;akeo a family and a state. 

Cicero appears likewise to have boon In the same 

general tradition, in the Hepublic * he writes that "man Is 

not a solitary or unsocial creature". "Han", says Cicero, 

Is "born with such a nature that not even under conditions 

of great prosperity of every sort [is he wlllin.: to be isol­

ated from his fellow men].,*'1 Cicero sees society and the 

social spirit as rooted in the very native of nan: 

u Marcus Vulllus Cloro. :JC «e rublioa. :'<© Lay.lbua, 
with an English translation by Clinton Walker Keyos..*, 
Hew York, 0** * rutnam's 3ons, 1936 (The Loeb Classical 
Library), p* &£. 
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But a people i s not any co l l ec t ion of human 
beings brought together in any aort of way, but an 
aeeomblage of people in large numbers aasoelated in 
an agreement wltn respeot to just ice and a pertner-
ehip for the common good* The f i r s t csuse of such 
sn association Is not so much the weakness of the 
individual es a oartain soc ia l sp i r i t which nature has 
implanted l,n x&rPl 

There i s the same basic stand in S t s . Aa;uatiri_ of 

Hil-vo snd Thomas Aquinas, 3 t , Au-ustine in anewer to certain 

pagan notions interrelates this stand witn the "hristian :<od 

as the foaataln of jus t i e s in society i "shore, therefore, 

there Is no true just ice there can be no right" end where 

there i s no true jus t ips tnere oan be ao assemblage of -.or. 

associated by e common acknowledgement of r igh t . . . ' ' .^Droover, 

"if there i s no right whore tnere la no jus t i ce , then nost 

eertalaly i t fel lows that there l e no republie where Is no 

Jaetloe," Though the Chrietian doctor eeos man as a social 

being ay mature* he eees 3ed as direct ly the euthor ef that 

nsjtsan, soc ia l nature and tne ultimate fount of jus t , socia l 

re lat ions and order* 

St* Thomas Aquinas s o l i d i f i e s too tradit ion and 

gives i t stature with f u l l snd finished arguments* in r<e 

Ibidem* I t a l i c s are ours. 

St , a»»rustlne. The City of Pod* translstsd and 
edited bv Heroue ^ods, Z v o l s . , Sewxork, Hefner rubllsh 
Co., 1.45. 7 o l . 2 , p. 331. 
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7 
Kogtmino frlncIpum ho wrlteo that In considering all that is 

necessary for human life "It becomes evident that man is 

naturally a social snd political animal, destined ^ore than 

all other animals to live commune lly*** Other animals, he 

reasons, have their food provided for them by nature and a 

natural coat of heir end meana of defence like horns or speed 

in flight snd the like* 

Man, however, is not so provided* But since he 
has lnsteed the power to resson, he must furnish 
sich thlnge for himself, iven so, one men alone 
oould not procure for himself all thai is necessary, 
beosuse no on» man's resources are sufficient for 
leading a full human life* For this reason it is 
naturally nsee scary for man that he live in the 
companionship of his fellow men0, 

Man is then a social animal because of the -iany needs which 

he oannot satisfy out of his own resources. Man exists this 

way by his nature. As s result, 'it. Thomas argues in his 

9 
Commentary on the *Uoomaohean Kthloa . *'min Is set aside by 

7 9 t . Thorns 

see eundum lmpresaior . . 
photolithographies relmpreasa eua nova introduotione generali, 
angliao soripta e Vernon J* Bourke, Mow York, lusur^i* 
Publishers, 1«4C-1950, 2£ v o l s . Vol. XVI, p. Z?$. ""Natural© 
autem eat homlni ut s i t animal soc ia l s et polltlcum, in multi-
tudlno v ivens , ma>;is eticm quern omnia al ia animal lax quod 
quldem netorall* necess l tss declarat . ' 

8 IbJLde™. 
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nature to form part of a community which makes It possible 

for him to live a full and complete life.'1 

The asslstenee of auoh s communal life ie necessary 

for man beceuse "it is necessary to furnish him with these 

things without which It would not be possible to maintain 

life itself •" Thus in the home s man gets life and food and 

education from his parent®, whll^ all the individuals in the 

family ail one another in thair necessities. Hut social life 

also ensblea men to schleve a richer life, not -norely to 

exist, but to live fully and well, as in the State. ,h.a 

"tne political group of which man forma a part, aids him... 

in acquiring material comforts, such as are produced by the 

many aad varied Industries of a state." 

The opposite position is found in ancient times 

before it resppoared la the modern era* For the Epicureans 

aelf-Interest wae primary while communal venture was quite 

conventional without objective standards, i.picurus saldj 

There never was an absolute justice but only 
an agreement made in reciprocal intercourse in 
whatever localities now and again, from time to 
time, providing agalnet ths Infliction or suffering 
ot harm10. 

Epicurus, Sovran laxlms. included In : logonss 
Laertlua, Llyoa of. am^nemt, £|UgffQgn«rtt» with an -nglish tr. 
by ft.D. Hicks, 2 vols*, sow xerk, 3.P. Putnam's £ona, 192$ 
(The Loeb classical Library), Vol, u , Jovran Maxima* Kos* 
3l-33# P. 673-67$• 
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Natural juet iee Is a contract, i n s i s t s -pleurae, "a symbol or 

expreaaion of expediency" to prevent mutual harm* Thoee who 

do not enter into s s o s l s l oompeot are in an amoral s t s t e : 

Those animals which are lnoepable of making 
covenants with one another, to the end that they -;ay 
neither i n f l i c t nor suffer harm, are without either 
just ice or in juet i ee . And tnose tr ibes which either 
could not or would not form nutual covenants to the 
same end ere in l ike ease . 

In the modern age, uobbca, above a l l otners, affirmed 

sharply th i s oontractualist conception of soc ie ty , in his 

work, The Cltlaon, he wrote : 

The greetsst part of those ncn who have written 
au£it concerning eonsaonwoalths, e i ther suppose, or 
require ue, or bog of us to be l i eve , that man la a 
creature born f i t for soc iety . 

Expressly against tn l s view he wrote: 

Men i s made f i t for society not b nature, but 
by education* Furthermore* although man were born 
in such a condition as to desire i t , i t follows not, 
that he therefore were born f i t to enter into i t } 
for i t i s one thing to desire , another to be in capa­
c i t y f i t for wnat we des ire . 

A s p i r i t of dominating s e l f - in t ere s t bereft of mutual good­

wi l l i s the fundamental theme of t i l s outlook: 

Bit though the benefits of th i s l i f e -nay be 
much farthered by mutual help, since yet thoae nay 
be better attained to by dominion then by the 

1 1 Uobbes, Je Jive or ^he Citizen, ed* with an intro­
duction by Sterling F* Lempreeht, lewTorfc, Apple ton Century 
:rofta, I n c . , 19u9» p . 21-2U* This work haa also boen known 
ae Phlloseehlcal Hudlments Concerning government and Society. 
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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 society* We must therefore resolve, 
that the original of all great and lasting societies 
consisted not in the mutual good will men had towards 
each other, but in the mutual fear they hed of each 
other* 

These arguments pro and con in the history of the 

problem bring into clear relief the division between those 

who affirm and those who deny that nan la a social being by 

nature. 

with the flourish of this ionlal comes the temptation 

to distort the relation between man and political life. In 

IP his book, Uurnan Mature in Polities "*, Graham *allas complain-

ed of a "tendency to separste the study of politics from that 

of human nature," and "for the moment..* nearly all students 

of politics analyse Institutions and avoid the analysis of 

man," tfp doubt the study of the philosophy of rcan will 

deepen knowledge and possibly, "open an unworked mine of 

political Invention'', as he says, but it mist be a study of 

-man as he Is, l*o* neither a ;«ere animal, nor a lore mind, 

but a rational animal* 

The problem is one of social harmony or reooao I na­

tion between freedom and social ordwr. hen, in a mn's 

lt a:rt?*vaii*i# ^ i * jtfyM ^ ^ i u c s , with a 
by A.L, Rowse, fourth edition, London, Constabla 

foreword 
and Co,, Ltd., 19i,af p# 11*, 15, 19* 
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quest for his own happiness, he encounters society and its 

authority and law, is he or society to yield? Of the tnree 

possible groups of solutions which Is the right one? "he 

data thus fsr presented need further to bo explored or com­

pleted, deeded Is knowledge of the nature of man ulmself 

and of his individual initiative and activity* If man io 

social by nature, then he <uust be rational* If he is not 

rational, then he Is not naturally social* 

Immediately relevant, therefore, is another question 

within the dilemma. Is aan an irrational being bound (like 

all other beings of the universe) within tao determinism of 

his nature? Man Is either an irrational belnj- or he Is not* 

If he is, then the problem becomes merely one of superior 

force* la the contest between the individual and society 

who Is the stronger? If the individual ie the superior, an­

archy reigns, the lew of the Jungle or, possibly, s non-

societal community, provided that all &en ore made virtuous 

by the suppression of that which makes man evil, vis*, 

property, as Karl Marx aalntained. If the stronger Is 

society* the result is at least a potential totalitarianism. 

Here is the heart of the discussion with Hobbes and Spinoza. 

For them, aian la not rational In a spiritual sense of the 

word* Hesson is merely the ability to perceive certain 

relstlons or eonvlctlone, between objects snd rian'a well-

being* wor ^plnosa, it i,-> the perception of the 
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nullification of force by force* They are senslets and 

resson is only s superior form of sensation. Therefore, for 

both, man cannot help himself doin/> this or that when his 

well-being Is at stake unless he perceives that there is no 

use: he is faced with « superior force. Hence, society must 

be stronger than the individual or any group of individuals. 

Otherwise it will be Incapable of operation; it will Itself 

be destroyed, and the life of man will revert to the law of 

the jungle which is the natural law of Hobbes and Spinoza* 

fobbes recognises the necessity for soolal order but 

still clings to individualism and a primacy of natural rights, 

Once this necessity is recognized upon having taken the stand 

that man was not made by nature to be social, then, so far as 

planning to insure order is concerned, what conclusion fol­

lows? Answering this question is the theme of this study. 

13 
By natural law, as Hobbes sees it , "every mnn is 

enemy to every man1* 'and the life of man, solitary, poor, 

nasty, brutish, and short", a war "of ^very wan, against 

every man". This is clearly not the natural fioral law of 

the Christian tradition, aa it is neither law nor reason in 

Hobbes, Leviathan or the Matter, ^orm and Power 
of a Commonwealth. .^cciests'stTcsXyid civi"!,, 'with an Intro-
o!ucTion by ffenrynor'ley. s'econdl ""edition, London, Seorge 
tout ledge and 3ons, 18S6* p. 6)4. Of. '.-a Give, p, ?7-29. 



THB PK0BLS2M 16 

a sp i r i tua l sen so . This condition Is as ecnoral s s that of 

the Jungle » "Every vnmn has right to everything? and conse­

quently, no action can be unjust V Basic in th i s physical 

"law of nature" i s self-preaervatlon. But raan 'rationally" 

perceives t h s t , for his well-being, he must have peace and 

(for 3ptnosa)the eld of others. V/very nan," said hoboes , 

"by necessity of nature, i s supposed to endeavor a l l he can 

to obtain that which i s necessary for his conservation." oo 

he "'rationally'1 accepts the Jtate ani Is thankful for what­

ever the State leaves to h i s own individual I n i t i a t i v e , i . e . 

whatever freedom or rights the State decrees he might have, 

in th i s l i f e of the law of the jungle, Hobbes said the law of 

nature i s as follows: 

iSveryone Is governed by h is o\^n reason; and there 
i s nothing he can make use of that may not be a help 
unto hlra in preserving his l i f e against h i s enemies} 
i t followeth, that In such a condition, every man has 
a right to everythingj oven to on© another*a body1". 

Along this l i n e .Spinoza l ike Hobbes affirraod that right i s 

an amoral power, and the natural right of every Individual 

"extends as far as i t s power*. 

^ Leviathan, p* 72. 

X* Ibidem, p. 75. 

IMdem* p* 6b, 
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And accordingly, whatever any man iocs after 
the laws of his nature, he does by the highest 
natural r ight , and he has as much right over nature 
as he has power1*. 

In such a condition, Hobbes notes , "there can bo no security 

to any man..." unless , seeing the connection betwoon security 

and c i v i l soc ie ty , Vie accepts the State as a superior power 

and a tool useful for self-preservation. 

If nan in thus an irrational being, socloty must bo 

stronger than he i f there i s to bo social order, Society 

must cheek the individual's drive for happiness or ^ive way 

to the Individual and the natural law of the Jurvle, Sven i f 

t-aan i s irrat ional , he s t i l l na»d» social harmony (although, 

as an individual he w i l l refuse his collaboration i f h is per­

sonal sa t i s fact ion i s at stake) , but this socia l harmony can 

only be real ized br the complete domination of the Individual 

by soc ie ty , l . e * by the combined w i l l and force of a i l 

against each individual In any actual circumstance. A uni­

versal consent snd a general contract are necessary in the 

establishment of social harmony; but they are not binding on 

bllographleal note by Franceseo Oordaseo. Now York, "over 
x-ublicationa, I n c . , 1951* Vol* I , p* 2io* 276. Also :, :-inosa, 
t *oXitical Treatise, in Chief Worka* Vol* I , p . 392* 

% IfT-Uthan. p* 66, 
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the individual in any particular situation* They must be 

enforced. Society meat, therefore, be provided with an ado* 

quato force* what, than, remains ef Individusl in i t i a t ive? 

nothing* but that which i s allowed him by soc ie ty . 

For Rousseau, there i s a different slant on the 

problem. In snswer to the question; i s man an irrational 

being? Housseau says no. For him the rat ional i ty of man Is 

a f a c t , and the law of the junfle i s not the law of nature. 

It i s only because man has been corrupted by property (and 

the consequent greed) that the State has beoone necessary — 

"the necessary nuisance*^", as C. Joad says. Housseau"1 

afreet with Locke that "there can be no injury, where there 
PI 

Is no property * snd affirms *property i s the true founda­
tion of c i v i l society"J 

The f i r s t man who, having enclosed a piece of 
ground, bethought himself of saying This la raj.no. 
and found people simple enough to_believe him, was 
the real founder of c i v i l society . 

,* .* 19H# i ,!J* ,J0<15' S ^ J ** l ^ f t # i 2 S a g j l of Morals, and f o i l t i c s , Hew York, rtandon House, 1937* p. 13. 

1913, p. 51?. All farther references to Origin of Inequality 
are to t h i s Cole ed i t ion , unless otherwise noted* 

3* Rousseau, A Oisoo. 
IBM.* tr* with Introduetion by 
jnd Sons, Ltd., 1913, p. 271* 3*D*H* Cole. London, J»K« Dent ant 

All further r*Umne»» to Po l i t i ca l Seoqomy ar© "to'this Cole 
ed i t ion , unless otherwise nolietw^ 

http://raj.no
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.23 Housseau says J : "man Is natura l ly good" and O M -

p l a i n s ^ "so many wr i ters have h a s t i l y concluded that man i s 

naturally cruel , and requires c i v i l ins t i tu t ions to maks him 

more mild". Ho doubt he had in nind Hobbes who saw man as 

naturally depraved, a wolf to his fel low men* ftouaseau ex­

plains* 

Nothing i s more gentle then man in h i s primitive 
s t a t o , as he i s placed by nature at an equal distance 
from the stupidity of brutes, and the f a t s l ingenuity 
of c i v i l i s e d raan. 

Housseau bel ieve a in a. spir i tual reason in :aan, but 

he does not trust I t . ?or him, f e e l l n j s — t\© passions — 

are ssore r e l i a b l e , *ioro trustworthy. "It ia reason*', he 

says -% 'that engenders se l f -respect , and re f l ec t ion that 

confirms l t j It la reason which turns nan'«i rtalnd beck upon 

I t se l f . . *" But he notes i "I venture to declare that a 

state of re f lect ion i s a state contrary to nature, and that 

a thinking man i s a depraved anl ie1 ," a", no Joubt, i s 

indebted to umorntending but "it ia by f ie act iv i ty of the 
27 passions that our reason i s t.'vrovod . Tt i s in th is way 

^ ibidem, p, S39. 

Ibldo*. p* 213. 

& Iblden>, p. 199. 

*1 Ibidem, p* 106* 
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that good human relations arc wore apt to prosper J 

It is then certain that compassion is a natural 
feeling, which, by moderating the violence of love 
of self la each individual, contributes to the 
preservation of the whole species* It la this com­
passion that hurries us without reflection to the 
r lief of those who are in distress: It is this 
which in a state of nature supplies the place of 
laws, morals and virtues, with the advantage that 
none are tempted to disobey its gentle voice... 
it is rather in this natural feeling than In any 
subtle arguments that we must look for the cause 
of that repugnance, which every ntm would experience 
in uoing evil,.*28 

So long as a man follows this natural fooling, or compassion, 

he does nothing that is undue or wrong* 'What is generosity, 

clemency or humanity but compassion applied to the weak, to 

the guilty, or to mankind in general?" H£ven benevolence and 

friendship'1 are the effects of compassion* "Such is the pure 

emotion of nature, prior to all kinds of reflection; such is 

the force of natural compassion.»• ! ut as a man "does not 

realst the internal impulse of compassion, he will never hurt 
29 -i 

any other man... 

For aousaeau, however, it is human reason that 

brought man to conclude the social contract to live In a 

society* As man has become corrupted by property, his 

2 5 Ibldon. P# 199-200, 190* 

29 
Ibidem, p. 172* Boussea? says, moreover, that 

BIf 1 am bound to do no Injury to my fellow creatures, this 
la less because they are rational than because they are 
sentient beings..." 
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position became precarious and insecure. The ::>tate became a 

necessary thing* And without realising it men have produced 

something well-nigh magical* There was the social contract, 

a man-made thing, and with this, presto} the society became 

a State with a legislator and administrators} the Individual 

as such disappeared and In hie place there was something new, 

a citisen, and all that was confined by, and absorbed in, the 

leneral will. Instead of the natural Individual, there was 

now the citisen. no longer an individual in any sense, but 

purely as an organic part of the State* The transition Is 

"away from living in continual and unavoidable conflicts^ ", 

'from a mode of living unsettled and precariousn to one that 

is more secure, or "from possessing the power of injuring 

others to seourlty for themselvesrt. it is a passage from 

power, 'strength, which others might, h- the enployment of 

theirs, overcome, to a right which social union renders 

Invincible** 

It Is human reason that brings man to conclude tho 

social compact and to take to life In a society* Man is 

either a rational being In a spiritual am\M9 or he is not* 

3° Housses j, The Social, Contract, an einhteenth-cen-
tury translstlon compl© t ely rovisod, ed. with an introduc­
tion by Charles Frankel, **ew vark$ Bafnor Publishing Co,, 
19lj7* P* 30. All f'urther references to this work are to the 
Frankel edition, mleas otherwise noted. 
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Hobbes says ha i s apt and dousseau says he i s * But i f nan i s 

a rational being, then one of two alternatives followsa 

either he has an end that transcends this l i f e , and every­

thing temporal (including society — which i s evidently tem­

poral) must be subordinated to his extra-temporal finality* 

Society, in this case, cannot be totalitarian, and tills Is 

the scholastic position; or such a transcendental and Is not 

to be considered; for man may realise his happiness on earth. 

This may bo beoause an extra-temporal end of -nan Is denied or 

bepauss It is believed that man is made to be happy on earth 

and the eternal f inal i ty i s irrolevant to the discussion. In 

this group i s found Locke, Housseau and all/their doctrinal 

descendants, the Christian liberals and socialists* Atheis­

t ic and agnostic liberals and social ists of today, of course, 

reject a l l other worldly f inal i ty . 

However, i f ~*an i s rational, the problem la not 

thereby solved. The given data are a t i l l insufficient* The 

nature of society has to be further determined in i t s e f f i ­

cient cause or origin, /hat i s It that restricts the in i ­

t iat ive of the individual? It Is law, which might be called 

the proximate institution, the work-tool of society* "Law 

i s a rule and measure of acts, whereby nan i s Induced to act 

or Is restrained from acting^ ," It determines w loh acta 

3 l a t . Thomas Aquinas, 3omma Theolo^ioa* I-II , q s90, 
a* 1, in Opera Qsmla. Jearaa, SouWeT Vol: fY, ;>* 330 / 



T!tt *'«0E.L»5« 23 

are admissible or prescribed and which are i nh ib i t ed* ihe 

operation of the law necessarily r e s t r i c t s the freedom of the 

individual within the social framework. In the faoe of the 

individual drive for happiness and the abi l i ty to achieve 

pa r t i a l happiness I sat isfaction) through his own effor t , ia 

there any Just i f icat ion for the control exerted on that par­

t i cu la r occasion by law? Yes, provide 1 that authority, the 

Intermediate ins t i tu t ion Is justified* Authority i s the 

leg i t iaa to power to direct and compel tho membern of a socie­

ty to act in a oorsaon accord for tho attainment of the ootmon 

good. But, In turn, th is interrsediate Ins t i tu t ion , authority, 

la jus t i f ied if the ultimate ins t i tu t ion I t se l f , namely, 

society. Is Justif ied as to i t s origin and form. Law then 

follows upon euthority which In turn follows u,*>n society. 

But i s nature at the base of th i s tour? 

In f ine , i s society na tura l . l*e* an integral part of 

that desire and urge for happiness which i s in the individual 

(as a moans, ot course) OJT is i t a r t i f i c i a l * < *e. man-made, a 

product of human reason, adapting Indifferent means to an end? 

I t i s evident, of oourse, ths t every oonorete society (e, , : , 

Canada, the <J.3.A*. Israel or Indonesia) ia a r t i f i c i a l , Just 

as are the /Tudential Life So. and General 'o tors , Tho d is ­

cussion is about society i t se l f , which again, la not ace*thing 

substant ial ( I . e . consti tut ive of tho substance of nan) but 

seas)thing eocidental of which a singular .?an nl^ht choose 

to deprive himself, as he can deprive 
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himself of sight, AS ia the latter caee would ho ( i f he re­

moved himself from society) deprive himself of sonothing 

which his nature requires fer happiness? Locke and nousaeau 

did not think so* itar them, society emerged from man's rea-

eon and wil l as an art i f ic ia l meana of correcting the evi l 

which ineidioualy crept (not In, man's nature as iiobbes held) 

but among men. 

If i t ia assumed that society Is natural, there i s 

the further question: is i t so necessary, that the individual 

must be subjected to It in a l l things} such that, In effect, 

i t absorbs the Individual, as Flato and Aristotle thought* 

at least as far aa the massea ware concerned, or must It 

ttmrf the individual and, in i t s restrictions of human in i ­

t ia t ive , bo i t s e l f limited to the necessity of noclal harmony 

iboth atatle and dynamic harmony)t The latter i s the stand 

ef St . Thor-as, The end of society la the common good} there-

fore, anything which i s not required by this nd i s unjusti­

fied and does violence to the individual or rather to the 

per eon. 

If, en tho other hand* i t la aaaumod that society i s 

ar t i f i c ia l , there i s the further questions though not requi­

red by human nature,ia i t In conformity with nature l ike a 

business partnership (Locke and Rousseau) or does i t do 

violence to human mature and i s i t established by force for 

tho protection and the furtherance of tho interests of a 
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certain c lass ( ind iv idual i s t s , cynics ar . epicureans of 

ancient Greece and Karl Marx)? 

In auTraation, man either i s or Is not naturally a 

social being* Both Hobbes and -toussesu deny .-nan la such a 

being* But the anawwr to t h i s lucstion depends on knowledge 

of tho nature of man himself and h is act ions , 'an i s e i ther 

an irrat ional beinc; or he i s not. Hobbes denies and Housseau 

affirms that man i s , in the spir i tual sense, a rational being* 

If man i s net thus a rational being, tho problem i s merely 

one ef superior force. If the individual i s stronner than 

soc ie ty , there i s anarahy. If society i s the stronger, there 

la at l eas t potential total i tarianism. If -nan i s thus a 

rational being, one of two things followsi e i ther he has an 

end transcending th i s l i f e to which end soolety Is subordin­

ated end so cannot bo to ta l i tar ian or th i s extra-temporal end 

i s not to be considered. If nan i s thus rat ional , the 

problem remains* The individual's desire for happiness i s 

jus t i f iab ly curbed by lew and authority — provided society 

i s jus t i f i ed as to i t s origin and form* But i s soolety 

natural, an integral part of man's drive for h a z i n e s s — 

such thst h i s nature requires society for his hanuiness? 

The philosophy of inilvldualinm (denyinr that raan Is 

naturally soc ia l ) Is at the hub of the whole Issue . This i s 

particularly the eaae when the Individual ist ic philosopher a 

recognise the need for social order and attempt to formulate 
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the principles necessary for this order* The reel problem 

consists in reconciling; this attitude of individualism with 

the universal feet of man living in society and determining 

tho principle upon which social harmony will rest* This can 

only be a voluntaristle principle. ?or the nature of nan as 

essentially a social and rational be in." has been ruled out. 

Both Robbes and Housseau as well as Spinosa and Locke re­

cognise the necessity for social order* This n»9d is at the 

heart of the problem of reoono 11 itu?, the individual drive to 

happineas with the happiness of all* Once this need is ad­

mitted along with the assumption that society is totally and 

exclusively man-made, what solution remains? 

If, as individual lam Maintains, man Is not naturally 

social, la totaliterianlam inevitable to this Individualism? 

To prove thla in the affirmative la the objective of this 

study* It is true, of course, that modern individualism as 

such rejects a doctrinal totalitarianism. But it only sub­

stitutes a practical one by establishing subjectivism and 

relativism in the law baaed on *>elf-Interest «nd force. 

Aside from the attitude of extreme individualism which is 

absolute in its opposition to institutions, there is, e.p;. 

the attitude of liberal individualism which ia only relative 

in its opposition to Institution^ i.e. whenever institutions 

thwart tho free play of self-interest* Aside from its 

extreme forma, Individualism has not protested against all 
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institutions but only against structural ones : Church, 

government by Jivine dlght (xr the abooluto right of a party 

whlah crystallised the absolute »i<jht of the race (Haalam). 

the nation (Paelam) or the proletarlal class (Communism). 

Thus modern Individualism does net, as such, vouch for doc­

trinal totalitarianism. Yet it upholds the grounds for a 

practical one* To explain how and why this Is so, is our 

objective* Individualistic philosophy is potentially total­

itarian in that it rejects any and all absolute, objective 

norms of social behaviour* The norms are only positive laws 

which may, and do, change according to the whims of a king 

or dictator or according to the changing self-interests of 

some group or of a majority of the people* However made, 

these lawa, are arbitrary and relative, ihey must, then, 

rest on force if they are to be obeyed* For this reason, no 

social relationship can escape determination by whatever 

authority possesses power. 

The logic cf the argument is evidenced in the think­

ing of Hobbes and Housseau. However much either Hobces or 

Housseau may have contradicted himself in other things, each 

wss consistent at least on this point* ior them the 

* This less extreme individualism accepts, e*g* 
the institution of lew which might be called a modal insti­
tution since it Involves ths way, or mode, in which a 
structural institution operates* 
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principle of order is the safeguard of Individusl rights, but 

because rights are determined by the will (not reason) of a 

king (Hobbes) or s majority (Locke) or a mythical General 

«ill (Rousseau), these rights can only be maintained by coer­

cion or force end the Individualistic order will Inevitably 

degenerate Into a totalitarian order* The argument is to 

prove that Individualism as held by Hobbes and Housseau 

olamors for totalitarian rectification, 

AS for employment of the term "totalitarianism", it 

certainly is not the same as dictatorship, which in itself 

is as Innocent or Indifferent as a knife or revolver, and so 

may (by a kind of attribution) or may not be totalitarian* 

By no means is totalitarianism a mere form of /yovernraent, 

like monarchy, aristocracy or democracy, but it Is rather a 

way of life* Sfor is it s synonym for authoritarianism, be­

cause totalitarianism need not be authoritarian. The poli­

tical life of ancient Athena In the fifth century "".0. was 

totalitarian but not authoritarian, as suthorlty rested 

practically In the people in meetings of the popular assembly. 

On the other hand, authoritarianism need not be 

totalitarian. The benevolent despotism of >t. Louis IX of 

f-'ranoo was authoritarian but by no means totalitarian. i*rac-

tlcally, however, totalitarianism Is a way of life, a social 

philosophy, which orders total aubjootion of tho individual 

or citisen (not to authority but) to society as a state, 
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even though the law-making jower might bo the people i t s e l f . 

In I t s attempt to solve the problem of soc ia l or tor, t o t a l i t ­

arianism rejoeta absolute, objective noma of socia l conduct 

or delf lea the p o l i t i c a l w i l l , posit ive human law. Insofar 

aa i t makes lew only a dictate of w i l l , It i s anti-reason or 

a n t i - i n t e l l e c t u a l . It can hardly f a l l to be arbitrary and 

hence re s t s on force* A system which in principle i s founded 

on reason and extra-temporal f i n a l i t y cannot be t o t a l i t a r i a n . 

A system founded upon w i l l , and consequently upon force, i s 

arbitrary and at l ea s t potential ly tota l i tar ian} i t operates 

as though no social relationship can be legit imately outside 

the omni-competent reach of the p o l i t i c a l am* Ross J. 5 . 

Hoffman described i t thus: 

All that goes on in the l i f e of soc ie ty , a l l 
economic and cultural a c t i v i t y , a l l in te l l ec tua l 
expression, a l l asaoeiational enterprise, i s brought 
under the rule of the i ta t e j not, of course, to be 
undertaken or managed and directed by the State , 
.,;ut made subject to whatever regulation the s tate 
may choose to Impose* iio right e x i s t s save es 
grants of permission; no sanctions of freedom rooted 
In s natural law anterior to and beyond the reach of 
jtate authority have any recognition whatever". 

Today such a solution to the perennial problem of freedom and 

order r e s t s , not simply on a .-aero form of -ovornraent, but on 

a secular way of l i f e in which man acts by his own will* 

JJ Boss J.fi* Hoffman, The . / i l l to Freedom. London, 
shood and ward, 1935. p« 120. " 
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THE MEDIAEVAL SOLUTION ASSAILED 

Tho first (the individualist) solution to the problem 

of social order cither rejects society altogether or. at 

least, makaa it depeadont on the will of the individual. The 

second (the totalitarian solution) abaorba the individual in 

society or, ot least, makee aim wholly subservient to aopiety* 

Tho third eoeepts society and its inatitutlona but for the 

sake of the happiness of tho individual, i.e. orders society 

so as to restrict individual operations only in particular 

thingp for more happiness ia the fullness of human life* By 

tho aad of the mediaeval period the third solution, or what 

may, la a way, be called the traditional or mediaeval solu­

tion, was being assailed by ascendant modern philosophies. 

Since the balanoe of this study is a concentration on what 

amounts to individualist and totalitarian opposition to this 

third solution, what this mediaeval solution was, In Its 

boat expression,merits some speoial attention* 

Charaoteristlp ot tho position of St. Thomae Aquinas, 

Its boat exponent, la tho rationality of man's nature along 

with tho dominating importance of purpose, or final pause* 

As man la rational, ho has intellect end will. Me can con­

ceive ends intellectually and seek orderly arrangement of 
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me ana to ends. So, too* ean man ace hla final purpose In 

life end thus order hla acts as means to this summum bonum, 

the highest being, the first truth, Ood* Man acts thus by 

his nature and the law of his nature, for hts principle of 

operation fundamentally is his nature* And the natural law 

by which he acta la a participation in him of the Eternal Law. 

*hat his nature requirea, this law requires. 

In contrast to Hobbes and ipinosa, Thomlsn denies 

that man la made to live in isolation and to enter into rela­

tionships with ether -nee only when "the other" oen be a 

•seans to his own happiness. In contrast to Locke and Hous­

seau, it deniee that man is made to live in a war© eommunal 

way without organisation. Ser could it agree with positivism 

like willoughby who would speak of the ends of the Hate and 

30* "the end" of the :1tate* It holds that men Is made to 

live in some organised institution, called a oolltical socie­

ty whoso end is the :on.-non Good. This society mmy be called 

the "State" as being the organised collectivity of which 

government is a part »nd an organ of operation, Tho institu­

tion of tho atato is baaed on the prior institution of the 

community, i.e. on the psychological unity of the organised 

collectivity. Thus in Scholastic thought the establishment 

of a State by force or conquest Is generally fcrron-* The 

community itself is node v of families, which are not nor sly 

biological in their fi-'iality, bit social, i.e. pnyohola.tlcal 
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and mpral entities* Ths family is an institution (a structu­

ral thing) required by human nature and not merely the pro­

duct of evolution, Ite end (as distinct from the end of 

marriage) is tho eommon good, the sum-total of material and 

spiritual conditions in which the individual member can — 

If he personally roapoads — develop hla potentialities* 

But underlying thia la the argument that TOUI by his 

essence ss a rational anL-nal Is a nodal creature '.ada for 

society, whothor familial, civil or otherwise* There -ire 

three reasons in this arguments the aptitude, the tendency 

and the necessity that nan has for social communion* If 

society la a rational, organised union of members deliberate­

ly sacking the common good in cooperative action, what alti­

tude, or natural equipment, does men possess for such noclal 

living? He has a rational fitness In his faculties of hear­

ing and apeech. Long ago, Aristotle pointed to -ian is the 

only animal endowed by nature with the gift of speech. Un­

like brute animals who have only the power of voice (indica­

tive merely of pleasure or pain), man by his supar-vooal 

power of apeech has something essentially higher} ho aeta 

forth tho juat and unjust* It la character 1stlo of nan that 

"he alone has any aenae of good and evil1 and the like1! 

1 Aristotle, Forties, MeKoon, p. 1129. 
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"The association of l i v ing beings who have this sense makaa 

a family and a state"* St* Thomas* notes that nom wan alone 

could not discover everything for h i m s e l f and «uat Join In 

a team-like effort "in order that each may help one another 

and different men be reasonably engaged in different jobs, 

one in medicine, another in t h i s , another in that"* But the 

reason for t h i s la the relevant thing here, as St.Thomas 

adds i 

Thie ia quite clear from the fact that i t la 
peculiar to man to use language, whereby he can 
adequately disclose his thoughts to another* other 
animals may give expression am one themselves to their 
common emotions, a dog by barking and other animals 
by various other moans* Ian, however, i s more com­
municative, even more so than the gregarious animals, 
such as cranes* ants, and boos* In view of th i s 
f a c t , Solomon ( in Eeol. l|* 9) say a: "it la bettor 
that there be two than one} for they enjoy mutual 
gain in their companionship"3, 

* S t . Thomas,Jm a o a ^ a a irfoo^pua, l , I , irarma, 
Bourke, Vol. XVI, p. 2«5« Son es t autem possibl le quod unus 
homo ad omnia feujuemodl per suam rationed pcrtingat* ^st 
ig l tur nepessarlum homini quod In rouitltudlne v ivat , ut unus 
ab a l i o aojuvetur, e t diversI divers is invenlendis per r a t i o ­
ned oocuparentur, unus in medioina, a l ius in hoc, al ius In 
a l i o . " 

ibidem. "Hoc etiam ovldentlsslme declarator p*r 
hoc quod e s t proprium homlnia locutions u t i , por quara unus 
homo s i l l s suum conoeptum t o t a l l t o r potest exprlmero* Alia 
quldom animal la pxpr taunt nutuo pass lone A sues in conmuni, 
ut cants in latratu Iron, e t a l ia anlmolia /afloi^nos sues 
d lvers i s modis* i^agls Igltur ]ysmo oot ©o"<rnunIcatlvua alturi 
quam quodoumqup allud animal quod grogale vldotur, ut grua, 
formica ot ap i s . Hoc ergo considerana 3alomon in o c l e a i » s -
te h» 9 , a l ts 'Melius e s t ease duos quan unum: Vnbent onlm 
emolumentum mutuae ae^letat la.** 
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Besides man's aptitude for society le his actual pro­

clivity for it* This natural tendency is evident from the 

fact that men normally harbour an abhorrence Tor aolltuie. 

what is more obvious than that nen spontaneously so#k tho 

company of othersV They aim to share their joys. In sadness 

they welcome sympathy and commiseration* Along this line, 

moreover, atan has actually a natural necessity for living in 

society* 

/irst, in regard to the neoeesltles without 
which life cannot be lived, ho is helped along by 
the domestic group. He depends on his parents for 
his birth, no.irishment, and upbringing* ^very member 
of the family helps each other* Secondly, In regard 
to the conveniences without which life cannot be lived 
well, he Is aided by the civil society, not only for 
material advantage, insofar as the State provides 
public services beyond the means of one household, 
but also for moral benefit, insofar as public 
authority can restrain yopig criminals where mere 
paternal correction falls". 

Sot only as an infant does the human u.rson have an absolute 

rvzQd for the assistance of others bat also HR an adult. The 

taportant matter of intellectual and taoral and also aesthetic 

development requires a regular communication of person and 

ideas among men. Clearly, this essential exohenge could not 

flourish expppt in society, or In a well organised union. 

** St* Thomas, Oammentayla in X Ljbroa Ethloorum, 
1, I, farma, Bourke, vol. ffi, p? 27 — 
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Again, when 3t* Thomas compares brute animals witn 

mn, he argues from nature and an essential difference. 

Hature does not provide food or other natural .ueana for men 

as she does for bruto "animals: 

Man's natural needs declare this dependence. 
Nature provides food for other animals, hairy 
covering* Instruments of defense, teeth, feelers 
and claws, or at least speed of flight, ,1th man, 
however, It is an altogether different case. 
Instead, he is enlowed with reason whepeby he him­
self Is able to fashion all these aid*?. 

The rational division of labour ia important in St, Thomas' 

argument and is based on human nature auud rman as lie is. It 

is impossible for the powers and resources of any one man to 

provide for the things that are necessary for himself. The 

fullness of life essential for himself Is ruite beyond his 

single Individual capacities. 'Thus it is necessary accord­

ing to his nature, that he dwell in the companionship of his 

fellow sien "• 3t» Thomas observes! 

Moreover, in other animals there is an innate 
ingenuity in regard to what Is useful or harmful} 
the sheep inetlnotlvely deteets that the wolf la a 
menace. Other animals sre likewise able to sense 
the value of certain medicinal herbs and other taints 
necessary for their life, i'ut -.art's natural know­
ledge ebcut these things needful for his life is only 
a general knowledge, for he has to work through 
reasoning from unlvereal principles to learn of-his 
vital needs in this or that particular instance'. 

3 $t* Thomas, De Ho limine lurlnolpmn, 1, I, varaa, 
Bourke, Vol. XVI, p. 225. 

6 Ibidem, 

floldom. 
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Thus one eolltary man cannot find out and leern everything 

for himself* In his quest for the good things of life, and 

so for happiness, s man lives in constant exigency for other 

nen end their services. Social life, therefore, Is necessary 

from man's very nature. 

It should bs noted that this argument does not prove 

that every Individual man must live In society. It proves 

only that, in general, society la essential to man, lor does 

It hold tnat a solitary life like that of a recluse or hermit, 

Is intrinsically evil. Unnatural and against nature, of 

course, is s life of solitude assumed out of hatred for men. 

This obviously is against the natural lsw, uut not every 

sort of solitary living is to be eschewed, especially if it 

is for s higher good, or for supernatural motive, but, in 

general, this is not the nurmal way of life for m*n* Aris­

totle's insight here is revealed at the beginning of the 

Politics when he says that such a life apart fro"j society la 

that of either **a bad îan or above humanity", i.e, either 

below or above the huatan norm. 

Not only la man naturally social for these reasons 

but conjugal society Issuing forth into that of the family 

is the most natural, thou/th not tl.e nost perfect, of the 

societies for which nan by nature ia fitted. That conjugal 

society in particular Is natural had been clearly brought out 

by Aristotle In his tflcomachean Ethics; 
"* '•*—»> *»••»'• nmmm •<•<••» 'r*M«h " * W H M M * « - M M 
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Between man end wife friendship seems to ex i s t 
by nsturs; for man la naturally Inollned to form 
couples — even taore than to form c i t i e s , Inasmuch 
as tho household i s ear l ier and more necessary than 
the c i t y , and reproduction la wore common to man with 
the animals* with the other animals the union extends 
only to th is point, but human beings l ive torrother not 
only for the sake of reproduction but also for the 
various purposes of l i f e ; for from the atart the func­
tions are divided, and those of n&n and woman are 
different) eo they help each other b^. throwing their 
peculiar g i f t s into the caramon s t o c k ^ 

He adds thst tills fr ienishlp may be based also on virtue inso­

far as the oartiea are «sood, while t ie fruit of this union Is 

a natural bond: 

Per each has i t s own virtue and tney wi l l delight 
in the f a c t . And children seem to be a bond of 
union . .* for children are a good common to both and 
what I* common holds them together". 

In the 3umma Theploglqa S t , Thomas expands on th is 

theme of marital society am a natural Inst i tut ion: 

A thing i s said to be natural to which nature 
Inc l ines , even when free w i l l i s the medium bringing 
i t to f ru i t ion . Thus -acts of .v irtue and the virtues 
themselves are called natural. 

Thus he argues that matrimony Is natural, because natural 

reason Inclines thereto In two ways as fol lows: 

Ar i s to t l e , Ntcomaohean e th ic s . CcKeon, p, 1073. 

lb ideal. 

St . Tnomaa. Summa Theologies. I l l , -Suppl*. q. h i . 
a» 1» l n 3P«y Omnia, Parma, Bourke, Vol. IV, p. 512. 
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First, In regard to tho principal end of 
matrimony, vis., the good of the offspring, Mature 
Intends not only the begetting of offspring, but also 
Its development end advancement up to the perfect 
state of man ss man, whloh la the state of virtue. 
Therefore, according to the Philosopher (ethics, Bk. 
d, w* 11-12), we derive three things from our parents, 
vis*, existence, nourishment, and education, /iut a 
child cannot be reared end instrueted unless It belong 
securely to definite parents, an<J this would not be 
the case unless there were come bond between the man 
and a definite woman, and It la this that makes 
matrimony* Secondly, In regard to the secondary end 
of matrimony, which Is the mutual service that serried 
persons offer to esoh other in domestic affaira1. 

Thus here, too, nature la tne ineuloetor of this society of 

nan and woman: 

Just as natural reason diotates that men ehould 
dwell together, beoause one man la not self-sufficient 
in all things related to life, for which reason man 
is said to tond naturally toward political society, 
so also smon; those works needful for human life sons 
befit m n , other womenl*. 

Understanding conjugal society is essential to under­

standing the traditional position in regard to civil society. 

Modern philosophers in opposition to this position affirm 

that the matter, or the material cause of the state, is not 

the family so much as the individual, at. Thonaa saw nature 

directing the indivliual to the family and the family to the 

3tats. The consideration of the family as leading to the 

State la either Ignored or denied in modern thought, or at 

Ibidem, 

Ibidem. 
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any rate la not s tressed, nor does i t bear the emphaels which 

i s found in the tradit ional stand* Thus eventually the indi­

vidual man i s I s f t alone facing only the State as merely an 
13 a r t i f i c i a l thing* Plato in his philosophy of the formation 

ef the Republic had hardly put emphasis on the function of 

the family* For him the f i l l i n g of economic wanta was pr i ­

mary* Against t h i s , Ar i s to t l e , though recognising; economic 

ex igencies , sees ths State as a natural outgrowth of the 

family i t s e l f : 

He who thus considers things in their f i r s t 
growth and orig in , whether a state or anything e l s e , 
w i l l obtain the clearest view of them* In tho f i r s t 
place, there must be a union of those who cannot 
e x i s t without each other} namely, of vale and 
fsnale , that the race may cont inue . . . ' 

•ie argues that "the f i r s t thin?: to arise Is the fatally . . . 

the association established by nature for the su;.;ly of men's 

everyday wants **• But when sev«ral families are united and 

the association seeks "something more than the supply of 

dally needs", the v i l lage la formed, a society composed of 

family members, children and grandchildren and so forth. 

*•» Plato, The He public, tr.by Benjamin Jowott, with 
the Jowett 3otss snd marginalia . .» with an Introduction by 
•aoott Buchanan, Cleveland, Fine .ditlons i r e s s , I9I46, Book 
I I , p* 66-67* 

**» Ar i s to t l e , x-olltlcs* '/eKpon. p. 1127-1129. 

IMdam* 
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Whoa severel v i l l ages sre united In a s ingle 
complete community, largo eno-.-gh to be nearly or 
quite s e l f - su f f i c ing , the s tate comes into exis tence , 
originating in the bare needs of l i f e , and continuing 
in existence for the sake of a good l i f e . >\nd there­
fore , If the ear l ier forma of society are natural, 
so i s ths state • . . 

He adds that "the f ina l cause and end of a thing i s the best , 

and to bp eel f -euff io lng Is the end and the best", and hence 

"the state i s a erection of nature1' and "man i s by nature a 

p o l i t i c a l animal'1 7 . 

When st* Thomas saya Van i s born to belong to a 

State", he i s In basic accord with Ar i s to t l e , though for the 

mediaeval ss int the highest end Is a supernatural union not 

merely in a body p o l i t i c but also In the mystical body of 

Christ1 8* 

The beslo argument a l l along Is the natural aptitude, 

urge and need to l i v e in c i v i l society* Man, the only ani­

mal with the g i f t of speech, csn rat ional ly communicate and 

Join with others to cooperate and accomplish the ful lness of 

the good l i f e that a l l men desire* Sat le f act Ion of human 

needs end aptitudes i s only imperfectly achieved In family 

l i f e * A fu l l er rea l i sa t ion of human p o t e n t i a l i t i e s i s 

16 imm. 
3,7 Ibidem. 

1 3 Aptually for Aristotle as for riato there ia a 
totalitarian absorption of the individual In the human oity 
— the body politic* 
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possible only in s higher society, otherwise man's temporal 

happiness suffers, to say nothing ef a higher happiness, 

deason acting on this condition urges men to form ftates as 

a natural and neeessery sup lament to the insufficiency of 

the family, uhe normal family is unable to procure for its 

own all the things needed for development, whether Intellec­

tual, as oral, eesthetie or physloel* J or can It alone secure 

or defend itself against force. 

i>inee the family laoka time end adequate means for 

ita flourish, families «et to rather and help one another and 

the community la born, producing better conditions for the 

happiness of the Individuals* But this connunal cooperation 

In itself is insufficient. A community ean be the natural 

grounds from which a societal organisation eomos about by way 

of reason. The com-iunity Itself is not orgenlzed and as such 

cannot develop Into civil society. This oo-nmunal cooperation 

presupposes a thorough goodness and altruism In ell men or — 

in other words — it presupposes that the problem does not 

exist of reconciling the urge end drive to happiness through 

individual initiative with the happiness of all* But, as 

noted earlier, the problem does ealst, ss indeed uobbes, 

jrfOPko and Houssesu saw* Moreover, even If all members of 

the community wore self-renounced, altruistic aid elways 

rational, the communal cooperation would be sporadic and 

disproportionate. Too many >oople* for example, might want 
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to meke hate or shoes for others end too few grow crops* JV 

too many may devote tn̂ -aselves to teaching the 3 h's to chil­

dren end too few to teeching iiathematios or philosophy, AS 

the eosununity expands, e.sr* from village to city, or from 

elan to tribe, organization takes hold* A rational analysis 

of cooperation, !•©• an operation with others toward a common 

goal Ccom-munal operation") reveals that it consists essen­

tially in a division of labour* while a rational division of 

labour can be achieved through a eiraple discussion and under­

standing In a small community when only e very few people are 

involved, it becomes an impossibility in a larp;e community 

unless organisation Is Introduced* 

Furthermore, the determination of the methods of co­

operation cannot always be male in an absolutely rational 

way* Sound reasons may support one as well as snother. The 

issue becomes s matter of opinion, as e.g. on which side of 

the street sutomoblle traffic should proceed* In the indi­

vidual, when s sound practical reasoning lesds not to one 

but to two possible conclusions (i.e. opinions), it Is the 

will thst breaks the stalemate* Thus, in a community, there 

muat be a will-act to select one sound method of communal 

operation over another. In other words, the community nets 

up an authority and society Is born* It is in this sense 

that the Stele is natural —* reason requires It, It is not 

the product of inatinot like the gregariouenoaa of certain 
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irrat ional animals, bees, ants , storks, as S t . Thomas notes* 

But i t Is s human ( I . e . rational) rea l i sa t ion , <or rat ional­

i ty i s as -uoh of the essence of mm as Instlnot i s of the 

animal. ?*an then le naturally social because he Is naturally 

rat ional . His reason t e l l s him that he cannot develop a l l 

h i s po tent ia l i t i e s unless he be a member of a soc ie ty . To 

serve him socisty comes into be In,/. 

As orgsnlzed society i s se t up, i t has the common 

good as I ts snd snd the diversif ied social ac t iv i ty as the 

neana to the end. In any society , and particularly In the 

State , authority Is e s sont l s l because It la the over-al l 

power e f fec t ive ly re lat ing the swans and the end* Where 

there ere many minis and possible oplnlone aiming at the apod, 

sorae agreement or decision i s indispensable as to the con­

crete steps that are to be taken as means leading to the 

common social goal . It i s in tn is decision that the problem 

of tne diversity of social functions ia resolved and the d i ­

v is ion of labour made determining which of the various func­

tions members w i l l 1O* rjut authority la more taan t h i s . It 

i s not only the power oo to direct nembers of a society to 

act cooperatively toward the proper social end but 11 i s 

a lso power to compel them in this d irect ion. Otherwise the 

end w i l l not be gained* The functions and ways of coopera­

t ion must be fu l f i l l ed* Undue s e l f - i n t e r e s t snd waywardness 

must be cheeked, or society and i t s .nembers suffer . Thus 
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egalnst anarchism, Aqulnaa erguea that no aoolety can func­

t ion without authority, St* Thomas observes that 'If by 

nature men arc to l i v e together in aoolety, then there roust 
19 oxlat some means whereby tho multitude i s ruled 7" and beccwss 

s society governed toward a goal* Tho reason i s quite clear: 

"Wherever there are many lndlviduale l iv ing together each 

seeking what sui ts his Interests , the group AS such would 

disintegrate i f there were not therein sons power devoted to 

the care of the common good ." Me explslna nicelys 

The body of s aaan or of any animal would diain­
tegrate i f there were no overall ruling force working 
in the body for the cannon good of e l l the members, 
*lth th i s in mind, Solomon (ifrov, 11, Hi) says, 
"Whero there le no governor, the people shal l f a l l 
apart," and with good reeson, for what Is private and 
what i s coamon do not pul l the same way* /Copie 
s p l i t up by thdir private interests and Join together 
by their common Interests* Diverse e f fects are due 
to diverse causes. There trust be then a ruling cause 
which, in eeting above the quest for private goods, 2 1 
aoves for action toward the common gooi of the many . 

** 3t* Thomas, pe Heglmlne rlnolpuw. 1 , I , i'araa, 
Bourke, Vol, XVI, p. ?257 "* î ergo nsturaTe e.it homlnl iuod 
In soc letete nultorum vivat, neeesse est in homlnlbus esse 
per quod raultitudo regatur." 

2 0 ^idOTa. p. 22£-226* "v>ultls enin existentibus 
homlnibus, at uno>\ioiw» Id quod eat s ib l congruum, provldente, 
rcultltudo in Uversa dispergoretur, nlal etlam esset a l iquls 
ie eo quod ad bonus multltudinis uortinet, cur an habens..,'1 

Ibidem, ;'• 226. ". . . Icut et corpus horalnis ot 
oujusl lbet anlwells def lueret . n i s i esset allqua via r e g i t i -
va communis in corpore quae ad bonum oomtaune omnium me^brorum 
intenderet* , , * Son enlm idem est quod proprium et quod com­
mune: secundum propria q.*ldetn dlfferunt, aeounium autero com­
mune uniuntur, iiivsrsorura autem Hversae sunt causae. )por-
t c t i g l tur , praetor id quod aiovet ad proprium bonura unius-
cujusque, esse el lquid quod movet ad bonum conr^une aultorum." 
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Aa a aoclety ia act up, authority la needed, to order 

mesna to the socia l end* But th i s need demands lew without 

which such order i s not possible* However, i f society i s 

rooted in man's nature, so in authority as well aa law. 

P o l i t i c a l authority in th i s context comes immediately and 

direct ly from Ood to men, because man's very nature and being 

come Immediately from the Creator* Hobbes, Locke and Hous­

seau maintained that th i s authority comes immediately from 
22 

aen* St* Robert Bellarmlne wrote in Je Lalols that "poli­

ties! power derives from the natural law, since it does not 

depend upon the consent of men," It rests ultimately on 

something objective over and above human will, "for, willing 

or unwilling, men must be ruled over by some one, unless they 

wish the human race to perish, which is against a primary 

instinct of nature ." Individual foras of government, aside 

from authority Itself, do not derive specifically from nature 

or the natural law: "it depends on the consent of the people 

to decide whether kin^s, or consuls, or other ^af-istrates are 

to be establlehod in authority over thorn .*nd if there Is 

good reaaon, "the people can change a kingdom into an 

c c Robert bellarmlno. De Lalols. or tho reatlse on 
SflTU ><>ytp¥a»^}» **• b* Kathleen -. Hurphy,1!ew i'ork, 
Fordham University Press, 1923, p. 2U-25, 27 • 

2* lb idea. 

* Ib^pm. 
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ariatoeracy, or an aristocracy into a democracy, end vleo 

versa*.* *M The important point, however, ia that authority 

follows not from man'a w i l l but from hla nature as Bellarmine 

noteai 

P o l i t i c a l power oonaldered In general, not 
descending in particular to Monarchy, Aristocracy, 
or democracy, cones direct ly from Ood alone| for 
th i s follows of necessity from the nature of man, 
since that.nature cones from Him who made ĵ tf besides , 
th is power derives from the natural law,.,*-0 

Francis Sucrea was likewise iu general agreement with Fel lar-

mlne that authority comes i lrect ly fron lod to the people who 

then transfer or psss It on to the ruler by governmental con­

trac t , *;hls contract, unlike the soc ia l contrat of Hobbes, 

Locke and Housseau, only determines the form of .government 

and who the ruler shal l be. No one person or persons natural­

ly have authority or p o l i t i c a l power ovar others and, as 

Sucre« wrote in Tract at ua de Le^lbus ': i flf this power does 

not spec i f i ee l ly reside in any def inite individual, i t roust 

necessarily ex is t in the community as a whole . . . by the 

sole force of the natural law. . ." 

2 * Ibidem. 

2 6 lb Idem. 

** Pranclsco Susrex, Tractatua iue Lc«lbua et Legla-
l s tore Doc* Liber ITI, Cap, I I , eap^claXTy Ho. lj, tn )pera 
Omnia, new edit ion by A* Andre and J* Serton, - ar i s , 7Ives , 
TSf55^l878, 28 Vols, , Vol. V, p. 180-181. 
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Society and authority are required by man's rational 

nature and so by the law of his nature, the natural law. 

Authority actualizes the function of law which is to dlreot 

men to their last end* "Lew denotes a kind of plan directing 

aots towards an end .' As nan's nature Is his principle of 

action, this nature, or law, directs and steers him to his 

end, to the good befitting him as s rational being* &very 

act of reason and will in man Is bssod on that which is ac­

cording to nature beoause "every act of reasoning is based on 

principlee that are known naturally , and 'every act of 

appetite la reepeet of the means is derived from the natural 

appetite ef the laat end**0.* Thua "the fir at direction of 

our acta to their end must be by way of the natural law^ ." 

with thle, St* Thomas observes thet "tae laat end of human 

life la happineaa or beatitude^ ' and hence the over-ell 

concern of law must be principally the reletlonshlp to happi­

ness ... therefore, the Philosopher speaks of both happiness 

11-
and the body po l i t i c** . * 

28 
3,t* Thonaa, auaraa Theolor.lcs* i - n , q, 93, a, 3 , 

Psrraa, nourks. Vol* II* p* 3lt0\ ''Lex im^ortat ratlonenx quern­
s'em directlvam aotuum ad finea*" 

2 9 Iblaarn* $• 91, a. 2, sd 2 , p. 333-33ii. 
3 0 iQldcm. 

^bl4am» "•• • Prima dlrect lo actuum nostrorum ad 
flnew f i a t par legem naturalem," 

* 2 Ibidem, q. 90, a. 2, p* 331, 

Ibidem. " , . , Meoesse eat quod lex proprle reapi-
e la t ordtnera ad fe l ic i tateia oomunem, Unda at rhiloaophu^.. • 
nsantionom f a o l t de f e l i c i t a t e et eomnunlone uo l l t i ca . 
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Thus for a t . Thomae any particular society set up 

must be in accord with man's nature and reason* So, too , any 

apt pf authority or posit ive human l a w ^ deriving from 

authority must be fundamentally in harmony with reason and 

conducive to man's pad* "All laws. Insofar aa thoy partake 

ef r ight re a a on, are derived from the eternal lew* , the 

eternal reaeon* Prevalent in p o s l t i v l s t thought Is the no­

t ion thst law la basical ly an imperative, or w i l l , coupled 

with enforclbi l l ty* What has beeomo important for many 

moderns i s net so ouch thst s law be something just or "some-

Tn thing portals In? to reason* but that i t be enforceable* A 

the debelsst ie tradit ion tho question of whether law la en­

forceable or not i s irrelevant or secondary. In his fa-aous 

•Tract en Law" i t , fhomae i s emphatic In defining law as 

radical ly a rational ordination, ''an ordinance of reason for 

the cosmos good, proaalgatod by him who has care of the com­

munity' • he notes too that i t la rather a dictate of rea­

son than an imperative^71 "It belongs to the law to eorcaand 

** IblaeM. 1- 95, a. 1, P. 3U7. 

*M,dciB-. q. 93, 0. 3 . :•* 3U0. 

P»****« *• 90, a. U» ?• 332. '**.• Quaedam ratlo-
nls ordinatio ad bona-i commune, et ab eo qui ouro"i concnunl-
tatia habet, promulgate." 

3 7 Iblaag* %• 90, a. 1, p. 330, "*.,. ad le,?em per-
tlnet praeclpere et prehlbere. Spd imperare est ration!3... 
Ergo lex est aliquld rationls." 
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and to forbid* However, it belongs to reaaon to cocsmand ••• 

Law, therefore, la some thin- that pertains to reason." "The 

first rule of reason," ha Insists-5 , 'is the law of nature", 

and evory human law haa juat so much of the nature of law, 

aa it ia derived from 'he law of nature, Tf in eny point It 

r^vt sway froa this natural law, "It is no longer a law but 

a perversion of law** ." Agsinst this stand was raised the 

voluntarlstic objection that "whatsoever pleaaeth the sover-

elam haa force of law*** To this, St* Thonaa replica: 

But In order that the volition of what la com­
manded may have the nature of law, it needs to be in 
socord with some rule of reason. And In this way is 
to be understood the say in,; that the will of the 
sovereign has the force of law. therwlse the 
sovereign's, will would smack of lawlessness rather 
than of law**0. 

Antherity sins sgainst reason in making unjust laws contrary 

to human good^ t 

Zither in regard to the end, as when sn author­
i ty imposes vn h i s subjects oppressive laws, con­
ducive, net to the oomraon good, but rather to h i s 
own cupi-lity or vainglory} — or in regard to the 
euthor, as when s a n raakea a law that o-oes beyond 
the power committed to hl-nj — or In regard to the 

3 8 Ibidem, q. l>5, a. 2 , P* 3I4S. 

^ Ibidem. "5i v^ro In clique a lege aaturali i i s -
oordet, Ja.i non e r l t l ex , sod l e g i s corru; t i o . w 

**° Ibidem, *• 90, a. 1 , ad 3, ;;, 331. 

loldorq, u,* 9b, a. !.;. P. 352. 
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form, ae when burdens are imposed unequally on society 
althou;--h with a vi<*w to tho common ^ood. "-»uch are 
sots of violence rather than laws} for , ss Augustine 
says In :>e Lib, Arb. (1,5) a law that Is not juat , 
seems to~¥e no law at a l l . 

The common good here i s not to be understood as ths good of 

the group ss dist inct from the members nor aa the sum of 

their private goods, but rsther aa, at one and the same time, 

the good of the whole group and of every Individual person 

within i t* The common Rood i s a good of the whole and re­

dounds to the advantage of each and every member, 

What conclusion from th i s Scholastic stand can be 

made in regard to the atate-individual relationship? It 

should be evident that both extreme Individualism and extreme 

Inst i tut ional ism are out* There can be no absolute indepen­

dence of the individual from i n s t i t u t i o n s , nor can there be 

absolute domination of Inst i tutions over the individual* 

Scholastic philosophy, therefore, i s opposed to the Marxist 

ssehstoloftleal dream of a s ta te le s s "flood Society" which 

would be nothing more than the unorganised pre-sooletal 

State or community of Locke end housseau. It la alao no 

leaa opposed to Hazlism and Fascism pf Hegelian inspiration 

which abaorba the individual in the s t a t e . 

The individual needs the State for h i s happiness* 

He needs those services which only an organised cooperation 

can provide. And he would have needed them even i f there 

had not been any original a ln . tie i s now, however, In need 
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of protection from the perversity of others. In this regard, 

Hobbes was quite right in pointing out the peril of man's 

penchant far evil, though he lost sight of man's stronger 

tendency for the good* Furthermore, the need for cooperation 

ia universal, i.e. It is in each end every member of the col 

lectlvlty. Society Is to serve tue members. But nerabcra 

serve the common good that redounds to them* And an Indivi­

dual' a right' to enjoy the fruits of oommunsl operation Is 

founded upon his own contributing (according to hla abilities, 

of course; — not proportionately however —- to the common 

endeavour* That is why the State must establish norm of 

social behaviour — norms that determine the mode and amount 

of collaboration expected of each of its members* It is for 

this reaeon that "Leleses foire" end "Tfe enterprise" may 

never be absolute but only relative* Thus, alao the doctrine 

°f extreme, emotional "social welfarista", vis., that every 

individual een claim "aa a rlaht" a certeln economic standard 

ef living, la a theory hardly in harmony with scholastic 

thought. It Is not the end of the State to make all its 

members happy, but to promote peace and public prosperity, 

and thla la to produce conditions In which the members can 

achieve a degree and quality of happineaa oonaonant with the 

degree and quality of the economic, intellectual and moral 

development of the community itself, in theae conditions, 

the initiative of the individual might be curtailed at a 
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given time and place, and a certain concrete sat i s fact ion 

might be refueed him* This l imitat ion, however. Is more than 

o f f se t by the sum-total of sat i s fact ions whioh he enjoys 

while contributing to the communal operation. And of these 

sat lafact ions he would be deprived by his f e l l i n g to con­

tribute * 

Seholestlo philosophy, therefore, i s i n a t l t u t i o n s l l s t 

insofar as It respects ins t i tut ions (family, community, citato 

and a l l I t s subsidiary Inst i tut ions) and also ss i t reoogniaaa 

the power of a l l inst i tut ions to set norms and perform aot iv-

l t l e a for the Coercion Good, even i f theae put l imi t s upon 

individual i n i t i a t i v e * I t la Individual ist Insofar as i t 

denies any Inst i tut ion the power to act beyond i t s end: the 

common good for the family, the community and the 3 te te , the 

particular end for which any subsidiary Inst i tut ion i s e s ta ­

bl ished. The g i s t of totalitarianism i s the attempt to act 

over and beyond the proper, ins t i tu t iona l purpose of tho 

State* This i s at the expenae of the Individual* The power 

of the c i v i l ins t i tut ion to curb and oonstrain the Individual 

i s real* i t i s required by human nature i t se l f* Thus i t i s 

rational at bottom, never arbitrary. I t does not rest on 

force but on reason, snd, therefore, I t i s not t o ta l i t ar ian , 

though i t i s , at times, authoritarian, i . e . when i t chooaea 

between two aound opinions. 

The crucial point hero i s thst m Inst i tut ional 

system which, in principle or te loo lo^ica l ly , i s b i i l t on 
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an objeativp foundation of reason can be totalitarian* so 

ayatem which ia founded on will (and, consequently, force) 

esn escape being arbitrary and, at least, potentially total­

itarian* 

The State or Its ruling head, therefore, cannot Just­

ly be arbitrary* It may not be arbitrary and thus prospec­

tively totalitarian* Per it tn subject In ©very one of Its 

actlona to a higher law, the eternal law, which is known 

natarally in the netural moral law, Thia natural law intrin­

sic to the rational creature's nature tells him that he is to 

do what is food and avoid what is evil end that as a person 

and rational being he is to seek his last end by coed human 

sots ss the means to his final goal* otherwise he cannot 

attain ths happiness that he craves, vis*, the completion of 

his being* A nan In every one of his actions seeks the good, 

real or apparent, and thus is always in queat of either the 

frlae lood or crested good which is somphow a reflection or 

partiaipstlon of 'led, the irlme Oood. The necessity that a 

man has for having to gain his final goal is the essence of 

obligation which he has first, ther fore, to Chad, ilia human 

sets have this relation of necessity to an end he must at­

tain for his perfection, though, physically. If not morally, 

he la free to flout thia obligatory noceaelty, nut if he 

haa such an obligation, or duty, then certainly he has a 

right to fulfill this duty. If he haa Inalienable rights by 
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his nature to use thlnga that reasonably lead him to thia end, 

other men here correlative duties to respect his rights* The 

virtue of Justice regulates this oprroletion snd balance 

whereby one man gives to another what la due enother* Rights 

and datiea are rooted In the law ef man's nature in relation 

to hla end and are understood only In a context of men as 

naturally a rational snd social being* 

With this, moreover, let It be known that an arith­

metic equalltarlanlam (making each man quantitatively one, 

rather sa a number than as a person), ss prevalla in modern 

thought, waa wholly alien to the Christian philosophy ~ 

unleaa by equalltarlanlsm Is meant that eacn, as a parson of 

the species, la essentially equal to t'.e others* This per­

sonal equalItarIanlam is In accord with Aquinas* 

But that ther* waa a natural law radiating from a 

principle traneeendlng earthly power and binding without 

expeptlen on all, whether pope, people or political powers, 

waa the firm conviction of the medleeval mind, aa Otto 

Gierke saysI "Neither statute nor act of government, neither 

resolution of the people nor custom could break the bounds 

that thus were sstlt*." For mPn of the Middle Ages this law 

1)2 
i ar 

Cambridge, Cambridge University Proaa, 1927, p. 75. 
*,.«» M^aa^^^iifcfirstiiig *&t«aa* **> 
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was primally object ive , and dlat inct from human w i l l , aa 

Salter Llppamcn notes: 

It wss not sometnlng deoided upon by certain 
men and then proolelmed by them. I t was not someone'a 
fancy, someone's prejudice, someone's wish or rat ion­
a l i sat ion* a psychological experience and no more* 
I t i s there object ive ly , not subject ively . It can 
be discovered* It hia to be obssyed^. 

It was the attack of individualism upon the r e a l i t j 

( i t s i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y or fitt i ' i^neaa, or value) >f thia her i t -

sge that has spelled tho to ta l i tar ian per i l . "'The t o t a l i t a r ­

ian tendency has always '" ean present and log ica l ly Implied 

In the modern revolutionary movement4'*.n As rilehael rolanyl 

writes In h i s LQJSIO of Liberty, "'the to ta l i tar ian form of the 

'•* Salter Lippmann, Assays In the public .tillosopny, 
3ow York, a Hen tor look, by su*range:^rii'with L i t t l e , Drown 
a'-d J o „ 19>6, p* 133» In h is analysis of the l ibera l demo­
crac ie s , Lippmann rote that "the public philosophy i s in a 
large measure Inte l lectual ly discredited amon - contemporary 
men" (p, 136-137) In the Western world. Modern men, to whom 
the argument i s addressed, f.ave a low capacity to bel ieve in 
the i n v i s i b l e , the intangible, and t >e imponderable.'1 'The 
modern trouble i s in a low capacity to bel ieve In precepts 
which r e s t r i c t and restrain private interests and des ire . 
Conviction of the need of these restraints la d i f f i c u l t to 
restore once It haa been radical ly Impaired" (p. , f fj« ''There 
i s no public cr i terion of t'.o true and the f a l s e , of the 
r ight end the wrong, beyond that which the preponderant nasa 
of votera, oonsumera*. readers, and l i s t eners happen at the 
moment to be supposed to want." (p . 39) ^capita the "growing 
Incapacity of the large majority of the democratic peoples to 
bel ieve in intangible r e a l i t i e s " (p . Ij9). ''-lodern men wi l l 
f i r s t need to be convinced that the tradit ions of c i v i l i t y 
w**« ho* abandoned because they became antiquated. Thia la 
one of j^Mf*00** of"ff-foffi unbelief and" there IfTno, denying 
i t s depth'' (p . 8©T"* I t a l i c s are o irs* 

UU Sbideau p* 67. 
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StPtP crises logically from tho denial of reality to this 

realm of transcendent Ideas 5". He explains! 

Tho general foundations of coherence and freedom 
In society may be regarded aa secure to t ic extent 
to which men uphold their belief In the reality of 
truth, lustice, charity and tolerance, and accept 
dedlection to the aervtee of these realit lee* 

And soplpty amy bo axpeoted to f a l l apart into servitude 

"when men deny* explain away, or Pimply disregard thoee real­

i t i e s and transcendent obligations," " . . . then the State 

becomes, of necessity, inheritor to a l l ultimate devotion of 

menr°". If there i s no truth, real or absolute, then tho 

pol i t lee l will Shall dooido what la to be called tho truth. 

fc£ Michael Folenyi, The Logic of Liberty fteflaoti 
and apiolndara* Chicago, Thelmiveralty of Cnloago x*eaa» ons 



CKAPTiSR III 

Tlltf COK/ai'ftUM OF THIS 'JIJKDOIAL J00I2TAL »IAJH 

Thia chapter eoncerna individualism in general* The 

next four ohapters concern individualism in particular, f i r s t , 

rlobbas in two ohspters, then Housseau in two, Kan may bo 

seid to bo soc ie ta l beoause ho i s always actually in a soc ie ­

ty , and h l s t o r l e a l l y , or as far as we know, haa always been 

in soc ie ty . He may be said to be unsocial , in l ine of Indi­

vidualism, Insofar as he i s not naturally a soc ia l beting. 

Thia i s the conundrum: naturally unsocial rwi always factual­

ly in society — or why, i f man i s not soc ia l by nature, i s 

he perennially in society* If, in other words, man Is not 

made for society , how i s society or hla presence in i t ex­

plained* Aa the modern philosophy of Individualism faces the 

problem of social order, i t wreptlee with the questions how 

can anyono disagree with the tradit ion that man ia naturally 

poaial and s t i l l want soc ia l order'/ The answer centers 

around the socia l oontraot theory which became fundamental 

in modern thought after the sixteenth century* Why did th i s 

theory assume such importance at thia timet for, after a l l , 

*• • "otic** af eontraet had been aeoeptod In the middle agea* 

Actually what waa new in the seventeenth century waa the 

social, contract, the f i r s t chief exponent of which was 
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Hobbes, and, perhaps, i t s bast known, Housseau. Why It arose 

and whet i t entai led are here of primary concern* 

Individualism i s either an att i tude or a kind of 

philosophy* I t i s as a soc ia l philosophy that It re jects 

the Scholastic thes i s that man Is b>- nature social* But, 

l ike a l l departures from a universally accepted, tradit ional 

philosophy, Individualism appeared in tiste as an at t i tude , 

sporadic at f i r s t , then spreading with Increasing momentum 

unt i l Ita e f fects on soc ia l order called forth a systematic 

rat tonallaatIon — a philoaopny — which ontered Into confl ict 

with the tradit ional Scholastic doctrine of the natural 

s o c i a l i t e s of man. 

As sn at t i tude , indlvlduallam per ae la not actually 

an open r e v o l t , although It generates a s p i r i t of opposition 

to things soc ia l insofar ae they chock the free play of aelf-

ln teres t . I t Is a preference of the Individual for himself 

over tho established social order* I t i s an opposition to 

socia l inst i tut ions and a protest against them whenever they 

claim to regulate end curb Individual i n i t i a t i v e . For In 

general an ins t i tu t ion i s a thing founded to define and regu­

la te the relat ione ot men with one another. Though ind lv l ­

duallam haa not opposed a i l Inst i tut ions in modern timea, i t 

did revolt against certain structural ones, l ike the Church, 

government by Divine Hlght, or Mercantilism, i*e* insofar as 

they roatr ie t the individual and are enforced b'* means of 
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various kinds of sanctions leyond individual controls. The 

modal ins t int tlone, like law which arc not thameelvea struc­

tures or systems of relationships, only impart certain modes 

to tho operation of the atruetural inatltution and, If usef .1, 

are accepted by the followers of individualism, Hobbes, 

Locke, and Housseau logically posit the pre<*existence of a 

state of nature, but they accept society, authority* and law 

as necessary — not of an essential , but of an existential 

necessity. 

Historically, individualism as an attitude was not 

an open, grave polit ical la sue until i t beeame at come given 

time a general, actual protest against the restrictions of 

Institutions* Individualism, however, nurtures at a l l times 

at least a spirit of host i l i ty . Ancient individualist a, un­

like tiie moderns, registered their protest against tho res­

trictions of Institutions by simply removing themselves from 

active social circulation* Modern individualism in Ita pre­

ference for the Individual la not only the usual protcat 

against institutions and their restrlotions upon individuals, 

but i t ia alao s protsat that builds up, spreada and nour-

ishss I tse l f on the proapest that only some real and practi­

cal revolt wil l aaeure the achievement of i t s goal* A ra­

tionalisation to Justify ita position comas to the fore* 

This is modern individualism as a philosophy, an instrument 

designed to sponsor and promote the spir i t of actual protest 
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agnlnst factual conditions. The key clarion cry in the philo­

sophy of *Kv*sm IndlviiSuallsra '-r>ts to be Indivl dual rlrftta. 

Its motive was aelf-Interest; i t s principle, egocentrlam; ita 

"jethod, a utilitarian sort of practical reason. 

The general conditions of l i f e in the late middle 

ages wore particularly ripe for real o position owln- asne-

e ia l ly to the aedlaeval over-eraphasia on social l i f e , or the 

hypersociallsatlon of human activity. In -natters of govern-

rsont, the condition stser.ed from the feudal aTStsen i t se l f , 

although this was actually more a social than a pol it ical 

system. The hyperae©lalia:atl->n In religion did not ra»ow out 

of polit ical diarntea so nosh aa from the difficulty of 

training the berbarlana in the 'hrlatlan ethics of aolf-

r^nouneoinent, of contempt for worldly good? for the sake of 

eternal beatitude. The mediaeval population, -noreovsr, was 

not divided Into tho eeonom'e classes \>f rich, yaor and 

middle c lass . Hather waa i t spread among -nany social strata 

determine* by birth, and i t waa aeareely r-oaalble for an 

individual nan to raise himself to a hif*b&T level through 

his own Init iat ive . He could be raised up (e .~ . be knighted) 

by a superior. He c c l i withdraw altogether from the aoclal 

order* by ontsrlng a religious order, or by taking to the 

road as, e.g* an Itinerant peddler or by aImply living of 

expedients. In both cases he was a social outcasts* though 

not necessarily held In contempt. In any social order there 
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are only throe way a In which a man may conceivably rlae above 

the level of hla births force, i f he can maater a auffloient 

number of part leans to support himj aoienoe or the arte, i f 

he can avail himself of an opportunity for soIf-development 

in those l ines! or industry and the rewards of Industry, i*e, 

property* Hone of these means wss available in the Middle 

AgesJ net forse. expect among the superior strata of feudal 

lordaf not aeience or the arts, because education was the 

privilege of a vary few, mostly clergy| nor property, not 

only because money was in soarpe supply but beoause, outside 

of feudal lands, property had no standing, and thia waa due 

mostly to tho teaching of tho Church* Thus social inst i tu­

tions a l l co-operated !n '"keeping a -lan In hla place". By 

the beginning of the fourteenth century, certain philosophers 

attempted to break down thia over-institutionalized way of 

l i f e : Maraivlie of Padua, who waa more especially an Instance 

of Individuallorn expreesed In strains of secularism, and 

William of Ockam, an example of a spiritual individuallam* 

**• Pafenaor reels, of Marai^lt© spear-headed the 

movement of revolt againet the authoritarian institutions of 

Church and aeperor. It did not take sides but made a l l 

authority depsmdent on tho will of the people. ;o do ao, i t 

secular lied pol i t ics and the political problem at a time when 

those wore universally approached with reference to tad* 

Honee i t had l i t t l e Influence in i t s time. It virtually 
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reduced the Oauroh te a more organ of the political body in 

which authority waa hold only by a concession or mandate ef 

tho popular will affirmed in a general oounoil* It atrossod 

positive human law u* practically independent from natural 

law and eternal laws 

Tho legislator, or the primary and proper 
efficient cause of the law, Is tLe people or the 
whole body of oItteens, or the weightier part of 
It, commanding and deciding by its own choice or 
will in a generel passably of the citizens1. 

For Opkam*. who follows the voluntarism of 3ootus, law 

ia exclusively will without roaeon or foundation in the real 

order. Tho Oekamlst School by its nominalism cuts off tho 

individual m&a end his intellect from the order of existing 

things end leaves his will alone and independent In the fore­

front, rflth this is established a disposition to ravour the 

individual as against society* As spokeaman for the *'ranels-

oan 'Spirituals and exponent, like Marsi llo, of a oonciliar 

theory, Oekam upheld an anti-clerical Individual!an fer 

spiritual reaaona* on Scriptural and eccloalastleal grounds 

he opposed tho power of the papal hierarchy, 

Tho attitude of individuallam gradually bocomes real 

pretest as conditions favour it and It exploits them* Tho 

traditional christian stress upon the importance of the 

* Sarslllua of Padua, The Defensor1 racjs. by o»\. 
rr^vite-Orton, Cambridge, at the .•niveraity *"reas, 192H, 
I. xll, 3» Pt ti9. 
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Individual person waa apparently a distinctive factor in the 

modern modification of individualism. By no moans a cauae of 

individuallam, the Christian doctrine here waa a ready occa-

aion wide open for diatortlon, Thia teaahln? of the value of 

the perpon, though not a cause, waa, while abuaed, a kind of 

sMKngled meat for the machine of individualism* The abuao 

favoured enactment of an attitude of individualism into a 

factual force when opportunity came, eapeelally in and after 

the eoonomlo revolutions of the fourteenth century with the 

eoasnunes pppking freedom* and widespread tredinf*; or exchange 

of money snd goods, the rlae of crime, the appocranes of the 

entrepreneur, particularly In ship-bull;ing srnd maritime ven­

tures. Seldom If evor before were opportunities so rife for 

individual initiative* 

The reaction against mediaeval hypersoelollaction 

had set In against the feudal system* its social and politi-

osl structure, against the organised Church and its philocophy, 

and reached its first $reat aueeess in tho Protestant Revolt 

a few centuries later when, so it is alleged, democracy waa 

born and the spirit of "individual rights" oscne into its own. 

This individualism in the Modern world certainly differentia­

tes itself from ancient individualism. Quite in contract Is 

it to areek Athenian Democracy where not only was the idea of 

'individual rights" 'unknown but where society was built 

rather upon a conception of duties as fundamental, Moreover. 
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modern indlvldualiats are alao at variance with the ancient 

3reeks l ike the Oynlea and rfpleureana, in that those anolonts 

in their protest against social Inst i tut ions aett led for 

"withdrawal11 from coeloty and public Interests but acareely 

for a concrete revolt* Hobbes, Locke, and Housseau did not 

even advoeate such a withdrawal. Epicurus of old declared: 

when tolerable asourity agalnat our fellow-men 
la attained, then, on a basis of powar suff ic ient 
to afford support and of materiel prosperity, arlaea 
in moat genuine form th» security of a | . i iet private 
l i f e withdrawn frost the multitude**• 

The r i s e of the aoclal contract in the eeventeenth century 

een bo aeen h i s tor i ca l l y and in an internal lo^le a l l i t a own, 

louring the Middle Ap-ea the Church waa a kind of aoclal dem, 

a potent force curbing the spread of p o l i t i c a l absolutism. 

That emperors and kings had obligations to Ood and people 

was drummed into th^ir winds by the Church. But when in the 

sixteenth century the 3hureh had suffered a losa of consider­

able pooial Influence, p o l i t i c a l absolution thrived* 

The popular reaction to t h i s was a concerted rebirth 

of contractual concepts of government. It waa a reaction 

both Qpthollc and non,-Catholic* deps nding on who, and whose 

re l ig ion waa the opprpssed* It liold that authority cornea to 

tho ruler ind irec t ly , by contract, and resides primarily in 

Bpiour'ua , upvran Maxims» Mo. l b , oj2* a l t . , p , 669. 
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tho people who have right of resistance If e ruler breaks 

tho contract* in this clash between people and political 

ruler, the stalemated question of consent to law or whet in 

fast was the law gave way to tho wider Issue of authority—: 

If there is no agreement on the law, who then has the author­

ity to make and enforce the law? To solve tno question of 

authority was to solve the question of lsw and consent there­

to* A considerable number of works promoting the idea of 

"governmental contract" had appeared before with more or less 

success sgainst kings. But at this time, after the Hevolt, 

many wrltinga like the fsmoua VIndialac Oontra Tyrannoa and 

thoee of Sellarmlne and Snares were put out to meet the needs 

of the hour* The result was the creation of a whole climate 

of contractuallam which only needed to be aecularlsed or 

naturalised to give rlae to the "aoclal" contract* It was 

the distinction of l ellarmlne and 3uares to have treated the 

problem, neither theologically as did the Vindlclao, nor in 

a seoulerlstio way, but philosophically, upholiing govern­

mental contract without in any way resorting to social 

contract. 

There waa at the *nm time, of course, a reaction of 

certain rulers against thia popular movement. In the wake 

of the Protestant Revolt, Europe waa overran with powerful 

princes, freed from Imperial authority by tho religious wars 

and from the Church by recognition of the new principle of 
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"oujue regie ejus re l lg lo" — confirmed at Augcburg in V$$$ 

and Westphalia i n 16UC Onae l iberated fro-i the over-a l l 

unity of Christendom, the spreading rash of klnps and p o l i ­

t i c a l princes practising the new principle of po l i t i ca l ab­

solutism in their respective l o c a l i t i e s , or s t a t e s , met strong 

opposition in areaa of contrary pereuaaiona* The reaction of 

these rulers was to contsln and cruah the ant l -royal le t move­

ment. In Germany, absolutism became ao so l id ly establiahed 

that rolera had but a minor problem with re l ig ious d i s s i ­

dents . But In England and France the problem was often acute. 

Since oppoaltion to their power came from rellgioup groups, 

a too l to which the troubled rulers eventually resorted in 

tills s i tuat ion waa the theory of the Divine Right ot Kings. 

This theory hold that authority cornea direct ly from Ood to 

the actual ruler to whom exclusive obedience le due end 

against whom active resistance i s forbidden to the subjects* 

The theory in general had served emperors snd kin-s in their 

struggle against the fspaey, but now, in the sixteenth cen­

tury and af ter , It was no ion-or directed against t i e dhureh 

but against the popular movements that aroae in rel igioua 

opposition to the re l ig ion established by rulers in their 

States* In England, the theory waa alao used by the Stuarts 

in their struggle against Parliament, 

t** Vindlclac Contra Tyrannoa. an inf luential work 

of theological tone, generally attributed to tho '?ur-uanot 
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Lmpleasis-Mornay, waa published in 1579 in opposition to the 

repressive ef fect that royal power had upon subjecta. dere 

the king i s bound by e double contractus with Ood, on the one 

hand, and with hip subjects, on the other* If the king f a i l s 

in hla covenant with Ocd, hla subjects have reaaon for refua-

lng to obey him, l e a t their obedience to him be an affront to 

Ood. "ThP paoplP ask ths king, whether he w i l l govern just ly 

and according to the laws. He promises he w i l l . , * serve Sod 

re l ig iously" and "govern uprightly • whereupon the people 

agree that eo long as he rules the people jus t ly , they w i l l 

obey fa i thful ly* 'The king therefore promises simply and 

abeelutely," but the people agree and contract only "upon 

condition" that the king bo jus t , otherwise the contract 

between him end tho people i s nul and void — "tho people 

r e s t , according to equity and reason, quit from their prom-

ise'?'1. As for ths laws, the king does not make them ao nueh 

aa that he i s quite subject to than snd "reoelvoa the lawa 

from tho people aa well aa the crown,..°" dls 'chieftest 

M ^ ,? A 2s££ag» 2£ k i W * y ifl^ng* p£8§S»» * translation 
of the Vlndlclae Contra Trrsnnos by Junius Brutus with an 
h i s t o r i c a l introduction by Harold **• uaski, London, •>. Bel l 
snd Sons, Ltd. , 19?h, p. 71 . 

** VlncUsiae Contra Tyrannos, Laski, :;# l f £ , n o . 
5 iiMem. 

Inldam. p. H|9. 



TMJ* COsTJNWJn 68 

g lory" l a "to keep and maintain them'"* ror "klnga have been 

ever established by the people . , , v r t When the people i*ivs up 

the ir individual "privilege of nature" to l e t a p o l i t i c a l 

prince command them, they do not consent except "for sons 

spec l s l and great profit that they expected from It", their 

own i n t e r e s t s , "for evory man loves and eherlahea hla own." 

The re l ig ious character of the yindlciao stamps I t aa more 

mediaeval than modern but, once aecularlsed and deapirltual-

i s ed , i t s doctrines could suggest much that would f i t well 

in modern thought* 

Outstanding among tho Jivinc-rtlght kln^a, on the 

other aide, waa James I of England whose motto waas "a i<eo 

rex , a rage lex" — "the king la from God, the law from the 

king 1 . The only true Interpretation of the law, he aaye, i s 

that which ao-recs "with my common sense end reason, and trew 

Logieke,*.Y* "Kings s i t in the Throne of Ood , . , thence a l l 

Judgment la derived ". "ftinga are just ly cal led Oeda11" and 

Ibidem, 
n 

Ibidem, p . 139-luO, 
9 l i n g James I . "A Speech In the starre-Chamber' , 

I**" 2?» **}$! l a j P g L ^ ^ ! i # HfiapSt SJL *W** I s reprinted 
from the edi t ion of 1616, with an Introduction by Oharias 
Boward Mollwala, Cambridge, Harvard University J.VCSR, 1913 
(aarvard Po l i t i ca l ^laaalca, Vol* I ) , t , 3 3 2 . 

1 0 M$*£» *'>• 326 , 327 . 
U iQldsja,. M3peeeh of 1609", ''area 2 1 , p , 30?-30u. 
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sre accountable to no one. Like Ood "they have power to 

exalt low things, and abaae high thlnga, and make of their 

aubjeeta like men at the Cheaae." Similarly, r>lr Robert 

Pilmer wrotes "the king oua-ht to oxerciae power ea the vicar 

12 
or mlnlpter ef 3od ". alnga are oxpmpt from the lawai "How 

albeit kings who make the laws be, es fling James teacheth us, 

above tho laws, yet will they rule their subjects by the 

law*.. **" Pllmer asserts that "there were kings long before 

there were any laws" and that this is "a proof unanewcrable 

for tho superiority of princes above laws,., M 

Throughout this ruler-people conflict, thare was s 

dosdleok not only upon tho lawa but alao upon the authority 

to make and enforce laws, When this lsaue of authoritative 

social power went unsettled, there arose the still wider 

question —i what is the origin of society itself? To solve 

this question was te solve that of authority as well aa that 

of law. It was at this crucial point that the elimato of 

(governmental) contractuallsm was ripe and ready for 

1 2 Sir Robert FIVser, Patriarchs or the "atural Power 
of Alngs* in John Locke, Two ;rcatlaea of government, with a 
Supplement, Patriarchs by Hobcrt 711msr. :d* with an IntroJuo-
tion by Thonaa I* Cook* .uow York, uafoer rubllahlng *o,, 
19U7, Chapter III, p* 293. 

** Ibidem, p. 287. 

** Ibidem, p* 252, 281. 
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secular l i s t Ion and the r i s e of the soc ia l contract — as was 

datoctable in Bodin and Althuslus who taught that c i v i l so ­

c i e t y i s natural to man only in a derivst ive way* The origin 

of eoclety would bo removed from man's rat ional nature to 

hie w i l l — from Ood, the mediaeval author of man's rat ional , 

s o e l a l nature, to man himself and his individual appetitive 

power. Contract than would a t i l l be very much a part of the 

picture but i t would be leaa a governmental than a aoclal 

aontraet, l . e * a contract into aoeiaty I t s e l f , ' ociety l t -

ae l f then authored exclusively or purely by man himaelf would 

originate authority and the lawa fer aoclal operation, i f 

aociety ia not rooted in man's nature, then neither i s 

authority or human law. If tho individual man Is the exclu­

sive author of aociety, then he has authoritative power, or 

r ight , to make laws* The anawer to the problem waa an 

anthropooentrio one. In thia rat ional i sat ion was the key to 

breaking the back of DlvineHSight kingship aa well as r e g i s ­

tering a vote againat things attacking of mediaeval hyperao-

c l a l l s a t i o n . But i t would wean that a l l human prohlema muat 

bo viewed aocording to, and solved by, purely temporal norms* 

Individuallam was becoming secularised* 

Tho push toward royal absolut ist could not bo stopped, 

apparently, except by marshalling agalnat It sa-.no form of 

contractualIsm. The question of authority which waa central 

in the governmental contract was swallowed up In tho broader 

http://sa-.no
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issue of the homoeentrlo aoclal contract. The prospect waa 

tp breek thp eloeed cow tunic at Ion l lns between doj and kin*.', 

and, by ralagatlng Tod away from the p o l i t i c a l picture, to 

remove the ground from under the king'a very feet and to 

shake.out the very core of the Divine-flight theory, thereby 

leaving i t power lo s s or l imited before popular w i l l . If the 

king by h is sole autonomous power to nako and enforce laws 

hold soc ie ty , ae i t were, in the palm of his divine hand, how 

also —• for purposes of rat ional laat len — could th i s auto­

crat ic power be broken except by posit ing that the subjects 

are not in society by nature but only by art , v i s . , by an 

a r t i f i c i a l act of their own wil l? )r, that , exelualvely by 

agreement in compact, they find themselves entering society , 

and that ttooy thus create society end consequently tho 

sovereign social power? do;Id i t not then fol low, that they, 

the aubjppta, and not the king, would henceforth hold society 

(as alao thia sovereignty) In the palm of their hands? And 

would not they (or their w i l l ) not the King (or hla w i l l ) be 

tho prime positive source of the lawa? Clearly th i s homoeen-

t r l e turn would mean that tad Is no longer at a l l the author 

of the soc ia l man or the ultimate course of law. The reac­

t ion against Divine Hight, however, wae not so much to deny 

that God i s the author of aoeiety and the eooial man, though 

i t actual ly had thia o f f ee t . The only way to break the auto­

cratic Qod-klng re lat ion wns apparently to separate Llvine-
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Sight authority from Ood by aoparatinf! the source of human 

aoeiety completely from Ood, 

Bellarmine and iiuarea in their famous attacks on the 

injustice of Divine-Right rulers applied the thought of at . 

Thomas to the new modern situation of rialnr nation-states* 

tfsvcr denying man1a essential sociabil ity, they held that, 

by governmental, not social contract, unjust rulers, under 

certain conditions, could be Justly deposed by force, beoauae 

authority, having cone immediately from Ood to the people, 

resides primarily In the whole people who merely transfer or 

pass i t on by contract to the actual ruler or ruling body. 

The movements of voluntarism, neminell SKI and secular­

ism, from the tine of Faraiglio and ookam, through I'odln and 

"rotlua, a l l converge in the sixteenth »n$ seventeenth cen­

turies with the movement of contractual lam. The focal point 

la the Hevolt i t se l f . Among the favourable conditions were 

the new frppdom i teal f , rising comeree and natlonallam, an 

ever-growing desire for social order, dia*uat with religious 

quarrels. The result was well-nigh a rout against the old 

orders a confirmation of indivl dual law and the concept of 

aoclal contract* Tho new /ground waa being reedled for the 

work of m^n l ike Hobbes, 3pinosa, Locke, and Rousseau. Jean 

@odln. a Politique and guardian of ascendant French factional­

ism, viewed authority chiefly in torus of an 'absolute and 

perpetual" sovereign power to make lawa, auch that tho 
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sovereign will is trie root ef law. This sovereignty for him 

was to be subject to the law of nature, but already this was 

nature more in terms of convention, the conatitutlon of a 

people, their national customs or Institutions. Such things 

In France comprise natural law for Krenahaen since these ere 

ways that develop naturally there. In Mediaeval ro^ltloal 

l*i 
Ideas Swart Lewis wrote that tiodln sees "ths free making 

and unmaking of law rather than Its enforcement as the prime 

characteristic of government.' But even more oignlfleant 

along this lino la the fact that with Lodin the trend was 

being aet toward the makini: rather than the Judging of laws. 

It would become modern to make law, while it waa mediaeval 

to Judge law as already something fundamentally and objective­

ly In existence — I.e. something in being, not something to 

come-to-be. In the Hlddle At~es men did not so much inquire 

into the origin of society as that they knew it oa*ae with 

human nature itself whose author is lod. '»or old they speak 

so much of natursi lsw as of that of God anu thin?.r* theologi­

cal* But, If they did, they saw this lsw ss a participation 

of eternal law, but still naturel as rooted Intrinsically in 

the nature of the belnp*. but In the modern sk̂ e, concomitant 

with secularisation, there would loon a proportionata rlae In 

7 Ewart Lewis, Hodjaeyai tolltloal Ideas, J vols., 
«ew York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1951*» 'Vol. 1, p, JtT'' 



THE COWMDRUW 7h 

the importance of lawa, particularly positive laws, constitu­

tions and parliamentary bodies and alao positive declarations 

or bills of rights to make up artificially for the loaa of 

natural moral law* 

Alao an indicative servant of the new order was Hugo 

Orotlua who auggestPd thst even If there were no Ood there 

would still be e netural law along with all that it entails: 

And what we have said would still havs srreat 
weight, even If we were to grant, what we cannot 
grant without wickedness, that there Is no.pod, or 
that he bestows no regard on human affairs* , 

The auggeation, althoj^h alia, Is very significant, in tnla 

way, society and natural law oo^e more and mora to be explgain­

ed by themselves alono aa apart £vo~«. Cod, "'hua iiobbea would 

write that what a man does b/ nature, i.e. in the state of 

nature, "Is Injurious to no man,.,; for injustice against -en 

presupposeth human laws, a jch as in the state of natiire tuere 

17 are none .' Similarly "UAnoza said that this condition 

'must by no neana be confounded with a state of religion, 

but must be conceived as without either religion or law, and 

18 
eonseuuently without sin or wrong ." 

"isr and feaoe. an 
aunbrldjM 

1 0 ;lugo OrotJ 
abridged translation ..„ r m _._ 
Univeraity Press, 18^3, "Preliminary Remarks", sec. 11, 
p* xxvl, 

17 

P. 210, 

oe Give, p* 27. 

*° splnoaa, Thoologlpo-i'olltl^pl t r e a t i s e , r.lwea, 
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Thia ia individualism* The irotestent Hovolt waa the 

protest of Indlvidualiem, a fundamental revolution and break 

with a atill vital peat", aa George r̂ antayana sees it, an 

attempt to reverse "the fIrat principles of traditional 

authority." "... Nothing could have been more militant, 

since a direct appeal waa allowed to primal will, in each 

individual, nation, or government, to decide ^vry issue." 

And though appeal was made from "one authority to another,'' 

from tfope to Prince, or Ohurch to the bible, or to solenoe or 

the heart, "only in extremities, or after centuries of dila­

pidation, did the free spirit perceive that It waa denying all 

authority •" In the transition to modern tines "the State 

was no longer derived from the divinely ordained harmony of 

the universal whole..* it was simply explained by Itself... 

with thia, it Is the opinion of wtto Oierke that "the intel­

lectual force which finally dissolved the mediaeval view of 

22 
the nature of human Groups was the Law ef Mature ." But it 

19 a©orge 3antayana, nominations and rowers reflec­
tions on Liberty Society, and government, "Tew York, Charles 
Scribner'iTaons, 1751, p\3Tb-3Tn 

2 0 loidam* 

2 1 otto Gierke, datural Law, and the, theory of ..ocjety, 
1500 to 1500, with a Lecture on the Ideas of latural Law and 
HumanTCy, by Ernest Troeltseu* tr* wlto an *ntro«iuptlon by 
hjrneat Barker, 2 vola,, Cambridge, at the University Press, 
193k. Vol. I, p. I4O. 

2 2 !»»*••• Pa 35. 
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roust be stressed thst the dissolving force was not so much 

naturel law as the concerted emphaala upon It aa wholly apart 

from a tr ansae ndent-lnrnenent eternal law* Nor was It even 

so much a queetion of lew or even authority so much aa aoeie­

ty and men secularised, desplrltuallsed, deratlonallsed. 

As the new ground was ready, how would spproaoh to 

the problem of aoclal order be made and the "new natural 

order" act up? The practical question facing the philosophy 

of individualism was: how can anyone protect that nan la 

naturally social snd still want or ho;>e to get soolal harmony? 

The puzzle to be solved was thst of naturally unsoolal men al­

ways actually living in aoeiety* But then if man is not 

naturally social, he must have lived in e non-sooiotal state 

which, after the sixteenth century, oame to be known aa the 

state of nature — a purely logical conasquenoe of the phllo-

aophy of individualism* Aptually the stste of nature aa 

such is relatively unimportant* It is only a "logical" pro-

requlalte to the social contract* The transition from this 

non-societal state to society is by social contract* 'thus 

individually givea rlae to a aoclal contract, but then ao­

clal contract demanda a state of nature, a condition of 

absolute freedom and equality* 

oolal contract logically demands freedom and equal­

ity because no contrast is concluded unless the contracting 

parties are free to enter into it. Aui no contract is 
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concluded unless the contracting parties ere equal at leaat 

with reference to the object of the contract and since the 

object of the aoeiei contract will be all or any individual 

rlghta, the equality must be absolute. I'he abaolute aoolety-

formlna contract simply requires thia atate of abaolute indi­

vidualism, abaolute freedom and equality, and thia atate la 

the atate of nature, A universal contract of do ut dps which 

establishes society as the fruit of individual wills presup­

poses logically the universal condition of such liberty as 

well ae of equality. 

Hobbes wrote in Do Olve ^ that "in all free gifts 

and compacts, there is an acceptance ... no man can compact 

with him who doth not declare his acceptance.'' The reason, 

he added, is that "covenants are made of such tuinga only as 

fall under our deliberation, for it een be no covenant with­

out the will of the contractor..." And, as Hobbes said in 

***• Leviathan, contracts concern only things that are to cones 

The matter, or subject of a covenant, is alwsys 
something that falleth mder deliberation for to' 
covenant is sn act of the will ... and Is always 
understood to be something to come***. 

John Locke points out that "to understand political power 

aright, and derive it from its original, we must consider 

23 £& £i£i» *>• 37-38. 

^ i«irlathan* p# 69*70* 
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what atate all men are naturally in, and that la a atate of 

perfect freedom..•" This freedom ia neoeaaary "to order 

their cotlone and dispose of their possesslona aid parsons 

es they think fit ••* without asking leave, or depending upon 

the will of any other man*" ue noted next the need for 

e iuality, though his favour always fell to the libertarian 

sides 

A state also of equality, wherein all the power 
and Jurisdiction Is reciprocal, no on© having znore 
than enother; there being nothing more evident than 
that creatures of the sine species and rank, promis­
cuously born to all the same advantages of nature, 
and the use of the same facilities, should also be 
equal one amongst another without subordination or 
subjection. .."--> 

I'he sane basic need for equality ha>i been affirried by Hob^ea: 

They are eiuala who can do equal th'n^g one 
againat the other} but they who can do the ereatest 
things, (namely, kill) can io equal thinr,a. A 11 -, 
men therefore among themaelvea are by nature equal • 

Hobbes argued that oven a physically weak man has an equality 

with a atreng man In that by craft and cunning the former 

27 
een overcome the latter * It is true then that "... there 

25 John Locke, Treatise of Civil Soverwwjnt, in 
Treatise of 3lvll government' and a .Letter ^onoornlnu; Tolera­
tion. ed»""b"y Charles b. Sherman, law York,*~Appleton-Centjry-
Grofta, Ins.. 1937* p. 5» 

2 6 £* £*!£» P* 25. 

IfTlathan. p* 63* tie notes that "the weakest has 
strength to kill the strongest, cither by secret machinations, 
or by confederacy with others, that are in the same danger 
with himself." 
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is no reason why any man trusting to his own strength should 

conceive himself aiade by nature above others '*'." Hobbes, 

moreover, saw this condition of liaturai equality and liberty 

aa entailing for evoryman equally a natural right to every­

thing, werythinft ia equally at the dispoaal of evoryman and 

"...thore is nothing to which every man had not ri&ht by 

Sature . "Everyman haa a right to everythinar • But both 

freedom and equality are a necessity aa Locke summarised: 

Hen being ... by nature all free, equal, and 
independent, no one can be put ojt of this estate, 
and subjected to the political order of enother, 
without hia own oonsent, which ia done by agreeinr, ,̂ 
with other oen to join and unite Into a community...-* 

The necessity is no less true for housseau* But by 

the time he comas u;;-on the scene tne question which troubles 

him is thisi "Are the two practically compatible*" An aotual 

reconciliation of freedom and equality becomes for him the 

fundamental problem of social order. He maintains that men 

are born free and equal* lie begins the i>ocjal Contract with 

the worda: '̂ an is born free, and yet we see hi ) everywhere 

In chains-* •' Ho doubt freedom for hi*i Is of paramount 

2Q 
^ £iZ2.» P* &* c**« ko via than, p. 63 — another 

argument of^oboea for equali ty. 

Leviathan, p, 66, 

Ibidem, of, too De Jlve. p, 27. 

3* Locke, c iv i l loyerranont* :'!,her."mn, p, 63. 

*2 &oo^el Contract, p* 5. 
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impertanee, but ea for equality he holda that "liberty eannot 

subalat without It33." 

Personal decialon of, for and by the individuel him­

self living with others ia the ground of the new approach. 

The phlleaophy of individaelia-* denies that *an la naturally 

aoclal but *w»t that he is societal, Indlvlduallsst iocs not 

noeeeaarily mean thet man ia made to live in laolatlon or 

that he coca not need hla fellowmen* Hobbes and plnoza 

recognised thet need and concluded to a atate of nature that 

waa anlveraal war* Locke believed In e pro-societal communi­

ty where there would be collaboration In, at leaat, the 

ponlehmont of thoae who did not respeet the right of property, 

ladividualtam swans thet the Motivation ef Individuel beha­

viour is self-interest, snd when s msn sots 'whether alone or 

In collaboration with others) he sets in his own, individual. 

self-interest, Tie clone, moreover, ia responsible for his 

success and liable for hla failure. .;©excretion enters into 

the individual •* celeuletlon* It must serve his self-Interest 

end It is elways a matter for personal decision^*. In 

3 3 Ibidem, p. h6. 

*̂* doholsatlc phlleaophy aeoepts thia in regard to 
soc i e t i e s having a particular und ( e . g . study club or business 
firm) but reject a i t in regard to eoaraunlty and common-good 
soc i e t i e s (family, Churcti, o t a t e ) . ^nd oven In the f i r s t 
eaao the freedom applies only te entering in sueh s o e l e t l e e . 
After thst f i r s t decialon has been made, one ust accept the 
norm and follow the r a l e s . 
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mediaeval thought thia waa true for a private society but 

never for a common-good union like civil aopiety. 

i*or Individualism, then, membership in the political 

society is only a -natter of personal decialon* It reata not 

on the retioaal conaiaeratlon of human nature as a whole, but 

on the will of each Individual consequent upon s calculus of 

the advaatagea and die advantage te the individual himself. 

In sush s ayatem there can be no conaideratlon of the Common 

utood, but only of the individual food, which ;teana that each 

Individual will contribute only aa much aa he will receive. 

Por thia reaaoa, there must be e contract to institute the 

spclety or state — a contract which stipulates all the con­

ditions that will be binding on the members. The norms are 

net determined by preotloal reason adapting means to the 

rssllsatlon of the Common Oood, but by the consent of the 

participating or contracting parties* (Contract pertalna to 

the foundation of the State; consent, to the subsidiary Ins­

titution of government and lawaJ This consent, ss in all 

partnerships, la required and not only In the determinations 

Of the original norma or lawa but also in every subsequent 

increase or amondments of thoae lawa* Thia is the meaning 

of "government by consent"* Hut for individualism it la 

based en social contract. And this contract makes of society 

or State a ayatem of purely legal (l,c* voluntary) relation­

ships and not a naturally required entity* 
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After the contract Is concluded, peace and social 

order still regain s preoarlous matter* The -rend difficulty 

of reconciling the actual Interests of all the members of the 

State et a p;lv«n tine snd with r^ard to a certain co irse of 

collective action has been the general problem which the 

modern individualist saw clearl/. 

in particular, Hobbes' approach to the problem waa 

conditioned on his naturalism3"' which Identified m*n with the 

material universe, or reduood man to subhuman nature. Prom 

his payehology of the individual ;an stems his political 

system, For him ths nature of man and society Is deduoed or 

seen fron his physios of motions. Motions3 in a man, he 

saye, are tne cause of sensations, he two ~ialn motions are 

sttraction and repulsion. The first notion is attraction by 

pleasure which gives rise to the sensation of desire for 

power, e desire aimed at getting or keeping pleasure. The 

leviathan, cf. ^.^. p. 11, lr' and paaaln to p. $2. 

3° For Tfobbea all that exists ia natter and notions. 

Two main AMORAL 
KOTIOBS 5ttM3ATI0N3 ^AT JflA/fi BI3HT3 

\ '.'All 
ATTEAOTIOHX UK3IHS for \ .i£L»-ASS»JKT101 
by pleasureX POWiuR 
(the good) \ \ \ W i t h 

^ . ) , „ifr ^ > )WAA desire^ - ^ .HTAT, 
HiSfULSlOX / V-ikA ot VIOJ -v . / . . . - . ..vflri*/ /cSAut: 
by pain / L̂ HT D£Alj "''U ' ^J J 
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second motion ia ropulslon by pain which glvca rlae to the 

aensation of aversion from violent death* &'or .iobhes violent 

death la the a USER urn malum, .vita regard to the f irs t motion, 

v ia , , attraction, producing tho desire for power, man exor­

cises hla power of solf-aseertion, a "natural right", accord­

ing to Hobbes, which in view of an idanticai power in other 

men brlnga about disagreement and war. rfith regard to the 

aeeond motion, v i s . , repulsion, producing the fosr of violent 

depth, nan exprclsss hla power, or natural right, of self-

defence* l*e. self-preservation. This individual natural 

right of self-defence, in view of other »n employ inp self-

assertion aa an Individual natural right entalia the oondltloi 

of war* 

Throughout and despite thia plash of "natural rights" 

between tho aelf-as pert ion of some .ssen and the self-defence 

of others with regard to the same object i s the desire in the 

heart of every man for peace* It is thia desire for peace or 

this aversion from violent death which la tho fundamental 

reason that rcen seek the condition of social l i f e in the 

State* Radical to this view is the aaauriptlon that man la 

naturally brutal and self ish — a thesis ver/ much in line 

with Oalvinlstia theology »*hieh affirmed man's essential or 

natural oorruption owing to original s in. It was this view 

of human aelfiahness which at f i rs t sight repelled raeny, 

including Loose and aoussoau. in Hobbes, there la hardly any 
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î round for a happy outlook* "So that in the f irs t place," 

tiobbes writes, "I put for a general Inclination of a l l man­

kind* a perpetual and reotlesa desire of power after power, 

that eeesoth only In death57." Aa each nan is dominated by 

the two fundamental impulses of desire and aversion* he is 

bx nature In confliot with his fellowmen* The spirit of 

aelf-intoreat and seourity that rolgnp over thia atate of 

naturo finda a constant competition for the same gooda that 

'continual fppr and danger of violent death; and top l i f e of 

man [ i s} solitary, poor, nasty* brutish, on. short. ' /vary 

man Is "enemy to every man"™, in this warfare "of 9W»rj •••au 

against every men" l i e s the osaenee of the atate of nature. 

Jlobbee phraaes an objection that some man might think 

It atrangs 'that Mat-ore should thus dissociate, and render 

man apt to Invade and deatroy one another*w Bat Uobbos re­

torts by an argument from eaperianop that men singly do not 

trust one another and always taks Treasures for aelf-defenoe 

and preservation! 

^oyiathan. p. ?5, 

foldpra. Cf* p. 66 * , . . Ktopyman haa a rlr,ht to 
©varything; a von to one another's body" — "tit© natural rl^it 
of every man to everything..." 

Ioidom> p* bk~b$« with these materials at hand 
for solving the problem Hobbes oovld scarcely accept the 

prudence" obliterates love. 
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Let him therefore consider with himself, whan 
taking a Journey, he ar-ia hinaelf, end seeks to ;;o 
well accompaniedj when going to sleep, he looks his 
Joorsj when even in hla house, he looka Ills Casts; 
end this when ho knows there be laws, and public 
officers, armed, to rovenr.o nil injuries ahall bo 
done him. 

For Locke, on tho othar hand, nan is crimally good 

and happy, tho atate of nature is wore or loss a poecoful 

state In the first analysis* .jcplleltly sgainst (obbos, 

Locke sffirms that the atate of nature le not anywhere ao 

savage or bereft of fellow-feeling as -obbes would have It* 

On the contrary for Locks4 It la a conriunlty "of peace, good­

will, mutual assistance and preservation.'' And "it is not a 

state of licence^ ." Similarly, Housseau^ says sgainst 

Hobbes that "while -non remain in their primitive lndeptnde.noe, 

there le no intercourse between them sufficiently settled to 

constitute either peace or wart and they [men] are not natur­

ally enemies*M Tot however much Locke would o >ti:iistically 

laud the happy and pacific nature of men in this estste he, 

like Rousseau, eventually finds it wanting and inadoquato for 

tho good life* Locke, like doussoau, wouli affirm. In the 

current state of things, tho nopd for organized civil society 

ss against merely a eonmunlty of sheer liberty and equality. 

**° Locke, Civil lovernment* Sherman, p# ifi# 

Social J entrant, ?• H» 
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For Hobbes the problem waa simply how to attain s o ­

c i a l harmony with an atomised indlvidua 11 n*. of sheer aolf-

in tores t , or f how to aosuro ordor upon acceptance of raen as 

free end equal^-**' For Locke the problem was similar thox;:'-i 

not exactly the paste i how to get order with the same condi­

t ion of men bent f i r s t upon securing private property which 

ia attained by application of one's own labour. Like Hobbee, 

Locke aaya I t ia the law of nature for each to seek h i s aelf­

in tore a t . 1th thia cornea the natural r ight , or pr iv i l ege , 

to punish thoae who break this right of private property* So 

important ia l iberty or right of property that tho atate i s 

formed to punish aggression. For Hobbes a l l goods belong 

indiscriminately to a l l itsn, any :san -ay hold thoae things 

which he can get and hold'^. But for '*ooke ri^hta (always 

founded on property of some aort) cannot be ^lven up* Only 

tho concomitant privi lege of punishing attacks on property 

may bo alienatod* This la what i s free ly lone In the aoclal 

contract* Slnpp private punishing upsets order and property 

fovlathan, p* V, observed tnat 'In a way beset 
with those thai' contend, on one aide for too great l iber ty , 
and on the other aide for too nuoh authority, ' t i s hard to 
pass between the points of both unwounded** 

**** I*vfofc***n* P. 72 and o£, where ho *»yaJ "It i s 
consequent alao to tho a asm condition, that there be no pro­

priety * no dominion, no 'mine' and «thine' d i s t inc t j but only 
that to be every man*a, that Vi can gat, and for so lonj;, aa 
he can keep i t . 
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rights, a aoclal referae is needed to secure these rights and 

so the State la act up with the sole end of protecting pro­

perty* frlvate right to punish la renounced or conceded by 

mandate to the State, the M watchman utato". In thia way, 

uoeke ia the father of liberalism and the libertarian movenort* 

itouaseeu agreoa that injury begins with property, 

which, as noted above, gives rise to civil society as a kind 

of necessary evil* Men are naturally p; <od, but once the ins­

titution of property had spontaneously introduced itself in 

the communal life bringing with it greed, the mother of con­

flict, then the community had to be deliberately organized, 

l*e. a society or State waa formed which waa inferior to tho 

pure, wholesome state of nature, unspoiled by the "man-made 

institution" of property, but stupor lor to tho spoiled atate 

of nature* The hope of Rousseau ia to recapture freedom and 

equality and reorganise social life upon both* His problem 

la to secure order by a reconciliation of freedom and equality 

for all. He aimed, on the one hand, not to sacrifice liberty 

as .lid Hobbea* and, on the other, not to sacrifice equality 

aa did Lopke, 

Aa the aoclal contract presupposes logically the con­

dition of freedom and equality (tho state of nature) a pro­

blem conea to the fore; which phase of Individualism should 

flourish flratf 
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IHDiyiDUALIS.̂  

IM&ZT ^equa^Aty 
(libertarians) (equal1tarlans) 

l iberal Individualism egalitarian Indlvlduallam 
(Xlberalism) (socialism) 

Conceptually, liberty and equality are not incompatible. But 

are they practically compatible? 7$oth libertarians and equal-

ltarlans believed that they ware because both are individual­

i s t i c . Important throughout thia approach for modern thought 

was the method employed in the substitution of a "new natural 

order" (society) for the hyper-in«titutlanalised, .">odiaevol 

order which hitherto had both curbed the liberty and disturb­

ed the equality of mankind* According to the "new natural 

order", liberty end equality existed simultaneously in the 

atate of nature, i t can happ*n again* if only aoeiety can be 

de-institutionalised as much aa la consonant dth the -nain-

tenanee of pease* but ao as to make It aa close an possible 

to the stats of nature* (Tho law of the Jungle la , of course, 

as detrimental as hypersocialIest ion to any actual condition 

of liberty and equality*) Libertarians (Adam Smith, aieardo, 

J ,3 , Mills, Jefferaon, Bon Franklin, etc . ) thougit that i f 

liberty were established by reducing govemraent to a purely 

negative rolo (the watchman), gradually, through the free 

play of self- interest , equality -.»c \Vi establish Itse l f . 
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John Stuart Mill in hie work Of Liberty wrote^t " i n 

tho part which merely concerns himself [ i . e . tho Individual 

man] hla independence la , of r i g t , abaolute, over himself, 

over hie own body and *lnd, the individuel ia sovereign," 

Human freedom. Hi l l believed, muat be "absolute and unquali­

f ied", but muat not harm or halt tho freedom of othera* But 

tho only freedom, he declare a, i s "that of pureulng our own 

good in our own way*,** Tho posit ion of Adam Smith in h is 

Theory of ftaral sentiments and wealth of Nations waa well 

within the l iberal atronghold* He believed in the permanency 

of the laws of nature and affirmed^ » "Sveryraan i s by nature 

f i r s t and principally recommended to h i s own care,'1 And 

''everyman la porta inly , in every respect , f i t t e r and abler to 

take care of- himaeif than of any other person," A a each man 

aeeka so le ly hla own advantage, "it la hie own advantage, 

indeed, and not that of aoeiety, *i ieh he haa in view^*." 

Thp concern for othera or for society Is not tho prima 

k$ joaa atuart K i l l , ££ Libertf. Chicago, Great fcooka 
Foundation, n . d . , p* 9 -U* 

*.w Jl6 Ad^ amith. aporv of floral Sentiment a . . . » new ed. 
with a biographical aid c r i t i c a l memoir of the author by 
Dugald Stewart, "ondon, Henry 3* Bohn, 1853, part VI, aectlon 
I I , chapter I . p. 321* 

of the 
second 
Hook IV. chapter 2 , ?* 26. 
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interest hero, for by this spirit of liberal Individualism 

every man "ia loft porfectly free to pursue his own interest 

hla own war* • ^nus he i s free "to bring both his induatry 

and capital Into competition with thoae of any other man, or 

order of men"} so that "all systems cither of preference or 

restraint being thus completely taken away, the obvious and 

simple system of natural liberty establishes i t se l f of i t s 

own accord,'1 And, as tfilhelm von Humboldt47 affirmed In 

•Sphere and duties of, Jcvcmaicnt, a bare minimum of Jtate ac­

tion must reign with the maximum of indivl iual freedom, 

What tola freedom noant for practical l i f e under the 

new economic order was notsd by 3thmar upann thuai 

Thanks to this competition the self-love of every 
individual promotes the ?ea ral advantage, Competi­
tion forces everyone to pursue his own economic aims 
with tho utmost vigour, to develop a l l his forces to 
the maximum, and to produce as cheaply aa poasible. 
Everyone kaepe watch over his neighbour, with eonee-
qunnt benefits to a l l sections of society. Consumers 

lie Ibidem, chapter 9, p. 272. 
iiQ M7 Humboldt wrote* 'Reason cannot desire for man 

any other condition than that in -hioh each individual, not 
only enjoys the stoat abaolute freedom of developing himself 
by his own energies, in hla perfect Individuality, but in 
which external nature even la left unfaahloned by any human 
agoncy, but only receives the Impress given to i t by each 
individual, of himself and his own free wi l l , according to 
tho measure of his wants and instincts* and restricted only 
by the limits of his powero and rl,*h s*, quoted by Tho-as *. 
Nell l , The aisp and Decline of Liberalism, .'ilwsa'.'.do, 'ho 
Bruce ^ubTiahlmg "Op,, 1953» ?• bp*oo* 
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are supplied with the best -̂ ooda at the lowest 
prlceaj antreoreneura can 'ievotc their energies to 
their tasks unhindered} and workers can seek employ-
asnt wherever wagea are highest , in thia way a 
condition of aoclal harmony la attained-*0. 

Often enough theao VIPWS-* were Juatlficatlona or conceptions 

meant to aervm concrete ends and becono pract ical ly the 

l i v ing atuff of the work-a-day world, as i s noted in Weill's 

HIso and Decline of Liberalism. There i s a plethora of i n s ­

tances in evidPttoe of th is point. Thus, e . g . tho '.nrliah 

economist, Stanley fevonp, upheld the Liberal l i n e : 

Any act of Parliament which In any way curta i l s 
ths tlmp during which feetorlaa of any kind may be 
used, or l imi ts in any way the number of work-people 
which the owner of such property i s able to induce 
to enter into service in any such factory, involves 
an interference with the property of c i t i z e n s " . 

5° othraar Spam, Types of Loononio Theory, quoted by 
ft.a, ^ vans, TJg, 3»Wff*. a T ^ ^ ^ S ^ s d,cowaented essay, 
jubl in , crowns and ;Jolen, Limited, The Hlchvlsw Press, 191;?5, 
P» 303-30a. 

" Thia outlook meant alao, as l>enjamln Constant ob­
served: "Liberty i s everyman*s right to be subject to the 
law clone, the right of not being (arrested, t r i e d , put to 
death, or In any way nolo a ted, by the caprice of one or -iore 
individuals . It la everyone's right to express hla own opi­
nion, to attend to hla own art , to come and *o, to aasooiate 
with othera. It i s , l a s t l y , everyone'a r l nt to Influence 
the administration of the s t a t e , o i t her b. "nomine tin* a l l or 
some of I t s o f f i cers , or by hla advice, demands, n-.i putitiors, 
which tho authorit ies aro in a greater or le.-s degree obliged 
to take into account," quoted by Ouldo Oo ftuggiero, Tho Hls-
$3£t S&.fW*?f? L | b # r 4 ^ f S l ^ t r * • ! , a - ' 3 ' ^olUngwoodrSondon, 
Oxford^fnlverslty Press, 1937, p. 167-168* 

^ Kei l l , og* c l t , , ef* chapter L9 u, 169. 
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Hence he and tho Liberals attack the ven hours Act and any 

and every "form of r e l i e f or poeitlvo s ta t s aotlnn supported 

by taxes aa an infringement of tho citiBonS* property rights." 

Tho emphasis upon l iberty meant also preference for 

both the appetitive powers of foe l tn - and subject iv i ty , as 

strongly appeared In Rousseau*a ajm 1 l e . Housseau went so far 

aa to say that *no one haa a right to depend on another's 

Judgment^."* And ae for the truth of rovealad re l ig ion , he 

says» *I only reject a l l obligation to be convinced of i t s 

truth," Martin Luther had declared that "among Jhrlstians 

there aha 1 Ian 1 can be no authority*** . u on the road to the 

Deity, Houaaeau wi l l progroaa by himself: " , . , 1 shal l learn 

by myself to know and love him, to love hla works, to wi l l 

whet he wil ls ,««p** Housseau'a distruat of reason was upper­

most t * . ,* I hsve l e f t reaaon and have consulted nature, 

that I t to say, the internal sentiment that directs my be l ie f 

Independently of my reason^ ," And "so 1 chose another ruide 

and aaid to myself * Lot .-.& follow tho Inner L l ^ h t . . , " " 

* Houaaeau, ^ a i l e , tr* by Barbara Foxley, Kow forte, 
J,!-. button and 0o*» 191}3, p, 270-2 71. 

u ±, r^Ly^i* ^ thpr .^ecu^ar Authority, in Works o£ 
Hartla Luther. 6 v o l s . , Philadelphia, A.J. Hainan Co*, and 
the daatla Vress, V I * H I , p, 261, 

** £Ssl&&» Paxley . p . 271* 
So aoussoau, Letter to J soot Vwkts, February 1", 

8*ail«« I-'oxlcy, p. 231, 
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Uouaseau conceded that he waa engulfed in a aceptlelsm, but 

this "la in no way painful to me, for it doea not extend to 

matters of practice..,'* * "X aerve Ood' ho adds, "in the 

simplicity of my heart} i only sock to know what affacts my 

conduct." As for dogmaa that have no eftest upon eetlon or 

morality, "I give no heed to thorn.'4 All religions are **all 

good alike,,• True worship is of tho heart.0 Kreile, declares 

Houesoau, "must choose for hlnsslf5 ." Let each think as 

he pleasesj I cannot ace that it mattara to anyone but him-
60 

self) for my own part it is no concern of ilne *" As for 

tho rules of conduott *i find them in the depths of ts^ 
51 

heart.•• * "I need only consult myaelf with regard to what 

I wish to do," Por aoussoau conscience is not Judgment of 

intollopt but it is fooling* %hat I foal to be right Is 

right, what I fool to bo wrong Is wrong." Prom this vantage 

point tho new freedom la well suwMarlsed in the mottos "Obey 

yourself." 

*8 mam* p» *?*• 

6 0 i k i t e t P» 3W»« 

jbidam. p. Zk9$ of- also p* 253* &nliO. is no 
doubt one of Rousseau's greatest works, and Houaaeau himself 
insisted that i t "was the best as well as the most important 
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In the natter of religious individualism tho transi­

tion to political and social individualism ia a thin/: easy 

and ready-made, well taken, therefore, la the following 

point* 

It is only natural that men who have been taught 
to rely on their own private Judgment in matters of 
faith, and on their own lonely efforts to attain 
salvation, should resent dictation and hindrances in 
their political and economic life. 0no»a standpoint 
towards religion naturally colours^ one's standpoint 
towardp every other human activity^2. 

Equalltarlans,on the other hand, were confronted with 

tho practical problem and repercussions of libertarian eco­

nomical They saidt Mow can a man be free when he la bound, 

hand and foot, with economic necessity by thoae who possess 

wealth? The firat refom, then, la about the Institution of 

property. It is true that govornnpnt was instituted to pro­

tect property| but before we do away witu it or reduce It to 

a negative role, 1st us use It to remove or equalise property, 

instantly or progressively (hence, the various degrees of 

0,2 Ooorg© .j'Brlon, An *as,aY on the iJoonomie Offsets 
of the Reformation* London,"IT-aims Oatos an-l washbourne, Ltd,, 
l92j, p. 97. 0'Brian also notesi 'Individualism is a qua­
lity that cannot be confined to any one department of man's 
life, and it is only reasonable to expect that men who have 
been trained to be Individualist in one thing should become 
Individualist in all. 'Individualist in their faith/ says 
Tawnoy of the English nonconformists, 'they were individual­
ist in their interpretation of social morality'.'' (T>. 97-0) 
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aocialiam), by changing it (hcnc« univeranl suffrage), "ihon 

(l*e* when all are equal economically — in an equal sharing 

of the available floods) liberty will oatablish ltrself. During 

the French Hevolutien, itobespierre iro'joae.l a 'oclaration of 

Rights, article 13 of which readsi 'moiety is obliged to 

provide for the subsistence of all ita members...^ Che 

Constitution of 1793 aaid in its Bill of ai^its64* that "public 

relief is a aacrod obligation* 'Society owas subsistence to 

unfortunate citizens, either by procuring work for thê . or by 

providing tho means of existence for those unable to work/' 

Legal equalitarianlsra ia hardl/ satisfactory to hungry ion 

yet It wss a throat to wen of property as both Robespierre 

and his disciple, ;iabeuf, learned at the coat of tholr heads. 

The equalitarIan movement found ita nost forceful 

voice with Babeuf'3 looioty ot Kq-oals toward tho snd of the 

:Teneh devolution, rihe stand of their leader, Iracchus Sa-

bouf , wsa that "Nature has bestowed upon each and overy in-

llvldual an equal right to the enjoyment of property [tous 

°^ aobeppiprrp, \>eolaration of nights", in John ^aii 
i A >oei. 

York, Tho Hmrni 
Stewart, A ^ W ^ t t f y ^ S S J & ^ J ^ ^ iicvolutlon. ;ew 

** Constitution of 1793 (Juno Z\i) ^declaration of tho 
eights of nan and Citison* in to wart, o^* elt,» fo. 21, 
p. U57. 

* Sraaohus Babeuf, "The Doatrine of BabouT1, May 
1796, in Stewart, g£, olt., p. o?6-657* 
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lop b l e n c h " and "the purpose of society i s to defend such 

equal i ty , often assailed by tho strong and the wicked In the 

s t s t e of nature . . ." freedom here i s impossible without r e ­

moval of a l l inequality, because "there la oppression when 

one person i s exhausted by labor and dest i tute of everything, 

while another Uvea in luxury without doing any work at all*" 

The ary of Babouf and his followers waa that 'in a real soc ie ­

ty there ought to be neither rich nor poor," Tho equal itarlan 

posit ion i s strongly affirmed in the following l ines i 

Anyone who appropriates exclusively to himself 
the products of the earth or of -tanufactum i s a 
criminal. 

The rich who are not wi l l ing to renounce their 
surplus In favor of the ;>oor arc encnles of the 
people. 

The aim of the i'renoh Revolution Is to destroy 
inequality and to re-establ ish the general welfare. 

Babeuf, from whom the whole ^ovepient of .'.urope&n socialism 

atoms, enjoyed l i t t l e success In hla ef fort to prolong the 

Hevolutien in f svo xr of equality as well as l iber ty , ihe 

nouveaus riches coul i not countenance the l ikoa of Babeuf and 

saw him better dead than alive* 

Othera wouli soon oo is out with the sen© plaint* 

''What ia competition?" cried Louis 31anc in h i s 3 a ten alamo 

das Soolallstofl . "It i s , " he r e p l i e s , "tho offort of each 

6 6 Louis Blanc, Sstsehlamp dps Soc la l l s tes* quoted by 
John Merman Randall, J r . , in •takjlng of tho Hqderri "lnd, a a«j> 
2*L $JL J&* inte l lectual Backhand of the Pro sent Ago, revised* 
OTttonT^sWn^ou^ion ./ lfTlin C o 7 , H ^ o 7 ^ ? r r ^ t ^ 
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to enrich himself by ruining others. *.'1 '' ow," he aaka, 
4 shall wo pass from the pro sent aoclal order to trie one wo 

desire? — uy the intervention of the atate." After him 

would come Marx and Uomunisr! — a l l bod-followo of the same 

baale individualism, 

Tuo people's Republic of JeouWaouues Rousseau aa 

depicted in the Social contract stands as ready evidence on 

whether or not liberty and equality are practically eompatibla 

If equality Is arithmetic or quantitative, then each man, as 

Housseau believed, counts for one aid only on»9 The lueation 

of quality la hare secondary at beat. This la the sorry way, 

too, that truth goes in soe;ttlo thought — second best* 

rlngslsy Martin ' notes that in fast there Is no abaolute 

equality, Juat aa there ia no single condition of liberty." 

The problem of reconciling freedom and equality la a psoudo 

one i f truth i s f i r s t , ten are actually unequal and dif­

ferent from one another and seek to become nore different 

(in quest ef the good) t i l l they gain the One; thus man need 

freedom, Santayana In i>omlnatlona and rowers ssw ths irre-

eonclisblilty of liberty and equality; 

67 
&lngtloy Hart in, Tho. Aim of rrench wiboral I&vojjj 

edition revised, edited by JiV* Mayer, Now YorTf, ow vork „••<-
^veraity ?rea«, 19:';j, p* 220, 
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Equal i ty and, l a t e r * democracy have been nominal 
batt le -or lea of llborallam; but l ibera l s have never 
rea l ly desired such things . Heal equality la incom­
patible with that private wealtu and that moral 
liberty*whlph wore at bottom the aspiration of thia 
aehool0 . 

Again he observes: 

The banners of hunanl tar Ionian and equal i ty , 
which tho rich l ibera ls carried aloft without any 
sense of hrpocrlay, have now boon ana'chad from 
their hands by a return wave of cossnunlam and 
lograatlc unanimity, but ooa unimtnlty -urni ooTnuniarc 
coexist with v i t a l l iberty?*" 

The dls t inet lPn between "libertarians", or l i b e r a l s , 

and "equelltsrlans", or eoe la l l a t s , becomes clear-cut only s t 

the end of the eighteenth century. Put i t had i t s antecedent 

i n writers who wore neither l ibertarians nor equalltarians. 

Such writers were Hobbee, Locke and Houaaeau* 

ftobbea — the neat logical of a l l — says: You can­

not have both l iberty and equality i f you are going to have 

peace, nut peace i s the most desirable good, and you may 

only have i t i f you forego l iberty* As for equal i ty , that i s 

l e f t to the w i l l of the s t a t e . The question for natural man 

la e i ther to give up h i s valid but useless claim to l iberty 

and equality or to l i e in misery* 

Leeke pays thet cannot be done, because l iberty and 

right of property cannot he given upi they are simply 

*& Jantayana, og. o l t . . p. 319. 

6 9 SPldam. P. 310. 
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inalienable* 3o much the worse for equality (economic)* But 

there will bo equality of opportunity under the law (of the 

majority). In such oonditlona, equality of Industrlousncsa 

should produce equality of property. Thia m*nn& It will be 

too bsd for the lasy 'n«n» 

aoussoau trie? to reconcile the two, i*e* liberty and 

equality* The state of nature haa boon definitively corrup­

ted by the institution of property, aa noted above, and from 

thia arose the necessity of social order or society which now 

Can be organised eo as to preserve liberty and social (if not 

economic) equality by making of each individual an integral 

part of the State or ftenoral *ill» Ail are equal In this 

Oeneral will and all are aa free as the General will itself, 

Just sa the hand la aa free aa the whole body and ae the 

whole man. All three (and their disciples) reason from a 

kind of natural law, but when, In the nineteenth oentury, 

belief in natural law has waned, a substitute ^uat be found. 

In the United Mngdom and the *>' ,'Vft, under tho equalltarlan 

Influence, utility will be the substitute for Locke's natural 

law* In France and continental Europe, the national will 

will substitute for Housseau'a Greneral will. 

The philosophy of individualism bepaw© a resounding 

rationalization for the Revolt but tho problems which the at­

titude and philosophy of ladlvidualla-n set off would become 

practically uncontrollable unices resort to totalitarian 
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solutions would be made* This can be aeen in the individua­

lists, -iobbea and Housseau* 



OHAiTJwt IV 

ROFiBSS ATTD TTTo PRIMACY 0? 

HTOIVID7AL RI3HTS 

If there ia no absolute, objective norm of aoclal 

behaviour and neither reason, in a spiritual tmnne, in man 

nor a transcendental end fer him, the aoolety containing such 

subjeota must be totalitarian* or Hobbes, aa for Uousaeau, 

the principle of order is tho safeguarding of individual 

rights. But as rights ars determined by the will (not reason) 

they saa be maintained only by coercion and ao an Individual­

istic order will Inevitably degenerate into e totalitarian 

order* For Hobbee the problem, in part, was to balance off 

liberty and authority* One ia beaet, he wrote , with those 

who contend, 'on one aide for too groat liberty, and on the 

other side for too much authority,'tis hard to paaa between 

the points of both unwounded.rt lrat o' all, what ia the end 

to which other things are subordinated aa means? -inoe Hobbes 

aa a ssnslst snd a materialist, recognlsos no end transcen­

ding this life, he sees self-preservation of life on earth as 

most important and death as the aumriuta malum, sinoe, -noreover, 

"there is ao natural knowledge of man's eatate after 

*»TWM*a ?* 9. 
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death...2" If tho working dogma ia a itlnd of hedonism "hap­

pineaa now or novor", then not to die la exclusively critical. 

Avoiding doath, eapeolaily by violence, la primary. 

In thia regard tho question of aoolsl peace and order 

ia of paramount Importance, Only In this way is death beat 

averted* Peace then for the sake of self-interoated preser­

vation la the theme, but it la more negative than positive* 

By the naturalism of Hobbes which identifies mnn entirely 

with the subhuman forcee of nature and the ooamos, an end waa 

not a final cauae toward whloh a nan tenda by intellect and 

will* Knd here for Hobbea Is literally a quantitative termi­

nation in tho sense of aheer nothingneas for the individuel 

men. An intelligible end as cause transeendlnr terrestrial 

life ia something totally alien to Hobbes as it was for Spi-

nosa — to both, "appeals to ultimate moral notlona or to 

supernatural sanctions seemed a superstitious or 'iahoneat 

playing with words-*." For foxes snd wolves doath ia simply 

the end of things* So thought Hobbea of man* Beyond the 

matter and motions of this life there la no purpose, except 

inatlnstlvely to avert this termination; aa ».<% the sheep 

fearing its snd fleeo the wolf; In man there la no reason in 

* Ibidem. ;., 73» If averting death Is exclusively 
critical, then things economic will tend to become most im­
portant, e.g* eoonomlo equality, economic security and 
property. 

* 3tuart Hampshire, Splnosa. Harmondaworth, 'iddle-
scx, Penguin Books, Ltd., 1951, p* 180. 
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the aplritual sense of the term* >.en by net .aro aro In con­

stant competition with each other* And In line of seourln? 

their preservation, the condition contrary to thia, vis* that 

of peaoe, la eaaential. Order is, therefore, tne Indispens­

able ;;ood to which all other goode are inferior arid on which 

all othorp dpppnd — though, of courae, it la subservient to 

the end of avoiding death for the individual und the exeroiso 

of hla rights. Thus the linkage of self-preservation snd 

pesce preveils In Hobbes* 

As uir Leslie Stephen seys';, "iiobbes infers that as 

nothing can exist which is not material, thought must itself 

be motion,* what is P&ore, ''this is really iiobbes' starting-

point and guiding principle, 'an is an automaton," The 

aplritual element in *aan ia utterly exorcized: thought la 

a motion ia hla brain; all hla actions can bo explained by 

the lawa of motion, like the motion of a clock or of the 

Ghateworth waterworks," The point ia evident at the very 

introduction of Levlathant 

For seeing life Is but a motion of llaba, the 
beginning whereof ia in aoie „.a»inolpal part within; 
why may we not say, that all 'automata' (engines 
that move themselvea by springs and wheelB as doth 
a watch) have an artificial life; Tor what is the 
'heart', but a 'apring'j and the 'nervea', but ao 

** Sir Leslie Stephen, iobbes* ;ew .or*:, The âeraillan 
Co., 190k, p. 6U* For an interesting discussion on :lobbes» 
materialism ape chaptors III and IV of John Laird, ;iobbes* 
London, artiest Bonn, limited, 1931+. 
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many •strings'; and the 'Joints', but so many 
'wheels', giving motion to the whole body, such 
aa was intended by the artificer?? 

Thus in Hobbea1 body politic, the Leviathan, thore is hardly 

room for anything organic* 

And it ia not hard, therefore, to see now Kobuea pre­

cluded roaaon in any aplritual aenao of the word* For him, 

a natural aplritualIty la non-oxiatent and ao knowledge at 

boat is purely sensory* A mechanistic senslam runs through 

his works* 3 oncoming man'a thoughts, Hobbes snys^t "they 

sre every one a 'representation* or »appearance' of some qua­

lity, or other accident of a body without us...'' All concep­

tions arise from sense, "for there is no conception in a man's 

mind, which hath not at firat, totally or by part.?, been be­

gotten upon the organs of sense,'' and "the cause of sense, Is 

the external body, or object, which preaseth the organ proper 

to each sense..." Thoughta are superior sensations, but as 

things of sense they are the "several motions of the <nstterH 

made by diverse motions "so that sense ...is caused by the 

pressure, that Is, by the motion of external things upon our 

eyes, eara..*'' In hla .'lemonta of, Philosophy* Vhyaica, or 

the Phenomena of Hature" he wrote 1 

' « » • » — » — — — 

leviathan. *,-• 11* 

* Ibidem, p. 1$"»1£* 
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So that i f the appoaranoea be tho principles by 
which we know al l other thinga, we muat noeda acknow­
ledge sense to be the principle by which we know 
those principles, and that a l l the knowled-a we have 
is aarlved from It". 

Tho good, therefore, like tho true, become subjective 

and relative to the sensory motions of the individual. Thus 

for the self-interested Individual, "good and evil" are the 

"thinga that please and displease ." *Wor i s there," Hobbes 

sdds aecordlngly, 'any suoh thing as absolute goodness,.." 

Tho in te l l i g ib i l i ty of sn absolute reel l ty as s transcendent 

snd Is a i l , and, for a l l practical purposes, "iod as the filial 

end apcoruing to which men order their human acta is non-

pxlptpnt. And dobfees says claarly that human happiness here 

or hereafter doea not conslet "In the repose of a mind sat i s -

fled •* Vor there la no auch f inis ultimus, utmost aim, nor 

auamua bonma. greatest good, as i s spoken of in the books of 

tho old moral philosophers." In hsarmeny with hla materialism, 

Hobbes insists that "felioity i s s continual progress of the 

desire, from one objoot to another*" And man'3 "perpetual and 

restless desire of pe^or after power" ends 'only in death," 

' Hobbes, .I'lomonts of iMleaophy, In The English '̂ orks 
of Thowaa Hobbea* now first* collected mrti edil"olf by Sir ''TX̂ *" 
lism «olosworth, 11 vols*, London, John Lohn, 1C39-131;5, vol. 
*# fe 3«9. 

A 
Hobbea, %afan Manure. .VJIPP worth, Vol. ivr, p. 32, 

Hobbos adds tfoat even ^he goodness said of iod 'Ms hla good-
nosa to us." 

leviathan, p. 52* 
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"But for an utmost end . . . thero la no such thl?v In th i s 

world, ncxr way to I t , more than to Utopia ," nor la there 

such an end knowable* Understandable, therefore, la the 

HobbesIan fear of death aa the greatest ^vil and 'which ia 

worst of a l l , continual fear and danger of v io lent death ." 

Hen shun "moat of a l l , the terrible enemy of nature, death, 

from whom we expect both the lo s s of a l l power, and alao tho 
12 greatest of bodily pains in the losing*45"." Thus the end for 

Hobbes i s to avert death as far aa poaelble for the sake of 

the individual and hla s e l f - i n t e r e s t s . Though man are by 

nature at war with eaoh other, peace must prevail* Hence 

establ ishing order, despite man's unsocial nature, i s the 

primary matter* But It w i l l be purely an anthropocemrio 

venture. 

The matter of reconciling l iberty and equality with 

each other In human relat ions waa apparently an iaaue which 

Hobbea, unlike Housseau, passed by in favour of peaeo and 

order* lobbes tranacends thia issua aa though i t were not 

eepeclal ly important, nor i s It important outside the impli­

cations of the social-contract theory, yet the theory i t a e l f 

1 0 *fo«an Mature, Molenworth, Vol, IV, p. 33* Of* 
Levlatha^. p . 73 . 

U ^ T ^ t h a n , p» 61*. 
1 2 dpbboa, JP corpora I'ofritico, Koloaworth, Vol. IV, 

p. 83* Thia work i s also known as - lebonta o£ LAW. 
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made the issue important* tfobbes, however, was considerably 

concerned with the question of individual rights, or l iber­

t ies — though for him they were never more Important than 

order without which, practically, they were nothing* ills con­

cern for order was for the sake and advantage of tho indivi­

dual and honeo, dootrlnally, ho was raoro an Individualist thsn 

s totalitarian. Libertarians would prefer retention of liber­

ty as fundamental in aoolety and lt8 relations* nut Hobbes 

tended to see this as anarchy, and ao, oven though ho gives a 

11 

kind of formal inauguration to modern individualism , ho re­

futes i t s practicability resoundingly in his totalitarian con­

oids ion. CIS, Vsughan svows that Hobbes had only hatred for 

individualism™| but thia Is simply not true, since Hobbes' 

most fundaaontal, or radical convictions are a l l In the direc­

tion of his doctrine of self - interest , even to tho extent of 

making society tho implement of aelf-interest. If Hobbea 

had any dissffaction, i t was primarily for the things, or 

st leapt for what he thought were the things, of tho 

Christian tradition. But as for his view upon l iberty, ho 

13 Loo Strauss^ j g s g l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ o , 
I I I , , Tho University of Chicago rross,T9KJ7pTI82i »M 
(Hobbes] Is the elaaslo and the founder of the specifically 
random natural law doctrine,'' 

mX&ap&ff. Before and After groajoau, ed. by ATT. ^ i t t lo , 
2 vols*, with portrait and memoir, new and chopper edition, 
Manchester University Press, 1939, vol . I , p. 22. 
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saw it in its full flare as soraethina urlor and at least fun-

damsntal to ths creation of society, 1*®. aa tho wellspring 

or absolute source thereof, Hobbes wants "a human guarantee 
1*5 

for the actual isat lon of the right aooial order , — but he 

wants I t by the individual, for the Individual and of tho 

individual* And th i s occurs by way of Individual human 

r igh t s , or l i b e r t i e s creating society by intra-human compact. 

Although not a l ibertarian, Hobbes waa the f i r s t great modern 

philoaophpr of s e l f - i n t e r e s t , from whom l ibertar ians , In con-

sidersble measure, took their cue even when attacking him* 

It Is in view of the individual, though, perhaps, not neces­

sar i ly for h i s l iber ty , but at l eas t for h i s preservation 

and delectation that iiobbea prof era peaoc and order* 

To the end of aelf-preservation what are the aeana 

that Hobbes envisions? How individual r l ; h t a , or l i b e r t i e s , 

become the sola source of society i s a v i t a l part of the 

answer to th i s question, as w i l l appear la ter in th i s chapter. 

As a man seeks what i s good for himself, he aims 'to preserve 

his own body and limba both from death and pa ln i o . " This la 

done by a "blamo^ss l iberty of usinr, our own natural power 

and a b i l i t y . " I t ia than a natural r ight , "a right of nature, 

that every man may preserve his own l i f e and limb a, with a l l 

itrausa, afrtural s lants and rUatory, p , l".?. 

Sjt Jorporo fiftlltlpo,. Molasworth, vol . i v , p. .33. 
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the power ho hath*" Moreover, e man may do anything oonduclve 

to his conservation and ''use all means, and io whatsoever 

action la neoeaaary for the preservation of hla body" alnce 

"the end oannot be attained without the trie ana, that ia, with-

17 
out auoh thinga as aro necessary to the end*'." Thia natural 

ripfrt "ie the liberty each man hath, to use hla own power, aa 

he will himaelf, for the preservation of his own nature} thst 

ia to aay, of hla own llfoxy" and ao to do *anything, which 

in hla own Judgment and reason he ahall conceive to be the 

aptoat means thereunto, "* The means, however, -Jhich Hobbes 

seea as Indispensable is society* More specifically, it ia 

society aa the <3tate in lte exercised aovorelga power, making 

and enforcing law* Thia society, or social order, as arising 

from thia need and ri^ht of the Individual comprises the 

means to human pare serration, or security and felicity, with­

out this sovereign social power, naturally unsocial men act­

ing aa Individuals freely and equally ualng their powers to 

purely private advantage, would never attain their purpose. 

This becomes clearer in Hobbes* ar;;unor.t an to uhj society 

and order bee one noceaaary. Society beconios merely tno Indi­

vidual »s Instrument In ths drive for individual happiness. 

But society ps the means serving the pasaions of individual 

X 7
 ISL££8&' Cf. t-)o ̂ e qivf. Ho. 3, p, 27. 

18 
Lsvflttbaya,, p , 6S-66. 
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issn must , In order to ope ra te , bo s t ronger than the I n d i v i ­

dua l . But what, f i r s t of a l l , i s tho f u l l e r reason why so­

c i e t y , or soc i a l o rder , i s the noceaaary no ana to preeervation 

and happiness? 

As men are na tu r a l l y free and equa l , t h e i r quest for 

what they p r iva te ly Judge to be tho $ood f i t t i n g for t h e i r 

reapeet ive pr ivate ends becomes not an acc identa l but an e s ­

s e n t i a l competition among men . The n a t u r a l i s t i c thorns of 

"liberty and equality'1 would become no lo s s e s s e n t i a l for 

l a t e r -day l i b e r a l thought than for dobbes who, more than any­

one e l s e , t h rua t I t upon the modern scene. I t i s because of 

equa l i ty t h a t , " i f any two men des i r e tho same t h i n g , which 

never the less they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies " 

and seek t o outdo each other "In the way t o t h e i r pnd, which 

i s p r i nc ipa l l y t h e i r own conservat ion, and sometimes t h e i r 

de l ec t a t ion o n l y . . . " I s i t not t rue t h a t "many n s n ' s appe t i ­

t e s car ry thpm to one and tho sa i e end; which end sometimes 
21 

can ne i the r bo enjoyed In common, nor divided ? in regard 

1 0 Cf. the " In t roduct ion" , ^ lohael oakoshott , Thonaa 
lobbes. Leviathan, ed. with an int roduct ion by ii lchael oako­
s h o t t , uxfora, Bas i l Blackwell, 19H6, p . xxxii-xxxv, 

2 0 **yiathan. p . 6 3 . Cf. p . 76s 'Ail nov\ are equa l , " 
saya iiobbes who i n s i s t s " tha t every man acknowledge another 
for h i s equal by n a t u r e . " 

J2± SoTPoro i o l l t l o o , Kolesworth, ^o l , IV, ^ . :)2. 
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to tho bus insSP of tha world this "business consisteth almost 

in nothing else but a perpetual contention for honour, riches, 

snd authority2. Such human association fella to give the 

Individual man delectation* thus V.en have no pleasure, but 

on the contrary a groat deal of grief..,2-3" Clearly, says 

H * W » . W , «.„ r.«rU R.t ht. f.Uo«. bat hi. ta.1**** 

And "tho right of protesting ourselves aocording to our own 

w i l l s proceeded from our danger, and our don -er from our 

e q u a l i t y . . . " And equally for eeoh individual by desire and 

an i l i t y h i s "profit i s tha measure of r i g h t . . . * 

I t i s not for a sommon f.ood that man labour ao much 

aa for s e l f - in teres t snd preservation which i s not possible 

without "blemelopp liberty" to use a l l available meanet 

As a man*a Judgment in ri*ht of nature i s to bo 
employed for his own benef i t , so a lso the strength, 
knowledge, and art , of ovary man i s than r ight ly 
employed, when he useth i t for himaelf; e l s e »ust 
not a man have r i ^ t t o preserve bin s e l f , 

Jvory man hv nature hath right to a l l t h i n g s . . . 
to do whatsoever he l i s t e t h to whom he l i s t e t h , to 
poasess, use, and enjoy a l l things he w i l l and een. 
Por POPing a i l things he w i l l s t h , muat therefore be 

22. 
^ovlathan,, p. 3%$ "A Review and a Oonelusion". 

2 5 XM<*«»' p . 30* 
2 6 Mflem, p* aa. 
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good unto him in his own Judgment, beoause he willeth 
thorn, and may tend to his pre serve t Ion stoae time or ->7 
other . . , , a l l things may rightly also bo done by alar'* 

By "liberty" hero Hobbea <«eans an abspnoe of limits* "ay 

•iibPrtr.' i s understood, according %o the proper slgnlf^ca-
28 &£& »£ && ¥Jg&> jhj> absence o£ s^ornaj ^pedimenjs..* " 

HP writes that this natural freedom Is "the absence of opposi­

tion; by opposition, X moan external impedimantp of motion . 

And this alone i s "properly called l iberty' . Interestingly, 

to tills he adds what la quite in harmony with his naturalism, 

namely, that this absence of Impedimenta may be said of non-

rational as wall as of rational creatures. 

This question of Uobbes and liberty wil l be noted 

again, but It la interest lag to see hare, in paaalng, tho 

essential resemblance between Flobbea* notion of liberty and 

that of later-day liberal Individualism, especially in regard 

to I t s negative view and amoral soeular context essential to 

this individualism. 

la basis accord here with Oobbos i s tho l iberal , 

spinesa3 who. In 4issussing "Foundations of a state*, l lko-

2 7 Do, Jorporo royt loo . Moloavorth. Vol* I / , p. y}-:Uw 
28 

Leviathan, p. oo. I tal ics are oars. 
2 9 Ibidem, p. 100-101* 
30 splnosa, TJheologloo-folitical TreatIss* ittwos, p. 

bo noted that in society, aocording to iiob-200*202. It aa^ 
bos, thp individual must first have renounced the use of 
natural righta, if not the rights themselves! but, aocording 
to Spinoza, the individual in society haa his rights decreed 
by the state. 
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wise holdp that "every indivldupl has sovereign r i # i t to do 

a l l thst he can" since Hho rights of an individual axtpnd to 

thp utmost l i m i t s of his power as I t has been conditioned," 

Wen are conditioned and determined dif ferent ly by 'desire and 

power% To exiat and act accordingly belongs equally to woxj 

Individual and "it la the sovereign law and right of nature 

that each individual should endeavour to preserve I t s e l f as 

i t l a , without regard to anything else*" Actions here l lko 

any force In natiire occur deterministic a l ly and devoid of 

aplritual reaeon. Thia necessity i s not moral end hence not 

a moral duty, splnosa l ike Hobbea pays, moreover, that "wo 

do not here acknowledge any difference between mankind and 

other Individual natural e n t i t l e s , nor between men endowed 

with reason and those to whom reason Is unknown." Tha law 

of nature i a , therefore, the dictate of des ire , or of power 

— the law of tho Jungle* Hon In th i s condition are 'bound 

to l i v e and preisorve thomselvoa a a far as they can by the 

unaided impulses of dee Ire" beoause "nature has given the-: no 

other guide, and haa denied them the present power of l iv ing 

aocording to eound reason," and hence imn are "no more oound 

to l i v e by the dictate a o';/ an enllditened mind, than a cat 

la bound to l i v e by the lawa of the nature of a lion*'* Thus 

by thia law of nature whatever a ;aan "thinks useful for him­

self* "ho haa a sovereign rl<fct to aeek and to take for hin-

se l f aa he best can" "by force, cunnlnr, entreaty, or any 
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other means" and ao regard aa an enemy anyone who hinders 

ta* accomplishment of his purpose/' Thou,;!, an Individualist, 

oplnosa, l ike Hobbes, hardly dlaplaya res pec t for -an as a 

person having spiritual properties of intel lect and wi l l . He 

says, moreover, that in the infinite economy of nature "man 

i s but a speck" — a vlaw that strongly suggests the conten­

tion of another -iberal, ^llvor Wendell sioimpp wao held that 

san ia t.ut a ganglion in the ooamoa, a momentary Interaection* 

However, Splnosa, l ike Hobbea, observes that "by the lawa of 

d . . l w . u h W 1. dr«m In . dirftmrt d l w . U o ^ V 

Clearly, by thia individualism self-preservation ia 

precarious and too Individual'a happineaa anything but aeoure, 

i f at a l l possible. All private means to private purpoaea 

end in frustration and fear. M»«here every man la enemy to 

every man, the l i f e of man," aaya uobbea3 , la "solitary, 

poor, nasty, brutish, and short.' Pear of death prevails! 

in such condition there i s no place for Indus­
try, beoause the fruit thereof is uncertain, and 
conppqupntly no culture of tho earth; no navigation, 
nor use of the commodities thst may bo imported by 30a; 
no commodious building) no instruments of moving and 
removing auch things as require much force) no know­
ledge of the face of the earth) no account of time) 
no artsj no letters; no society, . • 

*l Ibidem* p. 203* 

%z 
leviathan, p. 61,. 
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tfow, on those premises of individualism, can the 

necessary end of aelf-proa&rvation and happlnoss bs secured? 

The answar for Hobbea la to be found in society, but aoeiety 

as arising purely from anthropooentrlc power and appetltion. 

Can a society found order in e preserve of private desire 

without total aooess to counter coercion? Or car. such a 

aocloty operate, ®ven ae a sheer tool of private Interest, 

without aoeiety as stronger than the Individual, or aa com­

posed of st loest potentially over-all ruower? If man by na­

ture laoka reason in the aplritual aenae, can aoclal order be 

had without force as its first and only effective principle? 

The answer, PCcording to hobbea, 1st no* From here ho 

arguee directly to tho Inevitability of the totalitarian 

state for the pake of order serving self-interest* 

Hobbea' emphasis on tho negative answer has always 

been immonsoly disturbing te tho exponents of liberal indi­

vidual lam as aueh, for Hobbes* logis persistently points to 

something Intrinsically wronp; with Liberalise* It la for 

this reason that his work la a very valuable lesson and a 

tremendous thorn In the side of "the conscientious indivi­

dualist** Hobbea has been hated heatedly, not 30 ruoh 

because he upheld totalitarianism, but rather because ho 

displayed thp Inevitability of totalitarianism In a society 



HOBBSSI* PRXMAOY OF RIGHTS 116 

founded on a philosophy of individualiom^. The - ibera l , i f 

he recognizes hla roota aa something op.oaed to tho Christian 

tradi t ion , knows he upholds the baaio premises of Hobbes' 

Individualism* Why not, then, Hobbes* conclusion? — espe-

o l a i l y i f resort to said tradit ion la somathing to which 

Individualism as such has consistently no t i t l e ? Hobbes* 

system i s fraught with contradictions, but moving through HA 

c las s i c mate of ''Leviathan", i t s origin and function, there 

Is sn admirable consistency — v i s . from the promises of man 

as unsocial by rational nature to man aa aoclal by appetltion, 

arbitrary law and force) from man aa unteleolo i loal (with 

^ to *od> to » „ . . . c o S of « * * I l f U . " o r * * * * . A. 

Hallowsll-*5 affirtaa, Hobbes already "anticipates the conclu­

sions which liberalism must ultimately reach in theory, once 

i t hsa abandoned i t s Christian conscience, and which, in 

f a e t , i t does reach in the twentieth century. ' It la true 

that although Hobbea uses thia theory of "Absolute Sovereign 

3* Houaaeau says curiously I "It i s not so much what 
i s hideous and falao in h i s [Hobbes*] p o l i t i c a l theory, as 
what i s Juat and true, that has rendered i t odious", &oelai 
Oontraot, p. 116* 

& And r ight ly ao, for there is. absolutely nothing ija 

stand as a defence against any ^ ^ • l l t » r U h l s m which nsk© a 
the Individual a tool of aoolet/ or the soc ia l co l l .act iv i ty , 

& John **• Hallswsl l , Main Curronta in Modern £ o l l -
t l o a l Thought, Hew York, HenryTToTt ana" v!o,.,'T9*JoV p7 WT 
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Will" "to defend absolute monarchy, i t i s assent!a l ly tho 

soma solution to tho problem of euthority posed by Indlvldusl­

ism which Is adopted by l ibers i i sm." And even If Hobbes i s 

soon es "singer of the swan son^ of the Quarts" he i s best 

understood, not as such, writes KoOovewr' , but rather "as 

the prophet of s aystern which was to be carried out nearly 

throe oenturies later by Mussolini and Hit ler ." Tho l iber ta -

riem-oqaelltarlan phase of Hobbes* Individualism reduced to 

total i tarianism has proved disconcerting to many a l i b e r a l , 

for i t i s a round refutation of their fondeat affections as 

lndividuallatst i t i s at one and tho aame tine an orderly 

srrangompnt of means to tho end of preservation and f e l i c i t y 

and then at once i t i s not, wherefore order must be enforced 

e x t r i n s i c a l l y , or accidentally to cope with the essent ia l 

competition. c . s . Vaughan who reg i s ters a typical reaction 

against Hobbes complains! 

With uncanny s k i l l he [Hobbes] turns one part of 
the theory against tiie other, and avai ls himself of 
tho prcmlssee whioh a l l tho world accepted to destroy 
the conclusion which eager s p i r i t s were coming ^ore 
and mora oonf idently to drew from them. Nothing *7 
could have been noro baff l ing to hla contemporaries. . 

* 'i.illlan Montgomery HoOovom, /ra-j Luther to Htler, 
$2. [ i l s t w ^ F a s c l a t - H a U ^oUt lca l xhiToa>phy. BosTon, 
Houghton KlffTln Co., 19Ul7 P* 67. 

M Vaughan, Studios Ĵ n the History of Po l i t i ca l 
philosophy. Vol. 1 , p . 23 . 
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"Baffling" is hardly the boat word harp, particularly for 

those Individualists of a later day who have boon not so mush 

"baffled" as worthily axaspersted by persistent exposure from 

the left flank, so to speak, vl'. by Hobbea' consistency — 

his lneonalatencies notwithstanding* 

However, for Hobbes himself aooial peaoe and harmony 

ore never leas neceaasry thsn th* liberties of equal men. 

(And what Individualist, liberal or otherwise, dooa not want 

ardor, ospeslally when and if confronted here snd now with 

the need for assuring it?) 

Instinctively by what Hobbes oalla the law of nature, 

a man sees thet for his well-being he must have peace. This 

is so "not only by right but also by necessity of nature-"-" 

snd thus s msn must necessarily seek the means thereto* This 

is not a moral but only a physical necessity. The motions of 

tho passions determine men in this directional "The pas­

sions that incline men to pease, aro fear of death) desire 

of auah thinga aa aro neoesaary to commodious living..." 

Men aenao that because of the liberty and equality of every 

one "no man is Of might sufficient, to aaaure himself for 

sny long tins, of preeervin<': himself thereby*' " and hence he 

3 0 leviathan, p, 7S. 

*9 IPtdom, p. 6?. 

•*" DO, gorpore ^M**oo> r. 
Leviathan, P. 73» 

__ Kolosworth, 7ol* IV, p. ?6. 
Of. too " ~ " 
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finds himself compelled "to seek efter peace, aa far forth aa 

there ia hope to s t t s i n the same) and strengthen himaelf wit-

a l l tho help he can procure.. •" The help which he perceives 

above a l l as most useful to his security i s "a common power, 

to keep men in awe, and to direct their actions to the ooanon 

benefit"^ — i*e* tne good which each onvlaiona for himself. 

Thus tmn concur in ceding their private power to a 

eommonweelth) each i s "to have parted with h i s right of re­

s ist ing^ " for the purpose of securing protection, no longer 

by private means, but now by sovereign p o l i t i c a l power 

(whether monarchy or democracy or otherwise) ao guardian of 

r ights of self -preservation. ,fThere la no nan who can hope 

by h i s own strength, or wit , to defend himaelf from destruc­

t i o n , without tho help of confederatos^'.w Thus men mutually 

concur to cede r ights . "Security la the end wherefore inen 

aubmlt themselves to othera^." The motive and end la 

nothing elae but the security of a man's p e r s o n , , * " The 

soc ia l power, therefore, must bo mighty enough by fear , awe 

*** Uviathan. p. 63. 

**2 •* qiT»» p» 68. 
1 | 3 Uvlathan. p. 73. 

**** D« c i * » * P» 72. 

Moleaworth 
Leviathan, p. 67, of. too re, Corpore Politico> 
, Vol. IV, p* 126-119. 
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end throat ot punishment to enforce thia agreement. Between 

one man and another there muat be "a common power act over 

them both, with right and foroe sufficient to compel perform­

ance..* " "By the terror of It" this civil power affects 

'particular men unto unity and concordr4'*" Force la absolute* 

ly necessary to r.ut order into the relations of men who are 

"free and equal"*41 i "as long as this natural right of every 

man to everything endureth, there can be no security to any 

man,' except existence nasty and short, then death* If one 

nan sees that another is compelled by "fear, terror and awe ' 

to sbide by the civil sovereign law, only then will he do 

likewise. 

But if other »en will not ley down their rl^ht, 
aa well aa he; then there is no reason for any one 
to divest himself of hiai for that were to expose 
himself to prey... rather than to dispose hinself 
to peace* 

But a man has no choice but to avoid death; and so ho is Im­

pelled to peace. The propulsive motions of passions Instinc­

tively determine him in a line away fro* the surer*urn malum and 

toward the state end its protective barriers — much llko a 

wild animal, once cornered and puroeiving the futility of 

resistance, moves head-tall-down into the corral, Thia, a 

l*yiathan. p» 69. 

**7 2SL SiXS* ?• 67. 
*'8 Leviathan, p. 66. 
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ma.: muat do if he values his life and the passion of couo-

dlous living. Just relations first begin within the common 

barrier of olvll coercion* 

Therefore, before tne names of Just and unjust 
can have place, there must bo aone coercive power, 
to compel men equally to the performance of their 
covenante, by the terror of acne punishment, greater 
thsn the benefit they expect by the breach of their 
covenant... So that tho nature of Justice consisteth 
in keeping of valid covenants! but this validity of 
covenanta begins not hut with the constitution of ar 
olvll power, sufficient to compel men to keep thsW4' • 

There Is detectable in &obbes a huge optlmla whloh 

is scarcely 999n or stressed by most observers — no doubt, 

in view of Hobbea dim view of human nature* "it is hard for 

ua to understand," LBO ̂fcrauac wrote, "how Hobbes could be 

so hopeful where tnere was so much cause for despair." but 

thia criticism may and must alao be levelled at the advocates 

of liberal Individualism. This optimism, vis. that men un­

social by nature would operate in peaceful social relations — 

though thoroughly groundless as such, i.e. on the grounds of 

individualism —* spread its contagious outlook to liberal 

Individualism in the following centuries* It is found 

*** Ikiifi i* 9* 72. 
5 0 3trauss, MfVffsft Hf»ftht #M History, p* 17$. 

" The modern world can no longer afford to be fooled 
by incidPntsls* T̂ e quost^pn of ynothor gen $& £he sfoto o£ 

sort of ao£ or ruise to dodge/The mâ n lsaufs. 
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flourishing In one wsy or another In *?pinoaa, Locke, and 

Houaaeau) and "the long aeriea of disappointments which sub­

sequent fenerations experienood have not yet succeeded in ex­

tinguishing the hope which he fiiobbes}, toother with his 

most i l lustrious contemporaries, kindled'**" The Liberal, 

Splnesa, notes relatedly that "this dan*;er of submitting ab­

aolute ly to the dominion and will of another, ia one whtoh 
i."a 

•nay be incurred with a liorht heart , . . J J " ^e addat "It i s 

vary rere fer sovereigns to impose thoroughly irrational eon-

mands," fer the reason that sovereigns "ere bound to consult 

their own intereata, and retain their power by conaultlng the 

public good and aotlng aeoording to the dictates of reaaon..." 

It muat be reiterated, however, that reaaon, for 

Hobbea pa for aplnosa, did not signify reason spiritually, 

nor could It for thorn as spaslpts* tfhea Hobbes speaks of 

msn*s having to flee the state of nature for the c i v i l atate, 

ho aaya this change la prompted by "the dictatea of roaaon" 

which often he alao variously cal ls "rulea, or preoepts of 

reason"* But thoee for Hobbes, the msterlallst, are tho 

"dletatee of desire," dictatea of appetitive power. All 

>* Strauss, natural Might and Hjatory. p. 17?. 

53 Iplnoza, Thooioftloo-rolltloal Treatlso. ^.lwes, 
p. 205-206. Compare thia general view with the optimlan of 
Locks who declares that the majority (wwich derives Its power 
from the natural lawa of self-interest} cannot conceivably 
tyrannise over a minority. 
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theao he ident i f i e s with tho law of nature ' , which la the 

law for l ions and "arrant wo lves ' 0 ' . I t Is the neceealty of 

physical nature* It i s neither a law, properly^ speaking, 

he says , for It does not mcrally obligp in Just ioe , nor doep 

i t in pffpct real ly y ie ld e rights "the natural right of 

preservation, which we a l l receive from the uneontrolable 

diotatoe pf neeeeplty, w i l l not admit i t to be a v i c e . . . '" 

anymore than a fox i s bad for eating a bird* Hobbes af f lma 

plainly that the "right of a l l men to a l l things, i s in ef­

fect no better than i f no man had right to any t h i n g - * " 

aardly aplritual la any such law, or d ic ta te , ef reaaon"* 

5n Hobbea speaks often enough of the "law of nature'*, 
or the natural law, as though It were something morally ob l i ­
gating a *ian* But I allows 11 makee the point that Hobbea 
seems "surroptitlo sly to borrow from the tredl t ion of natu­
ra l law that support for h i s system which h i s own premises do 
not provide* By referring to the keeping of covenants aa a 
•law of nature' he invokes the "semory end sanctions of the 
natural law tradition although the basic premises of h i s own 
philosophy repudiate that tradit ion.* - Wain Currents, in 
Modern Po l i t i ca l Thought. ;-• 77» 

"Kpistle nedieatory", Meii>*w©rth, vol* I I , p. 1 1 * T h i s work 
i s also ce l l ed De Cfoo and alao irhilosophlca^ Hudlraonts con­
cerning Government and Society* 

** Leviathan, p* 78-79* 

^bllesephloal .llcmonta "Epistle Dedicatory'*, ftolea-
worth, V o l . T l , p . 11 . 

5° i)c Coroore Politico-, ^ leaworth, Vol. IV*, p. olj. 
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As reason here la merely a auperlor form of aenaa-

t lon , i t ia no more than the sensory ab i l i ty to perceive 

certain connections between objects and man's well-being 

(for Splaosa, the perception of the nu l l i f i ca t ion of foroe by 

force)* For dobbes, as for Splnosa, *ian cannot heli- himself 

doing th i s or that when h i s well-being i s at stake — unless 

ho perceives thst there i s no usei he Is cornered snd faced 

with a superior force* To give in i s "reasonable*: It i s 

usefu l . One sees the connection between self-preservation, 

or everting doath, and a strong aoclal po mr. Hence the so ­

ciety must bo stronger than the individual or any group of 

individuals* In the confl ict for individual happlnoss and 

that of e l l , tho individual givea way to society* Otherwise 

soc ie ty , obviously, w i l l be unable to function* It w i l l i t ­

aelf be deatroyed and the l i f e of man with nsn wi l l revert to 

the law of the Jungle — the natural law of Hobbea and splno­

sa* Thus aan "rationally** parcelvea that for hla well-being 

he must have poace and, as epinesa s tressed, the aid of 

others* Man 'rationally" accepts the s tate ar.d ia thankful 

for whatever the i tate leaves to h i s own individual i n i t i a ­

t i v e , i . e . whatpver freedom or righte tho i t a t e decrees he 

might have for use, iven If i rrat ional , man s t i l l needs 

order. Though an individual man might refuao collaboration 

If hla personal sat i s fact ion i s at stake, th is soc ia l harmony 

can only be real ized by ths power of complete domination of 



HOHBKS* PRIMACY OF RIOHTS 12* 

the individual by aoeiety — i*e* by the .combine* will and 

fcreo ef all aa confederatps against each individual In any 

actual olrcumataneea of lisordor. 'fobbes holda a univeraal 

aoneent and a general contract are neeeaaary In the establish­

ing of soelel order but they are not binding on the indivi­

dual in any particular situation* They must be enforced* 

Scalety must, therefore, be provided with an adequate force. 

What then remains ef Individual Initiative? Nothing, but 

thet which la allowed him by aoeiety — i*e* what la left 

over after limitations by t)w> rule of law are laid down by 

the aoverelgn* No aoclal relation oan escape determination 

by aoverelgn political authority making and enforcing law. 

Tha individual drive for happiness persists. v<ut exertion 

of control by way of lsw over the individual on any partioti-

lar ocoealon la Justified because of the need of authority 

which nakea and enforces tho lawa. Joverelgn authority la 

warranted beeeuae of tho wider need, via* society* But since 

society is not natural ami ao not trn integral part o£ that 

lea Ire and urge for happineaa which ia In the Individuel (aa 

s means), aoeiety, therefor©, is artificial and purely a 

work of man adapting indifferent .icana to an end. 

Hobbes is definitely and radically an individualist 

and to view him aside from this context is to mlaunderstand 

hla eampletely, as. Indeed, haa often been the oaae* A 

typical, or usual view, e.g* la affirmed by C, VauRhan who 
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*Ur*i *ThP theory of Hobbee i s s theory ot unadulterated 

despotism, or i t i s nothing." fat Vaughan oonocdss that 

dobboa* work i s based on "assumptions representing an extreme 

form of individualism an individualism more unoomprofaiftln^ 

then that of LookP h imse l f and on "the idea of Contract, as 

tha only posslbls foundation of the c i v i l s tate ." i f so , 

then individualism In Hobbes i s very much not nothing* in 

foot , for dobbes It i s ao much an unadulterated element or 

factor in hip pyptpm that preoisely and only because of I t , 

daspot 1 era comes about, ss a "neeoesary complement of h i s 

individualism ." Ths Individualism of tho state of nature 

i s so much a current rea l i ty hie et nuns, that , so long as I ts 

condition somehow e x i s t s , to ta l i tar ian 'order", deapotiam, 

If you w i l l , la Imperative but only aa a u t i l i t y accidental 

and subaervlent to s e l f - i n t e r e s t . And this Individualism of 

nature e x i s t s , not so much as a past h i s tor ica l r e a l i t y , 

but concomitantly with man'a being and nature, i . o , as long 

59 vaughan, studies Jui the. History of *o l i t l oa l .£h£io,-
aonhy. Vol, I , p. 5U. 

6 0 *bldom. 9* 23. 

reviacd edi t ion , Hew York, Henry Holt and Co., 19'56, p* 1J75. 

°* Of. Vaughan*s superficial view that , for rtobbes 
above a l l othera, the atate of nature was a terrible reality" 
(Studioa. Vol* I , p* 29-30)• Vaughan typical ly f a l l s to ae© 
that! i t Is ilobbes' Indlvl&ualiart, not hla despotism, which 
i s more fundamentally at f a u l t . 
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63 

as men prevail unsocial by nature* Always, as Spinoza J ob­

served, "Han, alike in the natural and, JLn. tho. clyllr ^tate, 

acta according to tShe laws of his own nature, and consult a 

his own interest•* 

The epirlt of Hobbes' philosophy la aoclal order aa 

the tool of the individual* Though Hobbes la not classed as 

a Liberal, there are allthe maklnga of Llberaliam In hla 

position* A key to underatanding his highly revolutionary 

approach ia aeen in his attempt to reshuffle ri.~,Uta and law, 

in favour of tho primacy of rl.'hto. Traditionally, rl;hts 

always followed upon law* Hobbes' revolution was to reverso 

the tradition and make law, properly, follow upon rights. 

Thia, he did by founding aoeiety solel on, through, and of, 

Indlvidml rights —: sovereign authority and then law follow. 

I , I ill i l l ) I IIKI 

"J Spimesa, A *WH»lm T f lyjsft Kiiies, ^ 302* 
Italica are ours* 
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Tho power of individual liberties behind the formula do ut dos 

immediately pstuatos soolety, when men contrast or agree 

among themselves to give up their natural rights. 'The mutual 

t~»tf«*i*, or ,i«ht, u * « * i * „.„ ,.ii .*«*«*.«».. 

This soolal contract creates soolety. Hobbeo, like Locke and 

Rousseau, was vague In distinguishing between society and 

civil soolety, However, m9n by this set of will, "tho eon-

sent of many 5 % create tho aoclal man and immediately esta-

bllah tho grounds of sovereign authority end law* "... Hen 
66 do agree, and (covenant, every one, with every one' ," and 

tharoby authorise the sovorolgn as their representative* Thus 
67 authority, like society, comes Immediately ' from human will, 

I.e. individual rights. The cover©lgn power, "tho supremo 

command is constituted by virtue of tho compacts which each 

single citisen or subject mutually makes with tho other.. 

The formula engaging wen in this subjection to the sovereign 

for their private protection snd profit 1st 

60„ 

*•• Hobbes, Leviathan. Morley, p. 67. 
65 ' Hobbes, Do £&£&, Lempreeht, p. 6$, 

67 
. ** 

66 

6 6 » * M , W r t ^ . «~1.„ P 

In the Christian tradition, authority aa it is 
primally received la recognised as derived from God. 

Hobbes, Do give, Lempreeht, p. 8«>. 
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For each citisen compacting with his follow, 
says thus* X convey my right on this party, upon 
condition that you pase yours to tho same) by which 
Means, that right which every man had before to use 
his faculties to his own advantage, is now wholly 
translated on acme certain man or council [monarchy 
or demcerapyj for the sommon benefit"9* 

It is as If evory man says to ovary other™t 

X authorlas and give up my right of governing 
myself to this man, or to this assembly of men, on 
this condition, that thou give up thy right to him, 
and authorise all his actions in like manner. 

Society and ita aoverelgn power exists for tho subjects "to 

bear their person1* and to reduce all their wllla, by plurali­

ty of voices unto one will", to pwtorm the wills of them 

all" to protect and safeguard their chiefest Interests* in 

this way rises the Commonwealth, "the generation of that 

great *lev!athan*, or rather, to apeak more reverently, of 

that 'mortal god'*, the State, 

The revolutionary cleavage that Hobbes engineered 

between law and rights la a crucial aspect of thia Individu­

alism whioh finds natural rights unudultpratodly the fount of 

society* It is only in the context of his indivldualism that 

Hobbes' revolution can bo duly understood* In ancient and 

mediaeval times, the fundamental, natural law was an objec­

tive thing, binding and directing, but Independent of, the 

** IMdom. p. 86* 

7° Hobbpp, Leviathan. Horley, p. a*|. 
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w i l l of tho human l e g i s l a t o r , / l a t a and Aristotle wore aware 

of an objeotive basis of aoclal l i f e * They considered what 

wan la — human nature — snd saw the lews of the Sts t s s s 

praotical determinations of the requlromenta or human nature. 

With Christianity tho tradit ion la widened pnd deepened d i s ­

t inc t ive ly la the l ight ef supernatural revelat ion. There i s 

f i r s t a plan of cosmic order, the eternal law, in the divine 

inte l l igence or wisdom, then real ised in the act of creation 

by the divine w i l l . Han can dlopovor and know th i s cosmic 

order in ths nature and rea l i ty of things as ex i s t ing , but he 

doe a ne t , in any way, make thia order, for I t i s real and ob­

jeotive* I t i s before hi-"* tic comes upon It and abides by 

i t , or he does not — ss he phoopep* Per the sub-human world 

th i s order ia pursued by a blind necessity* f. it for man, 

since he can know t h i s order, he must freely conform to i t* 

He must sot In harmony with his nature, v i th thia objeotive 

foundation of law aa intr ins ic in tha nature of thinga the 

quoptlon pf r ight reason and conscience penters on a r e s l i t y 

with which p nan, aural ly , must ooraply. Thus a man does not 

in any way determine what primarily i s rl«nt or wrong, for 

tho being and nature of man la not h i s crest ion. Tho pro­

found utterancesi "I sn the way, the Truth, and the Life" 

• I am the Alpha snd the Omega" Vollow me" —• indicated 

clearly to the mediaeval sind the supernatural direct ion of 

th is objeotive order, aa well as I t s origin* This view 
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revolved around the Soholastlo maxim that a man ought to aat 

seeordlng to his nature whoso efficient cause i s alao a man's 

final pause, It Is In a general context of this kind that 

one must vlotr thp stand of at* Thomas who sayst ths law of 

nature j£ too eternal law as received by tho creature. . . 

Titus tho natural moral lsw which i s intrinsic in a man's very 

nature and baing i s a participation in a man of tho eternal 

lav. 

with regard to tho question of obligation, or duty, 

thia much appears to bo certain in tho history of thought 

prior to the modern epoch! In both ancient and mediaeval 

times attention was paid, in considering law, to tho duties 

of s man primarily rather than to his rights* Athenian Domo-

eraoy, e .g . , was based upon tho obligations of tho c i t izens, 

not on their rights, Accordingly, i t was rather the "rights 

of tho State' that achieved attention, i f r I goto were at a l l 

mentioned in ancient Athens, iven In the Kiddle Ages tho 

duties a man had toward Oes end, accordingly, his own parf po­

tion wore of paramount Importance, hardly to bo shaded by 

rights* It i s indeed true that thp medieoval mind was not 

unaware of Individual rights, owing to , and neceeeary for a 

man's snd, 1st rlothts wore aoareely more emphasized than 
71 duties'*, because, possibly, of an acuta awareness of tho 

7 1 af. Jacques Maritaln, Man sn£ tho State* the in­
teresting treatment of natural moral law, obligation and 
rights, especially Chapter IV, Qtialifiedly, Maritaln lauds 
the modem recognition of rights, p. 9*4* 
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radical role of f inal cause, man's last and* hpn'a duo sub­

ordination to final purpose need not exclude emphatic atten­

tion on individual rights, but no such emphasis geminated the 

mediaeval noetic whore h per socialisation was probpbly too 

mash s loading factor. Generally, howovor, in this period of 

pro-modern natural law, rights If at a l l considered aro se l ­

dom If ever conceived as prior to duties, though both ars 

correlative. Individual rights aro derivative from law and 

duty — not viae versa. Those rights , moreover, are never 

antecedent t o , nor Independent of, man's social pursuit of 

perfection. In the Scholastic tradition they rest essential­

ly on man*s nature as tho principle of his operations and on 

tha fast that, in order to attain the perfection of hip goal, 

he has f irst an obligation. To thia, rights, however Impor­

tant, are only consequent, although aa important aa means to 

tho end* 

Apparently in the spirit of Cartesian novelty, dobbes, 

l ike Desoartea, aimed to establish his philosophy by an utter­

ly fresh start independent of tradition and the trammels of 

prior things, especially things that bind liberty to a trans­

cendental target. Convinced of the failure of traditional 

philosophy, ho endeavoured to s<at out on a now path to de­

vise his own plan of social harmony by goin^ to t*e origin 

of soolety in the rights of the individual and br establish­

ing lsw and order on thorn, t'or Hobboa the fount of order la 
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not in duty or law properly understood but rather in thP 

righta, or absolute claims of tha individual who Is total ly 

independent of, and prior In principle to, society. Hobbes' 

relegation of duties to tho dark Is due, no doubt, to tho now 

primacy of the non-transcendental, earthly end, Horal obliga­

tion hero loess a l l Talus* There i s l i t t l e doubt but that 

tale was a great revolution, a dlstinetlvo pioneering endea­

vour which has carried on characteristically into the world 

of modern thought. It i s indeed found in Rousseau* 

Tho next snaptor sxplalns In fuller detail thia 

primacy of r ights , particularly how i t oomee to fruition la 

toe eeeial order* 



CHAPTER V 

LSVIATHAH, 

THE 7R3ZTI0H OP INDIVIDUAL RI0HT3 

iiow did Hobbea develop this individualist primacy ef 

rights Into s soolal order? ho rent asunder law and right* 

He did this by making right no longer dependent upon norol 

law and then by positing the new primasy of individual rights 

over moral law. Te see this more clearly it is of value to 

define hla terms, rl-,ht and law, Hobbea denied natural moral 

law properly understood aa an objective pre-volitional prin­

ciple Innate In rational beings according to which their 

operations are to be ordered* t. Thomas had described it 

as an ordination or dictate of reason preeminently objootlve* 

Hobbes, however, wrote* 

These dictates of reason, men used to oall by 
tho asms of laws, but improperly ... wheresa lav, 
properly is the word of him that by right hath 
command over ethere1. 

Whore dobbos denied natural moral law thus traditionally un­

der a teed, he would aasort a now port of moral law (and purely 

Leviathan, p. 78*79. Italics aro ours. 
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positive-law "obligation"2) as practically snd preperljr* tho 

word or wil l of tho so l i t i ca l sovereign* For him the natural 

moral'1 law i s not really a laar* Properly speaking, i t sim­

ply does not exiat , Hp prooeedod to aplit the traditional 

union of right and moral law by separating the issue of rights 

from i t s dependence upon natural moral law as traditionally 

understood. Ho viewed this union as a confusion* In tho 

Leviathan he wrote) 

For though they that apeak of this subjost, use 
to confound Jus and lax, "right" and "law": yet thov 
ought to be distinguished, because ,.* law and right 
differ as mush ss obligation and liberty*,*0 

Similarly, obligation would bosome as much opposed to liberty 
7 as lav to right, for only c i v i l lsw properly obliges' a man 

Gf, Howard rfarrender, Tho £olit lfa^ Philosophy of 
Ls Theory pf Obligation.' Oxford * "at the Clarendon"''' 

Frees, 1957. warreador thinks obligation begins la tho state 
of nature, with the law of natftre and that Hobbes strssses 
duties rather than rights as coning f i r s t . But on hobbes* 
premises "duty" l s s t i l l only amoral* See summaries on pp9 
319, 322-326, 329* 

I 
koviathan* p, 12U. 

** Tho law of nature is natural physical law for rocks, 
oaks, and lions* Vh& generic "natural law" no longer includaa 
the natural moral law but specifically excludes it for all 
practical social purposes. 

Sfi. MY!B> P* 57»59. Of, too Leviathan, chapter 26, 

Leviathan, p. 66. 

7 Ibidem, p. l-OVlS? inter alia. 
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aa against ths l ibert ies , or rights of tho etsto of nature* 

Hobbes also deelaredt 

I find tho words lex s l y U U and Jus. c i v i l e , 
that la to aay "lav" and "right c iv i l" promiscuously 
used for tho same thing, even in tho most learned 
authors; which nevertheless ought not to bo so0* 

The reaaon they ought not to be ao confounded, i s aeon in 

Hobbea* definition or understanding of them. His aim was to 

reconcile freedom with law and authority. 

His separation of natural right from traditional 
q 

moral law meant the primacy not only of right7 over .oral lsw 

(an analytical primacy) — in the state of nature — but also 

of civil lsw over right (s practical, or pragmatic primacy) 

— la society. In the final analysis, Hobbes has right and 

16 

liberty opposed v to law, whereas traditionally law was op­

posed only to license* This reversal which makes liberty 

virtually license and opposed to transcendental law would 

ride mightily into the field of modern liberal thought* The 

end of law, moreover, Is here designed solely to limit liber­

ty: "the end of making laws," said ilpebes11, "is no other 

a 
Ibidem* p. 13l|» of, explanation, De J or pore ^oll-

t ioo , .oleaworth, Vol. IV, p* 222-223. 
T Thus Hobbes speaks of thoae rights, or l ibert ies , 

aa blamelose or amoral power*. Of. j& Corpore Polit ico. 
Holosworth, Vol, IV, p, 83* T.-TT-™-V 

1 0 Lsvlathan, p* 66, 12fy, 13U. 
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but such restraint! without which there cannot possibly be 

any peace." Tho law, he adds , was brought (as man's crea­

tion) into tho world "for nothing olae but to limit the natu­

ral liberty of particular men, in such manner ae they might 

not hurt, but assist one another*..* Bat thia picture is not 

understood axoept In terms of Hobbea* revolutionary affirma­

tion of individual natural rights aa ths pure spring from 

which society and then law cone to be. The function of law 

was no longer direction tc Ood but restriction from death — 

restriction on wen lept in sheer self-interest they tear each 

other apart. The whole development beoomes a secularist 

humanism, an emancipation from a transcendental direction 

toward a purely olvll one***. 

goussosu, spropos, followed uobbea' rejection of 

traditional natural law and thus of natural moral rights* It 

ls little wonder, therefore, that his like denial of (tradi­

tional) natural moral rights was significantly a tree sod in 

thoae words: "Hobbea had B^on clearly the defeats of all tho 

modern definitions of natural right,..***" 

12 
Ibidem, 

To be civil then meant, not to be virtuous, but 
to be peaceful. 

^Plgin of Inequality, p. 196, 
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In order to dlapel the traditional confounding of 

rl/tht with moral law, Hobbea aimed to make hla position clear 

and In Leviathan he wrote •**: "•right* conaiateth in liberty 

to do, or to forbear..." and "'the risht of nature1, which 

writ era commonly call Jus. naturale. la the liberty eaoh man 

hath, to use his own power, aa he will himself.,*M This 

alone, he ineipts, ls jua naturals, or liberty, in ths proper 

senses 

By ' l i b e r t y , ' la understood, according to the 
proper s igni f icat ion of the word, the abaenoe of 
external impediments! which impediments may oft take 
away part of a man's power to Jo what he would; but 
cannot hinder htm from using the power l e f t him, 
according as his Judgment and reason shal l dictate 
to hiar10. 

hvidont i s the negative and phyaioal aspect of His notion of 

r ight and l iber ty . A man*s freedo••-., he wrote , 'consisteth 

in t h i s , that he finds no stop, in doing what he haa the 

w i l l , des ire , or incl ination to do." Again, he said: "Liber­

t y , of 'freedom*, a ignl f ie th , properly, the absence oi op­

position** He addst "By oppoaltion, I mean external impedi­

ments of motion} and may be applied no leas to irrational and 

** ffVlnthan. p . 00. Cf . alao y . 1*2, and l}e £iv&, 
p, 17*. dobbes refers to thia ' l i b e r t y ' as being ''absolute*• 

1 6 lovlathan. p . 66. Cf. too p* 100-101. 
1 7 Xbi,de)ai. p . 100. Of. too 2s Civo. p* 109. 
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inanimate creatures than to rational. ' Similarly in X* CUvo 

ho paid : "... Neither by the word right la anything else 

signified than that liberty which every man hath to make use 

of hla natural faculties according to rijaht reason*4' Hobbea 

here leys claim to its being rational, yet at the same time 

he finds ths foundation pf natural right, not In right raason 

but in an amoral "irroaiatiblp power1"1*! 

•••A euro and irreelstible power confers the 
right of dominion and ruling; over thoae who cannot 
reslett lnaomuoh, aa the right of all things, that 
can be done, adheres essentially and imnedlately 
unto this omnipotence hence arising. 

natural rights, or liberties, no longer rested on the 

natural moral law. The moral law was no longer a foundation 

of natural right, or liberty. Just as society no longer 

rested on man's rational natiire* 

If tho moral lew la not properly law, what, properly 

speaking, la the law? The answer should be clear, Por 

Hobbes, it is really the will or oonmand of the civil 

20 
sovorolgn s "A lav, to speak properly and accurately, is 

the apeech of him who by right oorananda sovaowhat to othera to 

be done or omitted,.," The dictatea of natural law do not 

1 8 Ob OITP* p. 27* 

Ifeidpm. p« 30» o r . too De Jornore p o l i t i c o , i-folss-
wotth, Vol, IV, p , 86, 

2 0 V* alvo. p. £9. 
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const i tute lav insofar aa they eomo from nature but aa they 

come from wl l l t and inaofar aa u t i l i t y la concerned, and 

u t i l i t y ia quite important for tho oontractualiata, thia w i l l 
21 as the baee of law la nothing but aheer horaooentrle wlll*-*: 

"But thoae which we c a l l the laws of nature . . , are not laws, 

aa they proooed from nature," " . . . The law i s the declared 

w i l l of tho aupramo w — v i s . the auprome w i l l of the c i t y , 

or eeaaaonwealth. Having denied natural moral law aa properly 

a law, hobbea declared that "what la our'a, end what another's 

le a question belonging to the c i v i l lew," t o t a l l y and lndl-

vlalbly*^, and in no way, noreover, i s the noral law deter­

mined as s primary principle of risrht or wrong. I t l s as 

such purely end properly a determination of pos i t ive law 

alone: 

••* But what la to be cal led thef t , what murder, 
what adultery, what Injury in a o i t i z e n , th i s ia not -,, 
to be determined by the natural, but b ' the c i v i l lav*1*. 

Hobbes denies th«re i s anything good or bad by natiire 1 "over; 

action in Its own nature i s indifferent"-" and 'before there 

2 1 Ibidem. Of, Leviathan* p* 78-79. 
2 2 Pe aivo. p. 31, footnote* 
2 * *»viathan, p . 88. Hobbea refers to "this great 

authority (asJ being Indivisible. ' ' Cf. too De Give* p. 105 
and 132* 

2 * De_ Qlve. p, 81 . 

Molesworth, Vo 
Ibidem* p . 129* Cf. too De Corpore r o l i t i o o , 

" 1 . IV, p. 97. * ~" 
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was any government, Just end unjust had no being, their 

nature only being re la t ive to aorae command* ' Thia denial of 

intr ins ic morality would entrench I t s e l f in the strongholds 

of l iberal individualism, particularly aa It evolved into 

ut i l i tarianlam. 

I t Is true that often enough Hobbes has s l l the ap­

pearances of affirming tho "lav of nature" as a sort of moral 

principle , or Ideal by which deeds are naturally forbidden 

or prescribed, but actually pnd practical ly ' i t la purely a 

p o l i t i c a l command, properly apeaklng, ea ha himaelf i n s i s t s • 

I t l s pf sropsr value only for tho po l i t i c i s ed man* 

It might alao be mentioned that Hobbea apoke now and 

than about divine law, or the laws of led aa moat properly 

l a v s * * But these, of o our so , for Hobbes are pre-eminently 

verbal vacuit ies ef the hlajhest order* Hobbes' very context 

demand a above a l l thinga that they be Just thia and no more* 

Any transcendental communication of Ool and man la 

2 6 &L c**»« »• H>1. 
2 7 Seeaingly, i t la aa though (prior to the state) i t 

were but a kind of unaetualized potency, 

*"' In thia regard, Vaughan :iakes tne oosraaont; "Por 
him [Hobbosj ths 'law of nature* atanda, on tho one hand, for 
a brute ins t inct j on ths other hand, for a moral ideal* And 
the l e v i t y with which he paaaea from the one Interpretation 
to i t a d ires t opposite ia nothing short of astounding* — 
•Studies, £& £&• History of roUttce^ fhlloaocfoy* Vol. ' l , p . 33. 

29 Oo Give* p. 59. 
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pragmatically loat or socially outlawed or changed to some* 
30 thing wholly anthropomorphic*^ • Even nod's law, whatever 

this or <3od i s for tho materiallpt, was properly only the 

word of the aoverelgn of Stete. Hobbes' reference to Ood ea 

having poranand over a l l thingp la of no value, at laaet ao 

far as practical human action l s concerned — except insofar 

as QPd's law l s pxplloltly expressed by tho pol i t ical voice, 

whether in a dome or soy, aristocracy, or monarchy-* . Ood'a 

lav for Hobbes l s Just as unintelligible in Itsel f extra-

poll t i e ally as tho natural moral law of the Christian (or 

pre-Christian) tradition* Rppeatedly and emphatically, ho 

dftSlsvos3 t "sll subjppts are bound to obey that for divine 

lav, which le declared to be ao by tho lawa of the common­

wealth." Parthermcre, he noted, "none can uake lawa but tho 

commonwealth| beoause our aubjeotion ia to the commonwealth 
33 

only**. '' Thp human subject does not know how to observe 

thoee principles of social order other than by way of these 

positive lawsi "A msn knows not otherwise how to obey them." 

Unwritten lav, too, la subsumed under tho civil wllli "...All 

30 Xbldon. p. 27* 
31 lavlathan. p. 123* 

32 M&S** P* 132-133. 

33 I614«». »• 153. 
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lava, written and unwritten, have their authority and force 

r™ u,. in or t„ .*•»»•*»...»" 
The olvll will clone, therefore, becomes tho now 

moral lav. And the new moral law la. the civil law. But It 

eaa in no wise be subject to Itself, bosauso, as Hobbea hold, 

''the aoverelgn of a eoramonwealth* * * la not subject to the 

civil lawa3 , and ranch less ls tho civil will subject to 
36 anything above or other than itself*3 , beoause it cannot act 

sgainst either natural or divine law*97: "«o civil law what-

aoever.,* can poaaibly be against the law of nature/' similar 

notions of the pragmatic primacy of positive law are found in 

Splnosa, Lock©, and Housseau, The natural law is a divine 
38 

lsw, says Hobbes , "... it ls ths eternal law of Sod." Tho 

civil aoverelgn can do no wrong, or Injustloe to any aubjeet^. 

The civil law, moreover, contains the natural law, "Tho law 

of Hature and tho civil lav", paid Uobbea'0, 'contain each 

•*** ^ ^ w , p . 12$. 

Ibidem, p* 12U* 
3 6 Ibidem, p. 65-66. Of* Op Olve, p* 161, 128-129. 

3 7 &L qfty».« P* 161-162, 
3 8 Of* the very t i t l e of Chapter IV of ihlloaopuloal 

iudimonta "Iteat tho Law of Hature la a divine Law", ii'olcs-
worta, Vol. IT, p. *?0. 3f . a lso Leviathan, p* 129 and 133, 

Lsvlathan, p. 101 and also Chapter 'A XT, p. 0*>»;6* 

k° fol*»*» Pe 1^4-
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other, end are of equal extent." Intoreatlng and revelatory 

la his contention that lav properly Is only a conclusion, a 

sonolusion or sommand of human will, but not as from any thin • 

real, least of all as from a prior existing ordinance of 

reason, ssen in the traditional, natural moral law: 

These dlotatea of reason, men uaed to call by 
the name of laws, but Improperly: for they are but 
oonslusions, or theorems concerning what eonduooth 
to the conservation and defence of themselves,. •*** 

Thia means the conclusions are not rooted In reality but are 

aaeitoua as political conclusions that first come to be as 

principles in social relatione, but always from man's will. 

Only "then", he says, 'are they actually laws, and not before} 

as being then the commands of the coroaonwoalth,. .* 

The reason .the political sovereign is not obliged by, 

or subject to, -the civil laws is that tho social contract 

1*3 {which Is the sole source of obligation*^) ia valid only 

between subjects J this la "by covenant only of one [sub­

ject] to another [subject], and not of the sovereign to any 

of thorn..." Thus "neither pan the city be obliged to her 

citisen...*45" Under no moral law then la tho aoverelgn 

*** Ibidem, p. 78-79. 

**2 M & & » Pe **• 

**3 & q,iv» p. 101. 

kovlathan. p # 8£, 

^ £& Q1*** P» ®Q* 3f» also p. 11*2* 
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obliged to the c i t i s en* Only subjects are to obey laws for 

the sake of security and the quest for f e l i c i t y * The sove­

reign ae having the power to overawe men and ao enforce tho 

lpwp gives rea l i ty to obl igat ion, "for i t ia tho sovereign 

power that obliges man to obey thenr ." Only thus are d i s ­

putes among men resolved. The new natural moral law i s pure­

l y tho c i v i l l av , a law purified of tradit ional trammel* The 

right or w i l l of the p o l i t i c a l sovereign becomes the actual 

lav . Tho p o l i t i c a l powers that be make "the thinga they com­

mand Juat, by commanding them, and those which they forbid, 

unjust, by forbidding Shear*'.'* The sovereign i s not bound 

but free to ac t , to make and re pa a l laws "when ho pleaaeW* . 

• * » . i t , u M « * f l » . ft*. * . „ . * . P1.U.W*?". f*» Mb* 

lav l s the intention of the l eg i s la tor" and 'that law can 

never bo against reason^0 ,0 

Thus morality ia plainly based on an arbitrary 

meaeure^ , y e t , among others, denying th i s Is i r Loslls 

**6 kovlathan* p. 12U. 

$SL C i v * P. 129* He aaya too: 'There are no au-
thontleal doctrines concerning rlftht and wrong, good and ev i l , 
besides the constituted laws in each realm and government" 
p. xxv {Preface to the Header). 

**8 i>rlathan. p . 121;* 

^ SSL SJ&£» *>• ®Q* 
l«visthaq. p* 125. 

5* of course, Hobbea' p o l i t i c a l morality cannot be 
srbitrary i f i t i s kept in mind that mat -riallsm permits no 
sp ir i tua l w i l l and thereforp nothing-, s t r i c t l y arfolirajry. 
The absurdity ia that of Jlobbes, 
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Stephen^2 who, though ho SOPS Hobbes* 'legal or purely exter­

nal conception" of morality as "totally inadequate", maintains 

that "it does not imply that the moral law ls 'arbitrary' or 

made at will by the sovereign," ihe reaaon, he aaya, ls that 

"it is tho law of 'soIf-prenervation' regarded from a purely 

egoiatia point of view." Ho doubt, egoism ia of radical Im­

portance here. But no interpretation can fairly expunge tho 

arbitrary character of Hobbes' political sovereign. This is 

particularly true in the light of Hobbes' voluntarism —- and, 

above all, ia it true beeauae society and aoclal order firat 

arise contractually from Individual rights, or wills, author­

ising society and ita aoverelgn will. The olvll laws alone 

then become "the rules of good and evil. Just and unjust, 

honest and dishonest} therefore, what the legislator commands* 

must bs hold for good snd what he forbids for evil".*' How 

can these linos in their whole context be oonetrued as any­

thing but arbitrary? Starling Lampreeht^4 makes a similar 

defence of Hobbes by pointing out that hla sovereign la not 

arbitrary aa it exists for "the pafety of tho people55": 

" Stephen, <££• clt.. p* 219-220* 

*3 2S. Clve, p. 128. 

^ Lempreeht, "Introduction0, De £iyo, p. xxvi. 
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"the olty was not instituted for i t s own, but for tho sub­

jects' sake" snd thet the aoverelgn ia , above a l l , aubjeot to 

tho laws of nsturo, or tho dictates of reason. But the f i t ­

ting retort to Lempreeht is that, despite the sovereign's 

raison d'etre, however noble, he can do "no injury to any of 

his subjects** " snd can do absolutely no injustice or wrong 

properly speaking, and, what ia more, the lava of nature are 

a imply not proper lava, 'rfhere then there ia no lav, there i s 

no doty* Clearly, then Hobbes' sovereign wil l la not only 

arbitrary but as infall ible as Rousseau's sovorolgn, the 

lemeral Mill. Huntington Cairns-*' notes that Hobbes* theory 

of lav haa become most poverful" and "Is s t i l l employed with 

fruitful results." And th i s , i t may be stressed, has boon 

true chiefly by wsy of Hobbee* individualism* Hobbes* theory, 

fcerlathaa. p. 66 et 95. Yobbos ssyst 'It l s trie 
that they that have aoverelgn power may commit iniquity, but 
not Injustice or Injury in tho proper signification*" p. 36. 

£7 
-*« Huntington Oalrns, fcogal Philosophy from -Plato t$ 

Hogoi, Baltimore, The Johns Hopkins frees, 19'i9, p. 271. 
It may bo noted hero what waa said by w.i* Pogson imlth "Tho 
Philosophy of Hobtea, an &ssay" in Hobbes* Leviathan.... Ox­
ford, at tho Clarendon frees, 19291 "••• #o thinker on poll-
tlca has ever probed i t s (morality] fundamental conceptions 
aiore thoroughly; end I aay i t advisedly, If you would think 
clearly of r l^its and dotlos, sovereignty and law, you muat 
begin with the critlciam of Hobbea*" (p* xvi i ) — Maxey wrote: 
"Hobbes simply could not be Ignored, and cannot be ignored 
even now*" Chester 0, Maxey, Political x'hllosophlas* New 
York, Masnlllan. 1938, ?• 232. 
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Oslrns points out, "seems h i s tor i ca l ly to be at the root of 

the oentemporary r e a l i a t ' s conception that law la whatever ia 

done o f f i c i a l l y about dispute a." 

The absolutp primacy therefore, of "Individual, nat­

ural rights" — of men "free and equal" — leads to the 

primacy of sovereign p o l i t i c a l w i l l . This could be seen In 

the form of Locke's majority w i l l and Housseau's General - i l l . 

It l s true thet government according to Locke holds sovereign 

power revocably, only by mandate, unlike Hobbes' fixed or set 

sovereign* Yet even Locke's majority w i l l of the people i s 

tho power, actually supreme and potent ia l ly to ta l i tar ian aa 

subject only to the natural amoral law of s e l f - i n t e r e s t ' • 

Despite the optimism that covers Locke's state of nature, h i s 

theory of natural rights as originating the s tate and rovern-

ment, or aa determining c i v i l law ia at leaat fundamentally 

that of Hobbes and indicates how ha swallowed the l e t t e r ' s 

doctrine of natural rl^hta and the atate of nature — as 

against the prime importance of the tradit ion of transcenden­

ta l purpose, moral lsw and duties* Leo Straus a5 9 goes as far 

as to say thst Hobbes l s "the founder of modern p o l i t i c a l 

tfft 
7W Cf, Locke, Treatise of Olvll government, Sherman, 

p. 02-85. 62-65, f|6-5'i; 8*5^9?; 
59 

3P*. 31nclaiV,~0xford, a t t h e Clarendon iVesi," 1936, "p V 17f\ 

Leo Strauss, The i o l l t l e a l Philosophy of Hobbes; 
I t s Besls^ and, Ita Penci l s . tr* from the Clerotan manuscript by 

a i r , Oxford, at the Clarendon Press. 1Q16. o. i ; ? . 
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philosophy"} as he wso "the f i ra t to distinguish" "between 

'r ight ' snd *law', in such e way that he sought to prove the 

State as primarily founded on ' r i g h t ' , of which 'law' la a 
60 „ acre conaequenoe..• "s 

For hobbea obvlouely atarta, not, aa tho greet 
tradit ion did, from natural ' law'. I . e . from an 
objective order, but from natural ' r i g h t ' . . , which, 
far froro being dependent on any previous law, or ier , 
er obligation, la i t a e l f the or ig in cf a l l law, 
order, or obl igat ion, 

;robbea, moreover, made an "unconditional natural ri;*at the 

baala of a l l natural dut ies , the duties bein^r therefore only 
61 

conditional •'' In strauas' study of thia jueation there la 

a peculiar point of view from which this nsodern revolt appears 

ss s movement againat the c la s s i ca l tradit ion rather than 

against the Christian tradit ion, aa i f the .'Jhrletian phi lo­

sophy merits no attention as a prime factor In the whole pic­

ture, or aa i f the solution to the problem i s a secular one 

not to be marred by Revelation and a i l that th i s socia l ly 

ental ia* Obligation, or duties take on a new and def ini t ive 

meaning in the l ight of the Incarnation and the How Law — aa 

Christian philosophy a t t e s t s . The Protestant and Modern 

devolution ia raost c learly seen in the IW.ht of the Ohristian 

tradi t ion. For i t i a , in part at l e a s t , against th i s 

Ibidem. p* x l l , 

** Strauss, llatural Right and History, p* 132. 
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tradit ion, or againat what they think i t i a , t*hat Hobbes and 

iteupeppu react . The reaction la only secondarily againat the 

c la s s i ca l tradit ion, (When Ohrlstlanlsed, the c l a s s i c a l 

tradit ion becomea the bete noire , ) 

riobbos* break with tradit ion appears most radlosl in 

I t s denial of tho i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of bain--, or objective 

rea l i ty — whereupon arlsee a new i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y ' , volun-

tar iat io and homosentrle* In tune with h i s Individual lam, 

ho upholds, l ike the later-day r a t i o n a l i s t s , the primacy of 

reaaon, l * s , autonomous reason along with a staunch anti-

reason* His notion of antl-reaaon amounts to scepticism, or 

a metaphyaleal agnosticism —> the denial of the i n t e l l i g i b i l ­

i ty of being, natural or divine* If being i s un in te l l i g ib le , 

thsn s l l the mere Is Ood, prime Source of being, uninte l l i ­

g ib le , but as some weaaure of human soc ia l re lat ions i s 

neeeaaary far order, the w i l l of the 3tate , man's highest 

soc ia l ins t i tu t ion , arises aa the new measure — the new 

"raleon d'etre" — "raleon d'eftat". In Le Clve tio'bes sarsi 

"all things in the netural kingdom of Ood are Inquired into 

by reaaon only, that ia to say, out of the principles of 

natural science . He i s quite oleer In affirming that "we 

cannot so much ss reach to the f u l l understanding of a l l the 

qua l i t i e s of our own bodies, or of sny other creaturoa," In 

Os Clve, p. 186. 
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**>* leviathan he i a - i ^ i "ss they [these principles J cannot 

teach us Our own nature, nor the nature of the smallest 

creature l iv ing*,*" "they are ao far from teaching ua any­

thing of led'a nature*••", but "there ia no other way to know 

anything but by natural reaaon, that i a , fron the prlnolplee 

of natural science." There are, as ever, a l l tho appearances 

here of Hobbea* having oonalderable concern for things theo­

log ica l and re l i g ious , bat actually these thinge, so far as 

hs l s oonoerned, do not belong in society except as determin­

ed, defined, and declared by the p o l i t i c a l wi l l — a view not 

much unlike thet of the later-day l i b e r a l , *uch thinga are 

oontroveralal and not oonduoive to the peace and profit of 

•Tien. But I t i s from th i s soeptic basis that the notion of a 

l ibera l tolerance springs aa a practical need. 

Aa a part of the revolutionary emancipation 'autono­

mous reaaon" aevera and releases the individual man from a 

heteronomoua dependence upon being and Ita «xaot'ona, espe­

c i a l l y those of man's nature and the natural noral law — at 

leant as In te l l i g ib l e ex i s tonts . If beino i» i n t e l l i g i b l e . 

It points too strongly toward dependenoe upon the old tradi­

t ion . The Individual must baoo?qa the radical determinant of 

feylathan. p, 166* Marx, the mater ia l i s t , more­
over, certainly had reaaon to c a l l '-obbes "the father of ua 
a l l " , Ot* William Y, U l i o t t and Hell A. McDonald, '-vestorn 
^ o l l t l c s l HprltsjtP. HpwYork, i*rpnoice-Rall, i n c . , 1950, 
p. 770. 
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being and truth x 'All things were determined by every nan's 

own Judgment,,," " . . . i-ivery man i s Judge0' ." Jhen a rsan 

oxerciae a hla l iber ty , or natural rir.ht, he acts so l s ly ''in 

his own Judgment and reaaon ." " . . . Avery one la governed 

by h is own reaaon' and "every tmn la hla own Judge.. . '" "he 

primal autonomy la quite clear: 

. , , Every raan*a own reason la to be accounted, 
not only the role of hla own a c t i o n s . . . , but also 
ss the measure of another jsan'a reaaon, in such 
things aa do eonoern him10". 

£er doe a autonomous reason cease for a »an once he i s in 

society , any more than his existence or l iberty ceases* lie 

i s always allowed what l s l e f t over after c i v i l law speaks 

and se t s the determinations of order* Like re l ig ion i t must 

stay out of society unless i t la the aoverelgn reaaon, or 

wi l l* Reaaon can only be curbed and restrained. A roan can 

n9T9r be convinced, nor convince another. To convince a wan 

l s not to enjoy a common understanding with hire, but to d l s -

pleee hla reaaon by yours • This ia an obvious point, i t 

*** St a l T * ' P* 1 M -

°* Levisthen, p. 70, 
0 0 Ibidem. p. 66, 

^ SSL Cdgporp p o l i t i c o . Molosworth, Vol. IV, p* 225. 
6 6 2SL Ql™» ?• 32. 
6 ° Oakteshott, "Introduction", o£. e i t . , p. i v l . 
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should bo observed, If reason la not a natural aplritual 

power* Hobbea wrotet 

*«o one man'a reaaon, nor the reaaon of any one 
number of men, makes the certainty; no more than an 
account is therefore well oaet up, bocause a great 
many men have unanimously approved it* , 

Hobbes* rationalism, moreover, is an aspect of his agnosticism 

about reality. In discussing a common measure for soolal 

order, he denied a natural foundation for right reaeon in the 

exlatlag order7 » "This common meaaure, some say, is right 

reaaoni with whom I should consent, if there were any such 

thing to be found or known In rorum nature." "flight reaaon," 

he affirraa, simply "ia not existent..." what is more, "no man 

can know rl«ht reaaon from false... ' ho Instate": "'Com­

monly they that call for rlgfo.t reason to doclde any 

^viathan, p. 26* For one m&n to engage in con­
vincing others ls intolerable In society, according to Hobbes, 

71 £• Oo»PQg« *qlltlPO. nolesworth. Vol. IV, p. 225. 

72 SS. £i£2.» P« 32. 

^M . n ^ 3 f f F w - ^ M M p » «olesvorth. Vol. IV, p, 225. 
Thia viewpoint Is very much In evidence in the oontemporary 
world, — waiter Lippeoann aces nothing but an obatuole In 
this attitude which he exposes aa follows: 'In the prevail­
ing popular culture all philosophies are the instruments of 
acme man'a purpoae, all trutha are aelf-centered and self-
regarding, and all prlnolplee are the rationalisations of 
some special interest. There is no public criterion of tho 
true end the false, of the right and tho wrong, beyond that 
which the preponderant aaas of voters, consumers, readers, 
and listenera happen at the moment to be supposed to want*" 
The Public Philosophy, p, 59* 
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oontroveray, do mean their own," b t thia should not be a ir-

{rlalng if It Is remembered that, aocording to Hobbea, reaaon 

la merely e auparlor form of aenaation* aor la there any 

foundation existing objectively for s distinction between 

good and evil, or right end wrong othor thsn feelings, or 

paaslona, will or appetite'ui 

For these worde of good, evil, and contemptible, 
are ever ;sed with relation to the person that uaeth 
tbomi there being nothing simply and absolutely so; 
nor any ocanon rule of good and evil, to be taken 
from the nature of the ebjpets themselves. 

Hobbes clearly eultlvatee the grounds or st leaat the 

fpundptlons of free-thinking which would loom etrong in the 

lndlvldaallaa ef liberal thought. He was in tne best of the 

nominalist tradition in maintaining that "'good' and 'evil' 

sre names that signify our appetites snd aversions} which in 

different tempera, customs, and doctrines of -sn, are dif­

ferent'"•" Hersever, "because whatsoever s man would, it 

therefore aeeme good to him beoeupp he wills It..* " The 

measare of good and evil, no found in pleasure i <u pain, 

7** U via than. P. 32. 

ibidem, p , 7^ , ^f. too r_e Clvc , p , 5 7 . 

*• ge S l v s , p , 2 5 . -f, too ;obbe , . u e s t i o n s Jon-
oornlas 4bortvnossssltT* and. Chance. Molesworth, tfoT7~V, 
p , 192* Hobbea caata h la vote againat t he t r e n s o e n d e n t a l s 
(and t h e pr inc ip les - ins, bo nun, e t varum c o n v o r t u n t u r " ) . 
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"for," aa he wrote, "we all meaaure good and evil by the 

pleasure or pain we either feel at present, or expect here­

after7 ." The standard ls purely relative and subjective'S 

"No man eslloth good or evil, but that whloh la ao in hla own 

eyes.,,'* In Human Nature are the following lines'9: "Every 

msn* for his own part, oalleth that which pleaaeth,.* good; 

sad that evil which dleploaacth him." But this la ao beoause 

"while every man dlfferPth from another in conatitutlon. they 

differ alao from one enother concerning the oorunon dletinction 

of good end evil*" And with thia la added algnlfleantly: 

"aor la there any such thine, as absolute goodness...'' It is 

by one's nature and "through divereity of our affections" " 

that "one counts that good, which another counts evil*" 

"Such la thp neture of man, thet every one calls that good 

which he desires, and evil which he eschews." This Is the 

gate to rampant aubjectlviasi* But this norm of judging 

relentlessly tends to pervade oonaaon as well as private 

activityi 

7 7 £££!ve« *»• 166» 

7 6 leviathan, p. 306. 

^ H«n*n Mature, &oleawortu, Vol. IV, p, 32. 

8 0 2t £&&» ?• **»*»• 
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And diverse mn, differ not only in their 
Judgment, on the aenaaa of what is pleasant and 
unpleasant to the taste, site 11, hearing, touch, end 
sight; but alao of what ls conformable or disagree­
able to reason, la the sstlons of oommon l i f e 0 1 . 

Apparently, than, tha leopholes in o lv l l lew will be eo many 

that no number of lews could ever eateh up with the diversi­

t i e s of human tastes . These diversities are seen not only 

"In thoee things we apprehend by ssnse, es by tasting, touch­

ing, smelling} but much more in thoee which pertain to the 
82. oommon actions of l i f e . . . " Obviously, ths Judgmente of 

individual men ere Independent inaofer as "men Judge the good-

nose or wickedness of their own, and of other -non's aotlona, 

and of the aotlona of the eomnonwealth i taelf , by their own 

peaaions ^,* Thus, moreover, i t l s in the spirit of indi­

vidualism nr>* autonomous reason that dobbes wrote: '». . .he 

knowledge ef good and evi l belongs to each single nan V 

Many a liberal has found hla oue on grounds of thia 

sort. Supreme Court Juatlee, Oliver Wendell Holmes, held 

thst "morally good" snd "morally bad" mean in the final ana­

lys is test "I like it" and "1 don't like it" Juat aa tastes, 

5 1 Uvlathan. p. 78. 

5 2 Si £&2a» P- $1' 
3* foviathan. p. 305*306, 
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he saya, vary, s*g. one wants coffee with sugar} another, 

without it *. Tho firat principlea behind morality are 'iit-

erally prejudicea", ae Morris Cohen aaya in agreeing with 

Holmes. "It would be well," holmes asserts"7, "if the intel­

ligent elassea could forget the word sin and think less of 

being good** At least Hitler seems to have heeded the spirit 

behind Holmes* thought* The aalient significance is seen in 

HoLses* conclusion concerning orderi "It B99JAB to me clear," 
ao 

notes Holmes , "that the ultimate ratio not only regum (of 

rulers] but of prlvstp persons ls force." Lew la an appeti­

tive dlotate: 
When the Oermans in the late war (No. I , 193J*-lfcH 

disregarded what we cal l the rules of the garae, I 
don't see there wsa anything to be said excepti we 

"*-* v, "*» Holmea, To Lady bollock, ocptomber u, 1902, 
in aolaop-jrollook Letters (The correspondence of Mr. Justice 
Holmes and Sir Frederick rolloek 187*1-1932), ed* br Hark J;. 
Howe with an Introduction by John 0, Palfrey, Cambridge, :has» 
uarvard *Jniveraity iress , 19U1, Vol. I , p. 105. Cf* too 
Felix Frankfurter, "Early writings of o,*# Holmea Jr.", in 
Harvard Lav ftcvlpw* vol. XLIV, March 1931, P* 717-72*4, 723* 
3f. too Pranoie P* Leauffe and Jamas 7* Haysa, The American 
rhllosophv of Low* fourth ed«, iew York. Crusader *'ress, inc. 
19U7, with sn appended article by John 0. h'ord, "The funda­
mentals of Holmes' Juristic rhlloaophy", p. 377-U03. 

"• Morris tt, Oohen, "Just las Holmes", Kfv Republic. 
Vol. XXV, Pcbruary 2, 1921, p. 295 — a review of 0 .3 . 
Holmea * Solioetod Legal Papers. 

®7 holmea, to Mr. bollock, April >§ 192w, in Iqlmss-
Pollosk Lsttsrs* Vol. II , p. 173. Here he refers to man as 
^a cosmic ganajlion, a momentary Interaection." 

S 8 'J*'4t *2a»w,» & £ ft<*wn, &«av» Boston, Litt le , 
Brown and Co.* loo l , p* *'•' ' 
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don't l ike I t and shall k i l l you If we oan* So when 
i t cornea to the development of a corpus juris the 
ultimate question l s whet do the dominant forcee of 
the community want and do they want i t hard enough to 
disregard whatever inhibit ions may stand in tho way". 

Holmea, l ike Hobbea, also attacked the ''confusion" of c i v i l 

lav v i th the moral laws 

I often doubt whether i t would not be a gain i f 
every word of moral significance could be baniehed 
from the lav altogether and other words adopted 
which should convey legal ideas oncolored by anything 
outeldc the fposUivp, or i . e . human 0 iv l lT"lav . .* 
WP should lose the f o s s i l records of a good leal of 
hiatory and the ns j s s ty got fro™ e th ica l associat ions , 
but by ridding ourselves of an unnecessary confusion QQ 
we should gain very much in the o l eemess of our thought . 

Tho c i v i l law must be supreme in order thet the maximum 

reaches of human freedom be gained* But for order, holmes, 

l ike dobbes, holds that the law l s the dominant po l i t i ca l 

Willi 

Tho w i l l of the sovereign i s lew [not because 
proceeding as the expression >f the eternal Law as 
in the tradit ion Christianity upheld but) beeeuae 
he has power to compel obedience or to punish d i s ­
obedience and for no other reeson. The l imi t s within 
which hla w i l l la law then, are those within which 
he has. or la believed to have, power to compel or 
puniah^l. 

^ Holmes, To wu, August,26, 1926, in tils Book Noti­
ces and Onoollostpd Letters* ed* and annotated by rf.C. Shri-
vor, wi th an Introduet ion by 11. p . Stone, flow STork, Oontral 
Book Oo., 1936, p . 167. 

"° Holmea, Collected Legal rapera,, êw i'ork, Harcaurt 
Brace and Co., 1921, p . 179. I ta l i c3 are ours. 

9 X °*« Harvard Law novlew, Vol. LIV, narch 1931, p. 
783 and J . Pord i a wPundaraentala..," In LeBuffe and *iayea, 

u c l t * . p . 379* The fact that Holmes may have been person 

than h i s underlying philosophy of indiv idual i s t ic materialism. 
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As for Hobbes' view about private Judgment, he refer­

red disparagingly, to bs aura, to thia "private raeaaure" the 
92 "private knowledge of good and e v i l ' 7 only insofar as It waa 

aeen as a aoclal measure of relat ions between one man's se l f -

intereet and another's. Yet i t should be remembered that 

Hobbea' ayatpm narnr atraya from individualism, "Leviathan" 

la b a i l t with, and upon, the blooka of what in no email way 

camp to bo known as l a l a s c s - f a l r e . I t l s s t i l l always Hobbes' 

most primal tenet that "there ia no reaaon why every man 

should not naturally mind hie own private, than the public 

b u s i n e s s . . , " I t should not be forgotten that even society , 

the pure creation of the Individual, la but a device of ee l f -

lntoreet* Hobbes i n s i s t s , nevertheless, thst th is Indivi­

dualism ef men "*free end equal" la not in the beat intereata 

of the huaian individual and human order* I t precludea eocial 

order unleaa aoae aoverelgn r e c t i f i e r la oommlaaloned by free 

and eqoal individuals to sustain subjeotion of each man with 

h i s abaolute rlghte to the over-s l l ordering power* "As long 

ss t h i s natural r ight of every men to everything endureth, 

there can be no eoourity to sny man.., ^" Wut the trouble i s 

that men do not know; they do not know "a law tuat forbids 

W St Qi™« *-• 133. 

" J^djsm, p. 125. 

^0 v i s than* p. 66. ::tm too p. li..°. 
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them" and "till lawa be made they cannot know} nor can any 

lew bP made till they have agreed upon the peraon that shell 

make lt^*" And aen do not know it beoause it does not exist 

er has no Intelligible being* And as n^ver having had being, 

it must come into exietenoe by man's will* 

Its actuality aa a r.ood for man must derive from man 

alone* And "to say a thing la good, la to say it is as 1 or 

another would wlah, or aa the atate would have It, or aocord-

96 
log to the law of the land,.,7 ' Thore la no baae for an 

objective Jadgnsnt of exiatenoo, especially In line of a norm 

of order amon# man, Autonomous reason ls then fatlie. There 

ls no right reason —» there ls no ouch thing in boin̂ ,, nor 

97 
"any aueh thing to be found or known in rerun nature *" 

,., All controversies sre bred from hence, thst 
the opinions of men differ concerning ftoum and tuum. 
Just end unjust, profitable and unprofitable, good 
end evil, honeat and dishonest, and the life, which 
evory man esteems according to hla own Judgment* 

But Hobbea insists that "there should be a oonmon measure of 

all things" controversial, 'as for example: of what la to be 

called right, what good, what virtue*.• " liinoe, however, 

9 5 16Idem, p. 65. :f. too p. 123. 

^ueatlona Ooncornlnp; Liberty, -.olosworth, Vol. V, 
-• 193. 

^1 °b*Poyf P o l i t i c o , 'oleaworth, Vol, IV, p. 225. 
St £&££» P* *!»• 

Oft 
St Corpore Po l i t i co , jfoieaworth, v o l . iv , p, 225. 

I t a l i c s ore ours. 
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"this la certain .,, right reaaon la not exlatent, the reason 

of come man or men", he concludes, >uat supply the place 

thereof" — the place of raicon d'etre — and "that man or 

men, ls he or they [monarchy or democracy or other form) that 

have the aoverelgn power..." This will be the /oaitlve Law 

In the role of the new moral lawi "Consequently the civil 

Isvp arp to oil aubjaota the meaaurea of their actions, where­

by to determine, whether they be right or wren/!, virtuous or 

vlsieus.,," The lawmsker in any event "ia only the sovereign, 

bo he one man, ee in e monarchy, or one assembly of vwn, aa 

no 
in a democracy, or aristocracy ." The notion of totalitar­
ian democracy la clearly to be found in Hobbea* 

Indeed, in any aoeiety founded on individualism, the 

subject IS bound to obasrve "the reaaon of his aoverelgn ," 

as there exiata no truth, absolute and India outable, nor in­

telligible dictatea of reaaon, "we have therefore set up over 

oureolvea a aoverelgn governor'*, aw id 'Wbbss , and abroad 

that the resultant "laws shall be unto us, whatsoever they be, 

ia 1&L PlUf*? Ja£ ri/&& ££**££&» £fi dictate to us what la r e a ^ 

good." Since he haa denied for the aoclal man a 

^ Leviathan* p. 123* 

1 0 0 loldan. P. 126. 

nmt ^ W f H W fr^ffa*« Wsyty, Kolcsworth, Vol* V, 
p. 19ii. Italics arc ours* 
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transoondontal purpose In an I n t e l l i g i b l e supreme aeing, he 

sees soc ia l purpose in the negative vein — i . e . in averting 
102 death, the aummum malum* "Our morality," he aays , "ia a l l 

contained In not disobeying of the laws," end 'al l the real 

good, which we c a l l honest end morally virtuous, l s that 

which i s not repugnant to t i e law, c i v i l or natural*" "The 

law," he notea, "la a l l the right reaaon we have..*" I t la 

"the i n f a l l i b l e rule of moral poodneas." The aotlona of 

subjects , If they be conformable to the law, are morally 

rood. . . "•* and muat abide by the law even when lawmakers err 

aa to what le "for the good of the people sometimes when i t 

l s not" —: "Por the law-makers are men, and may e r r . . . " The 

sovereign's reason must prevail as "Judge of what i s neoes-

ssry fer peapp ™." The point 1st the sovereign power can 

prr but net s i n , i . e . can "commit in iqui ty , but not injustice 

er injury in the proper s igni f icat ion - \" The sovereign i s 

under no contract with anyone and i s aubjeot hetoronomoualy 

to no moral law (exoept the natural law which properly haa no 

1 0 2 Ibidem. I t e l l ea are curs . 
1 0 3 Ibidem, p . 193. 

leviathan* p* 95. 
1Q5 Ibldam. p* 36. :f. JP f-lva* p . 9K: ". . . 'ihp 

c i v i l person sins not, but thoao aub'jeeta only by whose votes 
i t waa decreed| for aln la a consequence of the natural ox-
press w i l l , not of the p o l i t i c a l , which ls • lrt l f lc ial . ' 1 
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Intelligible actuality other than aa expressed by aoverelgn 

powers). The gain. Incidentally, ia diatlnctly In favour of 

nationalise! and power politics, thanks to the philosophy of 

indlvidualiam. The sovereign Is aa absolutely free as the 

individual in the state of nature , and is eoramlseloned ex­

pressly to voice and enforce hla will as that of the aubjocts 
107 

whom he repreaenta: "He ia their representative unlimited • 

The sovereign's rule ia roaaon — right reaaon — but by thia, 
1 CifK 

Hobbea, of eour30, means the sovereign's w i l l : 
All lawa, written and unwritten, have thoir 

authority and force from the w i l l of the common­
wealth, that l s to aay, from the w i l l of the 
representative which in a monarchy la the monarch, 
and in other commonwealths the aoverelgn assembly. 

When the w i l l s of Individual men- contract to found aoeiety, 

they authorize the aoverelgn to represent their roaaon, their 

rl^hta and w i l l s 1 . " . . . every aubjeot Is by th is inat l tu ­

tion author of a l l the actions and Judgments of the aovoreign 

Imvlathan. p . 102* Of* p . 161: Hobbes aayai 
"And every sovereign hath the same r ight , in procuring the 
safety of h is people, thst any particular man can have in 
procuring the safety of hia own body," " . . . The lav of na-
t lona, aid the law of Hature, i s th® same thing." If a 
natural moral law does not exlat Internationally, how could 
i t exlat in relaXlona between sovereign arid subjects? Ac­
tua l ly fee sovereign, therefore, could only operate arbtfra-
ggrEowar*, £i£ aqbJ*^ 

1 0 7 H'ldem, P. 107. 

1 0 8 Ibidem, p, 125. Hobbes holds that law is the 
will and appetite of the State* 

1 0 9 Ibidem, p, 86. 
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Instituted" and thua the aoverelgn ia infallible and incapable 

of lnjuatloe. "ttvery particular man la author of all tho 

no 
spvereign doth" and "of all his aoverelgn shall do ." By 

thia unlimited representation the de facto will of the aov­

erelgn be come a for the subjects what is to be the trio and 

the good. Truth like Leviethan ls an artificial production, 

an laaue by way of votes and representation and the like, 

Hobbea* aoeiety, however, la Individualist through 

and through* It does not have anything like a Common or 

General Will, ae ia found in Houaaeau, nor a truly oommon 

good* It ia in no sense an organic unity, despite sll sug­

gestions to the contrary, but merely an artificial oolleetlv-

lty of Individuals, a multitude made one by the representer — 

"a 'unity* of the representer, not the 'unity' of the repro-

111 
sented.., " Its unity resides purely in the singleness of 

112 
the sovereign representative , 'In tho substitution, by 

individual sots of will, of hla own will for the many oon-
Ill 

flletlng wills , for aa Oakeshott observes, hobbes1 society, 

in generation and structure, ls the "only aoeiety that doea 

**^ Ibidem, p. 85* Of, o* 101 and especially ->. 80. 

1 1 1 Ibidem, p. 30. Of. p. 8I|. 

1 1 2 rMdP*. ?. 153. 

•* Oakeshott, 'Introduction", oj>. oit,, p, lvi, 
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not compromise the individuality of its components" and 

"Hobbes' individualism la fsr too strong to allow even the 

briefest appearance of anything like a general will," The 

compacting Individual as auch authorises the social authority 

to be authoritative: 

To authorize a representative to make a choice 
for mo doea not destroy or co-npromiao my individual-
ltyj there la no confusion of wills... my will is in 
the appointment of the representative.,, tho choice 
he makes la not nine, but hla on my behalf. 

Hobbes aeea men aa naturally a multitude "not one but many", 

"many author a, of everything their representative salth, or 

doth in their name) every man giving their common representer 

authority from himself In particular..« "^" Thia ia repre-

aentatlon in the strictest sense. Tho reality of truth ls 

its creation, so far as social order Is concerned* ! ut it 

begins absolutely in individual human rights, autonomous will, 

self-interest and autonomous reason free or spiritually out 

of contact with knowable being. 

There is but one more point to be made: In a society 

founded on Individualism thore la hardly room for a super­

natural society. If being ls unintelligible to man by any 

natural spiritual property of hla, thon -nan oannot come to an 

assured ononeaa with a universal natural -noral law or with 

"Jod or a Church aa a divine society. One© knowable reality 

Leviathan, p. 80. 
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of a natural moral law ia denied, no Church or spiritual gov­

ernment other than or aeparate fron the State and much less 

above it is possible or knowably existent. Men, aays Hobbea, 

oannot naturally "attain to the knowledge of the nature of 

Ood... ^" and hence it ia Minconsiderate and rash" to say 

"this or that doth not stand with divine Justice." Christlam 

are to be aubject only to their respective political sov­

ereigns { "... in a Chriatlan commonwealth, obedience la 

due to the severely in all thinga, aa well spiritual aa tem­

poral.' It la clearly brought out that "... there ia on 

earth no auch univeraal Church, aa all Christiana are to obey; 

because there ls no power on earth to which all other common-
117 

wealtha are sub Jest . Thia ahould be evident from Hobbes' 

notion of the origin of truth by which men muat act. Actual­

ly ha haa engineered the total alienation of politics from 

morale* Por the sake of peace and order there can and must 

bo only a temporal governor: "and that governor .lust be one." 

And that sovereignty must be "entire sovereignty "j it muat 

119 
be total and Indivisible* "Ho man can aerve two masters... 

3,16 Ibidem, p* 200. cf. p, 108. 

U ^ St ?.*••.« P* 18b» 
116 

1 1 7 ye viathan, p. 211-212. 

1 1 8 ^bidem, p* 168. 

U 9 De Give, p. 75. 
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There must bo only one chief pastor i "but if psstors be 

not subordinate one to another, so ss thst there may be one 

chief pester, men will be taught contrary doctrines..." 

Whether democratic, monarchical, or otherwise, "who that one 

chief pastor ia, according to the law of Nature, •••Is tho 

civil sovereign..." Hobbes notes pointedly thst "*temporal* 

and 'spiritual* government are but two words brought into 

the world to males men see double, and mistake* their 'lawful 

aovoreign**" Thia "liberation" from the intelligible prin-

clples of reality, aa taken up and adopted as natural by ths 

Chrletian tradition was the attraction in modem secularist 

thought. It waa this emancipating phase of Hobbes* thought 

— especially in regard to Ohurch and State — of which the 
131 

Liberal Houaaeau apeaka wall. Housseau** lauda Hobbes hl$i -

ly for being "the only one4* to aee "the evi l and ita remedy", 

via. the remedy being "a Junction of the two heads of tho 

Sagle, and the complete restoration of polit loal unity." 

Here, Robbos, like Housseau, wanted s return to the old pagan 

anlty of ftsllgion and Ststs whsroln ea of old the letter was 

dominant* ?or what had clearly characterised organised 

Christianity, at least dootrlnally, was Its distinction of 

1 2 0 t*viathan. p. 212, 

121 
3«H»i contract p. 118* 
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Church snd >tate. Thia Ohrlatian separation brought out def­

i n i t i v e l y the natural ( i . e . by a man*a rational nature) ob l i ­

gations of men, aubjopta and suporlora, to purpoee transcend­

ing thia l i f e . The l iberation-protest of individual lain with 

I t s streaa on 'individual rights" altered the picture* 
122 Sabine*a summary i s that ilobbea "eeu^ht the sp i r i t 

which was to animate aoclal thinking for at l eas t two centu­

r i e s store, the sp ir i t of la issez-faire' 1 — his was in fact 

the revolutionary theory of the age* Social authority or 

power which private w i l l s alone se t up in the constitution 

of a State was 'the servant of private security . ' 

*er two centuries after ^obbes s e l f - i n t e r e s t 
seemed to most thinker a a more obvious motive than 
disintersstedneps, and enlightened spl f - lntereat a 
more applicable remedy for social I l i a than any form 
of co l l ec t ive action* 

Moa need thia *'enlightenment* because, being naturally amoral, 

they do not aln but only 9vr9 "hobbes i s concerned above a l l 

with the individual and the rights and privi leges of the In­

dividual," aald William MeOovern { who notes too that i t i s 

precisely this Individualism which leads >£obbes "straight to 

thorough-going etatisra, the be l i e f that the atate ahould have 

1 2 2 Sabine, 0£, oJX., p. 167. 

1 2 3 Ibidem, p, q?5. 

12b ^ MpOovorn, o£. c l t * . p. 66, 
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absoluto control ovor all the aotlona of the Individual*" It 

should be clear that Mobbee cannot be olassod as merely a 

totalitarian* To consider him so Is a gross aberration. Nor, 

of course, can ho be regardod, striotly, aa a libertarian, or 

Liberal, though at least the ingredients of Liberal thought 

are la him. Ac jskeshott12^ obaervoa, Indeed, iiobbes, with­

out being himself a liberal, had in him more of the philosophy 

of liberalism than moat of its professed defenders." It la 

by hla lndlvlduallpm thst Hobbes has the function of the 

State estranged from contact with man's final destiny and tho 

concerted life of virtue — In favour of the motives that are 

to be found In liberal Individualism, in the primacy of 

"liberty" and "rights". Unintelligible are obligations to 

sn extra-political spiritual end, aa these are unknowable to 

the individual, Strauss speaks of Hobbes as "the founder of 

126 

liberalism" if by liberalism ia meant the political doc­

trine which sees aa the basic politloul fact "the rights, aa 

distinguished from the duties, of man and which identifies 

the function of the atate with the protection or the safe­

guarding of those rights,.," 

125 Oakephott, "Introduction", oj>, pit,, p. Ivil, 

X 2 6 Strauss, natural lUght and History, p, 181-102, 
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what oould be more falae than the Judgment of Vaughan, 

vis. thst Hobbes * "Leviathan haa remained,., without influence 

127 n 
and without f r u i t . . . ' and with a few exoeptiona "ia worth 

nothing" 'aa a etep in the development of p o l i t i c a l phllo-

aophy"? HObboa* work actually presents a great lesson. And, 

as Cairns wrote, thia work w i l l , with good reaaon, become 

more important i 

That the respnt trends towards s tate absolutism, 
both in practice snd in theory, are in the stain 
current of Hobbes' speculation soarpoly needs to bo 
remarked. If thoae trends continue, his basic legal 
ideas , in one form or another, w i l l continue to 
attract a large share of legal speculation. 

There l a , therefore, every reaaon to believe that , 

aa the sp ir i t of individuallam apreada in the practical order, 

i t bega the to ta l i tar ian reaction* That totalitarlanlam 

makea to ta l aubordination of the individual to aoeiety la a 

fact only incidental to individual lam'a to ta l subordination 
o f society to the individual. 

" ? *•«**••• s ^ U f f 11J*t "M.tqg. 2* ^ l t l o a l 
^nJ-foaoflhy. Vol. I , p. 37 and 55* 

1 2 8 c a l m s , 2£ . Qlt». p. 271* 
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ROUSaUAT/ AND THK A«T OP 

HUaRANT ÎKl ABOOLiJTfc; LIBERTY l£©,UALLy 

POR OM5S AHD ALL 

Rousseau's thought la characterised aa to ta l i tar ian­

ism, on the one hand, and as individualism or unbridled sub-

Jeotlvleia, on the other* How l s thia oppoaltion eonslstpntiy 

rols tsd in HouaaeauT ta what extent , in hie thinking, IP the 

to ta l i tar ian eolation Inevitable upon tho grounds of his ln -

dividuallam? 

Tho general soolal problem for Rouasesu i s harnony 

for man, aa man now exlete In soolety . ftan e i ther l s s 

rat ional being in s spir i tual sense, or ho la not . Hobbea 

says ho JLs, not snd aoussoau says ho is. . Roussesu maintains 

sp ir i tua l roaaon in man, though ha d i s trusts i t . If msn l s 

thus s ret1 one1 being, than one of two alternatives follows: 

e i ther he has an end that tranaoonds this l i f e ) snd every­

thing temporel <Including society — in that i t l s temporal) 

must bs subordinated to h i s ex*ra*te*peral f ina l i ty* aoeiety 

in th i s ease cannot bo t o t s l i t s r l s a i ojr such a trsnsopndpntal 

pad l s not to be consideredj for man may r e a l i s e hie happi­

neaa on earth — in time. This may be bosause an extra-

temporal ond of man i s denied or beoauae i t la believed that 
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nan l s made to bo happy on earth and the otarnal f i n a l i t y Is 

impertinent to tho discuss ion, aoussoau i s found In t h i s 

group. 

But i f man i s rat ional , the problem remains to bs 

solved, tho problem of soc ia l harmony and of reconci l iat ion 

between freedom and order, important i t ia to determine the 

nature of society esceoipl ly In I t s e f f i c i en t cau'C or ori -i . 

when, in e man'a individual drive for hip own happiness, he 

encounters society with i t s authority end law, la he or 

aoeiety to yield? I t Is the law, tho work-tool of poo l s t . , 

that r e s t r i c t a the i n i t i a t i v e of tho individual* Ihe control 

exerted by law find a Juat i f lect ion in the need for authority 

which in turn la Just i f ied i f society l s , as to origin and 

form* But la society natural, I . e . an Integral part of that 

dealre and urge for happineaa vhish i s in the individual (aa 

a means) or l s i t a r t i f i c i a l , I . e . man-made, a product of 

prastlpal human raason, adapting lndlffprent moans to an and? 

Tho laaue i s sbout socle ty I t s e l f which la not pome thing 

substantial , i . e . const i tut ive of the substance of man, but 

something accidental of which an individual man might choose 

to deprive himself, as he can deprive himself of s ight . Aa 

l a tho l a t t e r case , would he (If ho removed himaelf from 

society) deprive himself of something which hla nature r e ­

quire a for happiness? Housseau, l ike Locke, did not think 

so* For them society emerged from man's practical reason 
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and w i l l aa an a r t i f i c i a l , Indifferent meana of correcting 

tho e v i l which crept not In man*a nature but among men. Tho 

problem lp to reconcile the attitude of Indivldualism with 

tho universal fact of man l iv ing in aoeiety and determining 

tho prlnoipio upon which aoclal harmony wi l l rest* This can 

paly be a veluatarlst io principle , since nian as a naturally 

s e e l e i being i s ruled out* 

To of fast soolal order on theao grounds of Individual­

ism l s to set up pcrely poaitive law aa the norm and rule of 

soolal behaviour. This law i s arbitrary and re lat ive to 

human w i l l . And insofar aa i t poses aa omnicompetent and 

reste only on force for i ta rea l i ty and ef fect iveness , i t 

becomes potential ly to ta l i tar ian , 

rtoussesu'e problem, more spec i f i ca l l y , l s seen in h is 

fundamental attempt £j> reconcile freedom and equality t o -

aether with soolety end order. For Hobbes the asocial atate-

of-mature condition of freedom and equality i s amoral, or 

leaking In moral prlnoipio. For housseau tho picture, In 

this regard s t l e a s t , i s no different* Per Hobbes aoclal or­

der I t s e l f was of f i r s t importance, but for him the natural 

atats of freedom and equality constituted merely the primal 

aourcos for soolety and order, aa the statue of freedom snd 

equality waa a l o g i s a l necessity for the aoclal contract* 
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1 
Bobbps sacrificed liberty on the altar of order • And dobbes 

was not particularly mindful of conciliation between liberty 

pad pquality* Locke who swallowed Hobbea' state-of-nature 

condition of freedom and pquality sacrificed equality (espe­

cially economic) on tho altar of libprty. And Locke, the 

libertarian, was not especially dodleetpd to reconciling 

liberty end equality, since he spoke egregiously In behalf 

of defending unequal property rights. Rousseau'a endeavour 

is: how not to surrender liberty sa did iobbea end how not te 

surrender equality as did Looks* This is a key to under-

s ten ding Housseau, Housseau'a elm Is to re-establish as much 

ss possible in society the state-of-nature condition of both 

liberty end equality and so to found social harmony upon 
2 

their reconciliation. As Charles Mendel wrote, Housseau 

seeks to msks "society a scone of liberty and even-handed 

equelity1, dausseeu's eenspptualised state of liberty and 

equality becomes for him a kind of norm or anthropomorphic 

* but this is not to imply that Housseau had no 
Interest In order. 

florallst. London, Oxford University i'resa, 193l|, Vol. II, 
p. 323• Continuing his description of Housseau, Hendel aayas 
*.., where a principle is found in common there is liberty 
snd pquality for all, and nothing la greater than these ̂ oods. 
9or, indeed, is anything secure without thon, for otherwise 
all is loft to brute force. It wap in following the logic of 
his own idea, against the weight of tradition, that Housseau 
won his spurs as a thinker." (p. 325} 
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ideal for order* 3.D.N. Cole, consenting upon the Discourse 

on the Arts and Sciences, one of Rousseau*a early works, 

pointed out* that "in i t , Houaaeau i s already in possession 

of his ides of 'nature* ss an ideal". When Rousseau speaks 

for freedom, hs l s elso speaking at least Implicitly for 

equality* Por him they are both crucial, when aoclal order 

Is Involved, despite ths fact that liberty aeems to be his 

sole or chief concern: Inequality i s ruinous to freedom, as 

Babeuf would say: the poor are not free, as they are too much 

economically dependent and thus unequal to the rich* Thus 

the aosisl iat State will seek to equalise thinga in behalf 

cf order and liberty for al l* . 

Recognising <mn as they are, as actually in society, 

Roussosu alms to act up the aolutlon to the problem with men 

thus social and rational* Hence the problem 1st how to sc ­

ours order by reconciling freedom and equality for all* '4hat 

principle or law wil l establish thia reform whereby men will 

salvage "the natural" and regain liberty and equality and 

l ive la harmony In the social atate? Houaaeau believes that 

with men pnd institutions as they aro i t i s of no use to go 

3 a , n # H. Oole, "Introduction", Tho. Social. foifflrfMft 

** An interesting question worthy of research i s : to 
what extant l s the amoral state of nature with ita abaolute 
freedom and equality related to the Communlat Ideal? 
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back to a state of nature, nor la i t even possible • Lut the 

ptatp of natura s t i l l carries something in the nature of an 

ideel for him, v i s , the very condition of freedom and pqual­

i t y . And so ha endeavours to bring thia conceptualised con­

dition, what can bo revamped end revitalised of i t , into 

o lv l l society, what i s mors, aoeiety, especially as he en­

visions reforming i t , la bettor tnan the spoiled ststs of 

nature, 

Rousseau conceives mea as naturally "being a l l born 

equal, and a l l frpew", Men era not soolal by nature, though 

they PTP by nature free and equal* Property sparked tho up-

ppt pf this natural stats of things* The old tradition, 

especially thst of Christianity, was for aoussoau, the l iber­

tarian, a burdensome check or curb upon human liberty, espe-

e ic i ly by moral obligations of oonsslsnos* Tho restraining 

bonds of obligation (or at least what he thought was moral 

obligation) wore the bite noire, aa Housseau brought out, 

e.g* in hla &allo. "I only reject," ho said, a l l obligation 

°*• °y*ain o£ Inequality, p. 169j Rouasoau saysi 
"Por i t l s by no moans a light undertaking to diatlngulsh 
properly between what i s original and what ls art i f ic ia l In 
the actual nature of man, or to form a true Idea of a atate 
which no Ipngpr ex is ts , perhaps no^rm* dl 1 ex is t , and probably 
rmr9r wi l l exist} and of which i t la , nevertheless, necessary 
to have true ideas, in order to form a proper Judgment of our 
proeent state*1* 

6 £&*&». x^yasi* P» »• 
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to be convinced pf i t s truth [of ttevelatlonj" — In preference 

not to any d i e t s tea of reason, but to ths care-free whims of 

individual fee l ings: "Let each think es ho pleases} I cannot 

see that It flutters to anyono bit h imse l f . . . As for the 

rulea of conduct Houaaeau finds them "in the depths of my 

h e a r t . . . "I need only consult myself with regard to what 

I wish to do," Might or wrons; i s "what I f e e l 1 . In the 

OisooursP on the, Arts and Sciences he asks * ' hy should wo 

build our happiaopp on tho opinions of others when we can 

find i t in our own heartaT" And what, moreover, l s more ev i ­

dent in the Chrlatlan tradition than the dealdod inequality 

of r ights and duties — along, too , with i t s philosophy of 

the unequal hierarchy of thinga, physical and rnoral? The 

eeonemie injact lees ef Rousseau*s times were also fosters 

thst inapired his e f forts and served as a spark triggering 

off many of his views. In this regard, Jharl <a 'tends 1 

observedi 

!&£*&.» *ewl*T» P* 271« SaUls for which Rousseau 
had high regard hold as one of i t s chief theme a, that a man 
should not ba subjected to restra ints since auch arc un­
natural* 

Ibidem. P« 5kh• 

* Ibidem, p. 2U9. 

4-onden, J.M. aent f.- Sons, Ltd . , 1913, p. 153* 
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<vhen ho aaored tho unjustified inequality, i t was 
not simply beoause he. Jean Jacques Aoussesu, had boo 
made to puffer l n j a s t l s e , tyranny, humiliation, at the 
hands of h i s be t ters , but beoause he bed boon con­
vinced by other ardent s p i r i t s , auch aa Pension, of 
the ev i la of monprehy and ths whole system of Inequal­
i t i e s bound up with i t 1 1 . 

3ut rfoussssu perceives the supreme .-ood of a l l , therefore, t>> 

embrace en order of law-making which inaurea both freedom and 

equality for a l l men: 

If we examine In what precisely consists the 
supreme good of a l l , which ou#ht to be the object 
of every ayaten of l e g i s l a t i o n , i t i l l appear to 
reduce to two prlaplsal pointai Uberty and s q u a t t y . 
in l iberty , eoause e l l private dependence subtracts 
so mush force from tho body of tho s ta te i in equal i ty 4 
bpcause l iberty cannot subsist without i t [equal i tyj* 2 . 

Rousseau l s unquestionably, above a i l thin 3 , an In­

divl iual 1s t , His reputation l s , perhaps, more that of a 

l ibertarian ptanaehly pleading the cause of a rampant eubjoc-

t ivism, ye t he ia decidedly en equel i tarian. Of him Oharles 

Pranlfpl ssyst "Roasaoaa Is tho pre-e»inent spokesman for the 

values of equality and f r a t e r n i t y " . * In iaoourae on the 

Orifia S i ^ifvWfMII Aoaeseaa declerod: 

If we compare tap prodigious d ivers i ty , which 
obtslns in tho education and manner of l i f e of the 
various orders of men in the s tats of society , with 
the uniformity and simplicity of animal and savage 
l i f e , in which everyone l i v e s on the eame kind of 

1 1 ftendoi, aouaassu. Moralist, vol . n , p . 323. 

** Anslst! Oontraot. p. *t6 • 

** Prsnkel, "Introduction", Soolal Oontrsct. p. xx ix . 
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food and In exaetly tha pane manner, and doea 
pxaptly tha pama things, i t la easy to conceive hov 
mush lass the difference between man and man muat be 
in P ptPtp of nature than la a s ts ts of soolety, snd 
hov greatly the natural inequality of mankind must ,. 
bo lncreaaed by the inequalities of social Institutions '. 

It l s rteuaeeau's pesitIon that "the inequality of mankind i s 

hardly f e l t , and i t s influence la next to nothing in a atate 

of net o r e . . . 5" fhis Ideal condition ia one of "natural 

independence ", as he describes i t , a atptp in which a man 

la neither unier fhe bonds.of servitude to another, nor In 

need of tho aid of another but la his own aaooial, solitary 

aaster* Per hero there i s no inequality of one man as bound 

to another, sertatnly no moral bond of one as obllgod to 

another! 

. . . Evory one must see that as the bonds of 
servitude are formed merely by the mutual dependence 
pf men on one another and tha reciprocal needs that 
unite team, It is Impossible to make any mpn a alave, 
unless he bo f irat reduced to a situation in which 
he cannot do without the help of othersi snd, since 
such a situation does not exist in a state of nature 
overy one Is there his own master.••" 

"Msturai Indspendence" and equality go together* Housseau 

pxplains how thoy aro related snd hov they f a l l together with 

tho inatltution of property* 

*** Qp ĝln of Xaaqua^lty. P . 20a. Of .also p. 211*. 

** J6£dca* p. 205* 
U HflJW Ssa&Mb P* 30, 
11 3£l&t& S* ^nfqua^,lty, p. 205* 
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Rut from tho moment one man began to a tend In 
nepd of the help of another j from the mnaent i t ap­
peared edvan tags ©ua to any one man to have enough 
provisiona for two, equality disappeared, property 
wea Introduced, work became indispensable and •••1c 
slavery and misery were soon seen to germinate..• 

Evils spread on a l l s ides. The bonds of soolety and i t s laws 

become necessary. All these ev i l s , however, come not from 

man's nature (as Hobbes hold) but from reletIons among man, 

in institutions — or in "a concurrence of thinga, and not 
10 

cf men.,, T* for, according to ftousseeu, men are naturally 
Pf) 91 

good* , they are not naturally enemies , "or can private 

war between nan and man exist In ths ststs of nature, where 

there le no aettled property*.." aevertheleaa, "all these 

evila were the firat effects of property, and the Inseparable 

attendants of growing inequality . 

n 

1 8 ibidem. P. 2X1*. 
1 9 Gonial Oontyaot, p. 11. 
2 0 flglftin, of Inequality, p. 239* "...man i s naturally 

2 1 3o**»l. Contract, p. 11. 
2 2 OgiRln s £ Inequality, p. 218. Houssesu says thst 

whore there i s no property there i s no Injustice or Injury 
(p, 213)* The pure state of nature i s one of propertylessnesa-
Property or tho right thereof does not rest on tho lav of 
natura or a natural moral lav , says housseau, but on conven­
tional lav which becomes the moral rule in c iv i l relatione* 
" . . , Property, once recognised, gave rise to the f irst rules 
of JUBtloe" (p* 216), Rp speaks of "the right of property, 
which i s different from the right dsduolblo from the lav of 
nature" (p. 217), — "tho rlgtot of property being only a con­
vention of human inst i tut ion. . ." (p. 227)* "resides, aa man 
began to look forward tby reason] to the future, and a l l had 
acme thing to lose, every one had reaaon to apprehend that re-
prlaale would follow sny injury he might .±o to another"(p.216), 
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Roupssau emsasretea these e v i l s in the origin of 

Inequality. In concluding th i s work he makes the following 

susaiary i 

i t follows from t h i s survey ths t , ea there l s 
hsrdly any Inequality in the atate of nature, a l l the 
inequality which now prevelie owes i t s strength end 
growth to the development of our facul t i es and the 
advenae ef tha human mind, end beoomes at l e s t per­
manent and leg i t Imp te by the establishment of property 
and laws* Secondly, It follows that morel Inequality, 

Property once recognised RSVC r i s e to moral principles of 
Justice; "for, to secure each man hla own, i t had to be pos­
s ib le for each to have something4' ip* 216). Self-preservation 
boppMP importcat* Jompaaoion gavp way to peloulation, aa 
reaaon seemed to arise from e kind of s leep to beootae active; 
"Behold then a l l human facul t i e s developed, memory pnd imagin­
ation In f u l l play, egoism Interested, reason aotive, and the 
mind almost at the highest point of i t s perfection* Behold 
a l l the natural qua 11 t iea in act ion, the rank and condition 
of every man easl^ned hlmi not merely hla share of property 
snd his power to serve or injure othera, but alao hla wit , 
beauty, strength or s k i l l , storlt or t a l e n t s . . . (p . 217) re© 
and independent aa suen were before, they were now, in conse­
quence of s mult ipl ic i ty of new wants, brought into subjec­
t i o n , s s It were, to a l l nature, and particularly to one 
another; end each became in some degree e slave even In be­
coming the maater of other wen: i f r loh, they stood in no&d 
ot the services of others; i f poor, of their assistance; end 
even a middle condition did not enable them to do without one 
another* Man nuat now, therefore, have been perpetually em­
ployed In getting othera to intoreet themselves in h i s l o t , 
pad in making them, apparently at l e a a t , i f not rea l ly , find 
their advantage In promoting his own,.* Insstlable ambition, 
tho th i r s t of rais ing their respective fortunes, not so much 
from real want as from the desire to surpass otners. Inspired 
a l l man with a r i l s propensity to in lure one another. . . In a 
word, there arose rivalry and competition on the one hand, 
and conf l ic t ing intereata on the other, together with a secret 
desire on both of profiting s t tho exponae of othera" (p.213). 
Property and mounting Inequality caused those e v i l s . 
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sathorlsed by positive right sione, clashes with 
natursl rl^ht, whenovor i t Is not proportionate to 
physical Inequa l i ty* . . 2 ' 

Usurpation following upon amoral natursl r ight , or absolute 

freedom of independence made for inequality and the need for 

protection of property. Hence this depraved condition brought 

about society *rith i t s posit ive laws 9nd bondage opposing 

natural right or freedom, and confirming inequality, in l ine 

at l ea s t of protecting property r i g h t s . It la th i s soc iety , 

as Rousseau sees , that needs s re-formla*, s re -cast ing , by 

which aa much aa la socia l ly possible this freedom and equal­

i ty are reconciled, i . e . , as much aa th is reformation la pos­

s ib le outalde a context in which man la aoclal by nature. If 

apod be , human nature aa rational muat be changed^ and led 

bask, perchance, to a kind of prevalence of human compassion-

ste nature* 

Society la thus better than ths depraved state of 

nature, but, thon, too, human relat ions in reformed soolety , 

as .'.ouaseau envisions I t , wl^l be, better than thoae in cur­

rently crooked aoeiety* '/or i t i s present aoeiety with i t s 

rat ional , unnatural laws which, f i r s t , has bugotten the mons­

tros i ty ef moral bonds (corroborating certain property rights) 

3 » W T Si *«frW*Afr» P» 238. 

Soolal 3on1fraot. p. 30* 
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la tho plaoe pf natural amoral freedom <— pnd whlph, secondly, 

haa roared and brought out the re t ioaa l , re f lec t ing man in 

tho plans of end at the expenae of the compassionate man. 

Such, Housseau oonjeoturod **, wes "the origin of society snd 

QgJttln of Inequality, p, 221* "Thus, ss the most 
powerful or the moat miserable considered their might or mis­
ery ss s kind of right to the possessions of others, equival­
ent , in their opinion, to that of property, the destruction 
of equality wes attended by the moat terr ib le l i s order a* Usur­
pations by the r i ch , robbery by the poor, and the unbridled 
passions of both, suppreaaed the erica of natural compasalon 
snd the a t l i l voice of Justice, and f i l l e d rmn with avarice, 
ambition and v i s e . . . Tho r ich , in particular, muat have f e l t 
how much they suffered by a constant state of war, of which 
thoy bore e l l the expenae; and In which, though a l l risked 
their Uvea , they a Ions risked their property* Besides, how­
ever ssss lous ly thoy might dlsgulaa their usurpations, thoy 
know that they warp founded on precarious and fa l se t i t l e s " 
( p . 219-220)• in th i s condition both rich end poor auffer 
from lnpppurlty or Ineuffleient strength for self-defences 
"the rich man, thus urged by neeeaslty , conceived at length 
the profoundost plan that ever entered the mind of nam t h i s 
vas to employ in h i s favour the force a of those who attacked 
him to make a l l i e s of hla adverser l ea , to Inspire them with 
different aaxime, and to rive them other Inst i tut ions ss 
favourable to himself aa the law of nature waa unfavourable"1 

(p . 220) . Thua by the aoclal pact the State and c i v i l Ins t i ­
tutions appeer, Ths rich man persuadss the poor' '*Let us 
jo in*, said he, ' to guard the weak from oppression, to r e ­
strain the ambit Ions, and secure to every men the possession 
of what belongs to hint l o t us ins t i tute rules of Justice and 
peace, to which sH without exception may bo obliged to con­
form; rules thst -lay in some meaaure make amends for the oa-
priocs of fortune, by subjecting equally the powerful and the 
woak to tho obsorvancp of reciprocal obligations* Let us, in 
a word, Instead of turning our forces sgainst ourselves, c o l ­
l ec t thorn in s supreme power which msy govern us by wise laws, 

protect and defpnd a l l ths membera of the associat ion, re ­
pulse thpir common enemies, and maintain eternal harmony among 
us'" (p. 220*121)* OtttX aoeiety here la merely the too^ of 
s e l f - i n t e r e s t . "All ran headlong to their chains, in hopes 
of securing their l iberty , . . without experience enough to 
enable tnem to foresee the dangers" (p. 221)* Houaaeau notes 
that , although saen are now in chains, they take to themselves 
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lav, which bound nov fetters on the poor, and gave now povers 

to the rich*" But his eomplalnt la that this 'irretrievably 

destroyed natural liberty, eternally fixed tho lav of proper­

ty and Inequality, converted olever uaurpation into unalter­

able right," A minority, i*e* "a few ambitious individuals", 

profited while mankind fail Into 'perpetual labour, slavery, 

and wretshedneea243." fraternity faded with the loaa of free­

dom and equality* It ls eaay to ace, Rousseau adds, hov tho 

founding of one society medo all the rest necessary, and "hov, 

in order to make head againat united forces, the reat of man­

kind had to unite la tarn • at least for preservation* 

"Spcletiea soon multiplied snd sprssd over the face of tho 

earth...* 

Tans In the beginning of the aoclal Contract Rousseau 
23 

raises tho ary of conpAalst » "hpn ip born free and yet wo 

peo him everywhere in chains*" fhese are the chains of 

superiors "in order thst they might be defended from oppres­
sion, and hsve protection for their live1?, liberties and 
properties, which sre, so to apeak, tho constituent elements 
of their being..*' (p* 22|) To free men from his chains cur­
rent soolety must be reformed. "The fundamental maxim of all 
political right," ssys housseau, ls "that people hsve sot up 
chiefs to protect their liberty, and not to enslave them" 
(p* 22q)* 

** QffliVl ££ < s t v ^ ^ » *• 121-

Social 3ontraot. p. 5* itallca are ours* 
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soolety with i t s yoke of authority ani lev* Housseau*a pm-

shaalp i s upon freedom to be eurp, but freedom for everyone 

end a l l . He entertains the grounds of both l ibertarian and 

egal i tarian individualism * *la a tree a upon freedom i s to be 

seen in h is et tempt to reconcile freedom and pquality — i . e . 

te es tabl i sh amoral (but only p o l i t i c a l l y moral) absolute 

freedom in a society whorpln a l l man 9T9 "all engaged under 

the came conditions, and should a l l enjoy tho same r i g h t s ^ " . 

So long aa nen are nsturally rood and compassionate^ to each 

other, eelf-preservation i s ao problem, unlike tho ease of 

Robbos. Organised soc iabi l i ty i s thus naturally needless , 

and ac, too , la organisation for sn end, e 3ummum Bonum. 

transcending th is l i f e * Rut when men begin to lose freedom 

end pquality, their status as such and their very exlateneo 

become precarious. Men resort to aoeiety as the tool whereby 

cash man may regain h i s freedom or Insure h i s preservation. 

In thia way "all ran headlong to their chains, in hopes of 

securing their l iber ty . . . - 5 " Self-preservation, indeed, la 
12 every man'a chief concern-' . ;:aoh alone l s unequal to the 

Ibidem, p* 29. Of. too p. 22 . 

*° oj&gjai ox a-nag^fcy* p* 171-172* 

^ 16Idem* p. 221. 

3 2 Ibidem* «*• P. 133. 
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Job ef eelf-defence: "this primitive state can therefore 

subsist no longer^." 7© overcome the Individual's inauff i -

olent powers of res istance, "ths only mesne man can employ 

for their preservation Is to form by aggregation an asaorablajp 

pf foreep" which ip "to bo put in motion aa one body, and to 

act In concert^*." Rousseau l ike Hobbes s a y s ^ : s wan'a 

"f irst law ia that of oolf-preservation" end each man i s "his 

own master" and "only Judge of tho mesne proper to preserve 

himself," "Ths foroe and tho l iberty of eaah man arc the 
16 ohlef Instruments ef his preservation, . .^ " and thus i f each 

l s an autonomous frse and equsl force, "how can he engage 

them (each other man] elsewhere without dangpr to himself, 

and without negleeting the care whlph i s duo himself?" Row 

e s t s b l l s h a society which leaves wen "as frpp ae before"? 

The means to self-preservation lp soc ie ty , psposially rpformed 

society which cornea from the pos l s l contraot of men ceding 

•••••»« ^»*M! •iw.wiwu^miiiiinwi 

^ Sbdlsl Contrast, p . lq* 

^ Ibldsai. p . 6 , Of. Orlgta pf inoaualltv. p . 213* 
2H4. Before the Inatltution of c i v i l law, aaya ;iouaseau, 
every man "was the only Judge and avenger of the injuries 
done him, ao that the goodneaa [natural and amoral) which waa 
sultabla in the pure atate of nature wee no longer proper in 
the new-born etate of society," It becomes necessary that 
morsl rules be made and enforced in order to o . t down spread­
ing disordera* 

** »QfM Qq»traoy» p. l a . 
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Individual, natural freedom and rights" la order te obtain 

what is more useful-*'•" Houssssu alms to explsin what It Is 

that makes ths yoke of society legitimate, or why it ls that 

man are in society if they are not soclsl by nature* He seeks 

to Justify ths change from "nature" to "society" and then to 

discover not simply how society ls to return to nature ao 

much as hov nature can be assimilated Into society* 

Hp oommenoec the Social Contract with thoae wordat 

Uj design in thia treatise is to enquire whether, 
talcing man sush aa they pre* and lavs sush aa thoy 
may be mads, it ls not possible to establish some 
Jaat and cprtaln rule for the administration of tha 
civil ordpr3°. 

what is the principle of ardor and obligation, whieh while it 

la socially efficacious will still enable each man equally to 

be as free and Independent as in amoral nature — where ab­

solutely no subjection is in order. In Political ^oonoray; 

the question, says Housssau, ia! "By what unconceivable art 

haa a moans been found of making men free by making them sub-

Jeet?™" *iaoh ls to be equally subject and thus free* 

Where shall we find a form of association which 
will defend and protect with the whole common foroe 
tho person and ths property of each associate, and 
by vhioh evory person, while uniting himself with 

•mmmmmmfMmmmm . i in 

Ifrldsm. P* 6 . 

** MSM» P* $* 
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a l l , s h a l l obey only himself snd remain aa free as 
beforoT^0 

Housssau adds thst th i s l s "the fundamental problem of which 

tho Social Contract givea the aolutlon," i s problem la s t i l l 

the perennial, over-al l one of duo order between the Indivi­

dual drive for happineaa, on tho one hand, and the happineaa 

of a l l , on tha other, spec i f i ca l ly , i t i s the reconciling of 

both freedom and equality with c i v i l order. But ho l s ac­

tual ly endeavouring to found order upon an experimental phi lo­

sophy of indivl -iual ism, a soolal order for whieh avowedly man 

by nature are unfitted, but Into which they enter, neverthe­

l e s s , and hope to austaln by the aseitous anthropooentric arts 

of purely man-made laws* Rousseau wrote'41 that "the soc ia l 

order l s a sacred right which serves for the basis of a l l 

othera. Yet thia right cornea not from nature; i t ia , there­

fore founded on conventions*" For Housseau, therefore, soc ia l 

or c i v i l r ights arise as auch not from nature or the law of 

nature but purely from posit ive lew which In turn Is founded 

3o«l*l Oontraat* p . IU-1$, nana i^elaen, in our 
day, haa vr l t teni "if wo muat be eubordlnatp, we wish to be 
subordinate only Jto. ourselves, * o i l t i c a l l y tv99 la only he 
who la subordinate to no, one a wil^ but h i j | own. In thia 
aense ths idea of f f e o f e together wpg fttat^fequality 
spryps aa, basis for ths denocratlo Tj|$**~TTtsXlss are cure*) 
Quoted by Mark flshnlak, Justification of i'over In Demeei 

Vol. Ut, Sept. 1%$* Tho 
spirit l s far from d« 

social Contract, p# 6. The question, he saya, is 
"what those conventions are". 

by Jtark Viehnlak", Justification of i'over In Democracy" 
in 'ej4H«»J, fc|;npp juarterly, Pol, 
ftouassauan spirit l s far from dead* 
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so le ly upon convention, the s o c l s l contract . But th is 

contrast la oonstltutsd of Individual wil la who by mutual 

pgrppment to protect themselves, their freedom end their pro­

perty aet up aoeiety, authority and s i v l l law which i s the 

leneral « l l l « For Housseau, no lapa than for Hobbea, ind iv i ­

duel natural rI.-tits are at the origin of aoeiety (and c i v i l 

lav) Insofar aa man la not naturally aoc la l . For Rousseau 

these netural r ights (or l i b e r t i e s ; , as against c i v i l r i gh t s , 

are powers s soe i e l and amoral. Per him, Just aa for Hobbea, 

there la no moral lav of nature and ao no natural moral rlehta 

or d u t i e s ^ . Clearly, Rous8sau*a Individualism, l ike that 

of Hobbes, brooked no natural moral duties or obligations in 

any s t r i c t sense. Per aoussoau morality as such begins pri-

mally with the social contract establishing society and the 

law of the Ooneral wil l* This l s the new "natural moral law" 

whence alone as such ateaas c i v i l right and obligation — thia 

purely human dictata of w i l l i s to become the principle of 

aoclal order. 

h2 
M Th!a la c learly a oam for moral positivism and 

oxtrlnais morality, 

seau agreeing with Hobbes -ays thst^men in the s tate of 
nature, having no moral re lat ions or determinate obi l o t i o n s 
om with another, could not be e i ther good or oau, virtuous 
er vicious**." 
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with thia underatending of the problem and the i n i t i a l 

direction of tho aolutlon, how, s p e c i f i c a l l y , does the troe 

of total i tarianism grow in the garden of \ouaaoau*a indivl1ua-

llsmV Peforo explaining, however, how he troats the es ta­

blishing of the :<tate and aoclal order by the aoclal contract 

and tha General «111, some observations should be made f i rat 

on how at leapt ia principle tho re lat ion between reaaon pnd 

f inal purpose le to faro In Housseau'a socia l philosophy* 

I t should bs noted that the atate or any temporal 

aoeiety cannot become tota l i tar ian If i t i s subordinated, In 

behalf of the human person, to an end tranaaending thia l i f e * 

Tho subordination of tho State to th i s transsendental purpoae 

i s i n t e l l i g i b l e only insofar up nan l s seen to be a rational 

being who as t s as such and orders h i s l i f e personally and 

p e l l t i c o i l y upon thia fact of hla rational nature* Houaaeau 

epholde men*e ra t iona l i ty , yet hov la i t possible that h i s 

s o c l s l solution ia potential ly tota l i tar ian? Although Ho s -

sosu observes that man la a rational animal, he dlatruata 

roaaon snd displays affection for primacy of passion and ap­

pet i te snd, in t h i s rogard, reveals himself radical ly not 

much unlike Hobbes* Rousseau's basic voluntarism swallows 

up h i s b e l i s f in rationality*"* This fact i s especial ly 

*** aoussoau a ay a i It la not ao much "under a tending 
thst const i tutes the speci f ic difference between tho man and 
the brutp, aa the human quality of free-age no y." (yrl^ln of 
Inonuallty, p . IS!*.) ~ 
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evidonaed In h i s Oeneral Will which cornea by o l v l l society 

originating from agreement of individual w i l l s aa natural 

r ights or l i b e r t i e s . 

For Hobbes, aa notad, natural (amoral) rights give 

rlae to poaitive law which ia the Sov reign wi l l aervlng as 

a now kind of moral law for aoclal order* knd for dousseau 

natural rights give rlae to posi t ive law, the General w i l l . 

In a.similar role of tho "nov e th ic" . Tho natural law behind 

thoae natural right a l s for Robbes nothing more than the law 

of preservation, the lav of the Jungle. The natural law 

behind these rlfdits for Houaaeau Is s t i l l an amoral, non-

rat ional or prc-ratlonaL law. As In the oase of Hobbes, It 

i s s t i l l not properly a moral law for soolal order. For 

Rousseau thia lav ia not s t r i c t l y rational*-*, but i t ia more 

than merely the principle of self-preservetIon* !t i s two­

fold in nature and involves compassion as well as preserva­

t ion , s s fteusssau eaid* t 

*.* I think I can perceive in It two prlnolplee 
prlcr to reason, one of them deeply Intoreatlng us 
in pur own welfare and presprvatlon, pnd the other 
exel t ing a natural repugnance pt ppping any other 

** Related la Rousseau's view that "a s tate of r e ­
f l e c t i on l s a s t s t e contrary to nature" — "a thinkIn? man 
i s a dppraved aniaml." Origin, ojf Inequality, p. 101. 

^ -tpldam. p. 171-172* 
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sensible being, and particularly any of our own 
species, suffer pain or death11'. 

Rousaeau implies that Hobbes seeing only the law of preserva­

tion saw only the law of the Jungle and mere foroe aa natural 

righv* * Hobbea, he complains, failed to see this counter 

principle, the moderating and tsmporlng principle of compas­

sion* 

There la another principle which haa eppapad Hobbea) 
which, having bopn bestowed on mankind, to moderate, 
on certain occasions, the Impetuosity of egoism, or, 
before Its birth, the desire of self-preservation, 
tempers the ardour with whioh ha pursuss his own 
wolfera, by an Innate repugnance at seeing a feilov-
oreature suffer... I am speaking of compassion... tho 
pure emotion of nature, prior to all kinds of 
reflect ion •**t|9 

Houssssu says it is this fooling of humanity "which In a 

state of nature supplies ths place of laws, morals and vir-
gn 

tuos . , . " Insofsr aa "compassion l s a natural feeling, which, 

*'? To thia Rousseau addss "It Is from ths agreement 
snd combination which tho understanding l s in a poaltiea to 
establish between these two principles, wltiout i t s being 
necessary to Introdupo that of sociabil ity, that a l l the rules 
of natural right appear to me to be derived — rules which 
our reaaon i s afterwards obiigod to ostabllah on other foun­
dations, when by i t s successive developments it has been led 
to suppress nsture Itself," 

**8 <>*• Social Contract, p. 8-9. 

**9 &lfi!a Si ^flWMfirt P* 197-196. Rousaesu speaks 
of this com pa a a ion ao "the only natural virtue", "the force 
of natural compassion, which the greatest depravltv of morals 
has as yet hardly boon able to destroy..." 

lblflff»« P« 199-200, Hero Rousseau sinas the 
praises of passion mentioned earlier* of. p. 18©; 



ROUSSEAU* LlBbaTY AKP KOJJALITY 193 

by moderating the violence of love of self in each individual, 

contributes to the preservation of the whole species," 

At thia level the prevalence of aentlenoy is upper-

moat in the mind of Rousseau aa well as Robbos* Tho roots of 

ths law of nature are pro-rational passions that need not bo 

speslflsallv human* For Rousseau here the life of reaaon ia 

elearly not primary or properly natural* In any event what 

la reasonable for man In the light of a transcendental end, 

other than self-preservation, is not of paramount Importance 

for Housseau — as was true In the case of Hobbes* This ls 

indeed a crucial point in tho whole picture* Any society 

founded In or from this context ls not subordinated to man's 

final and as transcending this life* Society ls instrumental-

ly or pragmatleally subordinated to man's preservation and 

absolute freedom — freedom unconditioned by moral bonds por" 

eelved upon retional Judgment or reflection, it la by intel­

lect or reaeon that saan properly and naturally percelvea 

something of hla ultimate tranaaendpntal end and tha relation 

of no ana thereto, '.'he law of preservation is still Indped 

tho big factor in Roussosu*s picture, as property snd reason 

enter the sotting* Proodom and equality are useleaa unleaa 

a man*a life la preserved* If for housseau man is a rational, 

sentient being, reason — at 1 est In the stats >f nature — 

Is not astually the primary thing, but seemingly It is ^rely 

a kind of dormant potency* -o become* astir and develop it 
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requires tho "fortuitous concurrence ef many foreign causes 

that might never arlee, and without which ho (the natural manj 

would have remained for ever in hla primitive condition.. . " 

Aceldentel concurrences pnrrouadlng tha coning of property 

give rlea to "tho ptato of roaaon"" and are to "have improv­

ed tho human underetanding while dopravlng tho speclea, and 

mads man wicked while making him sociable...1' ftouaseau en-

vial ona ths picture with reason thus aetlvatod^t "Behold 

thon a l l human faculties developed, memory pnd imagination 

In fu l l play, egoism interested, reason actlr«, and tho mind 

almost at the highest point of Its perfection." But once 

reason becomes active, especially In society, i t s function 

lp purely pragmatic and oblivious of transcendental purpose 

beyond temporal society and death* The iaeue i s : not what 

l s reasonable so mush aa what do mn like or dp aire. 

what now specifically i s the ori i n and nature of tho 

polity by which, according to Rousseau, la aohloved man'a 

supreme good, v i s , self-preservation with the ststus of free­

dom and equality for all? What l s tho c i v i l association "by 

whioh every person, while uniting himself with a l l , shall 

obey only himself and remain as free as before?^*" 

* 2 Ibidem, p. 199 and 20*>206* 

* 3 ftMWftt P* 217. 

** tfiSlftm 9«*MM%* P* 1U-1S. 
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The autonomous self-interest of man, tue Individual, in 

apoilad nature or in unrefarmed soolety was so sufflslently 

ruinous and so much bent in the direction of tyrannical aetlon 

that Rousseau finds i t Imperative, for the cake ef social 

order, te ourb pnd redirect the prlvata interesto of natural­

ly unpoclol man Into a kind of organic total i ty , a aoclal 

union directed by the common interest, the general will of 

a l l interests5^! "tho private wil l Is inclined by i t s nature 

to partiality, and ths general wil l to Impartiality." Hous­

sssu pays that "if the clashing of private interests has 

rendprod thp establishing of societies necessary, the agree­

ment of tho same interests haa made sush establishments pos­

sible^ ." It i s in the concurrence of wi l l s , the social oon-

trsot, that c i v i l aoeiety with i t s social bonds come to be. 

Thp surrender ip ouuaily of each and every man, "the total 

aliPnatloa of each associate, and a l l hla rights, to ths 

whole eoa*»uaitjr . Since ever1/ individual gives himself up 

entirely, "the condition of evory person ip aliket end toin,-

so, i t would not bo to tho interest of any one to render that 

condition offensive to others." The alienation being without 

loldom* p« 23—« "U volant a partloaliere tend, 
car ae nature, aux preferences, et la volant© ^6nerale A 
l *pgp l l tp . ' 

5 6 Ibldsm. 
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reserve, Rousseau continues, begets this union which Is "ss 

complete ss it can be". Only a union founded on total alien­

ation can constrain the divisive inters ats of Individual mn 

by nature unsocial. In consequence, "no esaoolate has any 

further claim to anything," The reason for this total egal­

itarian solution is found in <iousseau*e Individualist assump­

tions; 

For if any individual retained rights not enjoyed 
In geoprel by all, as thorp would bo no common 
superior to decide between him and the public, cash 
person being in somo points his own Jud^o, would 
soon pretend to be so In everything; and thus would 
ths state of nature bo continued and the aaaociatlon 
necessarily become tyrannical or be annihilated* 

Indeed, order would be annihilated if man Is the Individualist 

naturally asocial* 

In this civil communion each gains equally for him­

self the power of all tho rest to defend and protect tho in­

terest they hsve in eonaaonx "it ls on the basis of this oom­

mon interest alone that society must be governed"! 

Hash person erivea himself to all, and ao not to 
any one individual} and aa there ls no one associate 
over whom the »nmo right la not enquired which ls 
csdod to him by othera, each gain a an equivalent for 
what ho loses, and finds his force increased for 
preserving thst which he possesses.5° 

Houssssu sums up what is tho very core of this social con­

trasts 

Ibidem, p, 23 and p. l£. 



R0033KAU: LIBERTY ARD ^i'JALITY 197 

Rash of us places In common his person and a l l 
his power un'.or the supremo direction of the general 
v i l l i and aa one body we a l l receive each member as 
an indivl a Ibie part of the whole^, 

Prom that moment, the wil l or private intereata of the indi­

vidual as such eeaae to be. Otherwise disorder reigns* 

"Private interest," says Rousaeau , la "seducing" and quite 

"dangerous" in society. The individual thon becomes now the 

c i t isen — a e v i l being* Aa a separate individual hs no 

longor exists except as sn Intsgral member of the body politic 

dlreetPd by the law of tho Ooneral will of which allegedly he 

ip an indlvialble part* lie participates equally with others 

la creating this lav which ooramuaally he pre scribes to and 

for himself* subjects ere ta. bov to, none bu& "their own 

wi l l" 6 1 . 

It ie here that so-called "moral liberty" and "moral 

rights" for Housseau take primal form. "Freedom", he says 

shsraotpristicslly as a libertarian, i s "to obey a lav which 

loldem, p* 1$. 

*° Ibidem. P» 3$ and $9, 

** JM&S8U P» y** Rousseau says too* "Rous no com-
meneons propremont a devenir hommes qu'aprea avoir et* citoy-
***\**mm\% JtjH^n»t

 l n a — Vaughan, fhjt * p m i e a l 
Writings of JSan-Jasauoa Housseau. ed. from the original mm-
uecripta and authentic editions, with Introductions and Hotels, 
2 vols*, Cambridge, at the University *resa, 1915, Vol. I , 
p* U53. 
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62 we prescribe for ourselves ." Such s free society i s made 

up of aa many membere as there sre Individual wil ls or votes. 

Olvll association srislng from tho contract "ia the most 

voluntary of a l l aotaj evory man being born free and master 

pf hlasolf, no person pan under any pretense whatever subJest 

him without his consent1'^." 

Prom that moment, instead pf as many separate 
persons as there are contracting parties, this apt 
of assoolstlon produces a moral and collective body, 
composed of aa many membera aa there are votes In 
too esapmbly, which from this sot reoolyse i t s unity, 

i t s cosmon self, i t s l i f e , and Its will0*** 

Kach man counts for one and only one — the equ&litarlan as­

pect of Houssssu's solution* The 3tate i s born artlf leeHy 

as the tool of the individual, yet i t serves each equally 

only insofar as ho i s a cit isen under the lav of the General 

v i l l , l .e* only insofar as he desists from living as an indi­

vidual self-interested and unsocial. "Man,., t i l l than 

regarded none but himself.., '* Equal surrender of se l f -wi l l 

Is essential . Though the self-ourrender of rights i s total , 

tha renunciation is really no loss , says Rousseau optimistic-

al ly , but only "an advantageous transition " fro;*; "continual 

** 3ool*l Contract* p. 19. cf. p. 95-96. 
6 3 M*S«* P* 95« 

Ipldoai. p. 15-16. 

** M4fflB» P* **• 
6 6 Ibidpm. p. 30. 
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and unavoidable conflicts" "from a mode of llvlnr unsettled 

snd prooarlous to one better and more secure, from a statp of 

natural independence to one of (olvll) liberty", to onp of a 

civil, poaitive "right which aoclal union renders invincible". 

Hen*a vary lives here aro ell equally and freely "devoted to 

the State" but they "are continually protected by it ." 

This protection is needful if libprty is naturally amoral 

and right a are unlimited by s netural moral law prior In 
fed 

principle to the atate. "ham," aays Houssssu , "loses by 

tho eocial contract hie natural liberty, and an unlimited 

rlayit to all which tempts him, and which ho can obtain...", 

but in exohemge ho acquires something more useful, vis* olvll 

liberty, under s law prescribed by hlmeelf through his will* 

Ho also gains proprietorship of ell he possesses", "positive 

title69" to property, ainoe civil lew clone is tho base of a 

property right* It is this "moral liberty" of the civil 

state, the mystic body politic "which alone renders a man 

maator ot himself* . 

4 7 Ibidem. 

6 8 IPld*»» P* 19. 
69 

Eldest* Cf, Orljrta 3£ Ineciualltr* p. -217 and 227* 
7 0 Social, qontraet, p. 19. It ia tnis mastery by 

extrinsic morality that wil l entail the mastery of man by the 
;tate. 
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Roussoau llko Robbos though discarding Intrinsic 

morality at one moment seems only at another moment implicit­

ly to deary the disadvantage of denying its value* " aturel 

liberty," says Rousseau'1, "knowa no bounds but the power of 

the individual..." to Houaaeau this boundless liberty ls not 

altogether in every way a good* Tho privation in lino of 

natural moral bounds la hurtful to one and all if men aro 

doelgnod for any degree of rational toge theme aa. But Houa­

aeau like Robboa clearly never *Pta boyond a raan-oenterod 

sxtrlnslo moral ity i 

The passing from the stats of nature to tho 
civil atate produces In men a very remarkable change, 
by substituting Justice for Instinct in his conduct, 
and giving to his actions a moral character which 
thoy lacked before* It Is thon only that the voice 
of luty succeeds to physical impulse, and a sense of 
what ls right, to the inoltPmpntp of appetite'2* 

Ry way of this contract then morality atoms from human will 

In the State, deason ls only that of the dtato originating 

In man'a will. 

ROUPPPPU carried on the modern revolutionary banner 

of Hobbea. Roth aa indlviduallata warp sponeorp of an anthro­

pooentric humanism and as such upheld in one way or another 

tho inportsnoe of the aoclal eontrect. It ls s mi a take to 

T* lbftdpn* 

*b^dom. ?. 16-19. 
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think that Rousaeau was decidedly leas an advocate of tho 

aoclal contract than lebtes* Charles Frankel , moreover, 

obscrvps well that "Houaaeau'a'eocial contract*.., la the ex­

change of a situation In whioh there la no human morality for 

one in whioh there la," But it is indeed questionable to 

hold, aa ^rankel doea, that the eocial contract la "relegated 

to a minor role la Houaaeau's argument" and that "what there 

is left of it le so substantially reinterpreted as not to bo 

recognisable as a contract at all.' If one examinee hous­

seau* a social contract in the li-.ht of his secular humanism, 

one sees It ss playIn- a crucial role* Rouaaoau believed 

that by virtue of it man la able thro î h hip huaian will to 

actuate aseltoualy and thus, of course, extrinsically tho 

very principles of noral order* 

Alfred Cobban'^ seya that for Roussesu "the aoclal 

contrast sinks into s piece of secondary Importance," ss it 

is Introduced to explain "In orthodox fashion the origin of 

political aoeiety, but what ia really or significance ls to 

be found in the development a thst follow," — «specially the 

General Mill. Rut the point that should be added to trie and 

emphasised ls that it is not so much what follows tho soolal 

'* Pranks 1, "Introduction", The. Soolal Contract* 
p. xx-xxl* 

™ Alfred Cobban, Kouaaeaa and the ;.pdyrn atato. A-on-
don, /5eorr»e Allen and 'Jnvin, Ltd., 1931}, p. 133* 
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contraot that l s of significance so much as It i s what has 

been i n i t i a l l y denied in the tradit ion — especial ly tha 

natural moral law which for uousseau i s replaced by tho 

Oeneral »111. 

As noted already, ^obbea, undermining the tradit ion, 

had begun not from an objective morel order and law, but from 

amoral r ights aa concurring and forming c i v i l pol i ty and law. 

After upbbea, law followed upon "natural rights" of the indi­

vidual, . ut obligation upon a moral law of nature waa here 

quite a l i e n . The aplr l t of thia uob^cslan revolution i s 

found Just as emphatic in Pousses:, despite Incidental dif­

ferences . Like Hobbes, he too begins In a certain iX»lmaoy 

of Individual w i l l , v i s . of individual r ights and l i b e r t i e s 

which bosome in the aoclal contract tho origin of soolety, 

sovereign a ithorlty and the basis of law in soc ia l re la t ions . 

ut s ince for both Hoboes and Housseau the law of nature ia 

not genuinely or properly a law in any moral sense of tho 

term, i t does not oblige In Justice nor rea l ly y ie ld a true 

right in any c i v i l way, 'ihere i s simply no natural moral law 

(prior in principle to the tate) as In the tradi t ion, and so 

any right founded on amoral law i s not s t r i c t l y a r l $ i t or 

l iberty* %or then can there bo any natural moral obligation 

as following upon any pro-c iv i l moral lew* Hence non-civi l 

r ights are unoonduolve aa such to aoclal order* Morally 

lawless are such r ights or l i b e r t i e s . Ths7 arc not properly 
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rights* Rights in tho proper sense (aa c iv i l ) are in no osnpp 

rooted intrinsically in nature but art i f ic ia l ly in human ins­

t i tu t ion ' 5 , Thia la what Rousseeu meant when he said proper­

ty rights are not natural but only c i v i l ' J "the riftfit of 

property • • • i s Jifferent from tho right deduclble from tho 

lav of nature," and "besides, the right of property being 

only a convention of hisaan institution, r»n <nay dispose of 

what thoy posaoaa as they p leas©. . . 7 " Hon do what thsy 

please in the morally lawless state of nature, insofar as 

thoy pre naturally unsocial. By the contract men ive up 

their lawless liberty and right* Although for Houaaeau 

"natural right a" of the individusl sre not "real r l# i ta" 7 8 , 

thoy pstabllsh, nevertheleaa, in the contract the s i v i l union 

whieh by the lsw of tha General v/lll creates "resl rl hte" 

out of the "original rights**9 . Thus Rousseau, like Hobbes, 

Fives s degree of primacy to "natural rights" of ths indivl-

dnsl following which comes ths lsw properly (ths only real 

lav for c iv i l order;, snd thon properly a ri :ht (the only 

real right for c iv i l ordpr). It i s "the aoclal contract, 

7 5 g&jksm. 9m*m%» P* 33. 
?* vrlgEn £f Xneiusj^y, p. 217. 
7 7 IHdon. P . 227. 
7 S 3oolsl Contrast, p. 20. 
7 9 ibidem, p. 15. 
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whioh within the i tate aervea as the bepla of a i i r i g h t s , . . ^ 

Ths oontract constituted of asocial natural r ights creates 

ths rotate and tha law and then " ,« . overy r i ht Is determined 

by lawu*" — the law of the s t a t e . "Duty" followp upon thia 

posi t ive lsw alone, aa i f triers la no exiatent moral law of 

nature* >lnpp, praotloal ly , ths "moral law" has no being, i t 

ppmpf to be purely by way of mon*e wi l l* But can auah a eo-

e a l ied duty reating purely on c i v i l law of human w i l l bo 

binding, unleaa binding by pure foroe? whereaa in the tradi­

tion the order umm t lntr lnelo moral) law, then r ight , Rous­

seau following Hobbes, roversea thia and aaya i t la a r ight , 

then law* /oroe remains ae the only poaaiblo bond* Law thsn, 

moreover, la rather e dictate of wi l l tnan of reaaon and aa 

auch la arbitrary and thua i t la a principle of order only 

insofar aa It la enforceable. 

Any B i l l of Sights , moreover, founded In auch a con­

text of c i v i l law cannot poaalbly eponaor an inalienable 

moral rlaht for the human person. 

To enumerate 'ousaoau'a abaurdltlea la not the aim of 

thia atudy. Yet there ia a consistency in hip aolutlon whioh 

though rsdloal ly individual ist becomes, on this very account, 

t o ta l i t ar ian , so far as practice l s concerned* 

9 0 Ibidem, p . 20. I t a l i c s are ours. 

3 1 Ibidem, p. 33. 
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Rousaeau holds the contract necessary for society and 

aocla l order i f man l s not aoclal by nature* But along with 

authority and law the contract i s not binding in any part i ­

cular situation* it l s not binding for the solitary, auto* 

nomous Individual nan aho by nature la amoral and asocial. 

But i t l s because c i v i l pact and law are not binding In any 

particular situation that total foroe la hero an abaolute 

need* If men are not rationally or morally impelled from 

within, what remains but to have them compelled from without? 

Kestary wil l be purely from without* It ie precisely because 

the compact and tho consequent c iv i l low bring no moral bond 

in conscience, I . e . binding Intrinsically from within man's 

rational, social nature, that th&re remains only the physical 

bond of ehesr foroe to insure order or a semblance thereof. 

This contrsstusl lsw cannot bind Intrinsically aa by rational 

nature or as s dictate of reaaon. It i s not a rational., 

moral bond transcending man and the State, It i s as arbitra­

ry as human setIons are morally indifferent, i f i t binds, 

It san bind only fron without, amorally* Thus ths only bond 

available for social o r e r la phyaical ccmpulaion. All moral 

necessity has been expelled in favour of libertarian ssnt l -

wants and tha like* Housseau*a solution boars out this 

consistency whereby ha gsos from his individualist freedom 

to the chains ha bewelled. Society then which arises as tho 

individualist tool of solf*pareservation must, In order to 
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defend i t e e l f , be provided with adequate power of foroe — 

t o t a l power. Nothing short of t o ta l power la sdequste for 

control l ing tho d iv i s ive forces of "individusl natural 

rights'' for whieh aousssau the l ibertarian had such pass ion-

ate a f fec t ions , 

Oobban°2 melees s reference to aousssau "as. thf, tyuo 

prophPt. 4£ not the. very source and fountain-head o£ J&p 

modern democratic state,," Thorp i s truth to t h i s , but Roue-

ppeub i t a t s , though democratic, i s rather to ta l i tar ian then 

Chrlatlan. Houaaeau ia found often f lying in the face of 

tho Chrlatlan tradit ion, ia pol i ty merits the t i t l e 'demo­

crat ic " a s i ta p l i t i c a l w i l l stems purely from the individual 

wi l l s of men. 

But It i s precisely from t h i s context of Individualism 

that the to ta l i tar ian solution rears I t s head, as the r e l ­

ieving chapter w i l l treat in more adequate d e t a i l . Rous­

seau's attempt to reeorjclle l iberty and equality amount a to 

the s o c i a l i s t State in which cash man la equal to nothing 

more than another. But as cash count a, arithmetic a l l y , for 

one and only one, he la practical ly nothing, in faoe of the 

p o l i t i c a l whole which must survive. There i s no in tr ins ic 

8 2 Cobban, g.oussoa.u snd. the »*odora State , p. 21*. 
I t a l i e s are ours , Cobban saysl iraousssau la worth studying, 
i f only oooauso in him can be c learly seen for the f i ra t 
time so many of our own accepted ideas*.•" (p. ?2). 
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reason, moreover, why, in a society based on Indlvidualism, 

ths individual o l t l s e n must in any wsy In moral obligation of 

conscience bo protected against being completely subordinated 

to the good of the Ststs* Martin Hillenbrand ••* in discussing 

"Failure of Modern Theory' notes v o l ! that "Houaaeau*a oon-

oept of tho general w i l l lent i t s e l f readily to the complete 

Rpgolian subordination of the individual to the s ta te ." 

There la truth to t h i s interpretation i f for no other reason 

than the baelo amoraliam, the a r t i f i c i a l patohwork of ex­

t r ins i c morality. Hitler and at a l i o are decidedly in the 

wake pf thia 'new e t h i c ' . Stall arunner3^ bel ieves tho t o t a l ­

i tar ian State la aimply "legal positivism in p o l i t i c a l prao-

t l o o , the abrogation in actual faot of the c l a s s i c a l and 

Ghristlan idea of a divine 'law of nature'." dore tho State 

or p o l i t i c a l w i l l may declare to be law whatever i t l i k e e j " . . . 

thorp la no l imi t s«t to I t s erbitrarlneas pave i t e actual 

power to give foroe to I t s wi l l . ' ' Ths groundwork for th i s 

revolutionary change i s found clearly in Reusssau, ths lndi -

vldual lat and "true prophet of tho modern damooratic s ta te ." 

8 3 Martin «J. Hillenbrand, ?qvor and Morals. '*cw York, 
Columbia Univprslty ' r e s s , 19*4 9, p . U2. **. Joaephson writes 
that "Houssesu In h i s absolutism certainly envelopes the 'So­
c i a l Contract' with a s p i r i t that foreshadows modern communism 
•The s t s t s * , ho [Rousseau] says , 'with regard to i t s members, 
Is master pf their property by the soc ia l past ' ." Matthew 
Josephs**, Jo en - Jap que a Rousseau, *cw York, dareourt, Draco 
and Oompeny, l93l» p. 351. 

#ary hott lnger, Ipv York, «arpor ^Frothers , 19U5, p. 7-9* 
'f. y9 II4O-U1I, 
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Tho State , which for Rouososu i s an organic anion 

voluntarily made up of c i t i z ens both free end equal, has ab­

solute control over e l l i t s member a. Horo nothing osn sos laV 

l y escape the determination of tho pel I t l e a l arm. Row can 

tho 3tate which ar ises to serve aelf-preservation of Indivi­

duals ever hope to presorvo i t s very p o l i t i c a l s e l f unless 

i t haa t h i s absolute control OVPT i t s s i t l s e n e t in the con­

text of thia l ibertarian Individualism tho State cannot pre­

serve i t a e l f If morally unbound Individuals are l e f t unre-

a trained by a p o l i t i c a l power commie cloned to put bounds on 

individual natural r lghte . Inequality beaeta a man's freedom 

snd h i s l i f e i t a e l f . But without tate-preservetion, there 

la no self-preservation* It la only l iv ing man who enjoy 

freedom and who, to aeeure l i f e , l iberty and equality, oon-

trpot to tho State . And tho Stata as the volunteered means 

of self-preservetion ex i s t s to serve s e l f - i n t e r e s t indifferent 

to any end transcending man and the grave* Commissioned by 

frop and equal ismn to protect their s e l f - i n teres ted r ights 

under pos i t ive law, tho Stats may, therefore, use absolutely 

a l l moans toward the end of preserving I t s e l f aa a whole* 

The aole principle of order l s the ccxaaon in teres t , the w i l l 
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of tho people const! toting the body poll t i p . Rousaeau af-

firma thst If ths Stats*a "most important caro1" l s thst of 

preaervlng Itself , "there Is s neoeaaity for i t s poaaeoaing 

s universally sompulalve power, for moving and disposing Penh 

part in thp manner most convenient to the whole*" It i s tho 

whole thon thst must count, for only thus csn the Individual 

parts profit . It i s true the whole exists for the parts, 

according to aousssau, the individualist, but now no longer 

for the parte as such, or, l«o* for individual persons as 

sush. The atate must havs complete control OVPT a l l , l ike 

tho command a man has over tho menbere of hip body2. 

As nature rives to every man abaolute command 
over a l l hla members, the aoclal compact gives to 
tho body pol i t ic absolute oetmaend over the members 
of which i t is formedj and i t la this power, when 
dl rooted by tho gpneral w i l l , that boars, ss I have 
said before, tho name of "sovereignty", 

Thip sovereignty i s but "the exerclpp of the general will**" 

and "the laws are but the acts of the general wiUr' . Tho 

sovereign authority then acts only by tha law of the general 

wi l l of the people* Like Robbos, Rousaeau ia thoroughly oon-

vlnsod, that only total control can keep a l l Individuals In 

1 Gonial Qontraot. p. 27. 
2 Ibidem. Of, p. 32, the implications between "sim­

ply a man" and % moral per eon", 

* foiftfrs* p. 23. 
k &I4&* P. A . 5f. p. 60 and 66. 
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order, eving to "the seducing voice of private **illa • 

rtivat* i n t e r e s t s , uoussosu aJmits, promote "tumults, uissen-

slons" end 'nothing la more dangerous than private Interest 

having any influence on public a f f a i r s . • • " Thus to ta l sur-

render of Individuel rights i s neoeppary* 

Ypt aoussoau, to be sure, hardly abandons h i s l i b e r ­

tarian affoptions* «ie alma to Insure their prevalence, for 

ho ia bent upon a socia l order which l s founded upon* and 

functions with, unlimited freedom, with individual autonomy 
v 

and Independence* John *• J ha paten' in h i s work, Housseau -

Totalitarian or Liberal? argues that "perhaps Rousseau's 

conception of man i s oloser to that of moiern l ibera l s than 

we have sua pep tod" and complains that "concern with h i s 

{Rousseau's] work as a source of to ta l i tar ian doctrine may 

have ob soured ita contribution to the theory and practice of 

l ibera l democracy." Chapman maintains r ightly that I t i s 

"the l ibera l sp ir i t" "whieh moves In Rousseau* s work"°s 

"*. . Individual autonomy le the key to Roueseau'p moral and 

p o l i t l o a l theory*" aoueseau, says Chapman*, ' i s concerned 

Ibidem* p . 35. 

Ibidem, p . %. 
7 John W, Chapman, Houaaeau — Totalitarian or Lib­

era l? , Sow York, Colaabia University 'reap, 1956, - . viT7" 
^Preface". 

3 ibldCi-t. p . Xl\U» 
9 Ibidem. 
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for man's moral autonomy aa well aa his p o l i t i c a l freedom, 

for h i s oapaclty to make hla own appraisals of valuea and to 

bo lndopendpnt*" Such la prerequisite for the good aoeiety 

and tha expression of the 3eneral Willi "liberty meana to 

louaaoeu not Just p o l i t i c a l equal i ty , as Tclmon holda, but 

a lso Individual autonomy10", otherwiee, Ghapnan oontenda, one 

roba Kouaeeau's leneral Will pf "Its dynamip quality and i tp 
11 baa la In taoral independence.'' Chapman explains : 

apglppt of the dynamic aapacts of Rousseau*a 
general wi l l dlstorta the nature of the consensus 
which he thinke men ought to elm at and can achieve. 
I t la not a consensus whieh stay be Irapoppd, whioh 
can be do scribed In terms of conformity, or which 
represents the subordination of Individuals to 
soole ty . Rather i t i s a dynamic consensus, tho 
va l id i ty of whioh depends on indivl iual autonomy. 
This form of consensus msy hardly be described as an 
i l l i b e r a l ideal* Kor can the process by which i t may 
be attained be described as undemocratic. It la 
thoroughly democratic la I t s recognition of the 
value of the contribution whieh may be made by each 
and every participant to the expression of tho 

win. 
Ohapman l s correcti Housseau'a Ideal here l s neither i l l i b ­

eral nor undemocratic, y^t this faot iocs not free i t from 

having ths potent ia l i t i e s of the to ta l i tar ian society* Mit 

the point i s that rtouneeau'a solution begins In the sp ir i t 

of individualism. Faith in Rousseau's thought l s not dead* 

"This conception of the individual obedient to himself waa a 

1 0 ibldpm* p. 80* 

U lalddeu P* 83. 
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leading idea of Rousseau*s, " writes Jharlos Morgan12 who 

goes as far *s to aey that wlf rightly undorstood, it pro-

poods not to anarchy but to Justice, a known, continuing and 

compassionate Justice resting upon s profound moral author* 

ity" — that of tho Individual* Morgan writes: "Tho General 

Rill waa, for Rousseau, a myatlaal resultant of all Indivi­

dual wills" — but not ef them "considered as s mass,*.but sa 

individuals," nor as a majority or minority* 

Rousseau** aoverelgn, however, hardly makes sense 

unless It Is somehow soon as within a kind of erganie whole. 

At lesst it ls not so atomistic, however, as that of Locke. 

Housseau's sovorolgn, moreover, differs from that of Robbos 

which is a purely representative power apart from the pub* 

Jpots it represents and rules. Rouaseeu*a aoverelgn la not 

separate but ls one with all ita members freely and equelly 

forming it sa sn autonomous whole* It hap absolute control 

over its members, hut, says Housseau, it is not tyrannical 

or despotic, because all sre equally a part of itt no one man 

(or group) ls master over another •* It le ono with the 

wills of the people who collectively constitute it, '.or at 

tho moment that there is a ma a tor, there la no longer a 

** Charlei .ea Morgan, Ubertlos o£ Uit -1V4» "*" ****» 
The Hacmillan So. , X9$i\ p, fS£>19£ 

1 3 C f • Political Economy, p* 2$6. 
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a***? Sovereign***" and tha atate as such fa l l s with Inequality* 

"Each parson gives himself to a l l , and so not to any one in-
1*5 dividual . Rach counts for one and only one, for this 

anion 1 . "oo-po-.d of „ « « , M b m a. i n * , . r . « * . . . . . l < * 

But this "universally sompulslvo power" Is absolute 

and total in i t s control whioh i t can wield ov .r i t s subjects, 

since i t i t s e l f l s not subject to any law other the that of 

i tae l f . It l s self-sufficient and autonomous* 'ihus It be­

come c potentially totalitarian* i t rests purely on the wil l 

of the people who are thereby exclusive authors of society, 

authority sad law. "The Sovereign, by i t s nature,'1 pays aous­

soau*7, "ia always everything i t ought to tt>," "The general 

wil l l s always right1"." within the State i t Is the measure 

to bo followed in cvogythlng*^i "the f irst rule of legitimate 

or popular government••* whoso object i s the good of the 

people.*• l s to follow in everything the general will*" 

docial Contract, p. 2k • 
1 5 Ibidem* P* 15* 
1 6 Ibidem. Of. also p. 96. 

X 7 Ibidem, p. 17 • 

.- - ' *? d****?? 9xJPJ& & *£; *Uo ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ssBsm» 
P, 2q9 and 253-255>, 259*240, 2©9, 272* 

1 9 &«iMM«i»A sm£mi> P» 255» 
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Roussosu, i t l s true, says "all Justice flows from Ood ." 

But Roussesu** problem ls not that of hooding a transsendent-

Imnanent Oodt he wanta an anthropooentric norm lmttanently and 

boundleaaly de terra inable by human wil l — not a binding dic­

tate of reason geared to an and tranasondlng the state or 

determining as a moasure man*a c i v i l acts* 

It ia intoreatlng to note that during ;orld War II a 

group of contemporary leaders Issued The City of nan, a 

Declaration on world democracy* designed to be a blueprint of 

hops for men against the Nests, in the following l ines i t 

affirmed generally the sams natursllatls humanism aa did 

Rouasoau21» 

Democracy teaches that everything must be within 
humanity, nothing against humanity, nothing outaids 
hwnaalty* Tho dietatorship of humanity, on ths 
bsala of s lsw for the protection of human dignity, 
l s tho only rule from which we may hope for l i f e for 
ourselves and resurrection for the nations that have 
fa l l en 2 2 . 

20 
Soolal Contract, p. 33 . This i s l ike the uttpranoa 

Hobbes mads, but, in ths pol l t iee l context of itoussosn, i t l s 
Just ss mush a vacuity as was hobbes' similar statement. 
Rousseau here i s quits i l l og ica l , or, equally es baJ, he 
speaks as a pan the l e t . 

fc Cocmittee of Plfteon, or Herbert Agar and othera, 
^ £ i t y of Ksn. a ^qUrat^on on. Uprja Qsmooraej, « • » / * * . 
viking ^reaa7l9u0, p . 3U* Ths preface to these quoted lines 
reads) "Tho teachers of totalitarian philosophy have said 
that 'everything must bs within ths s ta t s , nothing against 
ths s t s t s , nothing outaide the atate'*" 

22 
Augusta Comtp In tho nineteenth oantury expressed 

the same gpnarel vein of thought In another way. Denying the 
in te l l i g ib i l i ty of an "objeotive synthesis" of things, in the 
manner of Hobbee, C orate held that only a human "subjective 
synthesis4 i s possible: *The fut i l i ty of an objective 
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The *npw moral lsw," Housseau holda, la the dictate 
23 of the popular w i l l -'J *the voice of tho people IP In faot 

the voice of Ood*" This holds only in a people's republic — 

l , o . "the body p o l i t i c , whoso general wi l l Is always the law 

of n a t u r e . . * ^ " posit ive human law* The new "natural law* i s 

obviously no longer eternal law aa received by rational human 

nature* 

I t should be kept well in mind that thia la not s 

question of forms of novornraent* Rousaeau l s not talking 

about mere forma of government, democratic or otherwise, rip 

IP sott ing forth Vhet l s r s d l e s l l y a secularist way of l i f e , 

a vay which would find f u l l expression in flown uniea. The 

Liberal Rngllah poet, Stephen Rponder, upon effirming deoldod 
2*» 

affpotions for Communism, wrote ^i "I do not doubt but that 

in tho modern world communism — tho c lass ics . ' , in ternal i s t 

soc iety — l s the f inal goal of l iberalism•* Liberalism, ssya 

synthesis i s . by t h i s time ao fro^ly_ attainted." said comte, 
that men "may soocpt tho hapten point of view as paramount, 
ae Plono adapted to connect every thing.'1 Auguetp Oomte, 
| I1*S3 3X ^ t y r o PflMft T^orr o£ Jjho y^turo o£ Man, t r * by 
R« Oongrovo, London, Longmans, (tarpon and Co., 1077, Vol, l v , 
P. 176. 

23 w n y M m*Nm* p* a5u« 
* ^ldem. p. 2$3t Cf. Social Contract^, p . 16, 3U 

5U» 50, 97. 
25 Stephen Spender, Forward from Liberal lam* London, 

VUtor aol lanos . 1937. P. 2 0 j . 
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26 apendov/ , Is concerned vith a way of l i f e and puts "the love 

of man befpre that of Ood,* but appndpr attacks a spirit of 

compromise found in many a Liberal and sees reason, ooreovor, 

for agreeing that the Individualist i s "a spl i t man" unti l , 

going a l l the way, hp embraces the classless society of Com­

munism* "the future of Individualism Ilea In the elassiesa 

apolety2'," where no doubt a l l msn arp equal and free, free 

2 6 Ibidem. P. H7-50, # f 5 5 . "Uborslism," writea 
Spender, "la not concerned with religion but with the way of 
l i f e . Yet only the most extreme liberals . , . have reoognixod 
this obvious faot." (p. h ) — "The split in liboraliam goee 
deeper than parllampntary pollt lea, down to tho fundamental 
liberal conceptions of Individualism and frosdotn*" (p* %) — 
"It Is important to remember that modern sommunism and liberal 
idealism both have as their final aim tho liberty that could 
be enjoyed in a classless soolety," (p. k9~kl) Is thia tho 
apolitical condition described by ftousseau in Qrlr.ln of Ine­
quality? Spender a-, yet "Tho fundamental strength of llSerA1-
ism l i e s ,«• In i t s idealist claim that polit ical freedom 
could be achieved within tho existing systpm," (p. 7U) — N 

"To go forward, the masaea must be given not merely pol it ical 
but also floonemie freedom, so that thoy may produce their own 
free individualists and their own culture." (p. 71) — "I am 
s eoHDMinlet beoauae I am a liberal." (p. 202) 

y>ldsja» p. 71. "Ths process of dsmooraoy must be 
oorried to i t s logical conclusion, else the individualist be­
comes the art i f i c ia l growth of one pampered class*" — "..* 
Ths fast i s that individuals, as such, have no virtues or 
vices; morality only exists In relation to humanity or lod, 
ths Idas that man's minds have projected, The individualist 
suffers because he Is Incapable of either virtue or vice*' 
( p - 1 8 3 , } SMU ***!«&» JJJ2. IndlvJjdija.fflMt. suffers, if , though 
rational, ho s o u as if_hP \s, by nature, amoral, "Soramunism," 
ssya spender, lkh#»verVn"Ts not merely a polit ical system, i t 
is a moral system as well*1' tp« 361) Aa soon as the cit isen 
haa deeply realized that the economic interests of his neigh­
bor are identical with hla own, and that the whole wealth of 
the ptata increases snd can be shared without exploitation, 
he wil l regard the exploitation of -.-.an by man aa an ev i l 
greater than murder." (p. 262} 
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for purely human morality. 

But aooerdlng to Rousasau, whatever government exe­

cutes the lav, that government is to be, in any event, only 

tho minister of ths sovereign Oeneral Mill* "The sovereign 

power," says Reuasoaan , is 'all absolute, all aacred, all 

inviolable," It ls aubjeot to nothing above itself, for It 

stems directly from tho wills, or rlghta, of ita own members 

who croc to it In staking ths itate* This arrangement involves 
29 

in no vay a covenant "between a superior and an Inferior , 

or between Ood and man* Subject a hero "obpy no onp but only 

their own will-* * and to ask what la tho extent of tho rights 

of the Sovereign snd the oitisens "is to ask how far the eitl-

sons pan engage with themselves, sash towards all, snd all 

towards open," Moreover, "when the whole people determines 

for tho whole people, it considers only itself.*,-*" The 

sovereign vtil wields total control lndlvisibly^ and ls 

"alvsys right"^ to tho extent thst this power comes only 

from all, aalf-intereatadly, as free and equal members of th 
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wholeI "••• the equality of r ight , and the idea of juatlee 

t&&Sk Jki Insplyoe, j j , dfrfffrsd, ££SB ™& preference whjoh, each 

ftlvoe to h imsel f^ ." Tho p o l i t i c a l aoverelgn, snys Housseau, 

"ought to come from a l l , i f we are to apply i t to all*^" and 

"we must alao grant that ths aoverelgn Is the only Judge of 

whet i s iaportent to the community*" Tho a ta te , by Rousaeau's 

individual is t promises, bodomos a necessary e v i l , but i t i s 

Just es much morally unlimited aa tho asocial Individual 

almsPlf* 

The aovoreign power ia pimply not bound or obligated 

in any moral vayi "the body p o l i t i c , or the .sovereign, which 

derives i t s oxlptenpp from thp saeredness of the contract, 

csn never bind i t s e l f . . . " beoauae It i s 'formed only of 

the individuals who compose i t , " i t can have "no Interest 

contrary to the i re ," 'It can do no injury to any indivl iual 

la part icu lar , ' hence, "the sovorolgn power need give no j*uar-
17 antoo te I t s sub j e s t s . . . - " * Oorfrsy^y thpjo. tho. 3tot;p has, n& 

obl igat ion whatsoever to any individual c i t i s e n . It l s Idle 

or needle aa, moreover, to ask*' "whether tho law can be 

Hi 
Ibidem* I t a l i c s are ours* 

3 * *bldssu 
3 6 *bldpm* P . 17. 
3 7 Ibldpm. 
38 M t e * P* 3k* 
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unjust" or "how we csn be free while subjoetod to ths lsws, 

slnoe thoy pre but the rpglatere of our own wil ls ." Since 

"the lawa are but the acta of the general will" which la 

"alvayp right"Jy thp real question 1st vhPthpr a proposed 

u» - i . «»fo™.bi. « » t t . M ,.no,.i , u r \ It .0, 
than i t l s Just. This IP substantially tha pol i t ical moral­

ity of Hobbes. Thoee lawa are dictates of wil l and yield 

conventional JuatIce. "The pol i t ical authority, being purely 

arbitrary as far aa i t s institution la concerned, pan be 

founded only on conventions..* " And Rousaasu say a clearly 

that "there i s not in tho atate any one fundamental law which 
12 cannot be revoked not even the soclsl compact... " But this 

l s bosaupe "the people are maatora, and may change avon tho 

boat laws -*." subjects are to "obey no one but only their 

own wil l 4**. "Tho people submit themselves to the lews, and 

ought to enjoy tho right of making them...4^" Thia power 

belongs only to the body of tho psopis*^ end thus once ths 

3 9 Ibidem* p. 31*-35. 

**° M t e P* 95* Of* ''qiAHqal % f ¥ f l i ?• 253. 
kl rfrftMloal *Wfmr» *>• 2149* 
U 2 aoelal contract, p. 91* 

**3 ibidem* p. U9* 
kh ibldsfi, p. 30. 

^ Ibidem, p. 31*. 
1,6 m&m> p* 5o, 
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Stats has soma Into bolng, i t subsists in haing," not by ths 

lavs, "but by tho legiplative povor^'". "Tho prinelplo of 

pol it ical l i f e le apated In tho aoverelgn authority. Tho 

legis lat ive power l s ths heart of the State...***" 

Axpcutivo power aa a diptlost function merely applies 

thia w i l l . Administration, or execution of this oonvontlenal 

lav and Justloe l s possible only by force. This wil l and 

force aro abeolutely supreias. "Mothing", says Housseau , 

"ia or Should bo done without their concurrence [ i . e . of will 

and for OP J." Insofar as tho sovereign will Is abaolute, tho 

eaoautlvo power — tho gave name nt — enforcing this will Is 

llkewiae abaolute but onlar as tho ninlater or agpnt of thip 

"constant wil l of a l l tho svsabers of the 3tate^°." Oovern-

sMSst̂  ie the exorclpo of tho executive povor. Oovernmont 

must act , a ay a noassoair , "aocording to tho direetion of tho 

general wi l l ." Here he followed similarly in the vein of 

Looks vho made government merely a mandabss of tho pol i t ical 

w i l l , 'The government," writes Rousseau^-*, "receivea from 

t»7 lbIdea, p . 60. 

* 8 i&djft, P. 79. 

"9 Ibldon. p* 50* 

*° xbldsm. p. 95. 
5 1 Ib lda-a. p. 51. 
5 2 Sbldon. P. 50. 

53 ibidem, P. $1. 
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the Sovorolgn tho orders whish i t transmits to the people . . ." 

and "depends ent ire ly on ths q ovor*ign^." It i s the sgonsy 

which forceful ly binds tho Ststs into unity* This force 

"gives motion to o i l the parts" of the whole* Thia neeeaaary 

concurrence of foroe and w i l l i s gearad to preservation of 

l i f e for men l iv ing in a society founded on the philosophy of 

individual I an. Only aa abaolute in w i l l and force csn the 

Sts ts preperve ltpplf and thus i ta o i t i s e n s . 

Locke had held ths t ths contracting part ies , tha 

people, in or dor "to preeerve the ir l i v e s , l iber t i e s snd for-

tunos^" sat up government ae well aa soolPty, But for Locke 

government ip depeadont on popular oonopnt, the majority, end 

la only a mandata whose povors are limited by theterras of the 

mandate which s t ipulates that government afford protection 

for established r i g h t s , Tnough tho State i s sot up to re sola© 

the conf l i c t of individual in terss t s by pommunal protection 

s e l f - i n t e r e s t pers is ts in practice, aocording to which tho 

people make the lavs* But for Looks i t l s tho majority whioh 

i s ths most powerful forco In the 3tate snd whish thus actual­

ly la to determine what la the c i v i l law. As for r i 4ita of 

minority Interes t s , Locke aaya ldoa l la t i ca l ly thst the major­

i ty eannot v io late them alnce It derlvea i t s power from the 

• I. M — I — 

* ftttiea., p. SU. 

55 Ajoeke, Treatiso of ClviJl u'oyprnment, Sherman, 
P. 91 . Of. p* ot« 
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natural ISM of aelf-lntoreat. For Looke this primary lav of 

nature cannot err, Tho majority wil l of the people, there­

fore, doep no wrongi i t ip always reasonable and right. 

Por iousaesu, however, only ths General will i t se l f 

l s always right, for i t l s not tho msjority aa such (especial­

ly Locke's majority) but the Oenpral Will which Is frop of 

Inequality. Vote-counting expreespp tho General 4 U > "the 

general wil l ," say a ftouaseau, "is found by counting tho 

votoo^," Msjority vote i s merely a tool Indicative of tho 

loner e l wi l l , but never as having the final word in the sense 

of re pissing or taking over tho General wi l l . 

Revertheleaa, aocording to aoussoau, for a l l practical 

purposes tho wi l l of tho majority may bo taken as ft sign ex­

pressive of the Oeneral wi l l . In rpl lt lcal conorn/. Rousseau 

refers to the Oeneral Will aa aomethlng 'decided by vote of 

is not always necessary: "There i s one lsw only which, by 

i t s nature, requires unanimous consent] 1 mean the aoclal 

cosipast*.." Wo man can without his oonsont be a ub J acted to 

5 6 lopJaA ipntrfict, p. 96. 

57 
Politic til ĉonoffly. p. 273. 

5 8 *£9A*£ Oen^apfr, P* 95* 
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Co 

this compact^." "Rxcept in this original contract, a major­

ity of votes i s suffloisnt to bind a l l the others*0" and "*.• 

al l the oharaeteristlss whish mark ths general wil l a t i l l 

rssids in the most votes," Prsotically, therefore, majority 

wi l l , Insofar as i t l s a true sign of tho Oeneral wi l l , i s 

always richt. Tho "obligation" to observe thia pol i t ical 

wi l l arises purely from the original oonsent, the social con­

vention. "In fast," says Rousseau0*, "if there was no prior 

convention, where would bo — unless ths election was unan­

imous — the obligation which should bind the minority to 

submit to tho eholoo of th* majority?" 

ROVPVPT a l l this may be, underlying i t a l l there 

s t i l l remains rtousseau's problem i "how a man can be fros 

and yet farced to conform to tho wi l l of others*" 

59 But Rousseau says that "when the State ia inst i ­
tuted, residence constitutes consentf to Inhabit a territory 
i s to submit to ths sovereignty." (p. 95) Of, Politics' 
Rsonosnr. p* 2$?, It is out of order for tho individual to 
leave the compact, aocording to Housseau, while, according 
to dobbes, an Individual could break tho contrast and leave 
the atate, in which case, he reverts to a personal state of 
nature, where l i f e is necessarily " . . . nasty, brutish and 
short", and whore ho could very well become the proverbial 
"dead dusk". 

6 0 ftoofol a t t r a c t , p. 96. 

s, p. Hi. Up notos, toot ''Tho law which 
glvep thp majority of votes ths power of deciding for the 
whole body can only bo ostsbllshod by a convention, and proves 
that there) must have been unanimity at one timo at least ." 

6 2 JM*£*£» P« *5» 
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Itt say event, tho concerted polit ic a wil l whatever 

It i s , i s tho lav always In tho rlftht aa made up of free con­

stituent w i l l s . All must obey i t or bo forced to do so* It 

l s a kind of now eternal or natural lav, a work of human art 

l ike the body po l i t i c . More alone are found *thp most cer­

tain and universal rules , by whieh we can Judge whether a 

government i s good or bad, and In general of tho morality of 

a l l human actions •*.'' But whichever vay Rousseau*s total i ta­

rian solution ls viewed, i t begins in individualism, and per-

tlcularly the spirit of moral autonomy, aa though morality Is 

purely an artist ic creation of man* Chapman̂ 4 says that 

"emphaala on his [Housseau'aj oonoem for moral creativity 

makes Housssau a l ibera l . ' This i s true, though Rousseau's 

Liberalism can provide no defence against a totalitarian 

solution to ths problem of order, Aocording to Aoussoau, i f 

the wil l of a minority or an individual man is contrary to 

the wil l of ths State, there i s only one position to bo taken, 

total submission* In order that State-preservation serve 

self-preservation the pol i t ical whole muat imedlately count 

f i r s t , not the Individual man as such* One i s an organic 

part of ths whole, not as an Individual person but "as a 

6 3 ^ U t i o a i asonomy, p. 253. 

r . . .* ^bapman , * m m * ~ " o ^ f M ^ F . ^ SL&£afalf,*• 75. Individualism Is morally defenceless against: to ta l l tar i an lam 
*M useless for Liberal hops a. 
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oltlspn". Thus clone pre his rights of tho c i v i l constitu­

t ion. Roussosu say a: 

In fast , each Individual nay, as a man, have a 
private wil l (voionte particular*J dissimilar or 
contrary to the general wil l which he has ae a 
c i t i sen . Rla own private Intersat (intorot parti-
culleri may dictate,to him very differently from 
tho common lnterost°>* 

In obeying the General / i l l a nan i s actually obeying himself, 

for ho with othera — each equally counting for one and only 

one — shares in i t to make i t what i t i s , his public con­

science for o lv l l relations. 

If a man upon voting thinks his vets Is right, but 

finds that he was wrong bsoaase contrary to tho pxpressed 

leneral wi l l , thsn that man'a resetIon should be ss follows: 

I thought I had voted tho right vay, nov 1 find I was wrong. 

At »Hi Individual person 1 voted and thus vaa wrong. Aft ft 

c i t i sen my vote l s that of tho General i l l , I muat turn 

about. Aft ft cit isen I must obey the wil l of my true sel f , 

tho c i v i l wi l l to which I bow, despite my opinion as an indi­

vidual. In ths Stats only the wil l of the cooperative c i t i ­

sen counts• 

When, there fore, the motion which I opposed 
carries, it only prove a to mo that I waa mistaken., 
pnd that what I believed to be the general will was 
not ao. If my particular opinion had prevailed, I 
should have done what 1 was not willing to do, and 

iaSiJi CfflMfflHfta P* *3* 
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consequently, I should not have bean In a stats 
of froodom65. 

Rousssau sales '» how shall a man "obey only himself and re­

main aa free aa before?" or 

Row can i t bo that a l l should obey.. . and yet 
have no masters, bat bs ths more free, as, in apparent 
subjection, cash loses no part of his liberty but 
what might bs hurtful to that of another?**0 

Rousssau anewera slgnlfloaatly in terms of a kind of mystical 

body polit ic I 

Those wonders are tho work of law* It i s to 
lav alone that men owe Justice snd l iberty. It Is 
this salutary organ of tho wi l l of a l l whish esta­
blishes, la s i v i l right* tho natural equality between 
men* It IP this ce les t ia l voice whioh dictates to 
each olt lsoa tho preoeptp of public reaeon, and 
teaehos him to act according to the rules of his own , Q 
Judgment, snd not to behave Inconsistently with himself0'' 

Thus clone pan tha State preserve Itse l f and with "absolute 

command" over Its members move and dlspsss thorn "In the man­

ner moat convenient to the whole'3*° 

Only In obeying this positive lav i s a mmza free* 

"Whoever rofusss to obey tho general wil l shall bo compelled 

to I t by the whole body; this in fast only forces him to bo 

6 6 ^laom* p. 96. 

°^ Ibidpro* p. 1$, 
6 8 .**iMHy»*i iaaaffii* P* ^56* 
6 9 ibldsst. 

7 0 »,«»Jto* ftan^raot. P* 27. 
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free 7 *." Tho reason for th i s la thst 'thia ia tho oondltlon 

whieh, by giving each c i t i s e n to h i s country, guarantees h i s 

absolute personal indopandonoe, a condition which gives motion 

72 

and e f fec t to tho p o l l t l o a l machine' ." The roaaon why Hous­

seau says men must bs forced to be free l s to Le found i n h i s 

individualism reduced, for tho sake of order, to an organic 

so lut ion , Unless ths whole body poll t ip survives, no menber 

can l i ve to bo f r e e . This i s true equally for a l l : 
As soon as th i s multitude i s united l a one body, 

you osnnot offend one of I t s members without s t tasking 
tho body | much leas can you offend the body-without 
incurring tho resontmont of a l l the member a7-*. 

For Rousssau*s sovorolgn I s not s representative unit apart 

from tho people who constitute i t , as l s true of uobbes* 

Rousseau's organic body p o l i t i c has the t issue and c o l l s of 

a l l i t s c l t i s ens cemented so l id ly in the structure as ths 

only e f fect ive meana of ensuring c i v i l 'cooperation' againat 

the mortally d iv i s ive e f fec t ef man naturally asocial* In 

Rousseau's society men are part pnd parcel of the aoverelgn 

power* In hob tea* Leviathan men ae authors of tho aovoreign 

are repressnted and ae auch aro t o t a l l y apart from the aov­

oreign power and thua men are foraefully united by i t . It la 

n l b l d e m . p . 13, 
7 2 Ibldom* 
7 3 Ibldam. p. 17. -f. Po l i t i ca l ^ponomv. p. 264* and 

2*>2 for s few of tho many evidenpps that Housseau conceives 
h i s body po l i t i c as an organic one* 
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vail said thon that Rouasoau*a organic body politis holds to­

gether while Hobbes' mechanistic body politic lo hold togsthsn 

Rousssau*a soslsty holds togsthor under its own will end force 

while Robbos* aoeiety ia subdued as a tamed multitude. 

This difference no doubt is what Rousseau had in mind 

when hP wrote tho following: 

Thorp v i U always bo s groat difference between 
subduing a multitude and ,>:ov«rnin/? a society, .#n 
unorganised man aro successively subjugated by one 
individual, whatever number there may bo of thorn, 
thsy appear to ate only as a master and slaves} I 
cannot regard them as a people and their chief) they 
are, if you please, sn aggregation, but thoy aro not 
aa yet an aasoclstiont for there Is neither public 
property, nor a political body, among them. A man 
«ay have enslaved half the world, and yet continue 
only a private individual; his interest is separate 
from that of others, and confined to himself alone, 
when such a man falls, his empire, remains unconnected 
and without any bond of union,,,'1* 

Rousseau's aim ls for an squalltarIan soolety in which every 

man as equal cannot rlae up to dominate In tho spirit of 

libertarian Inequality ruinous to the life and libprty of 

others. Roueseeo seeks an indestructible union, an organic 

Stats in which tho atmabers are preserved, though this is 

possible only If first the political whole survives. 

Apsordlng to him, whsn a man upon boin<- attacked puts 

up his arm In defence to protect himself, the arm is rightly 

forced Into the servlso of thp whole body* ine member hae no 

M W M M M M M . 

Social Contract, p. 13* 
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independence* It may bo injured, but its injury redounds to 

tho good of ths whole and thus. In turn, to ths member, or, 

too* "as a wounded man haa his arm aut off to ssvo the rest 

of his body'5#» a0# too, in the Ststs an Individual member 

may have to bo forced to serve the whole body. Or, as Ber-

trsnd Russell?" says, in rogard to "the nov ethio", msn will 

eons to "little uae for tho superstition of guilt and owlish-

meat" as thoy come to "viewing society, as a whole..*" — 

liquidation of the individual will than followi 

wo V I P V a human body as a whole, snd if, for 
example, it is necessary to amputate a limb we do 
not pons id pr It necessary to prove first that ths 
limb is wicked. 

It ls as the citisen, Rousseau affirms, that man acts 

in concert Integrally with others* As such ha takes on the 

character of the v&ole civil structure, and in it he acts as 

a substantial part of the whole, AS a citizen he might be 

compared to a brick or stone sot into the edifice of tho 

3tat«, A brisk or stone In a building has its own individual­

ity but it also assumes a new nature as being In and of the 

whole building. Thus man has his own Individuality but as a 

member of the State, as citisen, he acquires a new existence, 

QyUjih st JMSS&LU&ZM v* 22 i< 

*° Bertrand Russs l l , The So lent i f i s QutloojR. London, 
George Allen and Uawin Ltd, , 1931,"' p. :UtK3|2~* 
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s higher sharsotsr as cemented in the eommunlon of tho whole, 

Moreover, vhat la ^ood for the whole l s .-ood for the 

individual parte, aineo tho whole prevails as a unit. If one-

part l s out of order, tho whole i s said to bo in disorder. 

Rence there l s need for the body polit ic to curb and elimin­

ate eny disorder line ss of tho individual merger a, in order to 

restore ths health snd function of a l l . Thus, says Rousseau, 

tho Individual members must bo totally subordinate to tho 

good of the whole, otherwise eoclety cannot preserve Itself , 

nor thsn can any individual member. Thus, too, "tho right 

ttoiph cash individual has over his own property Is always 

subordiaatp to tho rlgfst which tho community has over a l l , •7*' 

And if this were not so, "there would bo no solidity in tho 

soclsl bond, nor any real force in the exorcise of sovereign­

ty." If men aro not soolal by nature, thoy are social by 

contrast. If thsy are social by contrast, c i v i l society Is 

st lesst potentially tho master of their l ives pnd goodas 

" . . . tho State Is mads master of a l l thpir wealth by ths 

soolal contract, whish within tho :2tate serves ae the basis 

of a l l rightP7 3 ." 

Soolal Contact, p. 21-22, 
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What ip more, Houaaeau declares™, "the c i t i s e n l s 

not s Judge of the per i l to which the law may expoae him," 

Thia I P beoauae the "autonomoua Judgments" of the Individual 

ere only re la t ive to pure private interoat snd so ruinous to 

order. Just ep iiobbes held. Whsn and If to a c i t i zen tho 

government aaysi " 'I t i s expedient for the State that thou 

shouidet d i p ' , hp ought to d i e 5 u . " Poeitlvo c i v i l law la 

ultimate and f inal* r;he c i t i s e n must d ie , for "It ia only on 

that condition that he haa enjoyed hla security up to that 

moment ." What i s more, "his l i f e l s not to be considered 

simply as the boon of nature, but aa a conditional g i f t from 
ft? 

tho state ," inaofar ao tho State preserving i t se l f in exis­
tence l s the reason the members avert loss of equality, 
liberty and l i f e . 

There are l ines more startlin<• than thoee to be found 

in Housaeau the individualist. The extent to whioh Rousaeau 

expects to eotabllah unity among, and the transformation ot, 

individual men in the body polit ic la astounding. His view 

amounta to an annihilation of human nature, in order to in­

sure the success of this society of "liberation1, To those 

7 9 Ibidem, p . 3 1 . 
8 0 Ibldon,. 
8 1 Xbjdjan. 
52 M&St> 
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who would attempt to found a State Rousssau has thsae rather 
surprising words to says 

Those vho dare to undertake the Inatltution of 
a people muat fool thomsslvea capable, as i t were, of 

shanging human nature, of tranefoming ssch indi­
vidual, who by himself ia a perfect and solitary whole, 
Into a pert of a greater whole, from whioh ho In some 
measure reeelvaa his being and his l i fe} of altering 
tho conatitutlon of man for the purpoee of atrengtenlng 
i t ; of substituting a moral and partial existence 
instead of ths physical and Independent.existence 
which wo hsvp a l l received from natureJ3, 

Only when the individual man and his energies are absorbed in 

ths State does he f irs t find himself and also assist moat in 

tho perfecting of soolal l i fe* 

It l s neeeaaary* Rousaeau aays , to "rpmove from man 

a U 22H proper anergics £o bosfrpw upon h|m |hose whfteh are 

atrange to him,* and which he cannot employ witnout the ass is­

tance of others*" A man's natural powers must be annihilated 

and "the more those natural powora are annihilated, the store 

auguat and permanent are thoae which he aoquirss and the more 

solid and perfect l s the institution ^*" Thus perfection i s 

schieved "If pooh cit isen le nothing and pan do nothing but 

when combined with a l l the other o i t i sens . , * * ihe indivi­

dual drive for happiness must be controlled in terms of tho 

3 3 Ibidem, p* 36. 

Ibidem. I telle a are ours. 

lbidem* Italics are ours* 

% ibldpm. 
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whole, the t o t a l force which must be "equal or superior to 

tho sum of a l l ths natural forces of a l l thsae individuals 

. . , ? " Rouaessu pays that of ths different wi l l s In the 

Sts ts thsy 'become more act ive in proportion aa thoy ara oon-

centrated " undpr the povoroign wil l* ''Virtue i s nothing 

more than t h i s conformity of the particular w i l l s with the 

general w i l l ." "Tho most absolute authority," ho affirmed, 

"ls that which penetratea into a man*a inmost being, and con-
on .. 

soma Itself no less with his wil l than with his actions * 

But, sbovo a l l , "1£ %& £ft jood. %o know how to, doal with man 

St thoy PTP. It ia much better to make them what there i s 

need that they should be 9 1 ." 

Clearly, Houasoau la at leaat potentially the total­

itarian, though he never really ceases being the Individual­

i s t . In ths iocial Contract whish most emphatically reveals 

his totalitarian attitude, he hardly intends to abandon hla 

individualism but to favour It , to nourish and protect i t , 

until It grows up to become the very energies and stuff of 

tho tree of soolety. Thus Alfred Cobban"2 saya of Housseaui 

8 7 ibjdom* 
8 8 ibidem, p* 56. 
8 9 Pol i t ical lejnomx, p. 260. 
9 0 xbldo». p. »*>9. Hal loa aro ours. 

92 
T* Cobban, Roujaoau snj. tha ftodarn state,, p. ;?39. 
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*••• To tho pnd P hard and Insoluble core of individualism 

remalne In h i s thought and refuses to bo dlasolved away by 

tho r i s ing t ide of pommunal values." What le nore, "even in 

p e l l t l e s tho sasredneso of individuality and the importance 

of tho individual In i t ia t ive i s s t i l l h i s guiding principle.* 

Cobban adds r ight ly that "thia ia why we have to diaeard 

Vaughan's dsssrlption of him {Rousssau] aa 'the sworn foe net 

only of individualism, but of individuality* *." Vaughan 

aces that for Roussesu the individual l s "absolutely merged 

In the community" while Individual freedom lp "utterly loat 

in the sovereignty of the ^tate . This la against a l l reaaon 

and a l l experience9 ' ." Vaughan then r ight ly concludes that 
9a s ta te of whlph thia were true would be a State without 

freedom, without l i f e , without hope of prpcreps"," i t would, 
96 

of oo irse , be tho to ta l i tar ian s t a t s ' , despite any fundamen­
t a l Individualism undorlying i t* 

Sven for ROUPPPPU thp libortarlan-bepomp-totalltarlan 

there had to bo room somehow fer the aplrlt of I-vant-what-t-

wsnti "1 nesd only consult myself with regard to what 1 wish 

^lalsn. Cobban says: Housseau19 p o l i t i c a l theory 
at art a with the ini lvidual **nd i t enda with t:,e lndivldual"(p7! 

*» 0* ;. Vaughan. The {ffiWosfl wr t̂ Ingj of, Jejn-
Jaequea aoussoau. Vol. I , p . 5 9 . 

9 5 Ifeidja* 

** ^fjjf la P* 3?» Vaughan auma up Housssau'a Socia l 
Contract aa "the porch to a col lect lv lsm aa absolute aa the 
mind of man haa ever conceived. 
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to d o . . . 9 7 " "lot each think as he pleases*.»^ " mancipa­

tion from tho Chrlatlan tradition or at least from what ho 

thought was ths tradition, appeared to require the philosophy 

of individualism. Ths problem was to mix order with this 

spirit of "liberstion"• Throughout Rousaeau*s totalitarian 

conoluaions ho i s radically the Individualist endeavouring 

to reconcile freedom and equality and hoping somehow to eata-

bliah aa a principle his libertarianism vlth i t s absolute 

l iberty, while at the seme time ho bemoans i t s disastrous 

s f fss ts sad so resorts to statlsm and the bonds of phyeleal 

for PP. 

Ohriptopher Dawson haa aummed up what this "lib©ra­

tional" movement amounta to in practice, "As Liberalism did 

not create moral ldeaa, so too," he notes, "It cannot pro-

serve them" —• like a parasite i t has flourished on things 

to whioh i t as such has absolutely no t i t l e 9 ' : 

It l ives on the spiritual capital that i t has 
inherited from Ohristian c iv i l i sat ion, and aa thia 
l s exhausted, something olae must take ita place. 
Once society la launched on tho path of secularisa­
tion i t cannot stop in the halfvay house of liberal­
ism i t must go on to tho bitter pnd, whether that 
end be Oomftunism or some alternative type of 
'totalitarian' secularI am. 

9 7 3*11»« Foxley, p. 2149. 

* $ ibidem, p. 3Uh. 

" Christopher Davson, o£* e i t . , p. 6"i-6% 
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Horeovar, on tha international level there la likewlae 

for Roussoau as for Robbos no natural moral law and hence no 

moral bonds among peoples, or net lone. The wi l l of the . te te , 

saya Rousssau, Is "ths moral lav44 "the rule of Justice" . 

But by this wi l l , of course, Rousaeau clearly meana the wil l 

of tho individual Stata, no univarpal norm common to a l l men 

and Statest 

It la important to observe that this rule of 
Justice, though certain with regard to a l l oit isens, 
may bs defective with regard to foreigners* Ths 
reason l s clear* The wi l l of tho State, though 
general In relation to Ita own members, l s no longeifa. 
po In relation to other States and their members*.** 

Juatiee ia strict ly artif icial* Tho amoral law of nature 

pre vol la among individual States, aa among individual man In 

the s ts ts of nature, ainae man la b/ nature a aoclal and amo­

ral* Thia la the spirit of nationalism, or the "internation­

al Individualism" of ths modern Ration-State engulfed In cora-

ppptp and power polltlea* And, aa "obboa and Houaaeau saw, 

force ia the final arbiter in an amoral order* 

A few final words might be mentioned with regard to 

Rousseau'a views on "civic religion" since i t throws some 

light on this study* Since for Rousaeau the pol i t ical sov­

ereign Is absolute and indlviaiblo, i t ia not to be subor­

dinate to anything in any way above it* The citato must be 

1 0 0 *ol lt loal aoqnomy, p. 2£3. 
101 iua* 
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one* Thus Christianity i s out of order since i t disrupts ths 

" p o l l t l s s l unity" and atanda oppoaed to the primasy of nan's 

v i l l In tha past . 

Rouaeeau'e society i s t e ta l l tar lan because thus i t i s 

ons. I t s aeeularlat unity shuts out an end other than that 

whieh l s t o ta l l y within the body p o l i t i c . If transcending 

thp Sts t s there l s sn end thet serves s s s practical princi­

ple of order for p o l i t i c a l l i f e , then ths state cannot lay 

olaln to abaolute unity. Housseau bewails t h i s faot pnd 

lands, as did Hobbes, the old pagan unity of re l ig ion end 

Stats , wherein "eaah State had Itp own pult and i t s own goda" 

and "did not distinguish i t s rods from Its lava 1 0 2 1 } "tho 

Jurisdiction of thoir gods being, aa i t wsrp, limited by thp 

bounder i s p of tho nation* ^." "£very re l ig ion ," he pays, was 

"ppCttlicrly united with tho laws of tho State whish preeerib-

sd i t . . .* 0 k *" 'Converting s people" was "by enalaving them" 

while the only mleslonarlss were conquerors and tho "obliga­

t ion of exchanging one cult for another being e lew Imposed 

on tho vanquished, wan had to conquer before thoy begsn to 
105#„ 

1 0 2 Soslal 3ontract, p. 115, 
1 0 3 Ibldpa* p* 116. 
1 ( * Ibldoa. 

1 0 5 Ibidem. 
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Rousseau»s complaint i s that , with tho coming of 

Ohrlst lanlty, ths Sts t s loses this "unity" snd becomes divided 

in the separstlon of Ohurch and State by tho claim to another 

snd higher juriadlctlont ' . . . Jesus oame to es tabl i sh a 

sp ir i tua l kingdom on earth, which, by separating the theolo­

g ical from tho p o l i t i c a l system, mads tho State no longer 

o n e . . . * 0 0 * 'This double power," p&ys Houaaeau, divides tho 

c i v i l whole by concentrating and binding man's attention on 

an end out aide thia whole and en t e l l e "a perpetual conf l ic t 

for jurisdict ion whioh haa meda any system of £©od pol i ty 

impossible in Christian s ta tes* ,* ?" P r e s e t l c a l l y , there 

i s only one end, a c i v i l one. Tho Pnd transcending ths State 

l s , in prast loe, 'more injurious than useful to tho conatitu­

t lon of tho s tate ." Moreover, "whatever breaks aoclal 

unity ia worthless; a l l Inst i tut ions which a.*t men in sontrs-
109 

dict ion with himself are worthless . in tho vein of tho 

l ibertarian, man's wi l l i s not to be countered. Human w i l l 

la not to bo guided or gainsaid except by thia nev o l v l l lav 

and re l ig ion to which man in the pact freely a ab scribe a and 

of which ho la wholly author. Vhsrs i s advantage In this 

1 0 6 Ibidem* p* 117. I t a l i c s arc ours, 
1 0 7 ibidem. 
1 0 6 Ibidem, p* 119. 

1 0 9 Ibidem, P. 120. 
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110 old pagan c i v i l unity, saya Rousssau , since It tssshes tho 

oitisens that "to serve tho state la to serve Its tutelary 

3od" "by making their country the object of tho citisen*' 
111 adoration." "Ho state or govornmpnt," Rounsoau affirms , 

"ban ever be wsll-pstabllshod" without "tho complete restora­

tion of poll t ie a 1 unity." This was tho solution 'old by the 

totalitarian, Hobbea, It i s precisely for this reason that 

aoussoau has highest praise for Hobbes who had "darsd to pro* 
112 

pose a Junction of tho two heads of tho £ag:le ." 

While Rousaeau believes men may think, in libertarian 

faahion, as thoy pleaee, he never overcomes the disturbing 

feat sf thp inpompstlblllty of individualism end aoclal order 

and thus resorts to his compulsive "political unity"* "The 

right which the social compact gives the Sovereign over tho 

subjects," ho eays , 'extends no further than i s necessary 

for ths public good." avsry man must bo absolutely at l iber-

t 7 t . think «.d do . . h. p i . . . . . but without h ^ l n g o t h « J * 

i»o sovereign may control tho opinions of ths subjects unless 

i 1 0 Ibidem. 
1 1 1 Ibidem, p. 116. 
U 2 ibidem. 
}l$ lb loon. p# 123. 
l i U Ot. ^qjltlo,^ ^pnomy, p. 2£6* 
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"those opinions may affeot the community ." However, "it 

i s of consequence to ths Stats," Housseau declares , "that 

ssoh of Its s lt lsons should have a rollgion which wil l dispose 

him to love his duties" to tho State and pub l i s good. This, 

of course. Is not so much beoause of any love or regard for 

truth Itsel f but merely for tho practical end of c i v i l order 

that mem may squally enjoy perfect autonomous liberty 7 : 

Tho do-mss of that rollgion interest neither the 
statp nor Its members except as far as thsy affeot 
morality and those duties which he who professes thsm 
l s roquirpd to discharge towards others. For ths 
root, every Individual may entertain what opinion he 
p leases . . . 

All that ia necessary la that elt isens conform to the lav* 

Religion i s s purely private affair unless i t i s that of ths 

Ststs; In this eaae tho religion must bs social * 

Thorp ip therefore a purely c i v i l profession of 
fa i th , tho art i d e a of whish i t l s ths buslnsss of 
the Sovereign to arrange, not precisely aa dogmas of 
rel igion, but as sentiments of see labi l i ty without 
which i t i s Impossible to be either a good pitlson 
or a faithful subject* 

The Sovereign, ;ionsaecu adds, cannot oblige men to 

believe them, but "it can banish from the 3 tats whoever doee 

XX$ 
free but not free," apparently, to injure others, 

114 

£g»gga £«B|gjftk *>*.*% .. jj*ttti J 1**. l a Absolutely 

%bftl*S* 

**T mdpay 

*** IM«avj, P. 123-12I*. 
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not believe thorn} not as tax impious person, but as an unso-
110 

ciable one*.,* 7* or i t may sacrifice p man's l i f e , if nepd 

be. But i f there i s any man who, "after he has publicly 

subscribed to thoee dogmas, shall conduct himaelf aa If ho 

did not believe thorn, he. |p. j& be. punished, b£ o^atfr*20." 

Uowever strong these l ines , thoy era not altogether 

inconsistent with Rousssau*s thought already affirmed. Rous­

ssau pntprtainp a l l tha perilous potential of totalitarianism 

wall before he ever speaks thus of this c ivls religion or 

profession of faith. Tho danger is that thia may not bo aeon* 

There are s t i l l those who naively believe ..ouaeeau ip a 

totalitarian chiefly beeoupe of such lines voiced in hla 

Civic eligion", as though these views have no dlreot rela­

tion with Rousseau*s individualism other than being a etrangc 

"monstrous appendage". But this i s far from being tho truth. 

P.O. Oroen In hla study of Rousssau i s a typlsal instsnse of 

this aberration. Commenting on this punlshed-by-death art l -
121 

els , Oroen wri tes**** 

Ibidem, p. 12U* 

120 
Ibidem. I ta l ics aro ours. Ouch a man deserves 

death, adds rioussssu, because "he has committed the greatest 
ot a l l crimeat he has l ied in tho faeo of the law," 

t¥oss 

121 
P.O. arson, Jean-Jcoquoa Housseau, a Critical 

of gin X»lfs and i^Ittnga. 'Csmbrrdp-e.̂ at the 'university 
, 1 9 5 5 , p« 301^ 
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Hecklesaly, In that fatal article of his civic 
profession of faith, he (Rousssauj conceived the 
formula for a process of Judicial siass murder which, 
with various refinementa, was destined to form tho 
basis of tho twentieth-century totalitarian state , 

Orssn thsn continues but this time affirming his faith In 

whet amounts to Rousseau*s basic individualism as though i t 

haa no menacing t i e s with the totalitarian State: 

That a noble creation like the Oontrat Social 
should have boon dlefigurod by such s monstrous 
appendage i s one of the most baffling enl@aas recorded 
in l iterature. But ws should not allow i t to blind 
us to the pndurlng truths enshrined In Rousseau *s 
treatise* Of these t o grsatost snd, today, the most 
precious, l s that sovereignty belongs to tho people 
pnd must n»V9r$ under any pro text , bo transferred to 
any individual or group of individuals. What happens 
whsn Roussecu's tsaohlngs ars Ignored l s written 
large on the map of tho World* 

One thing, howovor, ia certain in a study of Rous-

soaut In him there i s indisputable evidence of Individualism, 

on tho one hand, and, of totalitarianism, on tho other* Tho 

latter l s by no means an accident, or a coincidence, but an 

inevitable consequence of ths practical need to control the 

former « 
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Ths totalitarian Juggernaut, i t le said, sspsslally 

Communism, la tha chief danger to the modern world* But a 

sounder conclusion i s that ths throat i s not so much from the 

open orudities of totalitarianism as from the subtle elusive-

ness of individualism* This la true particularly sines so 

mush of tho philosophy of Individualism with i t s concomitant, 

democratic raytha l s s t i l l entrenohed In western thought and 

i s far from bolng uprooted, or exposed for Its worthiessness. 

Individualism needs decisively to bo stripped of i t s Chris­

tian associations, for i t has no t i t l e to thorn* Bi l l s of 

Rights, popular or majority vote, amoral primasy of individual 

rights or democratic wi l l , freedom under law, representation, 

separation of powers and ths l ike , are, in a aooularlstlo, 

social context, either dangerous or thoroughly worthless* 

This hss not been a study in dsnoorasy but in Individualism* a 

relation to tho totalitarian polity* To some, democracy i s 

ths same as indivlduslisai, but only beeauss to them demooracy 

l s a secular lam, aa haa appeared in the coarse of this essay. 

Individualism i s at bottom a mortal myth and, in any society 

founded upon tho philosophy of individualism, tho tota l i ta­

rian strangle-hold Is Inevitable. Order in human relations 

i s a patent exigency* but hov in tho garden of Indivllua11am 
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osn there be any order or can any hops bo entertained of 

gathering tho fruits of soolal harmony? It followa that tho 

tree of totalitarianism la planted In the garden of indivi­

dualism* 

To put i t another way, indivldualism shatters society, 

leaving behind only Individuals and the State so that the 

pholee la anarchy or atatiam, "Human grains of a and must re­

main separate Individuals or else get set in the cement of 

totalitarianism — where thoir identity and personality are 

lost*," But ths plain fact ls that xsan is not a ss l f -suff l -

sient being. That he wil l resort to some polit ical structure 

la inevitable. It wil l be then acme brand of totalitarian lam, 

Tha universal problem haa been reconciliation between 

freedom and social order or between the individual'a drive 

for happineaa and the happineaa of all* Individualism'a 

revolutionary answer to the problem aroae in the wake of the 

Proteatent Revolt, in part aa a protoat againat thinga modi* 

aaval and, especially, aa a means of breaking the back of 

Dlvlne-Rifht kingship* The core of this philosophy of indi­

vidualism waa the denisl that man is social by nature* It 

waa s "rationalization'' in the unfavourable sense of the 

term. But the denial meant that human problems must, be 

viewed according to , and solved by, purely temporal norma* 

R e i l l , ©£• o l t * . p . 72 . 
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Zn aoclal prastiss i t meant that men could propped with tem­

poral affairs either pantheist i s ally** or as though Ood were 

no noceaaary part of ths picture. It meant s beclouding of 

msn, the rstlonal animal, and of man's vationsl prinslpls of 

operation, and final purpoae* It waa an experimontal, "eman­

cipatory" attempt te find a purely human aotuallsatlon of 

order. Han was to be "liberated" from the trammela of the 

ppat, HP waa to begin afreeh for a new order. 

But tho problem remained and waa made raoro difficults 

how attain human harmony i f man l s autonomously frsof It 

would bo through society, but not thro urn his nature as 

rational* But than by what Justification would the lav, tho 

practical work-tool of aoeiety, restrsin him? clearly i t 

would not be tho natural moral law, the rational lav of hla 

nature. Lav becomes a dictate of man'a wil l or appetites* 

The c i v i l lav l s Justified i f aoeiety ia* But hov ia society 

Jnatifisdt Byman*s rational nature of *hlch Ood Is author1? 

Rot Society is purely sn art is t i e creation of man* So then 

l s authority and thon lsw — a l l pure creations of man, in 

that order; society, authority, law. If man l s not soclsl 

by nature, ho Is soolal by hla will or by contrast, and hence 

2 Apropos, &obbss* pointed note on pantheism ia not 
Irrelevant; " . . . to say the world ip ood it to say thorp Is 
no pause of i t , thst la, no God,'1 Leyjat.hm* p, 16£* 
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ho alone creates authority without which no aoclal goal l s 

possible, iie alone i s radio ally the aoverelgn authority of 

thp lav pnd thosp principles whereby man l ives , acts and 

attains happlnsss. Liberty i s by way of himself alone. 

But any pol i t ical system thus founded on will i s ar­

bitrary. In practice i t reats on foroej to foroe alone i t 

can report and so i s potentially totalitarian, i t operates 

ss i f no spsls l relation can be legitimately outside tho omni­

competent roach of tho polit ical arm, 

Ths conclusive point to bo stressed, however, i s that 

Individual lam Is morally defenceless, ihere ia no intrinaio 

roaaon why in s society baasd on Individualism tho individual 

c i t isen must in any way. In moral obligation of conscience, 

bo protected sgainst bslng totally subordinated to tho good 

of tho Stats, Ths work of Robbos and Rousseau clearly evi ­

denced this truth. If s l v l l soolety in fact i s merely a tool 

of the pgo, thorp Is no reason in fast why the sgo should 

not besoms merely a tool of tho r>tato. If pragwatieaiiy this 

nsods bp — by tho polltlpel wil l prevalent. Absolutely 

aothlag la tho philosophy of individualism or Liberalism sen 

stand sa s bulwark againat tyranny or a co l les t lv l s t abuse 

of the huaian person. Hence the unfailing attempt — pane, 

lndped, but lnponalatent — of the individualist to report 

to tho things of common so nee or of tho Christian preserve. 
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The altomstlvs to re Jo ot ion of Individualism la ob­

viously nst totalitarianism, nor l s i t tha discarding of in­

dividual rights exoept amoral 'rights"* Sush "rights" moral­

ly are nothing aa aobhes pnd ROUPpeau evinced, Ron cannot 

Ignore tho ^ U g ^ i M * . *^»M». •«<* ««P*ot, indifferent to 

Ohristian valuee, to come upon sn intelligent plan of aoclal 

order, Hobbes and Roussesu unwittingly serve to make the ar­

gument abundantly clear. To take into aocount tho future of 

human frosdom and fe l ic i ty does not require a atudy of Robbos 

sad Houaaeau. Tot tho truth to whioh their writings are the 

unwitting witness l s ths treasure. 

Tho problem la a phtloaophloel one, before i t l s a 

pol it ical one* Tho queetion of whether or not there should 

bo s wolfora or >oolallat atate phould bo amply prefased by 

a concerted consideration of the underlying philosophise! 

issues* An honest oonsldsrstlon yields more fruitful eonclu-

slons ss to man's neture, rational and social , his origin snd 

purpose, and tha rule a for human relet'.one with regard to 

soolety, euthor i ty , and law. Ths as ars the wider Issues — 

tho Issues thst are worthier than vote-counting, separation 

of powora, representation, however important in another way* 

Tha oonoluslon nay well bo tnade that even the govern* 

monte of ths '.3.A. and England — insofar as thoy hood the 

floyths of Indlvidualiem — are totalitarian potentially or in 

ths cry i f not in prastlee, whether ultimate authority bo in 
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tho anglish Supreme Parliament or in the u*.,* 'iuproias ^ourt 

or majority r u l e . Neither B i l l s of Righto, nor oonstltutlono 

nor der.eeretlo rsprecentstlone and ao forth, which are ussd 

by individualism, glvs the answer, however useful thoy may bo 

within a Ohristian context or in s democracy rooted in tho 

natural mural law. FUtfita unices founded In this natural law 

are beeeleaa* A B i l l of Rights I t s e l f la no defence against 

to ta l i tar ian rule and l s thus but simpleton'a t i n s e l . Msn*s 

hope against gas ehambers, concentration cam pa, and tho 

tlsjhtanlng ring of Oossmanlam ia not in Individualism, or in 

meehaaisally guaranteed r i g h t s , or in ths baublea of demo-

ore t i e eeoularlem. Further, i f r i g h t s . In ths sp i r i t of 

individualism, are determined by w i l l (not reason), thsy osn 

bo maintained only by coercion end so sn Individualist ic 

order w i l l inevitsbly degenerate into a to ta l i tar ian order* 

If lav IP a pure imperative sanctioned by force — as in 

Snglsnd snd America — a b i l l of Righta creating Individual 

r ights i s nepcpssry* (Kor thus r ights then aro just aa much 

the result of whim or w i l l as l s the law* if th is i s true 

of lav , I t l s trus of r i g h t s , whish rest on lsw*) But then 

freedom in t h i s context la In s purely precarious posi t ion. 

I t i s s t ths a»rcy of ths whim of a majority, or ruling group, 

ignoring natursl morsl lsw and therefore moral r igh t s , men 

f a l l bask to reliance on p»n»aly poait ive , human law and c i v i l 

r ighta . Vut hero c i v i l rights alone are aa arbitrary an 
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amoral poaitive law and as strong or offootive as foroe. But 

thsn there i s the ewful problem of f i l l ing gaps and loopholes 

in ths law, Endless resort to positive legislation i s mads 

in a kind of mechanical make-shift attempt to have the laws 

do what ful f i l led obligation in natural moral lav i s to ac­

complish. There i s in ths united States, for example, a 

sttper-abundaneo of laws beyond lavs aiming at the preserva­

tion of Individual rights — snd this , as the boast roes, in 

a country foundsd on ths philosophy of Indivldualisai, Indeed. 

legitimate sre tho feara of those observers who refuso to 

believe in tho Impossibility of sn American totalitarianism* 

Ths problsm in ths real situation is diff icult enough 

even recognising^ thst man la rational and aoclal by nature 

and that law i s an ordinance, or dictate of re son, but i t l s 

made Insanely diff icult by experimentally making the princi­

ple of order srbitrary and voluntarlstic and effective by 

force alone. This peculiar experiment began largely in the 

3 
J Voluntarism insofar as It Ives undue preeminence 

to tho will over the intellect is, no doubt, a doctrine 
intellectually vicious, Sot a word of caution ls in order 
lest intellect be unduly stretched to the detriment of tho 
vols of will: it must bs stressed that mere knowledge or 
education is insufficient. Understanding needs its comple­
ment in the function of ths will* Intellect, or understand­
ing ls never so important as to replace will, or Ita appeti­
tive Brightness. Sosrstsa* aberration that 'virtue is know­
ledge" ls still very mush afoot In modern thought* 
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aixteenth oentury. It has been a "flop". It ehould bo aban­

doned expppt to record the Isssons and learn from thorn. Aa 

msn ls sppipl by nature, sooloty snd i t s laws must bo in har­

mony with ths author of that nature and the end for which the 

hiaaan person exists* Thia, of course, doe a not mean return 

to s dsad past or to the peculiar defects and corrupt lone of 

tho Kiddle Ages, 

Ths Stats cannot bosoms totalitarian i f i t la subor­

dinated in behalf of ths human person to an end treneeending 

this l i f e , Ths subordination of tho State to this transcen­

dental purpose l s intel l igible only as man Is seen to be a 

rational being who aets as sush and ordera his l i f e personal­

ly and pol i t ical ly on this faot of his rational nature. 
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ABSTRACT 

This study la an attempt t o expoae thoroughly the 

practical re lat ion between the philosophy of individualism 

and to ta l i tar ian lata and to throw a more vivid l ight on the 

whole u\i*atlon, indeed a timely one, by entering upon i t in 

a somewhat now wsy, different from a merely philosophical 

ap.•roach. The question, though primarily a philoaophlcal one, 

la here considered in a h i s tor i ca l oontext, as a philosophi­

cal - h i s t o r i e e l question. It l s indsod true thet there are 

many absurdities in the phlloeophy of Thomas -'obbes and Jean-

J aequo a Rousseau, but there Is also a :>r̂  clous truth in their 

posit ions* The procedure l s to witness how these individual-

lata par excellence draw In their own words and in their own 

loglo —•> by on ineluctable cone latency — the tota l i tar ian 

conclusion to tho soolal problem. Individualism and t o t a l ­

itarianism are not opposed a«s oontredletaries . The former 

la the fodder of the l a t t e r . 

The basic s o c l s l problem l s reconci l iat ion of freedom 

and ordor, or harmonising the Individual's drive for happi­

neaa with the happiness of a l l persona, Oan the philosophy 

of individualism give the a lut lon to thia problem? The 

whole question, oven aa It appearo toda*, ia tangled in com­

pl icate d associations with thinga of the 'Christian tradi t ion. 

Indivldualiam aa a philosophy ia simply a denial that man ia 
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naturally aoclal — a evolutionary denial of a traditional 

thes is , a dsnlal thst la quite compile a tod in ita ramifica­

tions and one that has had tremendous reperousasns • Indivi­

dual ism*s revolutionary answer to the problem arose in the 

wake of the Protestant Revolt, in part as a protest against 

things mediaeval and, especially, as a &eans of breaking the 

back of :>ivine-Right kingship* This philosophy of Individual 

ism was indeed a "rationalisation" in the unfavourable sense 

of ths tern. Phis dsnlal meant in fact that luman problems 

were henceforth to bo viewed according to , and solved by 

purely temporal norms a a though Ood were no necessary part of 

the picture* It meant a beclouding of man, the rational ani­

mal, and of wen's rational principle of operation, and final 

purpoae. It was an experimental "emancipatory'* attempt to 

find a purely human actuallaation of order, dobbes and Rous­

aeau warp among the leading figures bearing out this revolt* 

Soth emphatically deny man Is social by nature* lor Hobbes 

as for Rousaeau this la a rejection of the natural moral law, 

whence in modern thought arises a predominance of moral posi­

tivism and extrinsic morality. Human parfaotion comes then 

only by positive human law alone, exorcised by the body poli­

t i c which has no obligations to anything above Itaelf and ao 

to none of i ta m»ahor9» 

nobbss inaugurates the primacy of individual rights, 

amoral righta which when surrendered in a social contract 
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give r i s e to soolety and a l v l l law whioh alone la low morally 

in the proper sense for human re la t ions . Whore tradit ional ly 

law was f i r s t , then obl igat ion, or duty, Hobbes makes r ights 

f i r s t , then lsw, v i s . the w i l l of the c i v i l sovorolgn, repre­

senting s l l I t s members in the Leviathan* I f man i s s o c i a l , 

not by rat ional nature, but by w i l l or paet, ho must bo in sn 

amoral condition of l iberty and equality — i . e . the atate of 

nature, a nere log ica l neoeaslty of individualism. Only thua 

can he contract Into society and become himself f u l l author 

of morality and lav* Robbos etroaaed order. Locke stressed 

the l iber ty aepeet of the myth l e a l atate-df-nature condition 

while ignoring the economic inequality that th i s 'liberty4* 

l o f t in i t a wake. Rousseau's problem waa to reconcile th i s 

"liberty and equality" — an impossibil ity* Rousseau Ilka 

Robbos begins with r ights aa tho source of society and law 

but reooneilea them in an organic po l i ty of c i t i z e n s under 

tho new, democratic "moral" law, the sovereign Oeneral « t l l . 

Tho c i t l s e n s s l l equally obey t h i s law which thoy a l l aqually 

and free ly author. For Robbop and Roussesu the aolutlon to 

tho problem wee to be through soc i e ty , but not through man*a 

nature aa rational* The question wast by what jus t i f i ca t ion 

vap the law, tho pract ical work-tool of soo le ty , to restrain 

asm? Clearly I t vaa not tho natural moral law, the rational 

law of his nature* Lav then becomes a dictate of man's w i l l 

or appotltPP. Tho P lv l l lav i s j u s t i f i e d i f soolety i s . 
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But how Is soc iety Justified? By man's rat ional nature of 

which Ood Is author* Rot Society i s purely an a r t i s t i c 

creation of man. So then i s authority and then law — a l l 

pure creations of man, i . e . of h i s w i l l , In that order: soc ie ­

t y , authority, law* If man i s not soc ia l by nature, he la 

soc ia l by his w i l l or by contract, and hence he alone creates 

authority without which no aoclal goal i s poaaiblo* Ho alone 

l s radical ly the sovereign authority of the law and thoae 

principles whereby nan l i v e s , acts and attains happiness* 

Liberty i s by way of himself alone. But any p o l i t i c a l s s tam 

thus founded on w i l l Is arbitrary, -n practice i t res t s on 

foroe; to foroe alone i t can resort and so la potential ly 

t o t a l i t a r i a n . It operates as i f no soc ia l re lat ion can be 

legit imately outside the oemi-corapetent reach of the p o l i t i ­

ca l arm* Ordar In hasan relat ions la an obvious exigency, 

but how In the garden of Individualism can there be order or 

how can any hope bo hold of gathering the f r u i t s of aoclal 

order except by totalitarianism? 

There l s no Intrinsic reaaon why in o society baasd 

on individuallan the individual c i t i zen must in any way, in 

morsl obl igation of conscience, bo protected against being 

t o t a l l y subordinated to the good of the Gtate. Var from 

being a bulwark againat atatlam, Individtellsm la morally 

snd philosophically defenceless . Hobbes and ''oussssu clearly 

ovldonoed t h i s . If c i v i l socioty in fact Is merely a too l of 



ABSTRACT 269 

tho ego, there la no reaaon why the ©go should not become 

merply a tool of tho state, if prsuvaatloslly this needs be — 

by the political will prevalent. If rights m the spirit of 

individualism, are dotsrmlned by will alone, they can be 

maintained only by coercion* Neither Bills of Rights, nor 

constitutions, nor vote-counting, nor separation of powers, 

nor democratio representation, which are used by Indivluualisrv 

solve the problem, however useful they may be in a Ohristian 

context or in a democracy rooted in the natural moral law. 

Rights unless founded in thia natural law are baseleas. The 

£tats cannot become totalitarian If it ls subordinated in 

behalf of the human person to an 9nd transcending thia life. 

The subordination of the tate to thia transcendental purpose 

Is intelligible only as man is seen to bo a rational being 

who acta aa auch and orders hla life personally and political­

ly on this fact of hia rational nature, don cannot Ignore the 

Phlloaophia Perennla oM expect, indifferent to -ihriatian 

valuea, to eome upon an int©lli;rent plan of aoclal order, 

lobbps and Rousssau unwittingly serve to make the argument 

abundantly clear* 


